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Abstract 

Background: Health systems worldwide have faced major disruptions due to COVID-19 which could 

exacerbate health inequalities. The UK National Health Service (NHS) provides free healthcare and 

prioritises equity of delivery, but the pandemic may be hindering the achievement of these goals. We 

investigated associations between multiple social characteristics (sex, age, occupational social class, 

education and ethnicity) and self-reported healthcare disruptions in over 65,000 participants across 

twelve UK longitudinal studies. 

Methods:  Participants reported disruptions from March 2020 up to late January 2021.  Associations 

between social characteristics and three types of self-reported healthcare disruption (medication 

access, procedures, appointments) and a composite of any of these were assessed in logistic regression 

models, adjusting for age, sex and ethnicity where relevant. Random-effects meta-analysis was 

conducted to obtain pooled estimates.  

Results: Prevalence of disruption varied across studies; between 6.4% (TwinsUK) and 31.8 % 

(Understanding Society) of study participants reported any disruption. Females (Odd Ratio (OR): 1.27 

[95%CI: 1.15,1.40]; I2=53%), older persons (e.g. OR: 1.39 [1.13,1.72]; I2=77% for 65-75y vs 45-

54y), and Ethnic minorities (excluding White minorities) (OR: 1.19 [1.05,1.35]; I2=0% vs White) 

were more likely to report healthcare disruptions. Those in a more disadvantaged social class (e.g. 

OR: 1.17 [1.08, 1.27]; I2=0% for manual/routine vs managerial/professional) were also more likely to 

report healthcare disruptions, but no clear differences were observed by education levels.  

Conclusion: The COVID-19 pandemic has led to unequal healthcare disruptions, which, if 

unaddressed, could contribute to the maintenance or widening of existing health inequalities.   
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Introduction 

The coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic is profoundly affecting all aspects of society. 

Health systems world-wide have faced major disruption as they respond to large increases in demand 

arising from the COVID-19 disease.1–4 Furthermore, healthcare access has been reduced by 

governmental control measures and the public’s fear of contracting infection.5 Disruptions may have 

both short and long-term health consequences as preventive treatments are foregone, disease 

surveillance is interrupted and disease diagnoses are delayed. While the disruption of health systems 

can impact the entire population, it has become apparent that not all groups have been affected 

equally. Understanding the impacts of the pandemic on health systems and on equity of healthcare 

access is therefore a major policy priority.  

In the UK, the National Health Service (NHS) provides free healthcare and prioritises equity of 

delivery. However, the UK’s relatively high COVID-19 burden and associated repeated lockdown 

measures have raised concerns that the health system may not be providing accessible care to those 

who need it most. Recent reports from NHS Digital indicate a large increase in those waiting 12 

months or more for elective treatments in February 2021 compared to March 2020.6 Furthermore, 

despite decreases in attendance at accident and emergency services,4 the number of patients 

waiting over 12 hours for admission was 34% higher in January 2021 than January 2020. 

Disruption to pharmacological treatments has also been reported with delays in accessing 

medication.7,8 However, a comprehensive assessment of inequalities in healthcare disruption in the 

community is lacking.  

It is well known that health systems do not meet the needs of all social groups equitably, with marked 

health inequalities by sex, ethnicity, and socioeconomic position.9,10 For example, the inverse care law 

demonstrates that health service provision is often not allocated according to need, with more 

socioeconomically deprived areas relatively under-served.11 Given the barriers that some social 

groups face in accessing high quality healthcare, there is considerable concern that disadvantaged 

groups (e.g., ethnic minorities) will be disproportionately impacted by healthcare disruption during 

the COVID-19 pandemic, as some emerging evidence suggests.12,13  

Harnessing multiple longitudinal studies allows inequalities to be studied in detail by improving 

statistical power and allows consistency of findings to be investigated. We therefore aimed to 

investigate inequalities in healthcare disruption during the COVID-19 pandemic in 12 population-

based longitudinal studies, to help inform targeting of policy responses as we move out of the acute 

phase of the pandemic. In particular, we investigate healthcare disruptions (including prescription or 

medication access, procedures or surgery, clinical appointments) by sex, age, ethnicity, education, and 

occupational social class and we explore whether associations differ by age, or for those who have 

been recommended to ‘shield’ due to clinical vulnerability. 
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Methods 

Design 

The UK National Core Studies – Longitudinal Health and Wellbeing programme aims to draw 

together data from multiple UK population-based longitudinal studies to answer questions relevant to 

the pandemic response. By coordinating analyses within each study and statistically pooling results in 

a meta-analysis, we can provide robust evidence to understand how the pandemic has impacted 

population health and support efforts to mitigate its health effects going forward.  

 

Participants  

Data here were from 12 UK population studies which had conducted surveys both before and during 

the COVID-19 pandemic. Details of the design, sample frames, current age range, timing of the 

COVID-19 surveys, response rates, and analytical sample size are available in Supplementary Table 

S1. Ethics statement and data access details can be found in Supplementary Table S2. 

Six of these studies were age homogenous birth cohorts (where all individuals were of similar age 

within each cohort): the Millennium Cohort Study (MCS);14 the Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents 

and Children (ALSPAC-G1);15 Next Steps (NS);16 the 1970 British Cohort Study (BCS);17 the 

National Child Development Study (NCDS);18 and the National Survey of Health and Development 

(NSHD).19,20 Six further age heterogeneous studies (each covering a range of age groups) were 

included: the Born in Bradford study (BIB);21,22 Understanding Society (USOC);23 Generation 

Scotland: the Scottish Family Health Study (GS);24 the parents of the ALSPAC-G1 cohort which we 

refer to as ALSPAC-G0;25 the UK Adult Twin Registry (TwinsUK);26,27 and the English Longitudinal 

Study of Ageing (ELSA).28 Analytical samples were defined within each study based on those who 

had recorded at least one healthcare disruption outcome in a COVID-19 survey and had valid data on 

a minimum set of covariates (sex, ethnicity, and age where relevant). Most studies were weighted to 

be representative of their target populations accounting for differential non-response.20,29,30 Weights 

were not available for BIB or TwinsUK. Studies were ordered for presentation by age of sample 

(youngest to oldest), with the age homogenous cohorts first, followed by the age heterogenous studies. 

 

Measures 

Below we describe the overall approach to measuring each variable in the analysis. Full details of the 

questions and coding used within each cohort are available in Supplementary File 1. 

 

Outcomes 

We assessed self-reported disruptions to: prescriptions or medication access; procedures or surgery; 

and appointments (e.g., with a GP or outpatient services); and a combined variable indicating 

disruptions to any of the afore-mentioned. Any deviation from planned/existing treatment was coded 
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as a disruption, regardless of the reason for the disruption. Where multiple pandemic survey waves 

had been included, we coded for any disruptions reported up to and including the most recent. This 

meant at least 7 months of follow-up for most studies (GS had five and ELSA four, while ALSPAC 

had the longest follow-up period at nine months). 

 

Indicators of Inequality 

We assessed inequalities associated with key sociodemographic characteristics, i.e. sex, age, ethnicity, 

education, and occupational social class. For age, we considered age-groups categorised as: 16-24; 

25-34; 35-44; 45-54; 55-64; 65-74; and 75+ years. Depending on the ethnic variation of each study 

and on the level of detail available, we examined both a binary (White [including White minorities] vs 

Ethnic minorities [excluding White minorities]) and a finer categorisation of ethnicity (White, South 

Asian, Black, Mixed, Other Asian, Other Ethnic Minority). For education we distinguished between 

degree or equivalent; A-level or equivalent (i.e. post-compulsory schooling qualifications); GCSE or 

equivalent (i.e. qualifications for completing compulsory schooling); and fewer or no qualifications. 

We also examined occupational class with the following categories (based on different coding 

schemes in different studies): Professional/Managerial; Intermediate; Routine/Manual; and Other 

(which included never/long-term non-employed and, in some studies, respondents who could not be 

classified elsewhere). Where respondents’ education and occupational class were not available, we 

considered parental education or household social class. For full details, see Supplementary File 1. 

 

Moderators 

We decided a priori to examine modification by age and clinical vulnerability to COVID-19 to see 

whether inequalities varied by life-stage or were particularly acute for those with higher healthcare 

needs and at higher risk from COVID-19 harms. For moderation by age, the age-heterogeneous 

studies split their samples into the age-bands covered, while age homogeneous cohorts were included 

within the appropriate age bands (see above for banding). In the UK, clinically extremely vulnerable 

people were advised to stay at home (‘shield’) during the pandemic. In this paper, shielding status was 

based on whether respondents reported having received a letter from the NHS advising them to stay at 

home to protect themselves. 

 

Other variables 

The following covariates were also included where relevant and available within each study: UK 

Nation (i.e. England, Scotland, Wales, or Northern Ireland); household composition (based on 

partnership status and whether there were children in the household); and pre-pandemic self-reported 

health (good vs poor). 
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Analysis  

Within each study, distributions of sociodemographic characteristics and healthcare disruption were 

examined. Then, each healthcare disruption outcome was regressed on each indicator of inequality 

(i.e. sex, age, ethnicity, education, and occupational class). Unadjusted associations are included in 

Supplementary File 2. Since our aim was primarily to describe inequalities, we focus on presenting 

associations with minimal adjustment only for sex, age, and ethnicity when applicable. To assess 

whether associations were independent of other related factors, we also provide supplementary results 

for any healthcare disruption which additionally adjust for: education, occupational class, UK Nation 

(where appropriate), household composition, and pre-pandemic self-reported health. Moderation by 

age and shielding status was assessed using stratified models. 

Results were then meta-analysed for each outcome for the full sample, and within age and shielding 

strata. We used a random effects meta-analysis with restricted maximum likelihood. We report 

heterogeneity using the I2 statistic (0% indicates low variation between estimates across studies, while 

values closer to 100% indicate greater heterogeneity). Meta-analyses were conducted in Stata 16 

(V.16).31
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Results 

Descriptive Statistics  

The distribution of demographic and socio-economic characteristics within each study is presented in 

Table 1.  A total of 68,912 participants were included in the coordinated analysis. Participants from 

BIB were all female, as were the vast majority (89.4%) from TwinsUK. The mean age ranged from 16 

years in BIB and USOC to 90+ years in TwinsUK and ELSA.   

Overall, the prevalence of any healthcare disruption ranged from 6.4% in TwinsUK to 31.8% in 

USOC (Figure 1). Table 2 shows that disruptions to medical appointments were most common, 

ranging from 3.5% (ELSA) to 28.4% (USOC). This was followed by disruptions in prescriptions or 

medication access, varying from 1.2% (BIB) to 10.4% (GS).  Disruptions to procedures or surgery 

were least common ranging from 0.7% (MCS) to 16.8% (ELSA).  

<Table 1 and 2 about here> 

Sex and healthcare disruptions 

Across all studies females were generally more likely to report any healthcare disruptions than males 

(Supplementary Table S3 for details).  

Pooled results from the meta-analysis demonstrate that females had increased odds of any healthcare 

disruption compared with males (OR: 1.27 [95%CI: 1.15,1.40]; I2=54%, figure 2, supplementary file 

2). Similar associations were observed for disruptions to appointments (OR: 1.33 [95%CI: 1.17,1.52]; 

I2=60%).  The association between sex and the less prevalent disruptions to procedures and 

medications crossed the null (Supplementary File 2 and Figure 2). 

When stratified by age, the odds of having any healthcare disruption for females was highest among 

16–24-year-olds (OR: 2.22 [95% CI 1.63, 3.02]; I2=0%, Supplementary Table S4). An association 

between sex and healthcare disruption was observed up to age 54 years but there were no clear 

associations among those aged 55 years and above. In both the shielding and non-shielding groups, 

females were more likely to report healthcare disruption (Supplementary Table S5). 

<Figure 1 and 2 about here> 

Age and healthcare disruptions  

A higher prevalence of having any healthcare disruption was observed among older participants of the 

national birth cohorts where the same questionnaire was used (Figure 1).  This age difference was also 

observed among the ALSPAC studies and for other age-heterogenous studies as seen in 

Supplementary Table S3. 

The meta-analysis of age-heterogenous studies were supportive of age differences for any healthcare 

disruptions e.g., OR: 1.39 [1.13,1.72]; I2=77% for 65-75y vs 45-54y (Figure 3, Supplementary File 2). 

Disruptions seemed less likely in younger age groups and more likely among older age groups, 
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though some estimates cross the null and had high heterogeneity, which may be because of few 

studies in specific age categories (Figure 3, Supplementary File 2).  Associations for disruptions to 

medical appointments and procedures or surgery showed these age differences more clearly (Figure 3, 

Supplementary File 2).   

Associations with age and any healthcare disruption were clearest among those not shielding. For 

those who were shielding, confidence intervals were wide and over-lapped both the null and the 

estimates from the non-shielding population (Supplementary Table S5). The magnitude for the 

association of healthcare disruption among 75-year-olds and above vs 45-54 year olds was higher 

among the non-shielding group (OR: 1.61 [95%CI: 1.17,2.22]; I2=79%) compared with the shielding 

group (OR: 0.83 [95%CI:0.51,1.37; I2=33% Supplementary Table S5).  

<Figure 3 about here> 

Ethnicity and healthcare disruptions  

Among the studies that had an ethnically diverse sample, between 7.8% (BIB) and 31.9% (USOC) of 

the White groups reported healthcare disruption. Between 8.3% (TWINSUK) and 23.6% (GS) of 

Ethnic minority groups reported having any healthcare disruption (Supplementary Table S3).  

In meta-analysis, Ethnic minorities compared to White groups had increased odds of any healthcare 

disruption (OR: 1.19 [1.05,1.35]; I2=0%, Figure 4 and Supplementary File 2). This association was 

less clear for specific domains of healthcare disruption (Figure 4, Supplementary File 2). Among the 

studies that had a finer categorisation of ethnicity, only the Black ethnic groups had clearly raised 

odds for any healthcare disruption compared with White groups (OR: 1.38 [1.03,1.84]; I2=0%). 

Associations with healthcare disruption were less evident for other ethnic groups but were imprecisely 

estimated (Figure 4, Supplementary File 2).  

Associations between ethnicity and any healthcare disruption were not evident within many age 

bands, though this may simply be due to low power as confidence intervals were wide 

(Supplementary Table S4). The clearest associations with Ethnic minority groups were within the 35-

44- and 45-74-year age ranges (OR:1.31 [1.01,1.71]; I2=0% and OR:1.61 [1.16,2.22]; I2=0%). The 

mixed ethnicity group were also at particular risk for disruption in the 16–24-year age range too 

(OR:2.50 [1.25,5.02]; I2=0%).  The magnitude for the association between any healthcare disruption 

among Ethnic minority groups vs. White groups was higher among those who were shielding (OR: 

1.56[1.01 to 2.39]; compared to OR: 1.06[0.86 to 1.31] for non-shielding). This observation was 

consistent across more granular ethnicity categories, but confidence intervals were wide 

(Supplementary Table S5). 

<Figure 4 about here> 

 

Education and healthcare disruptions 
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There was no clear pattern in the prevalence of healthcare disruption across education levels. For 

example, in USOC 29.7% of those with any healthcare disruption had a degree or equivalent and 39% 

had no school-leaving qualifications. In TWINSUK 9.9% of those with any healthcare disruption had 

a degree or equivalent and 6.1% had no school-leaving (Supplementary Table S3).  

In meta-analysis, we did not observe clear associations between education level and healthcare 

disruption, other than that those without school-leaving qualifications had raised odds of disruptions 

to procedures or surgery (OR: 1.26 [1.11,1.44]; I2=0%; Supplementary File 2 and Figure 5). 

Associations for not having school-leaving qualifications were particularly evident in the 45–74-year 

age range but had wide confidence intervals at other ages (Supplementary Table S4). We did not 

observe differences by shielding status (Supplementary Table S5). 

<Figure 5 about here> 

Occupational class and healthcare disruptions 

The prevalence of any healthcare disruption ranged between 9.7% (BIB) and 25.7% (USOC) among 

the Professional/Managerial social class and between 9.3% (BIB) and 27.6% (USOC) for the 

Manual/Routine social class (Supplementary Table S3).  

Results from meta-analysis show that those in a more disadvantaged occupational class were more 

likely to report any healthcare disruptions (e.g., OR: 1.17 [95%CI: 1.08, 1.27]; I2=0% for 

Manual/Routine compared with Professional/Managerial, Figure 6, Supplementary File 2). The OR 

was greatest for the non-employed occupational class category (OR: 1.51 [95%CI: 1.12,2.40]), 

however the I2 was also large (80%). This implies considerable between study heterogeneity, though 

two of the three individual studies (MCS and ELSA) that did not show clear associations for this 

category were at the extremes of the age range considered.  Similar associations were seen for 

domains of healthcare disruption, with the largest inequalities seen for access to medications. 

The associations with occupational class for both routine/manual occupations and long-term non-

employment were most clearly evident from ages 25-64, i.e., primarily among working age 

participants (Supplementary Table S4). Associations with occupational class were clearest among 

those not shielding. Among those who were shielding the associations with occupational class were 

less evident, but confidence intervals were wide and over-lapped both the null and the estimates from 

the non-shielding population (Supplementary Table S5).  

<Figure 6 about here> 

Further Adjustment 

The above associations for sex, age and long-term non-employment were largely robust to further 

adjustment for education, occupational class, UK Nation (where appropriate), household composition, 

and pre-pandemic self-reported health (see Supplementary File 2).
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Discussion  

Our study demonstrates marked inequalities in healthcare disruption during the COVID-19 pandemic 

by harnessing data from 12 UK longitudinal studies. Females were more likely to report healthcare 

disruptions than males, especially at younger ages (<55 years). This inequality was observed for each 

healthcare disruption type including prescription medication, procedures or surgery, and appointments 

as well as a combined measure for any of these disruptions. Older adults were especially likely to 

report disruptions to medical appointments and procedures and surgeries compared to their younger 

counterparts. Ethnic minority (excluding White minorities) groups were more likely to report 

healthcare disruption compared to White (including White minorities) groups. Furthermore, when 

stratifying results by shielding status, the magnitude for the association between any healthcare 

disruption among Ethnic minority groups (compared to White groups) was higher among those who 

were shielding. In studies where a finer breakdown of ethnicity was possible, Black ethnic minority 

groups had the most clearly increased odds of disruption compared to White ethnic groups. 

Occupational class was also found to be associated with healthcare disruption with those in a 

routine/manual occupation or other (which included never/long-term non-employed) being more 

likely to experience healthcare disruption than those in a managerial/professional occupation, and this 

inequality appeared to be concentrated within working ages (i.e. 25-64 years). No clear association 

between education and healthcare disruption was found in the main, age or shielding status stratified 

analyses.  

 

The direct burden of COVID-19 on health services across the globe has been colossal and remains so 

in some countries, with prioritisation of COVID-19 patients, leaving less capacity and resources for 

non-COVID-19 healthcare. Furthermore, associated repeated lockdown measures are also likely to 

decrease healthcare access and availability with a decrease in the number of people attending A&E 

services,4 and reports of difficulties accessing medication.8  

Our findings are consistent with current evidence from a smaller sub-set of the studies examined here 

suggesting that females are more likely to experience disruption to planned surgery, medical 

procedures, or other medical appointments during lockdown.12  

Furthermore, our results show that older adults were more likely to report healthcare disruption as 

compared to their younger counterparts, especially disruptions to medical appointments and planned 

procedures or surgeries. This finding is consistent with current UK evidence indicating that older 

adults experience more delays and disruption to health services.32–35 

Black ethnic minority groups were also found to be at increased risk of healthcare disruption 

compared to white ethnic groups – an issue of particular concern given pre-pandemic ethnic 

inequalities in healthcare.36 The inequalities by occupational class we found are consistent with prior 

evidence of socioeconomic healthcare inequalities reported in the UK in the past decade,37 and 

highlight that these have still been present in the COVID-19 pandemic. Associations with 
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occupational class were clearer than those for education, which is also an indicator of socioeconomic 

position but may have been a more distal influence.  

 

Strengths and limitations 

The analysis brings together data from 12 longitudinal studies with rich and sensitive information on 

healthcare disruption. This study is strengthened by the coordinated investigation in multiple 

longitudinal studies with differing study designs, different target populations, and varying selection 

and attrition processes. Moreover, the use of multiple studies increased statistical power to look at 

subpopulations such as ethnic minority groups across cohorts and allowed for greater examination of 

how inequalities were patterned by age. Our novel approach to coordinated analyses harnessing 

multiple datasets therefore allowed research questions to be addressed which would not otherwise be 

possible.  

 

Differences between studies in a range of factors including measurement of healthcare disruption, 

timing of surveys, design, response rates, and differential selection into the COVID-19 sweeps are 

potentially responsible for heterogeneity in estimates. However, despite this heterogeneity, the key 

findings were consistent across most datasets. Furthermore, this heterogeneity can be informative, for 

example, by virtue of mixing age-specific and age range studies, we identified that sex inequalities 

were stronger at younger ages, and inequalities by occupational class were concentrated within 

working ages. The definition of healthcare disruption used may also have contained a range of 

disruptions of greater or lesser severity, and there may have been further inequalities in the severity of 

disruptions experienced. 

 

We have focused on our aim of identifying who experienced greater disruptions in healthcare, rather 

than on adjustment for confounders to estimate causal effects of the exposures in question.38 

Nevertheless, many of the associations we observed were robust to adjustment for a wider range of 

related variables, but bias due to residual confounding cannot be ruled out. Importantly, we did not 

condition our analyses on healthcare need. Many of the inequalities we observed for healthcare 

disruptions may be due to inequalities in health, with those who have greater health needs being more 

likely to require healthcare that could be disrupted. Accounting for differences in need could have 

masked inequalities in healthcare disruptions that are caused by inequalities in health and could have 

made it less clear which groups have been more likely to experience disruption during the pandemic. 

Restricting analyses to those who needed care could also induce bias if there were unmeasured 

determinants of both need and disruption.39 Nevertheless, another study of the USOC data analysed 

here that did restrict analyses to those needing care still found income-related inequalities in 

healthcare disruption, and most of the associations we observed were robust to adjustment for pre-

pandemic self-assessed health.40 
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Impact of healthcare disruption 

Disadvantaged groups such as females, older adults, Black ethnic minority groups, and those in 

routine/manual occupations have had elevated odds of healthcare disruption in the first 8-10 months 

of the COVID-19 pandemic. Delays and disruptions to treatment could have ongoing implications for 

patients’ physical and mental health.41 Action is needed to remedy these inequalities, and efforts to 

ensure continuity of care during pandemic-related disruptions may need to be more clearly targeted to 

those who most need that care. As healthcare access resumes, given the forgone delays in treatments 

and the subsequent backlog of postponed surgeries,42 these groups may require prioritised support to 

address unmet needs experienced during the pandemic.  

 

Conclusion 

There have been clear inequalities in disruptions to healthcare during the COVID-19 pandemic in the 

UK. Females (especially at younger ages), older adults, ethnic minorities, and those in disadvantaged 

occupational classes (especially at working ages) have been more likely to experience healthcare 

disruptions. These are groups who usually experience worse health, so disruptions related to COVID-

19 have clear potential to maintain or even exacerbate existing health inequalities. 
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Table 1. Percent (and N) distribution of demographic and socio-economic characteristics by study 

  
MCS 

ALSPAC 
G1 

NS BCS70 NCDS NSHD BIB USOC GS 
ALSPAC 

G0 
TWINS UK ELSA 

Total analytic N  3,147 3,430 3,311 5,175 5,747 1,569 1,726 13,253 17,139 3,625 4,282 6,508 

Female 
65.0  

(2,045) 
65.3  

(2,240) 
64.8  

(2,145)  
57.9  

(2,994) 
53.7  

(3,086) 
52.6  
(825) 

100.0 
(1,726) 

57.9  
(7,668) 

67.0  
(11,476) 

73.1  
(2,651) 

89.4 
(3,830) 

56.3  
(3,663) 

Mean Age in 2020 (range) 
19.5 

(18.7-20.1) 
28.4 

(27-29) 
30.6 

(29.9-31.4) 
50.5 

(50.4-50.6) 
62.6 

(62.5-62.7) 
74 37.5 

(16-54) 
51.1 

(16-96.2) 
57.0 

(18-100) 
59.4 

(45-89) 
61.2 

(22-96) 
69.3 

(52-90+) 

E
th

ni
ci

ty
 

White 
86.1 

(2,708) 
98.4 

(3,330) 
74.6 

(2,470) 
NA NA 

NA 37.8 (653) 98.3  
(16,843) 

87.2  
(11,561) 

98.4 
(3,567) 

97.1 
(4,156) 

95.9  
(6,239) 

South Asian  7.6 (240) NA 15.0 (496) NA NA NA 56.1 (968) 0.4 (70) 6.7 (885) NA 0.7 (28) 2.1 (135) 

East Asian 1.0 (30) NA NA NA NA NA NA 0 .3 (51) 1.2 (155) NA 0.1 (3) NA 

Black  2.6 (83) NA 3.8 (127) NA NA NA 2.0 (34) 0.1 (21) 2.5 (334) NA 1.1 (45) 1.2 (75) 

Mixed  2.4 (76) NA 4.6 (152) NA NA NA 1.4 (24) 0.6 (105) 1.8 (241) NA 0.9 (38) 0.9 (59) 

Other 0.3 (10) NA 2.0 (66) NA NA NA 2.7 (47) 0.3 (49) 0.6 (77) NA 0.3 (12) NA 

All ethnic 
minorities 

13.9 (439) 2.9 (100) 25.4 (841) 
NA NA 

NA  62.2 (1,073) 1.3 (226) 12.8 (1692) 
 

1.6 (58) 2.9 (126)  4.1 (269) 

E
du

ca
ti

on
 

Higher Education  
or Degree 

55.9 
(1,758) 

29.0 
(994) 

48.9 
(1,620) 

46.6 
(2,411) 

46.0 
(2,646) 

29.0 
(994) 

35.1 (556) 50.7 
(8,602) 

47.1 
(6,238) 

29.7 
(1,075) 

55.7 
(2,386) 

25.6  
(1,666) 

A-level  
or equivalent 

15.0 
(473) 

35.1 
(1,203) 

23.4 
(773) 

14.2 
(733) 

18.0  
(1,034) 

35.1  
(1203) 

17.2 (273) 35.9 
(6,096) 

11.6 
(1,543) 

29.7 
(1,078) 

11.6 
(498) 

27.6 
(1,798) 

GCSE  
or equivalent 

19.5 
(615) 

26.1 
(896) 

19.0 
 (628) 

23.4 
(1,209) 

22.8  
(1,311) 

26.1  
(896) 

22.3 (354) 6.2 
(1046) 

25.2  
(3,341) 

30.3 
(1,098) 

20.5 
(877) 

22.3 
(1,452) 

<GCSE or none 
9.6 

(301) 
9.83 
(337) 

8.8 
(290) 

15.9 
(822) 

13.2 
(756) 

9.8 
(337) 

25.5 (405) 7.2 
(1,214) 

16.1 
(2,131) 

10.3 
(374) 

12.2 
(521) 

24.5 
(1,592) 

So
ci

al
  C

la
ss

 Managerial, Admin, 
Professional 

51.3 
(1,614) 

18.0 
(616) 

47.6 
(1,575) 

42.7  
(2,209) 

23.0  
(1,319) 

18  
(616) 

31.2 (475) 81.0 
(10,716) 

35.0 
(4,639) 

13.4 
(486) NA 

32.4 
(2,111) 

Intermediate 
15.4 
(484) 

46.2 
(1,583) 

18.9 
(625) 

21.1 
(1,091) 

14.9 
(856) 

46.1 
(1,583) 

35.7 (545) 14.4 
(1,906) 

17.1 
(2,264) 

41.2 
(1,492) 

NA 
23.0 

(1,497) 

Manual/Routine 
18.9 
(595) 

35.3 
(1,212) 

15.0 
(495) 

19.5 
(1,009) 

16.5 
(948) 

35.3  
(1,212) 

25.3 (386) 4.4 
(581) 

20.1 
(2,663) 

44.6 
(1,617) 

NA 
28.2 

(1,834) 

Other  
14.4 
(454) 

0.6 
(19) 

18.6 
(616) 

16.7 
(866) 

45.7 
(2,624) 

0.6 
(19) 

7.8 (119) 0.2 
(27) 

27.8  
(3687) 

0.8 
(30) 

NA 
16.4 

(1,066) 

Instructed to Shield 2.5 (79) 
NA 

3.3 (110) 5.2 (267) 6.9 (393) 
8.8 

(101) 
7.6 (131) 6.2 (825) 7.8 (1,332) 

NA 5.9 (252) 
16.3 (1,062) 

 . 
C

C
-B

Y
 4.0 International license

It is m
ade available under a 
 is the author/funder, w

ho has granted m
edR

xiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 
(w

h
ich

 w
as n

o
t certified

 b
y p

eer review
)

T
he copyright holder for this preprint 

this version posted June 12, 2021. 
; 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.06.08.21258546
doi: 

m
edR

xiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.06.08.21258546
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


17 

 

Sources: MCS (Millennium Cohort Study); ALSPAC G1 (Children of the Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children); NS (Next Steps); BCS 70 (1970 
British Cohort Study), NCDS (National Child Development Study); NSHD (National Survey of Health and Development); BIB (Born in Bradford); USOC 
(Understanding Society); GS (Generation Scotland: the Scottish Family Health Study); ALSPAC G0 (parents of ALSPAC); TWINS UK (UK Adult Twin 

Registry); ELSA (English Longitudinal Study of Ageing). Notes: Studies are ordered by age homogeneity/heterogeneity and mean age of respondents at the 
time of the interview. Samples for each study restricted to respondents with non-missing information on healthcare disruptions and valid information on sex, 

social class, education and (where applicable) age and ethnicity. All information about how data were collected and variables were coded is available in 
Supplementary File 1.  NA = Not available/Info not collected. Unweighted data.  
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Table 2. Percent prevalence (and 95% confidence intervals) of healthcare disruptions during the pandemic, by study 

  MCS 
ALSPAC 

(G1) 
NS� BCS70 NCDS NSHD BIB USOC GS 

ALSPAC 
(G0)� 

TWINS UK ELSA 

Prescription/ 
medication access 

4.0 
(2.3-5.5) NA 

3.8 
(2.3-5.3) 

3.4 
(2.7-4.2) 

2.4 
(1.8-3.0) 

2.2 
(1.3-3.8) 

1.2 
(0.7-1.7) 

5.5 
(5.0-6.1) 

10.4 
(9.9-10.9) 

NA 
2.9 

(2.5-3.3) 
0.8 

(0.6-1.2) 
Procedures or 
surgery 

0.7 
(0.0-1.2) 

1.6 
(1.2-2.1) 

2.1 
(0.0-3.8) 

1.0 
(0.7-1.2) 

2.8 
(2.0-3.5) 

2.5 
(1.4-4.4) 

NA 12.3 
(11.6-13.0) 

2.1 
(1.9-2.4) 

2.9 
(2.1-3.9) 

NA 
16.8 

(15.7-17.9) 

Appointments 
6.2 

(4.9-7.6) 
11.7  

(10.3-13.2) 
7.3 

(5.6-9.0) 
10.6 

(9.2-12.1) 
12.1 

(10.9-13.3) 
12.0 

(9.3-15.6) 
8.6  

(7.4-10.1) 
28.4 

(27.4-29.4) 
16.6 

(16.0-17.1) 
14.4  

(12.8-16.2) 
NA 

3.5 
(2.9-4.1) 

Any healthcare 
disruption 

10.1 
(8.1-12.1) 

15.9  
(14.3-17.6) 

12.8 
(10.3-15.4) 

14.3 
(12.7-15.9) 

16.7 
(15.2-18.2) 

16.4 
(13.2-20.2) 

9.4  
(8.1-10.9) 

31.8 
(30.8-32.8) 

25.3 
(24.6-25.9) 

19.9 
(18.1-21.9) 

6.35 
(5.9-7.2) 

19.5 
(18.3-20.8) 

Sources: MCS (Millennium Cohort Study); ALSPAC G1 (Children of the Avon Longitudinal Study of Parents and Children); NS (Next Steps); BCS 70 (1970 
British Cohort Study), NCDS (National Child Development Study); NSHD (National Survey of Health and Development); BIB (Born in Bradford); USOC 
(Understanding Society); GS (Generation Scotland: the Scottish Family Health Study); ALSPAC G0 (parents of ALSPAC); TWINS UK (UK Adult Twin 

Registry); ELSA (English Longitudinal Study of Ageing). Notes: Studies are ordered by age homogeneity/heterogeneity and mean age of respondents at the 
time of the interview. Samples for each study restricted to respondents with non-missing information on healthcare disruptions and valid information on sex, 

social class, education and (where applicable) age and ethnicity. All information about how data were collected and variables were coded is available in 
Supplementary File 1. TWINSUK had an additional question: “Have you experienced healthcare disruption as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic?” This 

data was also used to derive the ‘any healthcare disruption’ variable for TWINSUK. NA = Not available/Info not collected. Weighted data where applicable 
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Figure Legends: 

Figure 1. Prevalence (and 95% CIs) of any healthcare disruption by study 
Sources: MCS (Millennium Cohort Study); ALSPAC G1 (Children of the Avon Longitudinal Study 
of Parents and Children); NS (Next Steps); BCS 70 (1970 British Cohort Study), NCDS (National 
Child Development Study); NSHD (National Survey of Health and Development); BIB (Born in 
Bradford); USOC (Understanding Society); GS (Generation Scotland: the Scottish Family Health 
Study); ALSPAC G0 (parents of ALSPAC); TWINS UK (UK Adult Twin Registry); ELSA (English 
Longitudinal Study of Ageing). Notes: Studies are ordered by age homogeneity/heterogeneity and 
mean age of respondents at the time of the interview. Samples for each study restricted to respondents 
with non-missing information on healthcare disruptions and valid information on sex, social class, 
education and (where applicable) age and ethnicity. All information about how data were collected 
and variables were coded is available in Supplementary File 1. 

Figure 2: Associations between female (compared to male) sex and healthcare disruption. Notes: 
Adjusted for age and ethnicity where applicable. 

Figure 3: Associations between age (compared to 45-54 year olds) and healthcare disruption. 
Notes: Adjusted for sex and ethnicity where applicable. 

 
Figure 4: Associations between Ethnicity (compared to White groups) and healthcare 
disruption. Notes: Panels illustrate findings for some larger ethnic groups separately and the final 
panel presents results for all non-White ethnic minorities combined. Adjusted for age and sex where 
applicable. 
 

Figure 5: Associations between education (compared to degree level) and healthcare disruption 
Notes: Adjusted for age, sex and ethnicity where applicable. 

 
Figure 6: Associations between occupational social class (compared to Professional/Managerial) 
and healthcare disruption. Notes: Adjusted for age, sex and ethnicity where applicable. 
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