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Key points

What’s already known about this topic?

e The COVID-19 vaccine is highly efficacious at protecting against severe COVID-19
outcomes in the general population. Vaccine hesitancy (unwillingness to receive
vaccination despite available vaccination services) poses a major threat to global
public health and is more common in women, younger age and ethnic minority groups
in the general population.

¢ Individuals with psoriasis taking systemic immunosuppression were considered at high
risk of severe COVID-19 outcomes and prioritised for vaccination, however there is a
paucity of information on vaccine hesitancy in this group, including contributing factors.

¢ While global healthcare has been severely disrupted by the COVID-19 pandemic,
access to psoriasis care and its potential impact on vaccine hesitancy is
underexplored.

What does this study add?

e A substantial proportion (40%) of individuals with psoriasis reported disrupted access
to psoriasis care during the COVID-19 pandemic. Disrupted care was most commonly
reported in younger age and ethnic minority groups.

e COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy was reported by a minority (8%) of individuals with
psoriasis. Those reporting vaccine hesitancy were younger and more likely to be of
non-white ethnicity, in keeping with trends in the general population.

e The commonest reasons for vaccine hesitancy were concerns regarding vaccine side
effects, that the vaccine is too new or that psoriasis may worsen post-vaccination.
These concerns are important to address during patient-clinician interactions to help
mitigate risks from the ongoing pandemic in individuals with psoriasis.
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Summary

Background:

COVID-19 vaccination is efficacious at protecting against severe COVID-19 outcomes in the
general population. However, vaccine hesitancy (unwillingness for vaccination despite
available vaccination services) threatens public health. Individuals taking immunosuppression
for psoriasis have been prioritised for COVID-19 vaccination, however there is a paucity of
information on vaccine hesitancy in this population, including contributing factors. While global
healthcare has been severely disrupted in the pandemic, the impact on access to psoriasis
care and whether this may negatively influence vaccine uptake, is underexplored.

Objectives:
To explore organisational and individual factors associated with COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy
in individuals with psoriasis.

Methods:

Individuals with psoriasis, identified through global patient organisations and social media,
completed a cross-sectional self-reported online survey. The primary outcome was COVID-
19 vaccine hesitancy. Logistic regression was used to examine the association between
predictor variables (organisational and individual factors) and outcome.

Results:

Self-reported data from 802 individuals with psoriasis across 89 countries were available
(65.6% female, median age 51 years [IQR 37-61], 43.7% taking systemic
immunosuppression). Eight percent (n=63) reported vaccine hesitancy. Those reporting
vaccine hesitancy were younger, more likely to be of non-white ethnicity, non-UK resident,
have a lower BMI, not taking systemic immunosuppression and with shorter disease duration
compared to those not reporting vaccine hesitancy. The commonest reasons for vaccine
hesitancy were concerns regarding vaccine side-effects, that the vaccine is too new or that
psoriasis may worsen post-vaccination. Forty percent (n=322) reported that their psoriasis
care had been disrupted by the pandemic. These individuals were younger, of non-white
ethnicity, with shorter duration and more severe psoriasis. Disruption to psoriasis care was
associated with vaccine hesitancy (unadjusted OR 2.97 (95%CI 1.23-7.13), p=0.015),
although not statistically significant in the adjusted model.

Conclusion:

A minority of individuals with psoriasis from our study reported COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy.
Similar to general population trends, vaccine hesitancy in our psoriasis sample is most
common in younger age and ethnic minority groups. Our data highlight patient concerns
regarding COVID-19 vaccination, which are important to address during patient-clinician
interactions to help optimise vaccine uptake and mitigate risks from the ongoing pandemic in
individuals with psoriasis.
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Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic has had a major impact on global healthcare delivery. In the UK, the
urgent need for infection control drove NHS services to rapidly redesign care delivery!. In
primary care this involved introducing digital triage and expanding remote consultations22. In
secondary care, outpatient clinics transitioned from face-to-face consultations to digital
modalities, and appointments were guided by remote monitoring and patient-initiated follow-
up. Global healthcare systems have also responded to the urgent need to deliver mass
COVID-19 vaccine rollout programmes. The impact of these major institutional shifts on the
management of patients with chronic inflammatory diseases such as psoriasis remains under-
explored.

The COVID-19 vaccine has proven to be highly efficacious at protecting against severe
COVID-19 outcomes in the global general population*®. However, many remain
unvaccinated, often due to personal choice’®. Vaccine hesitancy, defined as delay in
acceptance or refusal of vaccination despite availability of vaccination services, is a major
threat to global public health®. In the UK general population, COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy is
higher in women, younger age and ethnic minority groups!®*3. Individuals with psoriasis,
particularly those prescribed immunosuppressant therapies, are considered a high priority in
the COVID-19 vaccination programme!*!>. However, there is a paucity of information on
vaccine hesitancy among clinically vulnerable groups including psoriasis patients, and the
factors contributing to this®. This knowledge will help to inform immediate priorities for clinical
care and mitigate risks from the ongoing pandemic.

We sought to understand perceptions around COVID-19 vaccination in individuals with
psoriasis and characterise the organisational and individual factors associated with vaccine
hesitancy. Specifically, we explored the impact of disrupted access to psoriasis care and
demographic factors on COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy using a global patient-reported cross-
sectional survey.

Methods

Study, Design and Participants

An online self-report survey was designed for people with psoriasis (Psoriasis Patient Registry
for Outcomes, Therapy and Epidemiology of COVID-19 Infection Me, PsoProtectMe)’.
PsoProtectMe was launched on 4th May 2020, disseminated globally via social media, patient
organisations and clinical networks. The questionnaire was updated in May 2021 to include
additional sections exploring the impact of the ongoing pandemic on access to medical care,
perception of immunosuppressant-associated risks and COVID-19 vaccine uptake. Follow up
guestions were defined by our expert study group (clinicians, epidemiologists, health data
researchers, patient representatives) and circulated to existing respondents of PsoProtectMe,
as well as being open to new participants. Data were collected and managed using REDCap
electronic data capture tools, licensed to King’s College London?.

Variables
The methodology and study variables within PsoProtectMe are previously described®®. For the

current analysis, systemic immunosuppressant medications were classified into either
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standard systemic or targeted therapy. Standard systemic therapies included: acitretin,
apremilast, ciclosporin, fumaric acid esters/dimethylfumarate, methotrexate (oral or
subcutaneous) and prednisolone. Targeted therapies included tumour necrosis factor (TNF)
(adalimumab, certolizumab pegol, etanercept, golimumab, infliximab), interleukin (IL)-17
inhibitors (brodalumab, ixekizumab, secukinumab) and IL-12/IL-23p40 or IL-23p19 inhibitors
(guselkumab, risankizumab, tildrakizumab, ustekinumab).

Access to care was assessed by asking participants to rate their agreement with the following
statement: “In the pandemic, my psoriasis care has been affected because | have had
problems accessing the doctors and nurses who usually care for me:” Perception of
medication risk was assessed by asking participants to rate agreement with the following
statements: “This medication makes me more at risk of catching COVID-19” and “This
medication makes me more at risk of poor recovery from COVID-19.” A 5-point ordinal scale
for each of the above statements included the following responses: “strongly agree”,

LI T] ”

“moderately agree”, “no feelings”, “moderately disagree” and “strongly disagree”.

The primary outcome was COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy, defined as unwillingness to receive
the vaccine®. This was assessed using the following questions: “Do you plan to have the
vaccine?” and “Why have you not received at least 1 dose of the COVID-19 vaccine?”.
Reasons for vaccine hesitancy were evaluated using the following question: “Why did you
decide not to have the vaccine? (Check all that apply). The following responses were available
(designed to capture known factors driving vaccination behaviours'®): “I do not think it will
protect me from COVID-19”, “I do not think | need it as | am not at risk of serious illness from
COVID-19”, “I have already had COVID-19, so | do not think | need the vaccine”, “I am worried
about the side effects from the vaccine”, “The vaccine is too new for me to feel confident about
it”, “It is difficult for me to get the vaccine”, “My doctor has not discussed it with me yet”, “My
friends/family have advised me not to have it”, “I am worried my psoriasis will get worse after
the vaccine”, “| am worried about having the vaccine because of my tablet/injection medicines

for my psoriasis” and “Other (please specify)”.

Statistical Methods

Data were extracted on 9th August 2021 and analysed using Stata 16. Descriptive statistics
were used to compare differences in baseline demographics. The impact of the pandemic on
access to psoriasis care and vaccination hesitancy were described and graphically presented
by population subgroups, age, ethnicity and psoriasis treatment. Logistic regression was used
to examine vaccine hesitancy. Disrupted access to care was analysed as ordered categorical
variables with ‘strongly disagree’ as the reference group. A minimally adjusted model included
the following covariates: age, sex, and ethnicity. Missing data were addressed using multiple
imputation (Appendix S1). Results between complete case and imputed models were
compared.

Results

Demographic and clinical characteristics of study participants

Self-reported data were available from 802 individuals with a primary diagnosis of psoriasis
who completed questions exploring the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on their medical
care. Baseline demographic data were available for 655 (81.7%) participants (Table 1).
Responses were collected from 89 countries (69% from the UK).
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Disrupted access to psoriasis care during the COVID-19 pandemic

Forty percent of participants (n=322) reported that access to their psoriasis care had been
disrupted during the COVID-19 pandemic, either strongly agreeing or moderately agreeing to
the question (Table 1, Figure 1). Individuals with disrupted access to care were younger
(median age 44 years [interquartile range (IQR) 33-56] versus 54 years [IQR 42-64]) and more
likely to be of non-white ethnicity. They had a shorter duration of psoriasis (median 23 years
[IQR 10-36] versus 31 years [IQR 17-44)), likely a reflection of their younger age, and had
more severe psoriasis (6.1% versus 2.8%). The proportion of participants taking systemic
medications were similar between those with and without disrupted access to care. However,
there were differences in the prescription of standard systemic and targeted
immunosuppressant therapies, with a smaller proportion on targeted therapy in those with
disrupted access to care compared to those without (55%, n=72 versus 72%, n=140).

Systemic immunosuppressant COVID-19 risk perception and adherence

Participants were asked whether their standard systemic or targeted immunosuppressant
therapy conferred an increased risk of contracting COVID-19. Of 325 individuals taking
immunosuppression who answered this question, more than half (179, 55.1%) felt their
medication increased infection risk, the majority of whom were on targeted therapy (116 vs.
63). More than half (183, 56.3%) also felt their medication increased their risk of poor COVID-
19 recovery. There was variation in population subgroups, with a greater risk reported by those
in the youngest age groups and in individuals of white ethnicity.

Participants were also asked if they adhered to their immunosuppressant medication. We
excluded any individuals who stopped medication during a COVID-19 infective episode. Of
those participants taking immunosuppression answering this question (n=328), 115 (35%)
were prescribed standard systemic therapy and 213 (65%) were prescribed targeted therapy
alone or combination targeted and standard systemic therapy. Seventeen percent of
individuals in each treatment group stopped their therapy during the pandemic; (n=20 in the
standard systemic group and n=37 in the targeted therapy group).

COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy

Of 755 participants who answered guestions on COVID-19 vaccine uptake, 611 (80.9%) had
received at least 1 vaccine dose. Of these individuals, 99 (16.2%) reported that their psoriasis
worsened following vaccination, with 63 describing changes occurring within 2 weeks.

Sixty-three participants (8.3%) had declined the COVID-19 vaccine or were not planning to
have it (i.e. vaccine hesitant, Table 1 & Figure 2). Compared to those who were not vaccine
hesitant, these individuals were younger [median age 36 years (IQR 30-50) vs. 52 years (IQR
39-63)], more likely to be of non-white ethnicity (20.0% vs. 7.2%), live outside the UK (13.6%
vs. 5.1%), have a numerically lower BMI (median 24.5kg/m2 [IQR 21.7-28.3] versus
26.5kg/m2 [23.2-30.9]) and a shorter disease duration (median length 19 years [IQR 9-32] vs.
28 years [IQR 14-42]). They were less likely to be taking systemic immunosuppression; a
smaller proportion of those reporting vaccine hesitancy were taking systemic
immunosuppression (standard or targeted) compared to those who were not vaccine hesitant
(26.0% versus 45.3%). The three commonest reasons for vaccine hesitancy were concerns
regarding potential side effects, that the vaccine is too ‘new’ and that their psoriasis will worsen
post vaccination (Figure 2).
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Factors associated with COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy

A logistic regression model was used to examine the association between self-reported
disrupted access to psoriasis care during the pandemic and vaccine hesitancy. In the
unadjusted model, strongly agreeing that psoriasis care was disrupted was associated with
vaccine hesitancy, compared to those who strongly disagreed (odds ratio [OR] 2.97, 95% CI
1.231t0 7.13, p=0.015). The direction of association remained when adjusting for age, sex, and
ethnicity, although not statistically significant (adjusted OR 1.90, 95% CI1 0.72 t0 5.05, p=0.196)
(Figure 3). Due to missing demographic data (Supplementary Table S1-S2), a multiple
imputation model was fitted. In the imputed multivariate model, the association was stronger
but remained non-significant (adjusted OR 2.32 [95% CI 0.94 to 5.71], p=0.068).

The association between immunosuppressant medication adherence and vaccine hesitancy
was also examined. This included 320 participants taking standard systemic, targeted
immunosuppression or a combination of both. Of these 56 (17.5%) were not adherent to at
least one of their systemic immunosuppressants. There was no evidence for an association
between non-adherence and vaccine hesitancy in the unadjusted and adjusted models
(unadjusted OR 1.93 [95% CI 0.58 to 6.39], p=0.28, and adjusted OR 2.96 [95% CI 0.77 to
11.3], p=0.11) (Figure 4). However, this may reflect the limited sample of individuals on
systemic therapy who completed the vaccine questionnaire and warrants further investigation.

Discussion

These global self-reported data characterise both organisational and individual level factors
associated with COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy in people with psoriasis. We report COVID-19
vaccine hesitancy in a minority individuals with psoriasis and observe an association between
organisational factors (disrupted access to psoriasis care) and hesitancy towards vaccination.

Over one third of participants reported disrupted access to psoriasis care during the pandemic.
These individuals were more likely to be younger, of non-white ethnicity, and have shorter
duration and more severe psoriasis. A previous single-centre study of 205 psoriasis patients
reported lower rates of care disruption (19.5%) but similarly found that patients with severe
disease were disproportionately affected?’. Disruption of care during the pandemic has also
been described in other immune-mediated inflammatory diseases. Of 530 participants (the
majority of whom had rheumatoid arthritis) from a US-wide questionnaire conducted in March
2020, 20% reported cancelled or postponed appointments?:. These participants were more
likely to have higher disease activity?*. The COVID-19 Global Rheumatology Alliance (GRA)
Patient Experience Survey of 9,300 participants reported later in the pandemic, and found
11% of patients had not been able to communicate with their rheumatologist?2. There are
limited published data in psoriasis or other inflammatory diseases evaluating patient
characteristics associated with disrupted care. In our study, participants reporting a negative
impact on access to care were also less likely to be taking targeted biologic medications. This
may be due to individuals taking biologics requiring clinical interaction with blood test
monitoring and disease severity assessments in secondary care, which may have been
prioritised during the pandemic. Of note, patients taking standard systemic medications such
as methotrexate also require regular blood test monitoring, however, this may take place
outside of secondary care settings and these individuals may not require psoriasis specialist
review as frequently.
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Measuring drug adherence is complex and challenging, with varied rates of adherence
reported in psoriasis patients prior to the pandemic. A pre-pandemic systematic review
estimated non-adherence rates ranging from 27% to 61% in self-reported studies, with
consistently higher adherence to systemic therapies than topical treatments or phototherapy?:.
More recent studies have shown improved adherence amongst those taking systemic
therapies?*?, one of which found greater adherence to targeted than standard systemic
medications?. Many intentional and unintentional reasons were reported for non-adherence,
including forgetfulness, weak medication-taking routine, concern about side effects or feeling
that their psoriasis was under control*2°, During the pandemic studies reporting on non-
adherence to systemic immunosuppressant drugs in rheumatic disease have estimated rates
of 15%%. We report lower non-adherence rates (17%) than that found in pre-pandemic
psoriasis patients but comparable to rheumatic disease patients on systemic medications
during the pandemic. The most frequent reported reason for non-adherence in our study was
fear of increased infection risk (55%). This was a concern echoed amongst the medical
community early in the pandemic prior to the publication of data on COVID-19 mortality rates
in individuals taking immunosuppressant therapy?’. Informed by reassuring data on infection
risk, current national and international recommendations support continued
immunosuppression during the pandemic, hence communication of these data to patients is
vital?8,

A minority (8%) of our sample reported vaccine hesitancy. Studies indicate that COVID-19
vaccine hesitancy in the global population affects around 26-29% of adults on average,
although there is substantial variability between countries?®3°, Reported hesitancy rates in the
UK are around 18%, which are amongst the lowest globally’®. In our dataset, vaccine
hesitancy is generally more prevalent in younger age groups, people of non-white ethnicity
and those who live outside the UK. In contrast to other studies we did not find a difference in
vaccine hesitancy between genders'®*32939 Other well described predictors of hesitancy
include lower annual income, lower levels of education, higher scores on a COVID-19
conspiracy beliefs scale, worse adherence to COVID-19 guidelines, and lack of influenza
vaccine uptake!®132% Vaccine hesitancy is multi-factorial and context specific, with prior
research in the general population (in high income countries) proposing a ‘5C’ model of
individual-level drivers encompassing confidence (in vaccine effectiveness/safety),
complacency (vaccination felt to not be needed), convenience, risk calculation (risks of
infection vs vaccination), and collective responsibility (willingness to protect others by
vaccinating one’s self)®!°. This provides a framework for exploring individual contributing
factors with patients in real-world practice.

There are limited data on vaccine hesitancy among psoriasis patients, particularly since the
vaccine programme has begun'®. A single-centre study of 713 psoriasis patients conducted
prior to the COVID-19 vaccine roll-out found that individuals with psoriasis were 32% more
willing to be vaccinated than controls who had other skin conditions. In this study, younger
age, female sex, higher education level, use of biologic treatment and a history of significant
comorbidity correlated with vaccine willingness!®. The major reasons for vaccine hesitancy
were concerns about vaccine safety and efficacy and risk of psoriasis flares'®. Our findings
are in keeping with this, and since our study was conducted after the initiation of the COVID-
19 programme, we in part address a limitation of studies focusing on intention alone rather
than actual behaviour.
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An association between disruption to psoriasis care and COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy is
suggested in our dataset (non-statistically significant after adjustment). This is partly mediated
by the effects of confounding variables such as age, gender and ethnicity, which associate
with both exposure and outcome. Individuals who feel disenfranchised by healthcare services
due to disruption to their care may be more likely to be COVID-19 vaccine hesitant. Other
studies in the general population indicate that individuals with negative perceptions of doctors
have higher vaccine hesitancy, and those with positive healthcare experiences are less likely
to be hesitant’?. Higher expectation for care, as sometimes seen in individuals with more
severe disease®*2, could also explain the association between disrupted access to care and
vaccine hesitancy. Identifying individuals who feel their care has been negatively affected
during the pandemic (underserved groups e.g. those of younger age or non-white ethnicity
according to our data) will allow us to explore their vaccine concerns (e.qg. flares/side effects
post-vaccination, vaccine being too new) and ultimately improve vaccine uptake.

The PsoProtectMe sample size is large, includes a broad range of ages, psoriasis severity
and treatment types. However, the questions are subjective in nature and answered via an
online medium which may limit responses to those who are more technologically literate and
connected to media. Additionally, psoriasis diagnoses are self-reported and not validated by
a clinician. The direction of association cannot be definitively stated due to the cross-sectional
nature of this study. The overall impact on care and/or vaccine uptake may have been
underestimated since individuals who engage with health surveys may be less likely to feel
disenfranchised with healthcare/vaccination services. Social desirability bias may be present,
although this is minimised by the anonymous and self-reported nature of this study. We are
unable to directly compare our global psoriasis dataset to the general population or other
diseases due to a lack of control samples. Our study sample is mostly female (as expected in
survey-based studies), from the UK and of white ethnicity, which limits generalisability.
Proportionally more patients reported receiving targeted therapies than standard systemic
agents, which is not representative of patients receiving systemic therapies and likely indicates
ascertainment bias. PsoProtectMe was updated one year following its launch to include
COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy and access to care questions, hence the current sample may
not be representative of the original larger sample?®.

Conclusion

This study indicates that a minority of individuals with psoriasis have vaccine hesitancy, which
is promising for the uptake of current and future COVID-19 booster vaccines. Vaccine
hesitancy was more common in those of younger age and non-white ethnicity. We also identify
a substantial disruption to psoriasis care during the pandemic, particularly in those of younger
age and non-white ethnicity. Identification of disenfranchised individuals and addressing their
concerns regarding the COVID-19 vaccine will help to mitigate risks from the ongoing
pandemic.
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Figure Legends

Figure 1. Extent to which participants feel their psoriasis care has been affected by the
COVID-19 pandemic. (A) overall count. (B) by age group; <31 years: n=100, 31-50 years:
n=228, 51-70 years: n=271, >70 years: n=59. (C) by treatment type; no systemic therapy:
n=419; standard systemic therapy: n=113; targeted therapy: n=212. (D) by ethnicity; white:

n=579; non-white: n=76.
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Figure 2. COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy. (A) overall count. (B) by age group; <31 years: n=93;
31-50 years: n=219; 51-70 years: n=261; >70 years: n=58. (C) by treatment; no systemic
therapy: n=406; standard systemic therapy: n=110; targeted therapy: n=207. (D) by ethnicity;
white: n=559; non-white: n=70. (E) reasons for vaccine hesitancy.
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Figure 3. Association between disrupted access to psoriasis care and COVID-19 vaccine
hesitancy.
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Table 1. Demographics of study population.
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Care Affected in the COVID-19 Pandemic | COVID-19 Vaccine Hesitancy*
Yes No or Unsure p-value | Not hesitant Hesitant p-value
N=322 N=480 N=692 N=63
Age, median (IQR) 44.0 (32.5- 535 (42.0- <0.001 | 52.0 (39.0- 36.0 (30.0- <0.001
56.0) 64.0) 62.5) 50.0)
Gender (Female)
Female 180 (67.7%) 253 (64.2%) 0.36 373 (64.5%) 38 (69.1%) 0.50
BMI, median (IQR) 26.5 (23.0- 26.5 (23.1- 0.35 26.5 (23.2- 245 (21.7- 0.031
31.6) 30.0) 30.9) 28.3)
Smoking Status
Current tobacco smoker 42 (16.7%) 39 (10.1%) 0.049 69 (12.1%) 9 (17.6%) 0.49
Former tobacco smoker 83 (33.1%) 141 (36.6%) 204 (35.7%) 16 (31.4%)
Never smoked 126 (50.2%) 205 (53.2%) 298 (52.2%) 26 (51.0%)
Ethnicity
White 225 (86.2%) 354 (89.8%) 0.073 519 (90.3%) 40 (74.1%) 0.002
Black 5 (1.9%) 0 (0.0%) 3 (0.5%) 1 (1.9%)
Asian 18 (6.9%) 25 (6.3%) 30 (5.2%) 10 (18.5%)
Hispanic/Latinx 5 (1.9%) 7 (1.8%) 9 (1.6%) 1 (1.9%)
Other 8 (3.1%) 8 (2.0%) 14 (2.4%) 2 (3.7%)
Country
United Kingdom 194 (73.5%) 288 (73.5%) 0.63 444 (76.9%) 24 (45.3%) <0.001
North America 21 (8.0%) 40 (10.2%) 49 (8.5%) 8 (15.1%)
Other Europe 27 (10.2%) 39 (9.9%) 53 (9.2%) 10 (18.9%)
Rest of World 22 (8.3%) 25 (6.4%) 31 (5.4%) 11 (20.8%)
Duration of Psoriasis | 23.0 (10.0- 31.0 (17.0- <0.001 | 28.0 (14.0- 19.0(9.0-32.0) 0.016
(Years), median (IQR) 36.0) 44.0) 42.0)
Psoriasis Severity
Mild 149 (56.7%) 261 (66.6%) 0.029 372 (64.5%) 26 (48.1%) 0.10
Moderate 71 (27.0%) 91 (23.2%) 135 (23.4%) 17 (31.5%)
Moderate-Severe 27 (10.3%) 29 (7.4%) 48 (8.3%) 7 (13.0%)
Severe 16 (6.1%) 11 (2.8%) 22 (3.8%) 4 (7.4%)
Treatmentt
No Systemic Therapy 168 (56.2%) 251 (56.4%) 0.006 366 (54.7%) 40 (74.1%) 0.014
Standard Systemic | 59 (19.7%) 54 (12.1%) 103 (15.4%) 7 (13.0%)
Therapy
Targeted Therapy 72 (24.1%) 140 (31.5%) 200 (29.9%) 7 (13.0%)
COVID-19 Diagnosis
No 276 (86.3%) 393 (82.4%) 0.30 596 (86.4%) 43 (70.5%) <0.001
Yes 39 (12.2%) 77 (16.1%) 83 (12.0%) 18 (29.5%)
Not sure 5 (1.6%) 7 (1.5%) 11 (1.6%) 0 (0.0%)

Abbreviations: IQR: interquartile range.

* No hesitancy: had or planning to have the vaccine. Hesitant: not had, not planning to have or still unsure about
the vaccine.

T Standard systemic therapy: acitretin, apremilast, ciclosporin, fumaric acid esters/dimethylfumarate, methotrexate,
prednisolone. Targeted therapy: biologics: TNF inhibitors (adalimumab, certolizumab pegol, etanercept,
golimumab, infliximab), IL-17 inhibitors (brodalumab, ixekizumab, secukinumab), IL-12/IL-23p40 or IL-23p19
inhibitors (guselkumab, risankizumab, tildrakizumab, ustekinumab.
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