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Abstract

Background: Partial- or full-lockdowns, among other interventions during the COVID-19 pandemic, may
disproportionally affect people (their behaviors and health outcomes) with lower socioeconomic status (SES). This
study examines income-related health inequalities and their main contributors in China during the pandemic.

Methods: The 2020 China COVID-19 Survey is an anonymous 74-item survey administered via social media in
China. A national sample of 10,545 adults in all 31 provinces, municipalities, and autonomous regions in mainland
China provided comprehensive data on sociodemographic characteristics, awareness and attitudes towards COVID-
19, lifestyle factors, and health outcomes during the lockdown. Of them, 8448 subjects provided data for this
analysis. Concentration Index (CI) and Corrected CI (CCI) were used to measure income-related inequalities in
mental health and self-reported health (SRH), respectively. Wagstaff-type decomposition analysis was used to
identify contributors to health inequalities.

Results: Most participants reported their health status as “very good” (39.0%) or “excellent” (42.3%). CCI of SRH and
mental health were − 0.09 (p < 0.01) and 0.04 (p < 0.01), respectively, indicating pro-poor inequality in ill SRH and
pro-rich inequality in ill mental health. Income was the leading contributor to inequalities in SRH and mental health,
accounting for 62.7% (p < 0.01) and 39.0% (p < 0.05) of income-related inequalities, respectively. The COVID-19
related variables, including self-reported family-member COVID-19 infection, job loss, experiences of food and
medication shortage, engagement in physical activity, and five different-level pandemic regions of residence,
explained substantial inequalities in ill SRH and ill mental health, accounting for 29.7% (p < 0.01) and 20.6% (p <
0.01), respectively. Self-reported family member COVID-19 infection, experiencing food and medication shortage,
and engagement in physical activity explain 9.4% (p < 0.01), 2.6% (the summed contributions of experiencing food
shortage (0.9%) and medication shortage (1.7%), p < 0.01), and 17.6% (p < 0.01) inequality in SRH, respectively (8.9%
(p < 0.01), 24.1% (p < 0.01), and 15.1% (p < 0.01) for mental health).
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Conclusions: Per capita household income last year, experiences of food and medication shortage, self-reported
family member COVID-19 infection, and physical activity are important contributors to health inequalities, especially
mental health in China during the COVID-19 pandemic. Intervention programs should be implemented to support
vulnerable groups.
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Introduction
Disease pandemic is one of the leading health threats
worldwide [1]. As of March 8, 2021, confirmed cases of
the novel coronavirus disease (COVID-19) exceeded 116
million, with approximately 2.6 million deaths across 216
countries and regions [2]. On the same day, China re-
ported 102,101 accumulated cases and 4848 deaths [2].
Due to the COVID-19’s contagiousness and relatively high
case mortality rate, the pandemic has a profound impact
on all aspects of the society [3–5]. In addition to the direct
impact on population health, the negative economic fall-
out of the pandemic had emerged [4].
The nature of the economic and policy responses to

the COVID-19 pandemic has created gradients in expos-
ure not only to the disease itself but also to the eco-
nomic consequences of the lockdown [6]. As such, the
COVID-19 pandemic has intensified existing SES-related
inequalities in health and may exacerbate such inequal-
ities by impacting vulnerable populations far more than
their better-off counterparts [6, 7]. Since January 2020,
China has implemented various containment measures,
including community quarantine, self-isolation, and so-
cial distancing; while differences exist in the practices
across regions in China due to their specific situation re-
lated to the number of cases reported, social and eco-
nomic development levels, etc. These measures, together
with the economic impacts of the partial shutdown of
the economy, have accentuated the mental health prob-
lems of the affected population [8]. Considering the
characteristics of the policy and institutional responses
to COVID-19, the burden of this pandemic may have
been unequally distributed across the population.
A growing body of literature has explored the extent

of inequalities and the relationship between SES and
health inequality. Using Concentration Index (CI)
method to measure income-related health inequalities in
mental health in the UK, a study reported substantial in-
equality unfavorable to low-income groups [9]. Another
study confirmed the existence of income-related health
inequalities across Europe and showed that income in-
equality was the dominant contributor to health inequal-
ities [10]. Meanwhile, studies in China had confirmed
the existence of pro-rich inequalities in various health
outcomes such as self-reported health (SRH) [11–15],
health-related quality of life [16], physical-activity (PA)

limitations [12], maternal mortality [17], and high blood
pressure [18]. Variables such as age, gender, education,
and health-related behaviors have been identified as im-
portant sources of health inequalities [12, 16, 19]. Deter-
minants such as age and gender are not amenable to
changes, whereas others such as education and health-
related behaviors are modifiable; thus the related in-
equalities avoidable [19]. Health inequalities associated
with modifiable factors are a form of health inequity,
and it is necessary to eliminate or attenuate the inequal-
ities via targeted policy interventions. Although the
COVID-19 pandemic may have exacerbated pre-existing
SES-related health inequalities while generating new
forms of disparities [4, 6], few studies have quantified
income-related health inequalities and explored their
sources in the context of the COVID-19 pandemic, with
a focus on COVID-19 exposure or experiences.
Using data from a nationwide survey in China, this

study estimates income-related health inequalities and
explores the contributions to the inequalities of sociode-
mographic and COVID-19 related characteristics, in-
cluding COVID-19 infection, job loss, experiences of
food or medication shortage, engagement in PA, and
five-level pandemic severity in the province of residence.
Our study contributes to the understanding of income-
related health inequalities during the COVID-19 pan-
demic and facilitates policy and program development to
support vulnerable populations during the pandemic.

Methods and materials
Study design and participants
The data were drawn from the “2020 China COVID-19
Survey”, an anonymous cross-sectional survey adminis-
tered via WeChat (China’s leading messaging and social
networking mobile APP with the monthly active user ex-
ceeding one billion since 2018) [20–22]. Responses were
collected between late April and early May 2020. We
used both snowball and convenience sampling to recruit
a diverse national sample across China.
The 2020 China COVID-19 Survey questionnaire has

74 items and contains 150 study variables. It encom-
passes eight topics: (1) awareness, attitude, knowledge,
and practices toward COVID-19, (2) COVID-19 experi-
ences and impacts, (3) attitude towards government re-
sponses to COVID-19, (4) healthcare-seeking behaviors,

Nie et al. International Journal for Equity in Health          (2021) 20:106 Page 2 of 13



(5) demographic characteristics, (6) lifestyle behaviors,
(7) psychological well-being, and (8) health outcomes in-
cluding obesity and other chronic diseases during the
COVID-19 pandemic. Data include a national sample of
10,545 adults aged 18 years and over in all 31 province-
level administrative units in China. The Institutional Re-
view Board at Xi’an Jiaotong University approved the
study procedures. Participants provided informed con-
sent online. The subjects of this analysis are limited to
8448 adults aged 18 and older with complete data.

Measurements
Health variables
In this study, we included SRH and mental health as the
main health outcomes. SRH is an ordinal variable mea-
sured on 5-point scale, with 1 = excellent, 2 = very good,
3 = good, 4 = fair, and 5 = poor. Because few respondents
reported “fair” and “poor” categories (0.24% reported
“poor” and 2.69% reported “fair”), we combined those
two groups into one as “poor/fair.” We measured mental
health based on responses to screening items of the
widely used and validated civilian version of the post-
traumatic stress disorder checklist [23], asking respon-
dents whether, during the past month, they had felt 1)
Anhedonia: loss of interest in activities you liked in the
past, 2) Sleep problems: difficulty falling asleep, or stay-
ing asleep, or waking up frequently or early, 3) Anger:
being easily irritable or angry, 4) Difficulty in concentrat-
ing, or 5) Repeated disturbing dreams related to
COVID-19. Respondents indicate the frequency of each
feeling on a 5-point scale of 1 = not at all, 2 = a little, 3 =
some, 4 = a lot, and 5 = extremely. We generated a com-
posite score of mental health by summing the values for
all five responses, which yielded a total score between 5
and 25 with higher values indicating more mental health
problems.

Independent variables
Independent variables are categorized into four groups:
Sociodemographic characteristics: we included age,

gender, education (low = “elementary school or below”,
medium = “junior high/high school diploma/some col-
lege/associated degree,” and high = “bachelor’s degree/
master’s degree or above”), marital status (unmarried,
married/cohabiting, or divorced/separated/widowed),
employment status (unemployed, employed, student, or
retired), per capita annual household income in 2019,
and residence (rural, town, or city). Towns in China typ-
ically include an urban central business district and a
surrounding rural area with scattered villages. Compared
with cities, towns are relatively small in size and
population.
Noncommunicable chronic diseases (NCDs) of re-

spondents: NCDs included high blood pressure, diabetes,

heart disease, stroke, tumor/cancer, asthma, chronic
lung disease, chronic kidney disease, liver disease, and
compromised immune system. We added the number of
NCDs that the respondent suffered from (measured on a
4-point scale, with 0, 1, 2, and ≥ 3).
Health-related lifestyles and medical insurance: we in-

cluded alcohol drinking (none, ex-drinker, or current
drinker), and smoking (none, ex-smoker, or current
smoker). We also added knowledge of the Chinese Diet-
ary Pagoda, indicating whether the respondent has heard
of the “Chinese Dietary Guideline” (1 = yes and 0 = no).
Insurance status indicates whether the respondent has
medical insurance (1 = yes and 0 = no).
COVID-19 related variables: we added six variables re-

lated to COVID-19, including whether the respondent
or his/her family lost job(s) due to COVID-19, had
COVID-19 infection in the family, experienced food
shortage, or medication shortage, engaged in PA during
COVID-19, and a five-level category indicating the pan-
demic severity in the province of residence. The category
ranges from Level 1 to 5, with a higher level indicating a
less severity of COVID-19 pandemic. Specifically, Level
1 (the cumulative number of confirmed cases (N) by
February 20, 2020 ≥ 10,000) included Hubei province.
Level 2 (1000 ≤N < 10,000) included Guangdong and
Zhejiang provinces. Level 3 (500 ≤N < 1000) encom-
passed Henan, Hunan, Anhui and Jiangxi provinces.
Level 4 (100 ≤N < 500) included Jiangsu, Chongqing,
Shandong, Sichuan, Beijing, Heilongjiang, Shanghai, Fu-
jian, Shaanxi, Hebei, Guangxi, Yunnan, and Hainan
provinces. Level 5 (N < 100) included Liaoning, Shanxi,
Tianjin, Jilin, Inner Mongolia, Guizhou, Tibet, Gansu,
Ningxia, Xinjiang, and Qinghai provinces. A detailed
definition is available in Additional file 1.

Statistical analysis
First, we assumed a multiple linear and additive regres-
sion model to explore the determinants of health status
hi:

hi ¼ αþ
XK

k¼1
βkxik þ εi ð1Þ

where xik (k = 1, …, K) are the independent variables for
individual i, βk denotes the coefficient of xik, and εi the
error term. Because mental health scores are continuous,
we used OLS regression. As SRH is ordinal, we used the
ordered logit model.
Second, we used the CI to measure income-related

health inequalities [24]. The CI is defined as twice the
area between the concentration curve and the line of
equality, ranging from − 1 to 1 (Additional file 7) [25].
Health endowments are equally distributed when the CI
equals 0. If the health outcome is a “good,” a positive
value of CI represents the existence of pro-rich
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inequality, meaning health endowments are concen-
trated among the rich. However, a negative value of CI
denotes pro-poor inequality, i.e., health endowments are
concentrated among the poor. The CI is expressed as:

CI ¼ 2
μ

cov hi; rið Þ ð2Þ

where hi is the health status, μ is its mean, ri is the frac-
tional rank of individual i in the household income
distribution.
Given that SRH is ordinal, we assumed individual

health status is a latent cardinal variable. Therefore, we
used the re-scaled predicted linear index of an ordered
logit model (h�i ) as individual health [15, 26]. To calcu-
late CI, the prediction from the ordered logit model can
be re-scaled to the [0, 1] interval:

h�i ¼ h1i −h
min� �

= hmax−hmin� � ð3Þ
where h1i is the predicted linear index, and hmin and hmax

are minimum and maximum of h1i , respectively [15, 27].
The use of continuous re-scaled latent SRH and mental
health score can mitigate the index’s sensitivity to the
numerical scale for categorical variables [28].
CI requires that health variables be measured on the

same scale as income, namely, a ratio-scale without an
upper bound [26, 29]. However, health variables are
likely to be bounded and either ordinal or cardinal. Since
both mental health and re-scaled predicted linear index
for SRH are bounded, the common CI will estimate the
inequality improperly. Thus, we use the corrected CI
(CCI, defined as 4μ/(b − a) ∗ CI) [26]. Since higher values
denote worse health status for both continuous mental
health score and re-scaled latent SRH, we calculate the
ill-health CI/CCI, i.e., income-related inequalities in ill
health.
Linearity is a useful property for CI decomposition

[27]. The continuous mental health score and re-scaled
latent SRH are desirable for decomposition. Using Wag-
staff decomposition, we decomposed CI of hi as [24]:

CI ¼
XK

k¼1
βkxk=μ
� �

CIk þ δ ð4Þ

where xk is the mean of the independent variable xk, CIk
is the CI of xk, δ is the unexplained residual component.
Thus, the CI equals a weighted sum of the CI of all inde-
pendent variables xk, where the weight for xk is the elas-
ticity of hi to xk ( η ¼ βkxk=μ ), and the unexplained
residual part.
Based on the CI decomposition procedure, we parti-

tioned CCI as follows:

CCI ¼ 4
Xk

j¼1

βkxk
b−a

� �
CIk þ ζ ð5Þ

where a and b are the lower bound and upper bound for
health outcomes, respectively. ζ is the unexplained re-
sidual component. Since the re-scaled latent SRH vari-
able is a linear combination of regressors, there are no
residuals included in h1i . Thus, in the decomposition
analysis, we reported the contributions of each factor in
the explained part of regressions (conindex).
All analyses were performed using STATA 16.1 (Stata

Corporation, College Station, TX, USA).

Results
Study population characteristics
Our study sample covered 31 provinces/autonomous re-
gions/municipalities in China. Table 1 shows that 39.0
and 42.3% of the respondents reported “very good” and
“excellent” health, respectively. The mean mental health
score was 10.6. The average age was 32.0 years old. The
majority of respondents had medium- and high-level
education (98.1%). On disease and health-related behav-
iors, 21.2% had one or more NCDs, 23.1% were current
alcohol users, and 16.3% were current smokers. For
COVID-19 related variables, 35.0% of respondents and
their families lost jobs due to COVID-19, 28.3, and
31.1% experienced food and medication shortage, re-
spectively, during the pandemic.

Health status by income groups and income-related
health inequality indexes
Table 2 presents the health status in different income
groups (defined by income tertiles) and health inequality
indexes of ill SRH and mental health. The average re-
scaled ill SRH score for the low-income group was 0.52,
whereas it was 0.49 and 0.43 for middle- and high-
income groups. Similarly, the mental health scores for
the low, middle, and high-income groups are 10.23,
10.38, and 11.32, respectively. High-income groups had
better SRH but poorer mental health than middle- and
low-income groups.

Income-related health inequality
CCI of ill SRH and mental health were − 0.09 and 0.04,
respectively, while some gender-differences existed. The
CCI values of ill SRH and mental health were − 0.10 and
0.03 in females vs. − 0.09 and 0.06 in males, respectively.
Results of CI and CCI calculations were consistent, indi-
cating pro-rich inequality in SRH and pro-poor inequal-
ity in mental health.

Decomposition of health inequality
Table 3 illustrates the decomposition of income-related
health inequalities in SRH and mental health, respect-
ively. According to Eq. (5), each column shows the re-
gression coefficients, the CI for each variable, and the
contribution of each factor to the explained inequalities.
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Table 1 Health and demographics among Chinese adults aged 18 years and older: The 2020 China COVID-19 Survey (n = 8448)

Variables Total (n = 8448) Female (n = 4747) Male (n = 3701) p value

Mean (SD)
/N (%)

Mean (SD)
/N (%)

Mean (SD)
/N (%)

Self-reported health (SRH)

Excellent 3577 (42.34%) 1818 (38.30%) 1759 (47.53%) < 0.001

Very good 3296 (39.02%) 1982 (41.75%) 1314 (35.50%) < 0.001

Good 1341 (15.87%) 798 (16.81%) 543 (14.67%) 0.008

Poor/fair 234 (2.77%) 149 (3.14%) 85 (2.30%) 0.019

Re-scaled latent SRH (h�i )
a 0.48 (0.13) 0.51 (0.13) 0.44 (0.13) < 0.001

Mental healthb 10.62 (4.97) 10.27 (4.79) 11.06 (5.17) < 0.001

Sociodemographic characteristics

Age (in years) 32.04 (9.97) 32.79 (9.92) 31.08 (9.96) < 0.001

Education

Low 163 (1.93%) 77 (1.62%) 86 (2.32%) 0.020

Middle 3479 (41.18%) 2035 (42.87%) 1444 (39.02%) < 0.001

High 4806 (56.89%) 2635 (55.51%) 2171 (58.66%) 0.004

Employment status

Unemployed 936 (11.08%) 654 (13.78%) 282 (7.62%) < 0.001

Employed 5777 (68.38%) 3160 (66.57%) 2617 (70.71%) < 0.001

Student 1464 (17.33%) 731 (15.40%) 733 (19.81%) < 0.001

Retired 271 (3.21%) 202 (4.26%) 69 (1.86%) < 0.001

Marital status

Unmarried 2508 (29.69%) 1225 (25.81%) 1283 (34.67%) < 0.001

Married/cohabiting 5774 (68.35%) 3414 (71.92%) 2360 (63.77%) < 0.001

Divorced/separated/widowed 166 (1.96%) 108 (2.28%) 58 (1.57%) 0.020

Residence

Rural 1282 (15.18%) 773 (16.28%) 509 (13.75%) 0.001

Town 2074 (24.55%) 1293 (27.24%) 781 (21.10%) < 0.001

City 5092 (60.27%) 2681 (56.48%) 2411 (65.14%) < 0.001

Per capita household income last year (categorical)

Low (1st tertile) 3592 (42.52%) 2063 (43.46%) 1529 (41.31%) 0.048

Middle (2nd tertile) 2152 (25.47%) 1142 (24.06%) 1010 (27.29%) < 0.001

High (3rd tertile) 2704 (32.01%) 1542 (32.48%) 1162 (31.40%) 0.288

Chronic diseases (numbers)

Numbers of suffering from chronic diseases

0 6657 (78.80%) 3880 (81.74%) 2777 (75.03%) < 0.001

1 846 (10.01%) 455 (9.59%) 391 (10.56%) 0.137

2 505 (5.98%) 233 (4.91%) 272 (7.35%) < 0.001

≥ 3 440 (5.21%) 179 (3.77%) 261 (7.05%) < 0.001

Lifestyles and medical insurance

Alcohol drinking

None 5710 (67.59%) 3934 (82.87%) 1776 (47.99%) < 0.001

Ex-drinker 785 (9.29%) 247 (5.20%) 538 (14.54%) < 0.001

Current drinker 1953 (23.12%) 566 (11.92%) 1387 (37.48%) < 0.001

Smoking
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Table 1 Health and demographics among Chinese adults aged 18 years and older: The 2020 China COVID-19 Survey (n = 8448)
(Continued)

Variables Total (n = 8448) Female (n = 4747) Male (n = 3701) p value

None 6445 (76.29%) 4348 (91.59%) 2097 (56.66%) < 0.001

Ex-smoker 623 (7.37%) 160 (3.37%) 463 (12.51%) < 0.001

Current smoker 1380 (16.34%) 239 (5.03%) 1141 (30.83%) < 0.001

Knowledge of Chinese Dietary Pagoda 6145 (72.74%) 3431 (72.28%) 2714 (73.33%) 0.280

Having medical insurance 7388 (87.45%) 4088 (86.12%) 3300 (89.17%) < 0.001

COVID-19 related variables

Losing job due to COVID-19 2958 (35.01%) 1461 (30.78%) 1497 (40.45%) < 0.001

Self-reported family member COVID-19 infection 786 (9.30%) 302 (6.36%) 484 (13.08%) < 0.001

Experiencing food shortage during COVID-19 lockdown 2389 (28.28%) 1106 (23.30%) 1283 (34.67%) < 0.001

Experiencing medication shortage during COVID-19 lockdown 2629 (31.12%) 1241 (26.14%) 1388 (37.50%) < 0.001

Engaging in any physical activity/exercise during COVID-19 lockdown 5283 (62.54%) 2787 (58.71%) 2496 (67.44%) < 0.001

Pandemic severity in the province of residencec

Level 1 pandemic severity 218 (2.58%) 104 (2.19%) 114 (3.08%) 0.011

Level 2 pandemic severity 684 (8.10%) 319 (6.72%) 365 (9.86%) < 0.001

Level 3 pandemic severity 681 (8.06%) 362 (7.63%) 319 (8.62%) 0.096

Level 4 pandemic severity 4354 (51.54%) 2489 (52.43%) 1865 (50.39%) 0.063

Level 5 pandemic severity 2511 (29.72%) 1473 (31.03%) 1038 (28.05%) 0.003

The differences tests between female and male are based t-test, and p-values are reported
a h�i is the re-scaled predicted linear index of an ordered logit model, ranging from 0 to 1, with a higher value indicating worse SRH
b In the survey, we collected the information on 1) Anhedonia: loss of interest in activities you liked in the past, 2) Sleep problems: difficulty falling asleep, or
staying asleep, or waking up frequently or early, 3) Anger: got easily irritable or angry, 4) Difficulty concentrating, or 5) Repeated disturbing dreams related to
COVID-19. Respondents indicate the frequency of each feeling on a 5-point scale of 1 = not at all, 2 = a little, 3 = some, 4 = a lot, and 5 = extremely. We generate a
composite score of mental health by summing the values for all five responses, which yielded a total score between 5 and 25 with higher values indicating higher
levels of mental health problems
c The definition of 5-level pandemic severity in the province of residence is detailed in the Additional file 1

Table 2 Differences in health status of different income groups and inequality indexes of self-reported health and mental health
among Chinese adults: The 2020 China COVID-19 Survey (n = 8448)

Re-scaled latent SRH (h�i ) Mental health

Mean ± SDa CI CCI Mean ± SDa CI CCI

All −0.0477*** −0.0920*** 0.0204*** 0.0433***

Income (low) 0.52 ± 0.13 10.23 ± 4.65

Income (middle) 0.49 ± 0.13 10.38 ± 4.80

Income (high) 0.43 ± 0.13 11.32 ± 5.42

Female −0.0524*** − 0.1014*** 0.0154*** 0.0316***

Income (low) 0.52 ± 0.13 9.94 ± 4.42

Income (middle) 0.49 ± 0.14 10.17 ± 4.72

Income (high) 0.43 ± 0.13 10.80 ± 5.24

Male −0.0472*** −0.0899*** 0.0270*** 0.0596***

Income (low) 0.51 ± 0.12 10.62 ± 4.91

Income (middle) 0.49 ± 0.12 10.62 ± 4.89

Income (high) 0.42 ± 0.13 12.01 ± 5.58

Income is defined as income tertiles, with low (1st tertile), middle (2nd tertile), and high (3rd tertile)
SRH self-reported health, CI Concentration Index, CCI corrected CI
*** p < 0.01
a Since we use the continuous re-scaled latent SRH and mental health score, we directly report their mean values
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Table 3 Contribution of factors to income-related inequalities in ill SRH and mental health among Chinese adults: The 2020 China
COVID-19 Survey (N = 8448)

Ill SRH Mental health

Coef. CIk Contributiona Coef. CIk Contributiona

Demographics

Gender −0.0504*** 0.0004 0.03% −0.0697 0.0004 −0.01%

Age (in years) 0.0043*** 0.0068 −4.10% −0.0619*** 0.0068 −9.18%

Socioeconomic status (SES)

Education

Middle 0.0822** 0.0349 −5.14% 0.1601 0.0349 1.58%

High 0.1298*** −0.0265 8.50% −0.0813 −0.0265 0.84%

Employment status

Employed −0.0478*** 0.0389 5.53% −0.1448 0.0389 −2.64%

Student −0.0158 −0.1899 −2.26% −0.5919** −0.1899 13.32%

Retired 0.0020 0.0562 −0.02% −0.5575* 0.0562 −0.69%

Marital status

Married/cohabiting −0.0450*** 0.0537 7.19% −0.3267** 0.0537 −8.21%

Divorced/separated/widowed 0.0402 0.0632 −0.22% − 0.5271 0.0632 −0.45%

Residence

Town 0.0137 −0.0403 0.59% 0.3205* −0.0403 −2.17%

City −0.0015 0.0363 0.14% 0.3087** 0.0363 4.62%

Per capita household income last year (continuous) −0.0004*** 0.7434 62.71% 0.0015** 0.7434 38.96%

Chronic diseases (numbers)

1 0.1153*** −0.0106 0.53% 1.4365*** −0.0106 −1.04%

2 0.0844*** 0.1582 −3.47% 2.4734*** 0.1582 16.00%

≥ 3 0.0443** 0.2001 −2.01% 2.8981*** 0.2001 20.66%

Lifestyles

Alcohol drinking

Ex-drinker 0.0076 0.0031 −0.01% 0.3418* 0.0031 0.07%

Currently drinker 0.0156 0.0392 −0.61% 0.2241 0.0392 1.39%

Smoking

Ex-smoker 0.0039 0.0457 −0.06% 0.2191 0.0457 0.50%

Currently smoker −0.0320** 0.1041 2.37% 0.5669*** 0.1041 6.59%

Knowledge of dietary pagoda −0.0359*** 0.0077 0.88% −0.5136*** 0.0077 −1.97%

Medical insurance −0.0192 −0.0034 −0.25% −0.5918*** −0.0034 1.19%

COVID-19 related variables

Losing job due to COVID-19 −0.0037 0.0268 0.15% 0.9685*** 0.0268 6.22%

Self-reported family member COVID-19 infection −0.1343*** 0.1727 9.38% 0.8085*** 0.1727 8.88%

Experiencing food shortage during COVID-19 lockdown 0.0121 0.0608 −0.90% 1.5199*** 0.0608 17.89%

Experiencing medication shortage during COVID-19 lockdown 0.0283*** 0.0448 −1.72% 0.6561*** 0.0448 6.26%

Engaging in any physical activity/exercise during COVID-19 lockdown −0.1540*** 0.0420 17.57% −0.8424*** 0.0420 −15.12%

Pandemic severity in the province of residence

Level 2 pandemic severity −0.0529** −0.0181 −0.34% −0.4240 −0.0181 0.42%

Level 3 pandemic severity −0.0431 −0.1050 −1.59% −0.6717** −0.1050 3.89%

Level 4 pandemic severity −0.0846*** −0.0059 −1.11% −0.8495*** −0.0059 1.76%

Level 5 pandemic severity −0.1369*** 0.0464 8.21% −1.0136*** 0.0464 −9.56%
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The income accounted for 62.7% of the contribution to
inequalities in ill SRH (Table 3). The second-largest con-
tribution (29.7%) to the income-related inequalities in
SRH was from COVID-19 related variables, including
job loss due to COVID-19, being affected by COVID-19,
food and medication shortage, engagement in any PA,
and pandemic severity in the province of residence. En-
gaging in PA and getting affected by COVID-19 were
two major contributors, contributing 17.6 and 9.4% of
the inequalities, respectively.
Likewise, income remained the leading contributor to

inequality in mental health, explaining 39.0% (Table 3).
Being the second-largest contributor, NCDs accounted
for 35.6% of the mental health inequality. The contribu-
tion of COVID-19 related variables to inequality in men-
tal health was 20.6%. In particular, two major
contributors were experiencing food shortages and en-
gaging in PA during the pandemic. The experience of
food shortage worsened inequality in mental health but
engagement in PA mitigated inequality in mental health.
Additional files 2 and 3 present the decomposition of

inequalities in SRH and mental health by gender. Fig-
ure 1 illustrates the contributions of COVID-19 related
variables to inequalities in two health outcomes by gen-
der. The summed contributions of COVID-19 factors to
inequalities in ill SRH among females and males were 30.4
and 27.2%, respectively. In particular, PA during the
COVID-19 pandemic was the dominant contributor, ac-
counting for 20.2% among females and 12.6% among
males (Fig. 1). In contrast, COVID-19 related factors mar-
ginally contributed to inequality in mental health among
females (0.1%), but remained the second-largest contribu-
tor among males (31.1%). In particular, self-reported fam-
ily member COVID-19 infection accentuated inequality in
mental health, explaining 12.9% for females and 4.2% for
males, separately. Experiencing food shortage accounted
for 11.4% of the inequalities in mental health for females
and 20.2% for males. However, engaging in PA reduced
inequalities in mental health, accounting for 26.8% of the
reduction for females and 7.4% for males.

Discussion
This study is the first attempt to examine a set of factors
affecting SES-related health inequalities and quantify

their contributions to health inequalities using data from
a nationwide survey in China during the COVID-19
pandemic. We found that the ill SRH in low- and
middle-income groups was much higher than those for
the high-income group among Chinese adults. The find-
ings were similar to previous studies on income-related
inequalities in SRH before the pandemic [12, 14, 19],
which showed that high-income groups had better SRH
than low-income groups. However, individuals in the
high-income group had poorer mental health than those
in low- and middle-income groups. In addition, the CCI
of ill SRH and mental health were − 0.09 and 0.04, re-
spectively, indicating that ill SRH concentrated among
the poor, but ill mental health is more prevalent among
the rich. The results on income-related inequalities in
SRH are consistent with earlier studies. The pro-poor in-
equalities in mental health may highlight the magnitude
of uncertainties and associated income shocks and life-
style changes among those better off. One possible ex-
planation is that individuals with high household income
are mainly urban residents. The different impacts of
COVID-19 on urban and rural areas lead to mental
health disparities between the rich and poor. Specifically,
during the COVID-19 pandemic, urban residents re-
ported more mental health problems than their rural
counterparts in China [30, 31]. There are several possibil-
ities for such discrepancy. First, most confirmed COVID-
19 cases in China were reported in urban areas, which re-
sulted in higher sensitivity and vulnerability to psycho-
social effects of the pandemic for urban residents. Second,
higher population density in urban areas also increased
the risk of spread of the virus and gave rise to greater
mental health problems, including stress, depression, irrit-
ability, insomnia, fear, confusion, anger, frustration, bore-
dom, and stigma associated with quarantine [30, 32].
Finally, social distancing strategies may increase the prob-
abilities of loneliness, isolation, depression, and anxiety
[30, 33]. In China, urban residents were generally isolated
at home in a relatively confined space, and their daily ac-
tivities, including working and social activities, were much
more affected. In contrast, rural residents were predomin-
antly farmers living in more spacious areas, and their ac-
tivities and mental health might be less affected by social
distancing and quarantine measures [30].

Table 3 Contribution of factors to income-related inequalities in ill SRH and mental health among Chinese adults: The 2020 China
COVID-19 Survey (N = 8448) (Continued)

Ill SRH Mental health

Coef. CIk Contributiona Coef. CIk Contributiona

Contribution of Covid-19 related variables 29.66% 20.64%

Total 100% 100%

CIk Concentration Index of factor k
* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01
a Contribution (%) is defined as the contribution of each factor to the total explained part
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Income is the leading contributor to inequalities in ill
SRH and mental health. Previous studies in both devel-
oped and developing nations have found similar results
[9, 10, 12, 14–16, 18, 19]. One possible explanation is
that high-income provides individuals with more oppor-
tunities for healthcare services, and it is rather difficult
for low-income residents to access essential healthcare
services [34, 35]. It is worth highlighting that, although
Chinese healthcare system has achieved significant re-
form, it still presents several major challenges such as fi-
nancial risk, equalizing benefit across different regions
[36–38]. Particularly, the quality of care and efficiency
for the individuals with New Rural Cooperative Medical

Scheme are very inadequate: The medical assistance
programme for poor people simply helps the enrollment
in the rural scheme, rather than covering more of their
costs. Consequently, access to primary care for poor
people has not improved, and financial protection
against high healthcare expenses remains quite restricted
[36]. Such disparities in healthcare worsen income-
related health inequalities. In addition, income dispar-
ities may result in differences in other health determi-
nants such as food consumption [19]. Especially during
the COVID-19 pandemic, the soaring food price makes
it difficult for the poor to obtain adequate food con-
sumption [39].

Fig. 1 Contributions of COVID-19 related variables to inequality in SRH and mental health among Chinese adults
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This study also revealed the important contributions
to income-related health inequalities of COVID-19 re-
lated variables, particularly PA, self-reported family
member COVID-19 infection, experiencing food short-
ages, and the pandemic severity. One potential explan-
ation is that there are income disparities of these health-
related factors. Specifically, compared with the rich, the
poor had a disproportionate likelihood of being infected
[40, 41]. For example, overcrowding among the disad-
vantaged would increase the risk of infection [42]. In
contrast, people with access to more economic resources
have more opportunities to seek medical care and avoid
being infected [40]. Although the COVID-19 pandemic
is associated with mental health problems, this virus
may disproportionately affect populations of different
SES [3, 43]. Particular populations might be more vul-
nerable to the mental health impact of the COVID-19
pandemic, such as individuals residing in areas with
high-level severity of the COVID-19 pandemic. Given
that the Chinese government implemented fully or par-
tially lockdown policies in regions with high-level pan-
demic severity (e.g., Wuhan in Hubei province),
residents in these regions are more likely to experience
food and medication shortage due to insufficient pro-
duction during COVID-19 lockdown [39, 44]. Moreover,
to guarantee social distancing, communities in China
strictly restrict individuals’ travel and these residents are
more likely to be encouraged not to go out and stay at
home. And residents living in regions with high-level
pandemic severity are more likely to be worried about
themselves and their family members getting COVID-19
infection. As such, these COVID-19 related factors con-
tribute more to income-related health inequalities in re-
gions with high-level pandemic severity. This was also
supported by our heterogeneity analysis based on the se-
verity of pandemic, especially for income-related ill-SRH
inequalities (group 1: Levels 1–3 pandemic severity resi-
dence; group 2: Levels 4 and 5, detailed results are avail-
able in Additional files 4 and 5). The vulnerable groups
identified by other studies include older adults [3, 45],
the homeless [46], migrant workers [47], the mentally ill
[48], pregnant women [49], and Chinese students study-
ing abroad [50].
This study has three notable strengths. First, it col-

lected comprehensive information from a large nation-
wide sample covering 31 province-level administrative
units, providing a unique opportunity to assess topics of
interest during this critical time. Second, anonymous
surveys encourage participation and ensure privacy pro-
tection, leading to timely reports and assessment of
health conditions during the COVID-19 pandemic.
Third, in comparison to gap analysis or Gini coefficients,
our use of CI and CCI methodology integrates income
into analyzing inequalities in health outcomes.

Nonetheless, this study has limitations. First, because
of constraints in resources and the urgency to study
COVID-19, we used self-reported health outcomes in-
stead of measured clinical outcomes. Reporting biases
thus may exist. Second, as a cross-sectional survey, it
cannot track the changes of health inequalities and the
contribution of major sources of health inequalities.
Third, the data were not nationally representative due to
the sampling issue, therefore, the generalization of our
key findings should be with much caution. It is worth
noting that the average age in our sample was younger
(32.0 years old) than that of nationally representative
data in China, such as the 2018 China Family Panel
Studies (CFPS) (47.9 years old, Additional file 6). In
addition, relative to CFPS, the fractions of high-level
education and the unmarried were much higher (Add-
itional file 6). And our study was oversampled by urban
residents, possibly due to our sampling approach. Espe-
cially for pandemic severity in the province of residence,
our study sample was relatively comparable to CFPS in
Levels 1, 2, and 5. But, for Levels 3 and 4 were much dif-
ferent from those of CFPS (Level 3: 8.06% vs. 17.95% in
the CFPS; Level 4: 51.54% vs. 37.95% in the CFPS, Add-
itional file 6). Yet, online surveys provide unique oppor-
tunities for research in the COVID-19 era, e.g., many
conventional face-to-face surveys are not feasible during
the pandemic [51]. Finally, given the relatively small
sample sizes of separate analyses, it is difficult for us to
perform separate analyses for regions with each different
level of severity. Specifically, our full sample is 8448, and
the sample size for regions with different levels of pan-
demic severity is 218 for the Level 1 (only Hubei prov-
ince), 684 for the Level 2, 681 for the Level 3, 4354 for
the Level 4, and 2511 for the Level 5, respectively.
Therefore, the explaining power of the regressions may
be compromised due to smaller sample sizes for certain
regions such as the Level 1. As such, the results from
separate analyses may not be reliable and convincing.
However, it should be noted that, when estimating the
contributions of COVID-19 related variables to the total
income-related health inequalities, we have controlled
for regions with different levels of pandemic severity.
This study contributes to the understanding of the im-

pacts of modifiable socioeconomic determinants such as
income, health insurance, and COVID-19 related factors
on SRH and mental health among Chinese adults. These
findings have important policy implications. First, the
government should continue to strengthen poverty alle-
viation efforts, thereby mitigating the impact of COVID-
19 among the poor. Second, the healthcare system
should strive to improve the accessibility of health care
services to all populations of different SES, especially in
the current pandemics. Public health policies should pay
special attention to health inequalities associated with
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the severity of the pandemic in a region. Finally, we have
observed strong effects of food shortage on SRH and
mental health. To enhance emergency preparedness, the
government should initiate a strategic bottom-up hier-
archical food reserve system, starting at the community
level and reaching the central government level to pro-
vide and coordinate reliable support for residents to re-
duce food insecurity during pandemics, which would
help to reduce income-related health inequalities.

Conclusions
In conclusion, pro-rich inequalities in SRH and pro-poor
inequalities in mental health existed in China during the
COVID-19 pandemic. To mitigate health inequality
amid the COVID-19 pandemic, policies and interven-
tions need to target the disadvantaged groups, including
the poor and those who are severely affected by COVID-
19 containment efforts and have experienced hardships
in daily life, including food shortage and income loss.

Abbreviations
COVID-19: Novel coronavirus disease 2019; CI: Concentration Index;
CCI: Corrected Concentration Index; NCDs: Noncommunicable chronic
diseases; PA: Physical activity; SES: Socioeconomic status; SRH: Self-reported
health

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https://doi.
org/10.1186/s12939-021-01448-9.

Additional file 1 : Table S1. The definition of 5 different-level severity
areas of COVID-19 pandemic. a The definition is based on the cumulative
number of confirmed cases (N) by February 20, 2020.

Additional file 2 : Table S2. Contribution of each factor to income-
related inequalities in ill SRH by gender, the 2020 China COVID-19 Survey.
SES = socioeconomic status. CI = Concentration Index of factor k. * p < 0.1,
** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. a Contribution (%) is defined as the contribution of
each factor to the total explained part.

Additional file 3 : Table S3. Contribution of each factor to income-
related inequalities in mental health by gender, the 2020 China COVID-19
survey. CI = Concentration Index of factor k. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p <
0.01. a Contribution (%) is defined as the contribution of each factor to
the total explained part.

Additional file 4 : Table S4. Contribution of each factor to income-
related inequalities in ill SRH health by different pandemic severity in the
province of residence, the 2020 China COVID-19 survey. Notes: CI = Con-
centration Index of factor k. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. a Level I in-
cludes provinces of Levels 1–3 and Level II includes Levels 4 and 5. b

Contribution (%) is defined as the contribution of each factor to the total
explained part.

Additional file 5 : Table S5. Contribution of each factor to income-
related inequalities in mental health by different pandemic severity in the
province of residence, the 2020 China COVID-19 survey. Notes: CI = Con-
centration Index of factor k. The results are also similar when not control-
ling pandemic severity in the province of residence in the subsample. *

p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. a Level I includes provinces of Levels 1–3
and Level II includes Levels 4 and 5. b Contribution (%) is defined as the
contribution of each factor to the total explained part.

Additional file 6 : Table S6. Sociodemographic characteristics between
the study sample and 2018 China Family Panel Studies (CFPS).

Additional file 7 : Figure S1. Concentration curve of health. The
horizontal line denotes the cumulative share of the population ranked by
income, and the vertical line represents the cumulative share of health
outcomes. Both dotted lines denote the concentration curves, and the
diagonal is defined as the “line of equality.” Area I represents pro-rich
health inequality, meaning that better health is concentrated more heav-
ily among the rich. Area II denotes pro-poor health inequality, indicating
that better health is concentrated more heavily among the poor.

Acknowledgements
The content of the paper is solely the responsibility of the authors and does
not represent the official views of the funders. We would like to thank the
study participants and collaborators and staff members who have
contributed to the study. In particular, we would like to thank Lihua Yan and
Guorui Ruan for their special assistance.

Authors’ contributions
PN, ZC, and YW contributed to the study design. PN and LLD contributed to
the data analysis and drafted the manuscript. YW directed data collection
and provided administrative support for the project. All authors contributed
to interpreting the data, commented on the manuscript, revised the
manuscript, and approved the final version for publication.

Funding
The project is supported in part by research grants from the China Medical
Board [grant number 16-262], the National Key Research and Development
Program of China [grant numbers 2017YFC0907200, 2017YFC0907201], the
National Natural Science Foundation of China [grant numbers 71804142,
72074178], the University Alliance of the Silk Road [grant number
2020LMZX002] and Xi’an Jiaotong University Global Health Institute.

Availability of data and materials
The datasets used and/or analysed during the current study are available
from the corresponding author on reasonable request.

Declarations

Ethics approval
This study was approved by the Institutional Review Board at Xi’an Jiaotong
University in July 2020 and assigned protocol number 2020–1172.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
None declared.

Author details
1School of Economics and Finance, Xi’an Jiaotong University, Xi’an 710061,
Shaanxi, China. 2Global Health Institute, School of Public Health, Xi’an
Jiaotong University Health Science Center, Xi’an 710061, Shaanxi, China.
3Department of Health Policy and Management, College of Public Health,
University of Georgia, Athens, GA, USA. 4School of Economics, Faculty of
Humanities and Social Sciences, University of Nottingham Ningbo China,
Ningbo, China. 5Center for Governance Studies, Beijing Normal University at
Zhuhai, Zhuhai 519087, China. 6School of Community and Environmental
Health, Old Dominion University, Norfolk, VA, USA. 7Human Nutrition
Department, College of Health Sciences, QU Health, Qatar University, Doha,
Qatar. 8Department of Health Administration and Policy, College of Health
and Human Services, George Mason University, Fairfax, VA 22030, USA.
9Peking University National School of Development, Beijing 100871, China.

Received: 28 December 2020 Accepted: 13 April 2021

References
1. World Health Organization. Ten threats to global health in 2019 2019

[Available from: https://www.who.int/emergencies/ten-threats-to-globalhea
lth-in-2019].

Nie et al. International Journal for Equity in Health          (2021) 20:106 Page 11 of 13

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-021-01448-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-021-01448-9
https://www.who.int/emergencies/ten-threats-to-globalhealth-in-2019
https://www.who.int/emergencies/ten-threats-to-globalhealth-in-2019


2. World Health Organization. Weekly epidemiological update - 9 March 2021.
Geneva: World Health Organization; 2021.

3. Holmes EA, O'Connor RC, Perry VH, Tracey I, Wessely S, Arseneault L, et al.
Multidisciplinary research priorities for the COVID-19 pandemic: a call for
action for mental health science. Lancet Psychiatry. 2020;S2215–0366(20):
30168–1.

4. Qian Y, Fan W. Who loses income during the COVID-19 outbreak? Evidence
from China. Res Soc Stratif Mobil. 2020;68:100522.

5. Qiu T, Liang S, Dabbous M, Wang Y, Han R, Toumi M. Chinese guidelines
related to novel coronavirus pneumonia. Preprints. 2020:2020040207.

6. Davillas A, Jones AM. The COVID-19 pandemic and its impact on inequality
of opportunity in psychological distress in the UK. Health Econometrics and
Data Group WP 20/11. 2020.

7. Kristal T, Yaish M. Does the coronavirus pandemic level gender inequality
curve? (it doesn’t). Res Soc Stratif Mobil. 2020;68:100520.

8. Wu Z, McGoogan JM. Characteristics of and important lessons from the
coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) outbreak in China: summary of a
report of 72 314 cases from the Chinese Center for Disease Control and
Prevention. JAMA. 2020;323(13):1239–42. https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2020.2
648.

9. Mangalore R, Knapp M, Jenkins R. Income-related inequality in mental
health in Britain: the concentration index approach. Psychol Med. 2007;
37(7):1037–45. https://doi.org/10.1017/S003329170600969X.

10. Jutz R. The role of income inequality and social policies on income-related
health inequalities in Europe. Int J Equity Health. 2015;14(1):117. https://doi.
org/10.1186/s12939-015-0247-y.

11. Wang H, Yu Y. Increasing health inequality in China: an empirical study with
ordinal data. J Econ Inequal. 2016;14(1):41–61. https://doi.org/10.1007/s1
0888-015-9315-1.

12. Yang W, Kanavos P. The less healthy urban population: income-related
health inequality in China. BMC Public Health. 2012;12(1):804. https://doi.
org/10.1186/1471-2458-12-804.

13. Baeten S, Van Ourti T, van Doorslaer E. Rising inequalities in income and
health in China: who is left behind? J Health Econ. 2013;32(6):1214–29.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2013.10.002.

14. Cai J, Coyte PC, Zhao H. Decomposing the causes of socioeconomic-related
health inequality among urban and rural populations in China: a new
decomposition approach. Int J Equity Health. 2017;16(1):128. https://doi.
org/10.1186/s12939-017-0624-9.

15. Chen Z, Lu M. Income-related inequality in self-assessments of health status
in Shanghai. Chinese Econ. 2013;46(1):75–86. https://doi.org/10.2753/CES1
097-1475460105.

16. Zhou Z, Fang Y, Zhou Z, Li D, Wang D, Li Y, et al. Assessing income-related
health inequality and horizontal inequity in China. Soc Indic Res. 2017;
132(1):241–56. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-015-1221-1.

17. Feng XL, Zhu J, Zhang L, Song L, Hipgrave D, Guo S. Socio-economic
disparities in maternal mortality in China between 1996 and 2006. BJOG Int
J Obstet Gynaecol. 2010;117(12):1527–36. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-052
8.2010.02707.x.

18. Su M, Si Y, Zhou Z, Shen C, Dong W, Fan X, et al. Comparing the income-
related inequity of tested prevalence and self-reported prevalence of
hypertension in China. Int J Equity Health. 2018;17(1):82. https://doi.org/1
0.1186/s12939-018-0796-y.

19. Gu H, Kou Y, You H, Xu X, Yang N, Liu J, et al. Measurement and
decomposition of income-related inequality in self-rated health among the
elderly in China. Int J Equity Health. 2019;18(1):4. https://doi.org/10.1186/s12
939-019-0909-2.

20. Kharpal A. Everything you need to know about WeChat — China’s billion-
user messaging app. Beijing: CNBC; 2019. Available from: https://www.cnbc.
com/2019/02/04/what-is-wechat-china-biggest-messaging-app.html. [June
23, 2020].

21. Gan C, Li H. Understanding the effects of gratifications on the continuance
intention to use WeChat in China: a perspective on uses and gratifications.
Comput Hum Behav. 2018;78:306–15. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.10.003.

22. Wang G, Zhang W, Zeng R. WeChat use intensity and social support: the
moderating effect of motivators for WeChat use. Comput Hum Behav. 2019;
91:244–51. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.10.010.

23. Reichenheim ME, Oliveira AG, Moraes CL, Coutinho ES, Figueira I, Lobato G.
Reappraising the dimensional structure of the PTSD checklist: lessons from
the DSM-IV-based PCL-C. Braz J Psychiatry. 2018;40(2):154–62. https://doi.
org/10.1590/1516-4446-2017-2239.

24. Wagstaff A, van Doorslaer E, Watanabe N. On decomposing the causes of
health sector inequalities with an application to malnutrition inequalities in
Vietnam. J Econom. 2003;112(1):207–23. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-4
076(02)00161-6.

25. Wagstaff A. The bounds of the concentration index when the variable of
interest is binary, with an application to immunization inequality. Health
Econ. 2005;14(4):429–32. https://doi.org/10.1002/hec.953.

26. Erreygers G. Correcting the concentration index. J Health Econ. 2009;28(2):
504–15. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2008.02.003.

27. Van Doorslaer E, Jones AM. Inequalities in self-reported health: validation of
a new approach to measurement. J Health Econ. 2003;22(1):61–87. https://
doi.org/10.1016/S0167-6296(02)00080-2.

28. Makdissi P, Yazbeck M. Robust rankings of socioeconomic health inequality
using a categorical variable. Health Econ. 2017;26(9):1132–45. https://doi.
org/10.1002/hec.3499.

29. Kjellsson G, Gerdtham U-G. On correcting the concentration index for
binary variables. J Health Econ. 2013;32(3):659–70. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jhealeco.2012.10.012.

30. Liu L, Xue P, Li SX, Zhang J, Zhou J, Zhang W. Urban-rural disparities in
mental health problems related to COVID-19 in China. Gen Hosp Psychiat.
2020;69:119–20.

31. Xiong J, Lipsitz O, Nasri F, Lui LMW, Gill H, Phan L, et al. Impact of COVID-19
pandemic on mental health in the general population: a systematic review.
J Affect Disorders. 2020;277:55–64. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2020.08.001.

32. Pfefferbaum B, North CS. Mental health and the Covid-19 pandemic. N Engl
J Med. 2020;383(6):510–2. https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMp2008017.

33. Lu H, Nie P, Qian L. Do quarantine experiences and attitudes towards
COVID-19 affect the distribution of mental health in China? A quantile
regression analysis. Appl Res Qual Life. 2020:1–18.

34. Xu J, Zhang J, Feng L, Qiu J. Self-rated health of population in southern
China: association with socio-demographic characteristics measured with
multiple-item self-rated health measurement scale. BMC Public Health. 2020;
10:393.

35. Wang T, Zeng R. Addressing inequalities in China's health service. Lancet.
2015;386(10002):1441. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(15)00402-X.

36. Hu S, Tang S, Liu Y, Zhao Y, Escobar M-L, de Ferranti D. Reform of how
health care is paid for in China: challenges and opportunities. Lancet. 2008;
372(9652):1846–53. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(08)61368-9.

37. Sun Y, Gregersen H, Yuan W. Chinese health care system and clinical
epidemiology. Clin Epidemiol. 2017;9:167–78. https://doi.org/10.2147/CLEP.
S106258.

38. Yu H. Universal health insurance coverage for 1.3 billion people: what
accounts for China’s success? Health Policy. 2015;119(9):1145–52. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2015.07.008.

39. Pu M, Zhong Y. Rising concerns over agricultural production as COVID-19
spreads: lessons from China. Glob Food Sec. 2020;26:100409. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.gfs.2020.100409.

40. Taylor S. What is a pandemic? In: Taylor S, editor. The psychology of
pandemics: preparingfor the next global outbreak of infectious disease.
Newcastle: UK Cambridge Scholars Publishing; 2019. p. 1–13.

41. Mamelund SE. 1918 pandemic morbidity: the first wave hits the poor, the
second wave hits the rich. Influenza Other Respir Viruses. 2018;12(3):307–13.
https://doi.org/10.1111/irv.12541.

42. O'Sullivan TL, Phillips KP. From SARS to pandemic influenza: the framing of
high-risk populations. Nat Hazards. 2019;98(1):103–17. https://doi.org/10.1
007/s11069-019-03584-6.

43. Rajkumar RP. COVID-19 and mental health: a review of the existing
literature. Asian J Psychiatr. 2020;52:102066. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajp.202
0.102066.

44. Yan AF, Sun X, Zheng J, Mi B, Zuo H, Ruan G, et al. Perceived risk, behavior
changes and health-related outcomes during COVID-19 pandemic:
findingsamong adults with and without diabetesin China. Diabetes Res Clin
Pract. 2020;167:108350. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.diabres.2020.108350.

45. Yang Y, Li W, Zhang Q, Zhang L, Cheung T, Xiang YT. Mental health services
for older adults in China during the COVID-19 outbreak. Lancet Psychiatry.
2020;7(4):e19. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(20)30079-1.

46. Tsai J, Wilson M. COVID-19: a potential public health problem for homeless
populations. Lancet Public Health. 2020;S2468–2667(20):30053–0.

47. Liem A, Wang C, Wariyanti Y, Latkin CA, Hall BJ. The neglected health of
international migrant workers in the COVID-19 epidemic. Lancet Psychiatry.
2020;7(4):e20. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(20)30076-6.

Nie et al. International Journal for Equity in Health          (2021) 20:106 Page 12 of 13

https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2020.2648
https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2020.2648
https://doi.org/10.1017/S003329170600969X
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-015-0247-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-015-0247-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10888-015-9315-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10888-015-9315-1
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-12-804
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2458-12-804
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2013.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-017-0624-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-017-0624-9
https://doi.org/10.2753/CES1097-1475460105
https://doi.org/10.2753/CES1097-1475460105
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-015-1221-1
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-0528.2010.02707.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1471-0528.2010.02707.x
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-018-0796-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-018-0796-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-019-0909-2
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-019-0909-2
https://www.cnbc.com/2019/02/04/what-is-wechat-china-biggest-messaging-app.html
https://www.cnbc.com/2019/02/04/what-is-wechat-china-biggest-messaging-app.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2017.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2018.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1590/1516-4446-2017-2239
https://doi.org/10.1590/1516-4446-2017-2239
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-4076(02)00161-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-4076(02)00161-6
https://doi.org/10.1002/hec.953
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2008.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-6296(02)00080-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-6296(02)00080-2
https://doi.org/10.1002/hec.3499
https://doi.org/10.1002/hec.3499
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2012.10.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhealeco.2012.10.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2020.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMp2008017
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(15)00402-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(08)61368-9
https://doi.org/10.2147/CLEP.S106258
https://doi.org/10.2147/CLEP.S106258
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2015.07.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthpol.2015.07.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2020.100409
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gfs.2020.100409
https://doi.org/10.1111/irv.12541
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-019-03584-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11069-019-03584-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajp.2020.102066
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajp.2020.102066
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.diabres.2020.108350
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(20)30079-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(20)30076-6


48. Zhu Y, Chen L, Ji H, Xi M, Fang Y, Li Y. The risk and prevention of novel
coronavirus pneumonia infections among inpatients in psychiatric hospitals.
Neurosci Bull. 2020;36(3):299–302. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12264-020-00476-
9.

49. Rashidi Fakari F, Simbar M. Coronavirus pandemic and worries during
pregnancy: a letter to the editor. Arch Acad Emerg Med. 2020;8(1):e21.

50. Zhai Y, Du X. Mental health care for international Chinese students affected
by the COVID-19 outbreak. Lancet Psychiatry. 2020;7(4):e22. https://doi.org/1
0.1016/S2215-0366(20)30089-4.

51. Hlatshwako TG, Shah SJ, Kosana P, Adebayo E, Hendriks J, Larsson EC, et al.
Online health survey research during COVID-19. Lancet Digital Health. 2021;
3(2):e76–e7. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2589-7500(21)00002-9.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Nie et al. International Journal for Equity in Health          (2021) 20:106 Page 13 of 13

https://doi.org/10.1007/s12264-020-00476-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12264-020-00476-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(20)30089-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(20)30089-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2589-7500(21)00002-9

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Introduction
	Methods and materials
	Study design and participants
	Measurements
	Health variables
	Independent variables

	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Study population characteristics
	Health status by income groups and income-related health inequality indexes
	Income-related health inequality
	Decomposition of health inequality

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Abbreviations
	Supplementary Information
	Acknowledgements
	Authors’ contributions
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Declarations
	Ethics approval
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Author details
	References
	Publisher’s Note

