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29 Abstract

30

31  Objective

32  To estimate the risk of Long COVID by socioeconomic deprivation and to further examine
33  the socioeconomic inequalities in Long COVID by sex and occupational groups.

34  Design

35  We analysed data from the COVID-19 Infection Survey conducted by the Office for National
36  Statistics between 26/04/2020 and 31/01/2022. This is the largest and nationally

37  representative survey of COVID-19 in the UK and provides uniquely rich, contemporaneous,
38 and longitudinal data on occupation, health status, COVID-19 exposure, and Long COVID
39 symptoms.

40  Setting
41  Community-based longitudinal survey of COVID-19 in the UK.

42  Participants
43  We included 201,799 participants in our analysis who were aged between 16 and 64 years
44  and had a confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection.

45  Main outcome measures

46  We used multivariable logistic regression models to estimate the risk of Long COVID at least
47 4 weeks after acute SARS-CoV-2 infection by deciles of index of multiple deprivation (IMD)
48 and adjusted for a range of demographic and spatiotemporal factors. We further examined
49  the modifying effects of socioeconomic deprivation by sex and occupational groups.

50 Results

51  Atotal of 19,315 (9.6%) participants reported having Long COVID symptoms. Compared to
52  the least deprived IMD decile, participants in the most deprived decile had a higher adjusted
53  risk of Long COVID (11.4% vs 8.2%; adjusted OR: 1.45; 95% confidence interval [CI]: 1.33,
54  1.57). There were particularly significantly higher inequalities (most vs least deprived decile)
55  of Long COVID in healthcare and patient facing roles (aOR: 1.76; 1.27, 2.44), and in the

56  education sector (aOR: 1.62; 1.26, 2.08). The inequality of Long COVID was higher in

57 females (aOR: 1.54; 1.38, 1.71) than males (OR: 1.32; 1.15, 1.51).

58  Conclusions

59 Participants living in the most socioeconomically deprived areas had a higher risk of Long
60 COVID. The inequality gap was wider in females and certain public facing occupations (e.g.,
61 healthcare and education). These findings will help inform public health policies and

62 interventions in adopting a social justice and health inequality lens.

63 Keywords
64 Long COVID, socioeconomic inequality, index of multiple deprivation, sex, occupation.
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Introduction

The COVID-19 (Coronavirus Disease 2019) pandemic has led to an unprecedented public
health crisis. Extensive research efforts have outlined the severe impact of COVID-related
morbidity and mortality burden.*™ A growing body of evidence also suggests that COVID-19
is a complex systemic disease that can leave a long-term impact to those affected.® The
National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) guidelines in the UK have included
these ongoing symptoms under the umbrella term of “Long COVID”, comprising both
“ongoing symptomatic COVID-19” (symptoms persisting for 4-12 weeks after the onset of
acute infection) and “post COVID syndrome” (=12 weeks after acute infection).® These
lingering symptoms are diverse in range and include both physical and psychological
manifestations.”®

According to the Office for National Statistics (ONS), an estimated 2 million people in the UK
(3.1% of the population) are currently experiencing COVID-related symptoms persisting for
more than four weeks, with 67% (1.2 million people) reporting that their daily activities had
been adversely affected by prolonged symptoms, while 19% (376,000) of this group first had
COVID-19 at least two years previously.? The underlying mechanisms of Long COVID are
still unclear;® however studies report that these symptoms can occur even after having mild
or asymptomatic SARS-CoV-2 infection. Given the extent of the long-term health risk, Long
COVID has been identified as one of the priority areas for further research.®

Previous studies have found significantly higher risk of COVID-19 exposure, hospitalization,
and mortality in the elderly, in ethnic minority populations, in people living in areas of lower
socioeconomic status, and in those working in certain employment sectors (e.g., healthcare
and frontline workers).**™* The disproportionate impact of pandemic on people living in
deprived areas may partly be due to having greater concentration of minority ethnic groups,
higher prevalence of chronic medical conditions, occupational exposure, heavy reliance on
public transport, crowded or multigenerational households, and limited access to
healthcare.'®'° Occupation is particularly important because workplace setting can modify
exposure risk (e.g., a higher exposure risk for public or client facing roles) as well as the
effect of the exposure on various COVID-19 related outcomes.”**

Such findings of differential exposure and consequently higher SARS-CoV-2 infection rates
in certain vulnerable groups warrant the need to investigate whether such associations also
exist in cases of Long COVID. Although sociodemographic and occupational inequality in
Long COVID is currently largely unexplored, understanding this complex relationship is
highly relevant in terms of assessing any unequal impact of the pandemic and adopting
targeted and proportionate public health measures.?

Therefore, we undertook a study to estimate the risk of Long COVID by socioeconomic
deprivation, independently of other potentially important predictors of Long COVID. We
further examined the socioeconomic differentials in Long COVID by sex and occupational
groups.
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Methods

Data source

The study uses data from the COVID-19 infection survey (CIS). The CIS, conducted by the
ONS and the University of Oxford, was approved by the South-Central Berkshire B
Research Ethics Committee (20/SC/0195). It is a nation-wide longitudinal survey monitoring
SARS-CoV-2 infection and immunity response in the UK.? Private households were
randomly selected from databases of addresses to ensure they reflect the UK population.
Nose and throat swabs for Polymerase Chain Reaction (PCR) testing and blood samples for
antibody testing were collected at regular intervals from individuals agreeing to participate.
Participants also reported results of swab or blood tests that were collected and analysed
elsewhere (for example, at general practices or home lateral flow tests). Participants also
provided information about their demographic characteristics (age, sex, and ethnicity),
occupation, and presence of long-term health conditions at each survey visit. Since February
3, 2021, the ONS included a section in the survey questionnaire pertaining to Long COVID
symptoms and their severity.

The detailed protocol, survey design, and questionnaires of CIS are available online.?*%®
Study population

The data for this analysis were collected by the ONS CIS from April 26, 2020 to January 31,
2022. Participants were eligible for analysis if they were aged between 16 and 64 years at
the first survey visit to reflect the working age population in UK.’

To assess the risk of Long COVID, we first restricted the analysis to survey participants with
a confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection and a corresponding date of first infection (see definitions
below). Participants were excluded if they did not participate in the survey after February 3,
2021 (date when Long COVID questions were introduced in the survey) or if they did not
participate at least 4 weeks of after their date of first infection.

Definition of infection date and Long COVID

Participants were regarded as having Long COVID if they answered “yes” to: (1) having
symptoms persisting for more than 4 weeks after their first SARS-CoV-2 infection which
could not be explained by something else; or (2) having Long COVID symptoms that
affected their day-to-day activities; or (3) having any specific Long COVID symptoms
including pre-existing symptoms which were aggravated by a subsequent COVID-19
infection (Supplementary Figure S1).

COVID-19 cases were defined using both self-reported and ONS-conducted test results. In
addition to the swab and blood test results (CIS or non-CIS) recorded at each visit,
participants were also asked to report whether they suspected they had COVID-19 before
the survey visit and the date of first suspected infection. We defined the first SARS-CoV-2
infection date (index date) as the earliest of the following: (1) date of first positive CIS PCR
swab result; (2) date of first positive CIS blood sample result; (3) date of first positive non-
CIS swab; (4) date of first positive non-CIS blood sample result; or (5) the self-reported date
when the participant thought they had COVID-19.

Participants were followed from the first visit date occurring at least 4 weeks after the index
date. The end of follow-up was defined as either: (1) the first visit date when the participant
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reported having Long COVID; or (2) the date of last follow-up visit by the end of the study
period of the participant, if they did not report having Long COVID.

Exposure

The primary exposure of interest was area-level socioeconomic deprivation measured using
the area-based indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD).?® The indices were developed using a
combined relative measures of seven domains such as income, employment, health,
education, crime, housing, and living environment. IMD is the official measure of deprivation
in the UK. IMD scores and deciles were linked to the CIS data for each participant matched
to their address and postcode. For our analysis, we have used IMD deciles where decile 1
represents the most deprived 10% of small areas and decile 10 represents the least
deprived 10%.

Covariates

Age was estimated from participants’ response during the first survey visit. Self-reported
ethnicity was categorized as White or non-White due to small strata after further stratification
(e.g., by IMD deciles, sex, regions). Ongoing long-term conditions (if the participants
reported having any physical or mental health conditions excluding any long-lasting COVID-
19 symptoms that lasted or expected to last for =1 year),”® household size,**3! urban or rural
residence, country of the respondents, and calendar time period of the index date
(expressed as quarter of the year) were also included as covariates in the analysis.
Household size of the participants was grouped into three categories: households of one
person, two persons, and three persons or more.

We categorized participants’ occupations into four groups based on responses from each
individual concerning whether their current job regularly involves in-person contact with
patients or clients: (1) patient-facing healthcare workers; (2) non-patient facing healthcare
workers; (3) patient or client-facing non-healthcare workers; (4) others (including workers in
non-patient or client facing role, unemployed, unknown etc.). We adjusted for this variable in
our main analysis.

We had complete data on all variables except self-reported on-going long-term conditions
and occupation. Since participants’ data were collected at each survey visit, any missing
records were imputed with the most recent valid data. We also excluded four occupational
groups because of insufficient event counts by IMD deciles (fewer than 50) (Supplementary
Table S1).

Statistical Analysis
We generated descriptive statistics of demographic characteristics at the index date for the
overall cohort, and for IMD decile 1 (most deprived) and decile 10 (least deprived).

We used multivariable logistic regression models to estimate the unadjusted and adjusted
odds ratio (OR) and corresponding 95% confidence intervals (Cl) of experiencing Long
COVID symptoms by IMD deciles (using the least deprived group as the reference). We
adjusted for age, sex, ethnicity, urban or rural location, comorbid conditions, household size,
guarter of the year and country. We also included the logarithm of the follow-up time as an
offset term. Confidence intervals were estimated using robust variance estimator.

Since the odds ratio only provides a relative risk for the group of interest compared to the
reference group, we also estimated the absolute adjusted marginal risk from the regression
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189 models. We also conducted stratified analysis by sex and occupational groups to investigate
190 whether there were any differences in risks within these categories.

191  Sensitivity analysis

192  As a sensitivity analysis, we used multilevel logistic regression models, fitting random effects
193 at country level to allow for the clustering of the data, adjusting for the same covariates.

194  Since each of the four countries in the UK have used slightly different methods for

195 measuring deprivation, we conducted another sensitivity analysis using only participants
196 residing in England. We also carried out an additional sensitivity analysis using only the

197  positive test results from PCR swab or blood sample (excluding self-reported data) to define
198 the COVID-19 infection date.

199 All data management and statistical analyses were performed using Python version 3.6 and
200  Stata MP Version 16.

201 Results

202  During the study period, data were collected from a total of 535,634 participants, of whom
203 332,931 were between 16-64 years. Among them, 201,799 participants were eligible for our
204  analysis (study flow chart available in Supplementary Figure S2).

205 Participants had a median follow-up duration of 214 days (interquartile rage [IQR]: 187-331
206 days) and median number of follow-up visits (at least 4 weeks after the index date) of 6
207  (IQR: 3-9).

208 Table 1 reports the baseline (at the index date) demographic characteristics of the
209 participants analysed, as well as a comparison between the most and the least deprived IMD
210  deciles. Overall, the mean age of the participants was 45.1 (SD 12.9) years. Of them, 55.8%
211  were female (n=112,683), 92.4% were White (n=186,547), and 79.6% were from urban
212  areas (n=160,623). Most of the participants lived in a household of at least three persons
213 (n=100,996, 50.0%), whereas 36.8% (n=74,264) and 13.2% (n=26,539) in two and one
214  person households, respectively; 145,886 (72.3%) participants had a concurrent comorbidity
215 and 12,934 (6.4%) were engaged in a healthcare occupation with a patient facing role.

216  Compared to the least deprived, participants in the most deprived decile had a lower mean
217 age (43.8 vs 46.3 years), lower proportion of males (42.7% vs 45.1%) and lower proportion
218 from White ethnic group (90.7% vs 94.7%), and had a higher proportion of participants from
219  urban areas (97.1% vs 82.8%) and one person households (21.9% vs 8.5%). Participants
220 residing in the least deprived areas had a substantially lower prevalence of any on-going
221  health conditions (23.1%) compared to those in the most deprived (42.2%). The distribution
222  of country of residence and occupational roles were comparable between the most and the
223  least deprived areas (Table 1).

224  One in ten (9.6%; n=19,315) participants reported having Long COVID symptoms that
225  persisted 4 or more weeks after the acute infection. The prevalence of Long COVID varied
226 by sex and IMD decile: it was higher in females (n= 11,875, 11.8%) than males (n=7,440,
227  9.1%) and in participants residing in the most deprived tenth of areas (n=1,229, 13.0%)
228 versus those who resided in the least deprived tenth of areas (n=2,188, 8.1%)
229  (Supplementary Table S2). The prevalence of Long COVID by IMD and occupational
230  groups showed similar trends (Supplementary Table S3).
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231  Adjusted odds ratio of Long COVID by IMD deciles

232  The adjusted odds of having Long COVID was greater in more deprived neighbourhoods
233 (Supplementary Figure S3). After adjusting for potential covariates, the odds of Long

234  COVID were 46% higher (OR: 1.46; 1.34, 1.59) in the most deprived decile (compared to the
235 least). The odds of long COVID were similar to those of the main analysis when the

236  participants residing in England were analysed separately (OR: 1.41; 1.29, 1.54) in a

237  sensitivity analysis. The trend was also consistent (OR: 1.46; 1.31, 1.63) in a sensitivity

238 analysis using random effects at country level. Results from an additional sensitivity analysis
239  excluding the participants who only self-reported having COVID-19 also showed comparable
240 results (OR: 1.52; 1.37, 1.69) (Supplementary Tables S4-S6).

241  When stratified by sex, the results were generally consistent in terms of deprivation-specific
242  trends, with a higher level of inequality among females (OR: 1.56; 1.40, 1.73) than males
243 (OR:1.32;1.15, 1.51) in the most deprived decile compared to the least deprived decile
244 (Figure 1).

245  We also investigated whether the risk of Long COVID was modified by the occupation of

246  participants and found large variations in different occupational groups. For example,

247  compared to the least deprived decile, the adjusted odds ratio of having Long COVID was
248  significantly higher in participants from the most deprived decile for those working in health
249  care and patient facing role (OR: 1.76; 1.27, 2.44), teaching and education roles (OR: 1.68;
250 1.31, 2.16), overall health care role (OR: 1.65; 1.27, 2.14), hospitality sector (OR: 1.58; 1.01,
251  2.46), and civil service (OR: 1.44; 1.01, 2.05) (Figure 2). Our analysis showed no statistically
252  significant association in the relative risk of Long COVID for those working in other

253  employment sectors such as social care, retail, and manufacturing or construction sector.

254  Adjusted absolute risks of Long COVID by IMD deciles

255  Overall, the adjusted prevalence of people reporting any Long COVID symptoms at least 4
256  weeks after having COVID-19 was higher in the most deprived decile (11.4%; 10.8, 12.1)
257 than the least deprived decile (8.2%; 7.9, 8.6) (Table 2). The adjusted prevalence also
258 increased with increasing levels of deprivation.

259 In males, the adjusted prevalence of participants reporting any Long COVID symptoms
260 ranged from 7.3% (6.8, 7.8) in the least deprived to 9.4% (8.4, 10.3) in the most deprived
261 decile. In females, the range was from 8.9% (8.5, 9.4) to 13.0% (12.1, 13.9) in the least and
262 the most deprived deciles, respectively. The risk in females in the least deprived decile was
263  comparable to that in males living the most deprived decile (Table 2).

264  When stratified by occupational groups, the absolute risk was always higher in participants
265  residing in the most deprived areas than those in the least deprived areas. However, the
266  adjusted prevalence varied substantially even when the deprivation level was the same. For
267 example, in the most deprived decile, the prevalence ranged from 10.0% (7.7, 12.3) in the
268  manufacturing or construction sector to 14.6% (12.1, 17.2) in teaching and education sector.
269 In contrast, the variability within the least deprived decile was relatively smaller, and ranged
270 from 8.3% (6.1, 10.5) in the hospitality sector to 9.5% (8.5, 10.5) in teaching and education
271  sector (Table 3).

272
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273 Discussion

274 Inthis study, we investigated the risk of Long COVID in a large nationally representative
275  community-based survey of over 200,000 working-age adults in successive waves of the
276  COVID-19 pandemic and report that the risk of experiencing such symptoms is strongly
277  associated with the area level of deprivation of the participants. Results from our analysis
278  show that the odds of experiencing Long COVID are 45% higher on average for participants
279  from the most deprived areas (IMD decile 1) compared to those in the least deprived areas
280  (IMD decile 10). Our findings are robust after controlling for baseline demographic factors,
281  household size, time of the year, comorbidity, and follow-up duration. The probability of

282  persistent symptoms after at least 4 weeks was also the lowest in the least deprived

283  population and increased in an almost dose-response fashion with increasing levels of

284  deprivation, both in males and females. Females also exhibited an elevated risk of

285 developing Long COVID after SARS-CoV-2 infection, compared to males across all the IMD
286  deciles.

287  We also found that these associations varied widely by the occupational groups of the

288  participants. Stratified analysis showed that those living in the most deprived areas and

289  working in healthcare (both patient facing and non-patient facing roles) and in the

290 teaching/education sectors had the highest likelihoods (76%, 64%, and 62%, respectively) of
291  reporting Long COVID symptoms compared to the least deprived group, while no significant
292  association was observed in other occupational groups. This indicates that socioeconomic
293 disparities in risk of Long COVID are wider in certain occupational groups, and that these
294  disparities cannot be explained by differential exposure to SARS-CoV-2 infection.

295  Findings in context

296  To our knowledge, this is the first study to quantify the association between Long COVID
297  symptoms by socioeconomic status and occupational groups. Previous research reported
298 that people from lower socioeconomic backgrounds had worse COVID-19 outcomes in terms
299  of infection severity, hospitalisation, and mortality. Our results suggest that the unequal

300 effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on the most socioeconomically vulnerable population
301 extends beyond recovery from acute iliness. Only a few studies have examined the risk
302 factors of Long COVID, and found that female sex, age, smoking, body mass index, and
303  comorbidities are strong predictors.***® A cohort study of 4,182 COVID-19 patients showed
304 that those who had more than five symptoms during the initial phase of acute illness were
305 3.5 times more likely to develop Long COVID.* Another observational study reported a
306 significant association between severe COVID-19 and persistent symptoms suggesting that
307 the disease severity might lead to higher likelihood of Long COVID.* One study® found no
308 significant variation within different socioeconomic groups while another® reported that

309 deprivation was associated with having Long COVID-19. However, none of the prior studies
310 explored the intersectional inequalities (sex, deprivation, and occupation) of Long COVID
311  risk as we did in our study.

312  Occupational groups such as healthcare, transport, retail, and social care workers have also
313  been unequally affected by the COVID-19 pandemic.'*** The heightened risk could be due
314  to more frequent exposure to infections, lack of personal protective equipment, lack of

315  provision to work from home, higher usage of public transport, not being able to take time off
316  from work, lack of proper ventilation, mask wearing and physical distancing at work.*® The
317  occupational inequalities resulted in higher SARS-CoV-2 exposure, infection, and mortality
318 of frontline and essential workers compared to general population. However, studies

319 regarding Long COVID and occupation are sparse. A recent study reported that participants
320  working in healthcare had a higher probability of having long-term sequelae of COVID-19.**


https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.19.22281254
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.10.19.22281254; this version posted October 21, 2022. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

321
322
323
324

325
326
327
328
329
330
331
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340

341
342
343
344
345
346
347
348
349
350
351
352
353

354
355
356
357
358

359
360
361
362
363
364
365

366
367

It is made available under a CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International license .

The adverse effect of the pandemic on the occupational health of doctors have led the
British Medical Association to insist on recognising Long COVID as an occupationally
acquired disease.** However, to our knowledge, no previous studies have investigated Long
COVID among a wide range of occupational groups.

We have demonstrated that the risk of prolonged symptoms and iliness related to COVID-19
is not homogenous across the intersections of work sectors and deprivation levels. We have
found that the socioeconomic inequality, i.e., the difference between the most and the least
deprived populations, was particularly higher among females and those employed in
healthcare or teaching/education sector. Our findings are not directly comparable in the
context of COVID-19 because no previous study has conducted such detailed analysis.
However, our results are consistent with pre-pandemic research on other health conditions
suggesting that workers with lower socioeconomic status have poorer health outcomes and
higher premature mortality than those with higher socioeconomic position but a similar
occupation.**™*° Poor working and housing conditions (including living in dense, poorly
ventilated multigenerational households) and unhealthier lifestyle behaviour (poor nutrition,
heavy alcohol consumption, smoking etc.) are among the well-established factors associated
with the overall burden of ill health among socioeconomically deprived workers.*® Previous
evidence, together with the results from this study, suggest that inequalities in Long COVID
cannot be viewed in isolation without considering the role of occupation in a gender-blind
manner.

Implications for policy and practice

This study provides insights into the heterogeneous degree of inequality by deprivation, sex
and occupation with regards to Long COVID. This indicates the need for a diverse range of
public health interventions after recovery from COVID (treatment and/or rehabilitation)
across multiple intersecting social dimensions as well as data for reducing disproportionate
impact on these populations in any future waves of the pandemic. Hence, our findings
highlight the necessity of managing post-recovery of COVID-19 with a health equity lens.
These include assessing the differentials in Long COVID diagnosis, health-seeking
behaviour, and follow-up after recovery across the intersections of sex, occupation, and
socioeconomic circumstances of people. The assessment will help inform health policy in
identifying the most vulnerable sub-groups of populations so that more focused efforts are
given, and proportional allocation of resources are implemented to facilitate the reduction of
health inequalities.

Most studies on health inequality have predominantly taken unitary approaches (focusing on
sex, ethnicity or socioeconomic status separately) and rarely explored the impact of
intersectional inequality on population health.*”~*° However, the inequalities shown in this
study shows that such approach can provide more precise identification of risks and be
relevant to other diseases and beyond the pandemic.

Strengths and limitations

The study has several key strengths. We have used the COVID-19 Infection Survey for our
analysis which is the largest community-based longitudinal survey of COVID-19 in the UK.
The survey provides rich, contemporaneous, and longitudinal data on socio-economic
factors, occupation, health status, COVID-19 exposure, and Long COVID symptoms. The
survey design ensures participation from representative households across the UK through
random sampling to obtain direct population-level estimates of Long COVID.

Another strength of this study is that we have examined Long COVID in both asymptomatic
and symptomatic COVID-19 patients. The participants in this study had their nose and throat
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368 swab collected at each visit. Consequently, the survey captured Long COVID data among
369 the subgroup of the population who would not have been tested due to lack of COVID-19

370 symptoms. Our study is also strengthened by the usage of a consistent definition of Long

371  COVID thought out the survey period.

372  We have also adjusted for a range of covariates in the model to estimate the independent
373  effects of the IMD on the respective outcomes. We further examined intersectional inequality
374 by estimating the differential risks of Long COVID within sex and occupational groups.

375 However, our study has some limitations. First, IMD is an ecological measure; therefore,
376 these findings may not be interpreted at individual participant level. Second, Long COVID
377  symptoms are diverse in nature’ and our study may not have captured the full range of

378 symptoms experienced by the participants. However, the 21 specific symptoms of Long

379 COVID included in the survey questionnaire are selected based on a comprehensive review
380 of the existing body of evidence and encompasses the most common types of neurological,
381 psychological, and physiological symptoms reported by patients.*”*° Furthermore, the survey
382 questionnaire allows participants to self-classify themselves as having Long Covid without
383 the need to be experiencing the 21 specific symptoms listed on the questionnaire.

384  Third, Long COVID symptoms and existence of any chronic conditions were self-reported.
385  Therefore, we could not rule out the possibility that some of the reported symptoms may not
386  be directly caused by COVID-19. Furthermore, to address the possibility of a differential
387 attribution of long COVID symptoms depending on the time from acute infection to the

388  survey visit date, we controlled for follow-up time in our analyses.

389  Fourth, as this is an observational analysis, a causal relationship between socioeconomic
390 deprivation and the risks of Long COVID cannot be established. Our results focus on the
391 unequal long-term burden of COVID across the deprived communities in the UK and

392 therefore the results we found only measure the association of the two in the aggregated
393 arealevel.

394  Our research also could not examine the time to remission of Long COVID symptoms due to
395 lack of granular longer term follow-up data. Future studies should fill this gap in the literature,
396 especially if the time to remission varies by occupation and deprivation. Future research

397 could also explore additional set of symptoms that are yet to be reported and recognised as
398 Long COVID symptoms.

399 Conclusion

400  Our study demonstrates that people from the most socioeconomically deprived populations
401  have the highest risk of long COVID symptoms, and this inequality is independent of

402  differences in the risk of initial infection. The trend was consistent within different sex and
403  occupational groups, but the disparity gap was heterogeneous, with a particularly higher
404  level of inequality in participants who are female, working in health care, and in teaching and
405  education sector. Future health policy recommendations should incorporate the multiple
406 dimensions of inequality, such as sex, deprivation, and occupational groups when

407  considering the treatment and management of Long COVID.

408
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454 Tables
455
456  Table 1: Baseline characteristics of the cohort.
IMD IMD
i . . Overall
Characteristics 1 (most deprived) 10 (least deprived) (N=201,799)
(N=9,483) (N=27,113) ’
Age, mean (SD)) 43.8 (13.0) 46.3 (12.7) 45.1 (12.9)
Age, (median (IQR)) 45.0 (33.0-55.0) 48.0 (39.0-57.0) 47.0 (36.0-56.0)
Sex, n (%)
Male 4,048 (42.7) 12,234 (45.1) 89,116 (44.2)
Female 5,435 (57.3) 14,879 (54.9) 112,683 (55.8)
Ethnicity, n (%)
White 8,600 (90.7) 25,679 (94.7) 186,547 (92.4)
Non-White 883 (9.3) 1,434 (5.3) 15,252 (7.6)
Rural/urban, n (%)
Urban 9,211 (97.1) 22,462 (82.8) 160,623 (79.6)
Rural 272 (2.9) 4,651 (17.2) 41,176 (20.4)
Household size in persons, n (%)
1 2,081 (21.9) 2,299 (8.5) 26,539 (13.2)
2 3,252 (34.3) 89,68 (33.1) 74,264 (36.8)
>=3 4,150 (43.8) 15,846 (58.4) 100,996 (50.0)
Any comorbid conditions, n (%)
No 5,484 (57.8) 20,855 (76.9) 145,886 (72.3)
Yes 3,999 (42.2) 6,258 (23.1) 55,913 (27.7)
Country, n (%)
England 7,989 (84.2) 22,668 (83.6) 171,602 (85.0)
Scotland 777 (8.2) 2,272 (8.4) 15,253 (7.6)
Wales 498 (5.3) 1,233 (4.5) 9,232 (4.6)
Northern Ireland 219 (2.3) 940 (3.5) 5,712 (2.8)
Occupational role
Non-healthcare patient/client facing 1,943 (20.5) 5,324 (19.6) 42,013 (20.8)
Healthcare non-patient/client facing 326 (3.4) 1,081 (4.0) 7,417 (3.7)
Healthcare patient/client facing 624 (6.6) 1,675 (6.2) 12,934 (6.4)
Other or Unknown 6,590 (69.5) 19,033 (70.2) 139,435 (69.1)
457  IMD: Index of Multiple Deprivation; SD: standard deviation; IQR: interquartile range.
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458  Table 2: Proportion of participants experiencing Long COVID at least 4 weeks after having
459  COVID-19, by IMD deciles

IMD, deciles Unadjusted Adjusted™ ;*;:trat'f'ed** Female

! % (95% CI) % (95% Cl)
% (95% Cl) % (95% Cl)

1 (most deprived)  12.71(12.00, 13.42) 11.40(10.75,12.06)  9.35(8.44,10.26)  13.00 (12.07, 13.92)

2 11.28 (10.72, 11.84) 10.68 (10.14,11.22)  9.24(8.47,10.01)  11.81(11.06, 12.56)

3 10.49 (9.99, 10.98) 10.27 (9.79, 10.76) 9.47(8.76,10.18)  10.91 (10.24, 11.59)

4 10.00 (9.54, 10.45) 9.93 (9.48, 10.38) 8.72(8.08,9.36)  10.89 (10.26, 11.51)

5 9.89 (9.46, 10.33) 9.87 (9.44, 10.30) 8.80(8.18,9.42)  10.72(10.12,11.32)

6 9.55 (9.14, 9.95) 9.74 (9.32, 10.15) 8.36(7.79,8.94)  10.82(10.24,11.41)

7 8.83 (8.45, 9.21) 9.01 (8.62, 9.40) 7.97(7.42,852)  9.84(9.29,10.38)

8 9.21 (8.83, 9.58) 9.41 (9.02,9.79) 7.66(7.14,8.17)  10.80 (10.25, 11.35)

9 8.99 (8.63, 9.35) 9.18 (8.81, 9.54) 8.23(7.71,875)  9.92(9.41,10.43)

10 (least deprived) 807 (7.74, 8.41) 8.23 (7.89, 8.57) 7.33(6.84,7.81)  8.94(8.46,9.42)
460
461  *Adjusted for age, sex, ethnicity, urban/rural, comorbid conditions, household size, healthcare and
462 patient/client facing nature of the job, and country in the logistic regression model using logarithm of
463  the follow-up time as an offset term.
464  **Adjusted for age, ethnicity, urban/rural, comorbid conditions, household size, healthcare and
465 patient/client-facing nature of the job, and country in the logistic regression model using logarithm of
466  the follow-up time as an offset term.
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467 Table 3: Adjusted proportions of participants experiencing Long COVID at least 4 weeks
468  after having COVID-19, by occupational groups and IMD deciles

IMD 1 (most deprived);  IMD 10 (least deprived);
Occupational groups adjusted proportions adjusted proportions
(95% ClI) (95% Cl)
Teaching and education 14.64(12.11,17.18) 9.48 (8.47, 10.48)
Health care and patient/client facing 13.94(11.04, 16.83) 8.75(7.32, 10.18)

Health care 13.14 (10.89, 15.39) 8.66 (7.56, 9.76)

469
470 Adjusted for age, sex, ethnicity, urban/rural, comorbid conditions, household size, and country in the
471 logistic regression model using logarithm of the follow-up time as an offset term.

Civil service or local government
Social care

Hospitality

Retail sector

Manufacturing or construction

12.32(9.32, 15.32)
12.31 (8.80, 15.83)
12.24(8.91, 15.58)
12.04 (9.71, 14.38)
10.02 (7.70, 12.34)

9.05 (7.56, 10.53)
8.36 (5.84, 10.87)
8.28 (6.06, 10.50)
9.36 (7.67, 11.06)
9.27 (7.95, 10.58)
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472 Figures
473

474  Figure 1. Association between deprivation and experiencing Long COVID at least 4 weeks
475  after having COVID-19, stratified by sex.

IMD, deciles OR (95% CI) N
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477

478 Estimates adjusted for age, ethnicity, urban/rural, comorbid conditions, household size, country,
479 quarter of the year, healthcare and patient/client-facing nature of the job in the multivariable logistic
480  regression model using the logarithm of the follow-up time as an offset term.
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481  Figure 2. Association between deprivation and experiencing Long COVID at least 4 weeks
482  after having COVID-19, stratified by occupational groups.

Occupation Groups OR (95% Cl) N*

Adjusted Odds ratio for IMD 1 (most deprived) compared with IMD 10 (least deprived)

Health Care and y
I . S 1.76 (1.27,2.44 12934
Patient/Client facing ( )
Teaching and —— 168(1.31,2.16) 24015
education
Health care —— 1.65(1.27,2.14) 20373
Hospitality : ° ,  158(1.01,2.46) 5889

(e.g. hotel, restaurant)

Social care L @ 1 1.58(0.96, 2.58) 5267

Civil service or ————— 1.44(1.01,2.05) 11952
Local Government

Retail sector

. b 1.35(0.98,1.84) 11776
(incl. wholesale)

Manufacturing or ———— 1.09(0.80,1.50) 16047
construction

UTS U.‘TS l,ID l:ﬁ 2?0 2.14"5
Decreased Increased
risk risk
Odds Ratio
483 *Overall sample size in the occupational group

484

485 Estimates adjusted for age, sex, ethnicity, urban/rural, comorbid conditions, household size, country
486  and quarter of the year in the multivariable logistic regression model using the logarithm of the follow-
487  uptime as an offset term.
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