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Summary box 

Section 1: What is already known on this topic  

• Emerging data suggest social inequalities in COVID-19 deaths might have persisted over 

time, but existing studies were limited by their ecological design and/or inability to account 

for potential confounders. 

• Vaccination has contributed to reducing COVID-19 deaths but there were social inequalities 

in vaccination coverage. 

• The impact of inequalities in vaccination on inequalities in COVID-19 deaths has not yet 

been well-studied.   

 

Section 2: What this study adds  

• Across five pandemic waves (2020-2021) in Ontario, Canada, COVID-19 deaths remained 

higher in individuals living in lower-income neighbourhoods, even after accounting for 

individual-level demographics and baseline health, and other area-level social determinants 

of health. 

• During later waves (following the vaccination roll-out), over half (57.9%) of the inequalities in 

COVID-19 deaths between individuals living in the lowest and highest income 

neighbourhoods could be attributed to differential vaccination coverage by income. This 

means that if vaccine equality was achieved, inequalities in deaths would persist but be 

reduced.   

• Addressing vaccination gaps, as well as addressing the residual heightened risks of COVID-

19 associated with lower income could improve health equity in COVID-19 outcomes.  
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ABSTRACT   

Importance: Social inequalities in COVID-19 deaths were evident early in the pandemic. Less 

is known about how vaccination may have influenced inequalities in COVID-19 deaths.  

Objectives: To examine patterns in COVID-19 deaths by area-level income over time and to 

examine the impact of vaccination on inequality patterns in COVID-19 deaths. 

Design, setting, and participants: Population-based retrospective cohort study including 

community-living individuals aged ≥18 years residing in Ontario, Canada, as of March 1, 2020 

who were followed through to January 30, 2022 (five pandemic waves). 

Exposure: Area-level income derived from the 2016 Census at the level of dissemination area 

categorized into quintiles. Vaccination defined as receiving ≥ 1 dose of Johnson-Johnson 

vaccine or ≥ 2 doses of other vaccines. 

Main outcome measures: COVID-19 death defined as death within 30 days following, or 7 

days prior to a positive SARS-CoV-2 PCR test. Cause-specific hazard models were used to 

examine the relationship between income and COVID-19 deaths in each wave. We used 

regression-based causal mediation analyses to examine the impact of vaccination in the 

relationship between income and COVID-19 deaths during waves four and five. 

Results: Of 11,248,572 adults, 7044 (0.063%) experienced a COVID-19 death. After 

accounting for demographics, baseline health, and area-level social determinants of health, 

inequalities in COVID-19 deaths by income persisted over time (adjusted hazard ratios (aHR) 

[95% confidence intervals] comparing lowest-income vs. highest-income quintiles were 

1.37[0.98-1.92] for wave one, 1.21[0.99-1.48] for wave two, 1.55[1.22-1.96] for wave three, and 

1.57[1.15-2.15] for waves four and five). Of 11,122,816 adults alive by the start of wave four, 

7,534,259(67.7%) were vaccinated, with lower odds of vaccination in the lowest-income 

compared to highest-income quintiles (0.71[0.70-0.71]). This inequality in vaccination accounted 

for 57.9%[21.9%-94.0%] of inequalities in COVID-19 deaths between individuals in the lowest-

income vs. highest-income quintiles.  
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Conclusions:  Inequalities by income persisted in COVID-19 deaths over time. Efforts are 

needed to address both vaccination gaps and residual heightened risks associated with lower 

income to improve health equity in COVID-19 outcomes.  

 

 

  

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted January 16, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.15.24301331doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.15.24301331
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


6 

 

Introduction  

Globally, the number of confirmed COVID-19 cases has surpassed 770 million with over 6.95 

million deaths(1). The burden of COVID-19 has been disproportionately borne by individuals 

and communities experiencing socioeconomic disadvantage, leading to regional inequalities in 

COVID-19 outcomes within and between countries(2–7). Social inequalities in COVID-19 deaths 

were evident during the early pandemic period across the world(2–8). Data are emerging to 

suggest social inequalities in COVID-19 deaths might have persisted into later pandemic waves 

in the UK(9), the US(10) and Canada(11). However, these studies were limited by their 

ecological design(10,11) and/or inability to account for potential confounders including 

comorbidities(9,11).  

 

Global COVID-19 vaccination programmes are estimated to have prevented 19.8 million deaths 

worldwide during the first year of roll-out(12), but vaccination coverage has been consistently 

unequal by socioeconomic factors(13). Social inequalities in vaccination coverage were evident 

between countries(e.g., countries with lower income had lower vaccination coverage(14)) and 

within countries (e.g., individuals living in neighbourhoods with greater socioeconomic 

disadvantage had lower likelihood of vaccination(13,15)), driven by systemic forces that shaped 

unequal vaccine access(16–18).  

 

There is a limited, but growing body of empirical evidence on the role of unequal vaccination 

coverage on inequalities in COVID-19 deaths(10,19). An ecological study in the US found that 

social inequalities in vaccination coverage between regions contributed to social inequalities in 

COVID-19 case fatality between regions(10), highlighting the potential mediating role of 

vaccination in social inequalities in COVID-19 deaths. Another ecological study in the UK 

showed that lower area-level income was associated with greater area-level COVID-19 

mortality(19). The study also found that the magnitude of inequality was smaller in 
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neighbourhoods with higher vaccination coverage, highlighting the potential for effect 

modification by vaccination in social inequalities in COVID-19 deaths(19). Thus, there is a need 

for individual-level studies to examine the impact of vaccination as it was rolled-out, on social 

inequalities in COVID-19 deaths.  

 

Leveraging population-based individual-level data among 11.2 million adults in Ontario, Canada, 

we sought to examine changes over time in inequalities in COVID-19 deaths by area-level 

income, and to examine the role of vaccination on inequalities in COVID-19 deaths. First, we 

quantified the patterns in COVID-19 deaths by area-level income across five pandemic waves 

(March 1, 2020 to January 30, 2022) accounting for individual-level demographics and baseline 

health, and area-level social determinants of health (SDOH). Second, we quantified patterns in 

vaccination by area-level income by the start of wave four (August 1, 2020), and examined the 

role of vaccination, as a potential effect modifier and/or mediator, in the relationship between 

area-level income and COVID-19 deaths during waves four and five.  
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METHODS   

Study design and subjects 

We conducted a population-based retrospective cohort study of community-dwelling adults in 

Ontario, Canada. Individuals aged ≥18 years residing in Ontario as of March 1, 2020, and with a 

provincial health insurance were identified using Ontario’s Registered Persons Database 

(RPDB) and followed through to January 30, 2022. We excluded individuals aged >105 years, 

long-term care home residents, individuals with non-Ontario postal codes, and those without 

healthcare system contact for >3 years (if aged 65+) or >9 years (if aged<65); we additionally 

excluded individuals with missing covariates (Appendix Figure 1).  

 

Measures 

Our primary outcome was COVID-19 death, defined as death within 30 days following or 7 days 

prior to a positive SARS-CoV-2 test, consistent with a prior study(3). Test result and date were 

determined using records in the Ontario COVID-19 surveillance database (Public Health Case 

and Contact Management Solution (CCM)) and the Ontario Laboratories Information System. 

Date of death was determined using CCM and RPDB, which capture over 99.3 % of COVID-19 

deaths in Ontario(3). We ascertained COVID-19 deaths between March 1, 2020 and January 

30, 2022, with a positive test date between March 1, 2020 and December 31, 2021 to allow for a 

minimum 30 days follow-up.  

 

We classified the study period into five pandemic waves based on the positive test date, and in 

line with regional pandemic characteristics(20). Epidemic curves across the five waves, the 

dates correspond to each wave, and cumulative vaccination coverage over time are shown in 

Figure 1. We combined wave four and wave five (referred to as ‘waves four&five) in model 

analyses to increase analytic power given small numbers of COVID-19 deaths in each wave. 
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Our primary exposure was area-level income derived from the 2016 census at the level of 

dissemination area (DA), the smallest geographic unit (representing 400-700 residents) for 

which census data are reported(21). We ranked DAs at the city-level and categorized them into 

quintiles. For example, a DA being in income quintile 1 means it is among the lowest 20% of 

DAs in its city by median household income.  

 

Our primary mediator variable of interest was vaccination status (yes vs. no) defined as 

receiving ≥ 1 dose of Johnson-Johnson vaccine or ≥ 2 doses of other vaccines, derived from 

Ontario’s COVID-19 vaccination registry(details in Appendix Text 1).  

 

We considered other covariates given their potential as exposure-outcome confounders and/or 

mediator-outcome confounders(3,4,13,22) (Figure 2A). Given data availability, these covariates 

included individual-level demographics (age; sex; immigration status based on the Immigration, 

Refugees and Citizenship Canada Permanent Resident Database(23,24); living in rural vs. 

urban area; public health unit of residence), baseline health (composite comorbidity measure 

using the ACG® System Aggregated Diagnosis Groups generated using the Johns Hopkins 

ACG® System Version 10(25); past 3-year hospital admission; past year outpatient physician 

visits), prior infection (yes vs. no), and other area-level SDOH (proportion with diploma or higher 

educational attainment; proportion essential workers; proportion racially-minoritized groups; 

proportion apartment buildings; proportion high density housing; average household size). 

Detailed definitions and data sources for these variables are shown in Table 1 footnotes.  

 

All data sets were linked using unique encoded identifiers and analyzed at ICES(26). ICES is an 

independent, non-profit research institute whose legal status under Ontario’s health information 

privacy law allows it to collect and analyze health care and demographic data, without consent, 

for health system evaluation and improvement. Data use is authorized under section 45 of 
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Ontario’s Personal Health Information Protection Act and does not require review by a Research 

Ethics Board. Patients or the public were not involved in the design, or conduct, or reporting, or 

dissemination plans of our research 

 

Statistical analyses  

Descriptive analyses  

We examined the number of individuals at risk, and the number of COVID-19 diagnoses and 

deaths for each wave. We compared the characteristics at baseline, and vaccination status at 

the start of each wave, by income quintiles.   

 

Regression analyses for objective 1: social inequality patterns over time (across five waves) 

To examine changes over time in COVID-19 deaths by income, we first fitted separate cause-

specific hazard models(27,28) using SAS 9.4(29) to examine the relationship between area-

level income and COVID-19 deaths during each wave, treating deaths without a positive SARS-

CoV-2 test as competing risk events (Figure 2B.1). We fitted unadjusted models and models 

adjusted for demographics, baseline health, and area-level SDOH. We did not adjust for 

vaccination status nor prior infection to capture the total effect of area-level income on COVID-

19 deaths including pathways mediated by vaccination and prior infection, and to ensure 

comparability across waves. We subsequently fitted a model among the full sample with 

interaction terms between income and wave (wave treated as a continuous variable) to test the 

trend in the magnitude of the associations between income and COVID-19 deaths over time. 

We accounted for clustering by DA using a robust sandwich covariance matrix(30).  

 

Sensitivity analyses for objective 1 

We repeated the above analyses for our secondary outcome (COVID-19 diagnoses) to examine 

the changes over time in COVID-19 diagnosis patterns by income (Figure 2B.2).  
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To assess the impact of COVID-19 variants on social inequality patterns(31), we repeated the 

above analyses for variant-specific outcomes using waves four&five as an example. We 

focused on Delta-related and Omicron-related deaths and diagnoses as they were dominant 

during waves four&five. The classification of COVID-19 variants was based on a combination of 

whole genome sequencing data when available, mutation screening results, and the date of 

diagnosis (details in Appendix Text 2).  

 

Regression analyses for objective 2: the impact of vaccination in social inequality patterns 

(waves four&five) 

We examined the impact of vaccination by the start of wave four on social inequality patterns 

during waves four&five. We restricted objective 2 analyses to waves four&five because the 

vaccination coverage was zero or very low for earlier waves (Table 1).  

  

We hypothesized that vaccination status could be a mediator for the relationship between 

income and COVID-19 deaths such that area-level income affects individual’s likelihood of 

vaccination, leading to differential protection against risk of infection and severity therefore 

differential risk of COVID-19 deaths (Figure 2A). We also hypothesized that vaccination could 

modify the relationship between income and COVID-19 deaths such that the magnitude of 

social inequalities in COVID-19 deaths could differ between subgroups with different vaccination 

status (Appendix text 3).  

 

We first fitted logistic regression models to examine the relationship between income and the 

odds of vaccination by the start of wave four (Figure 2B.3). We then employed regression-

based causal mediation analyses(32,33) in R 4.1.2(34) using the ‘CMAverse’ package(35) to 

first examine the interaction between income and vaccination (effect modification), and then to 
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estimate the total, direct, and indirect effects of income on COVID-19 deaths and the proportion 

of total effects attributable to mediation by vaccination(Figure 2B.4). We adjusted for individual-

level demographics and baseline health, area-level SDOH, and prior infection.  

 

Sensitivity analyses for objective 2 

We performed quantitative bias analyses for unmeasured confounding using an E-value 

approach(36,37) for the mediation analyses. The E-value is described as the minimum strength 

of association required between an unmeasured confounder with both exposure and outcome to 

nullify the observed association(36). E-values from 1.0-1.5, 1.5-3.0, and >3.0 suggest weak, 

moderate and strong unmeasured confounding, respectively(36).  

 

To contextualize the magnitude of the vaccination impact as a mediator given multiple pathways 

between income and COVID-19 deaths, we conducted two separate mediation analyses to 

examine the total, direct and indirect effect of income on COVID-19 deaths, treating our 

measures of area-level essential worker and housing density as a mediator, respectively in each 

model(Appendix Figure 2).   

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted January 16, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.15.24301331doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.15.24301331
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


13 

 

Results   

Of 11,248,572 adults (median age 48 years [interquartile range: 33-62 years]) included, 613,338 

(5.5%) tested positive for SARS-CoV-2, of whom 7,044 (1.1%) experienced a COVID-19 death. 

COVID-19 deaths were disproportionately concentrated among individuals in the lowest-income 

vs. highest-income quintiles (0.097% vs. 0.038%) (Table 1). Compared to the highest-income 

quintile, individuals in the lowest-income quintile were more likely to be recent immigrants (6.1% 

vs. 2.1%), to be hospitalized in the past three years (14.8% vs. 11.9%), and to be living in 

neighbourhoods characterized by lower educational attainment, higher proportion essential 

workers, higher proportion racially minoritized groups, and higher density housing (Table 1). 

 

A total of 11,248,572; 11,207,019; 11,160,968; and 11,122,816 individuals were at risk for 

SARS-CoV-2 infection by the start wave one, wave two, wave three, and waves four&five; of 

whom, 30,356; 191,945; 176,438; 214,599 tested positive for SARS-CoV-2, resulting in 955, 

2860, 2185, and 1044 COVID-19 deaths, during wave one, wave two, wave three, and waves 

four&five, respectively. Of the 1,044 COVID-19 deaths during waves four&five, 651(62.4%) 

were Delta-related, 321(30.7%) were Omicron-related, and the reminder due to other or 

unknown variants. 

 

By the start of wave four, 7,534,259 (67.7%) individuals were vaccinated. Individuals in the 

lowest-income quintile were less likely to be vaccinated than individuals in the highest-income 

quintile (59.1% vs 74.1%) (Table 1).  

 

Patterns across pandemic waves  

After adjusting for demographics, baseline health, and area-level SDOH, living in lower-income 

neighbourhoods was consistently associated with an increased hazard of COVID-19 death 
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across waves (Figure 3A.1). Compared to the highest-income quintile, the lowest-income 

quintile was associated with 1.37 times [95% confidence interval (CI): 0.98-1.92] hazard of 

COVID-19 death during wave one, 1.21 times [0.99-1.48] during wave two, 1.55 times [1.22-

1.96] during wave three, and 1.57 times [1.15-2.15] during waves four&five (Figure 3A.1; 

Appendix Table 1). A trend test revealed an increasing trend over time in the magnitude of the 

association (p-value=0.02).  

 

Patterns in COVID-19 diagnoses by income were less consistent across waves (Figure 3A.2). 

Compared to the highest-income quintile, the lowest-income quintile was associated with an 

increased hazard of diagnosis during waves two and three, and a decreased hazard of 

diagnosis during waves one and four&five. The adjusted hazard ratios (aHR) for waves one to 

four&five were as follows: 0.87 [0.81-0.92], 1.03 [1.00-1.05], 1.14 [1.11-1.17], and 0.86 [0.84-

0.88] (Figure 3A.2; Appendix Table 1).  

 

Sensitivity analyses: variant-specific outcomes during waves four&five 

Compared to the highest-income quintile, the lowest-income quintile was associated with an 

increased hazard of Delta-diagnosis (aHR: 1.08 [1.03-1.13]), and an increased hazard of Delta-

related death (1.29 [0.87-1.92]); in contrast, the lowest-income quintile was associated with a 

decreased hazard of Omicron-diagnosis (0.79 [0.77-0.81]), and an increased hazard of 

Omicron-related death (2.24 [1.28-3.93]) (Figure 3B; Appendix Table 2). 

 

Mediating and effect modifying role of vaccination during waves four&five 

Lower income was independently associated with a decreased odds of vaccination by the start 

of wave four (Figure 4A; Appendix Table 3). For example, the adjusted odds ratio (aOR) 

comparing the lowest-income vs. highest-income quintiles was 0.71 [0.70-0.71].  
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The magnitude of association between income and COVID-19 deaths appeared to be slightly 

larger for those with than without vaccination (Appendix Table 4). However, the difference was 

not statistically-significant (p-values >0.2). Therefore, in the final mediation analyses model, we 

did not include interaction between exposure (income) and mediator (vaccination).  

 

In the mediation analyses, lower income was associated with an increased hazard of COVID-19 

death during waves four&five both directly and indirectly (via mediation by vaccination) (Figure 

4B; Appendix Table 5). For example, the indirect effect aHR of 1.24 [1.24-1.25] means that for 

individuals in the lowest-income quintile, their vaccination coverage was associated with 1.24 

times hazard of COVID-19 death, compared to if they had the same vaccination coverage as 

the highest-income quintile. The direct effect aHR of 1.22 [0.88-1.68] means that had 

vaccination coverage been equal between the highest-income vs. lowest-income quintiles, the 

lowest-income quintile was associated with 1.22 times hazard of COVID-19 death compared to 

the highest-income quintile. The proportion mediated by vaccination reflects that 57.9% [21.9%-

94.0%] of the total increase in the hazard of COVID-19 death between the lowest-income vs. 

highest-income quintiles was attributed to differences in vaccination by income (Figure 4C; 

Appendix Table 5). 

 

Sensitivity analyses: unmeasured confounding 

We found that a moderate-level of unmeasured confounding (E-value: 1.78-1.80) was required 

to nullify the indirect effect of income (highest-income vs. lowest-income quintiles) on COVID-19 

deaths, and a weak to moderate-level of unmeasured confounding was required to nullify the 

direct effect (E-value = 1.00-1.74) (Appendix Table 5). 

 

Sensitivity analyses: mediating role of area-level essential work and high-density 

housing during waves four&five  

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted January 16, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.15.24301331doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.15.24301331
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


16 

 

In two separate mediation analysis models and given observed levels of vaccination, we found 

that 29.8% [12.3%-7.2%] of the total increase in the hazard of COVID-19 death associated with 

the lowest-income vs. highest-income quintiles was attributed to patterns of area-level essential 

workers; while 8.7% [-3.4%-20.8%] was attributed patterns of area-level high-density housing 

(Appendix Table 6).  
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Discussion   

Across five pandemic waves in Ontario, Canada in 2020-2021, inequalities in COVID-19 deaths 

by income persisted, even after accounting for individual-level demographics and baseline 

health (including comorbidities), and other area-level SDOH. By the start of wave four in August 

2021, vaccination coverage was lower in lower-income neighbourhoods. Over half (57.9%) of 

the inequalities in COVID-19 deaths between the lowest and highest income neighbourhoods 

during the later waves could be attributed to the differential vaccination coverage by income. 

This means that if vaccine equality had been achieved, inequalities in deaths would persist but 

be reduced. During the later waves, the magnitude of inequality by income was also larger with 

Omicron-related deaths than Delta-related deaths. Finally, we found a contrasting pattern in 

COVID-19 diagnoses and deaths in the context of Omicron infections: lower hazard of diagnosis 

but higher hazard of death in lower-income neighbourhoods.  

 

The persistent inequalities by income reflect similar patterns in studies from other settings that 

examined changes over time in COVID-19 deaths by socioeconomic factors(9,10). In the UK, 

age-standardized inequalities in COVID-19 deaths by area-level socioeconomic factors 

persisted during 2020-2022, but the analysis was not able to account for confounders such as 

baseline health(9). In addition, our findings of contrasting patterns in diagnoses and deaths in 

Omicron infections suggest testing gaps by income during later pandemic waves. Testing gaps 

by income were previously demonstrated with PCR testing early in the pandemic(4,5,34), with 

emerging evidence to suggest lower use of SARS-CoV-2 antigen tests associated with lower 

income during later waves(38). Less access to testing can be a barrier to early and effective 

isolation support among individuals living in lower-income neighbourhoods, which can lead to 

onward transmission from undiagnosed infections, and therefore more COVID-19 deaths in 

lower-income neighbourhoods(39,40).  
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Our findings on the vaccination gap and the role of vaccination strengthen inference from 

previous findings, by using population-based study design and individual-level data to mitigate 

potential biases. The vaccination gap by income confirmed findings from self-reported survey 

data in Canada (41–43); however, by using population-based vaccination records, our study 

mitigated the potential for recall and selection biases. Our findings on the mediating role of 

vaccination in COVID-19 death inequalities are similar to findings from the previous ecological 

study in the US(10). The US study had found that 37.8% of regional inequalities in COVID-19 

case fatality by region-level socioeconomic factors could be attributed to regional inequalities in 

vaccination coverage (10). By using individual-level vaccination and death data among the total 

population vs. those diagnosed, our study limited potential ecological fallacy and collider bias 

(e.g., income and severe COVID-19 outcomes both affect likelihoods of being diagnosed; 

restricting analyses among samples of diagnosed cases could distort the relationship between 

income and COVID-19 outcomes)(35). Our findings further support the potential of effect 

modification by vaccination on social inequalities in COVID-19 deaths, similar to findings from 

the previous ecological study in the UK(19). Smaller magnitude of inequality in COVID-19 

deaths by income among those vaccinated than non-vaccinated may arise if individuals who 

were vaccinated were also more likely to access other prevention and treatment services than 

those who were not vaccinated regardless of their area-level income (elaborated in Appendix 

Text 3).  

 

By quantifying the role of vaccination as a mediator of COVID-19 inequalities, our findings 

indicate that closing the vaccination gap with equal coverage could have reduced inequalities in 

COVID-19 deaths. However, equal vaccination coverage is not sufficient in addressing 

inequalities in COVID-19 deaths.  Equitable vaccination coverage requires higher levels of 

coverage among those most at risk at the intersection of SARS-CoV-2 exposures, severity, and 

onward transmission(44–48). In the context of heterogeneity in onward transmission(39,49), 
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equitable vaccination coverage has been shown to reduce epidemics, curb the spread of new 

strains(45), and save more lives(45,50). The pathways to equitable coverage includes evidence-

informed vaccine prioritization and allocation strategies(39,51), especially in the context of finite 

and time-constrained supply and delivery, but also implementation. The latter include context-

specific and tailored implementation strategies that reduce systemic barriers to vaccine access 

(18,52,53) and improve vaccine acceptability(54,55). Examples include diversifying vaccination 

services via mobile, walk-in, drive-through and pop-up clinics, offering more flexible clinic hours, 

and providing culturally and linguistically appropriate clinics across diversity of communities and 

lived experience(18,52,53). Our study was not designed to evaluate the impact of specific 

elements of the vaccination programme in Ontario, which included allocation prioritization to 

neighbourhoods with the highest per-capita rates of COVID-19 and simultaneous community-

tailored implementation strategies(51,56–58). However, our findings signal that additional efforts 

are needed to close the vaccination gap by income and thereby reduce inequalities in COVID-

19 deaths. Future efforts to improve vaccine equity is critical to health equity in COVID-19 

deaths and other respiratory viruses where vaccines are effective at preventing infection-

attributable deaths. 

 

Even if vaccination coverage had been equal, our findings signal that inequalities in COVID-19 

deaths by income would have still persisted. Individuals living in lower-income neighbourhoods 

are more likely to reside in high density housing with multi-generational households and to work 

in front-facing essential services; all of which conferred an increased risk of SARS-CoV-2 

exposure and transmission(59,60). Indeed, our sensitivity analyses revealed area-level 

essential work measure could explain 29.8% of inequalities in COVID-19 deaths between the 

lowest and highest income neighbourhoods. Moreover, individuals in lower-income 

neighbourhoods were overrepresented in racialized and Indigenous communities where 

experiences of systemic and institutionalized racism, especially in healthcare, persist as  
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barriers to access to care(18,53,61). Adjustment for area-level SDOH and individual-level 

demographics and baseline health attenuated but did not nullify the magnitude of inequality(3). 

Thus, residual heightened risk in COVID-19 deaths by lower-income neighbourhoods might 

reflect a combination of higher exposure risks associated with individual-level occupation and 

housing conditions that are not fully captured by area-level measures, and poorer access to and 

quality of prevention and treatment interventions, including testing(2,62,63) and anti-virals(64). 

Taken together, our study demonstrates that in addition to vaccination programme, other 

measures are needed to address exposure and transmission risks (e.g., housing support for 

multi-generation households; paid sick leave and workplace health and safety measures) and 

improve access to testing and treatment services.  

 

Limitations include our use of a area-level income measure in the absence of individual-level 

measures, which might result in an underestimation of social inequalities(65). Individuals who 

do not have provincial health insurance were not captured and if they were more likely to 

experience socially disadvantage, we would underestimate inequalities. We did not consider 

time-dependent vaccination status given the high computational requirement of our large 

dataset. However, we examined the vaccination gap by income by the start of wave five which 

was similar to that of wave four (Appendix Table 7). We did not consider waning of vaccine 

protection because we aimed to capture patterns of vaccine access rather than vaccine-induced 

immunity or protection. If individuals in higher-income neighbourhoods were earlier adopters of 

vaccines than individuals in lower-income neighbourhoods, waning of vaccine protection would 

more likely occur in higher-income than lower-income neighbourhoods by the start of wave four 

(a time when booster dose access was limited). This means our estimates might underestimate 

the mediating role of vaccination. We lacked data on individual-level SDOH (e.g., occupation, 

housing condition, and racialized and Indigenous identity), and individuals’ exposures related to 

contact patterns and physical networks and masking - information that could help further explain 
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the relationship between income and COVID-19 deaths. Our estimates of E-values suggested 

that unmeasured confounders are not likely to nullify the results of the mediating role of 

vaccination.  

 

In a high-income country, inequalities by income persisted in COVID-19 deaths due in part to 

inequalities in vaccination coverage. Additional efforts are needed to address vaccination gaps, 

but also residual risks of COVID-19 shaped by systemic socioeconomic disadvantage.  
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Table 1. Characteristics of community-dwelling adults in Ontario as of March 1, 2020 stratified by area-level income quintiles (N=1,1248,572). 
 Characteristics Area-level median household income quintiles (Q1=Lowest-income quintile)a,b 
 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 
 N=2,194,815 N=2,231,228   N=2,280,638   N=2,269,199  N=2,272,692  
COVID-19 deathc 2122 (0.097%) 1684 (0.075%) 1363 (0.060%) 1004 (0.044%) 871 (0.038%) 
Age category      

 20-34  674,633 (30.7%) 644,437 (28.9%) 639,087 (28.0%) 612,066 (27.0%) 577,562 (25.4%) 
35-49 526,561 (24.0%) 532,274 (23.9%) 574,860 (25.2%) 594,588 (26.2%) 562,492 (24.8%) 
50-64 537,377 (24.5%) 562,619 (25.2%) 586,966 (25.7%) 602,777 (26.6%) 641,230 (28.2%) 
65-74  256,471 (11.7%) 279,891 (12.5%) 282,796 (12.4%) 276,709 (12.2%) 298,268 (13.1%) 
75-84 140,858 (6.4%) 151,066 (6.8%) 144,211 (6.3%) 136,078 (6.0%) 143,974 (6.3%) 

85+ 58,915 (2.7%) 60,941 (2.7%) 52,718 (2.3%) 46,981 (2.1%) 49,166 (2.2%) 
Male 1,060,313 (48.3%) 1,083,403 (48.6%) 1,116,067 (48.9%) 1,111,752 (49.0%) 1,114,429 (49.0%) 
Residing in a rural aread 222,499 (10.1%) 226,820 (10.2%) 223,477 (9.8%) 230,715 (10.2%) 237,399 (10.4%) 
Immigration statuse      

  Long-term resident 1,576,783 (71.8%) 1,701,199 (76.2%) 1,761,391 (77.2%) 1,806,881 (79.6%) 1,932,511 (85.0%) 
  Long-term immigrant 484,753 (22.1%) 433,674 (19.4%) 438,518 (19.2%) 397,370 (17.5%) 292,741 (12.9%) 

  Recent (within 5 years) immigrant 133,279 (6.1%) 96,355 (4.3%) 80,729 (3.5%) 64,948 (2.9%) 47,440 (2.1%) 
Aggregated Diagnosis Groupsf      

0 256,107 (11.7%) 240,963 (10.8%) 230,998 (10.1%) 219,681 (9.7%) 220,719 (9.7%) 
1-2 425,185 (19.4%) 441,881 (19.8%) 454,369 (19.9%) 461,696 (20.3%) 470,558 (20.7%) 
3-4 460,305 (21.0%) 487,282 (21.8%) 512,184 (22.5%) 520,638 (22.9%) 527,436 (23.2%) 
5-6 396,352 (18.1%) 415,754 (18.6%) 434,863 (19.1%) 437,828 (19.3%) 437,614 (19.3%) 
7+ 656,866 (29.9%) 645,348 (28.9%) 648,224 (28.4%) 629,356 (27.7%) 616,365 (27.1%) 

Hospital admission, past 3 years       
0 times 1,870,952 (85.2%) 1,927,879 (86.4%) 1,980,778 (86.9%) 1,984,343 (87.4%) 2,001,914 (88.1%) 

Once 217,763 (9.9%) 211,946 (9.5%) 214,214 (9.4%) 206,809 (9.1%) 196,962 (8.7%) 
Twice 61,026 (2.8%) 55,101 (2.5%) 53,333 (2.3%) 49,769 (2.2%) 4,7350 (2.1%) 

Three times or more 45,074 (2.1%) 36,302 (1.6%) 32,313 (1.4%) 28,278 (1.2%) 264,66 (1.2%) 
Outpatient physician visits, past year      

0-1 times 730,273 (33.3%) 716,329 (32.1%) 717,362 (31.5%) 709,167 (31.3%) 713,001 (31.4%) 
2-4 times 563,370 (25.7%) 600,462 (26.9%) 634,090 (27.8%) 651,578 (28.7%) 668,168 (29.4%) 
5-8 times 434,005 (19.8%) 455,002 (20.4%) 473,212 (20.7%) 474,597 (20.9%) 473,776 (20.8%) 

9-14 times 281,217 (12.8%) 285,120 (12.8%) 288,022 (12.6%) 278,077 (12.3%) 269,777 (11.9%) 
15 times or more 185,950 (8.5%) 174,315 (7.8%) 167,952 (7.4%) 155,780 (6.9%) 147,970 (6.5%) 

Educational attainment quintile (1=Lowest)a,g      
1 983,358 (44.8%) 537,946 (24.1%) 249,371 (10.9%) 92,773 (4.1%) 29,420 (1.3%) 
2 589,663 (26.9%) 646,515 (29.0%) 526,964 (23.1%) 295,138 (13.0%) 126,588 (5.6%) 
3 327,869 (14.9%) 450,727 (20.2%) 673,994 (29.6%) 596,976 (26.3%) 323,015 (14.2%) 
4 169,587 (7.7%) 371,973 (16.7%) 513,292 (22.5%) 712,452 (31.4%) 670,934 (29.5%) 
5 124,338 (5.7%) 224,067 (10.0%) 317,017 (13.9%) 571,860 (25.2%) 1,122,735 (49.4%) 

Proportion essential workers quintile (1=Lowest)a,h      
1 127,561 (5.8%) 253,151 (11.3%) 377,604 (16.6%) 535,585 (23.6%) 1,093,115 (48.1%) 
2 216,121 (9.8%) 386,266 (17.3%) 477,337 (20.9%) 770,519 (34.0%) 662,379 (29.1%) 
3 356,241 (16.2%) 461,993 (20.7%) 577,151 (25.3%) 511,656 (22.5%) 338,508 (14.9%) 
4 552,795 (25.2%) 552,504 (24.8%) 563,572 (24.7%) 340,174 (15.0%) 143,864 (6.3%) 
5 942,097 (42.9%) 577,314 (25.9%) 284,974 (12.5%) 111,265 (4.9%) 34,826 (1.5%) 

Proportion racially-minoritised quintile(1=Lowest)a,i      
1 279,103 (12.7%) 327,935 (14.7%) 416,887 (18.3%) 400,328 (17.6%) 325,650 (14.3%) 
2 277,463 (12.6%) 370,618 (16.6%) 359,571 (15.8%) 380,955 (16.8%) 488,678 (21.5%) 
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3 297,255 (13.5%) 365,057 (16.4%) 346,677 (15.2%) 402,145 (17.7%) 605,123 (26.6%) 
4 392,499 (17.9%) 428,067 (19.2%) 482,436 (21.2%) 555,335 (24.5%) 602,481 (26.5%) 
5 948,495 (43.2%) 739,551 (33.1%) 675,067 (29.6%) 530,436 (23.4%) 250,760 (11.0%) 

Proportion apartment buildings (1=Lowest)a,j      
1 252,283 (11.5%) 906,097 (40.6%) 1,517,122 (66.5%) 1,842,461 (81.2%) 1,908,598 (84.0%) 
2 447,483 (20.4%) 626,594 (28.1%) 488,640 (21.4%) 264,403 (11.7%) 221,414 (9.7%) 
3 1,495,049 (68.1%) 698,537 (31.3%) 274,876 (12.1%) 162,335 (7.2%) 142,680 (6.3%) 

Average household size quintile (1=Lowest)a,k      
1 964,195 (43.9%) 589,097 (26.4%) 280,769 (12.3%) 161,762 (7.1%) 135,383 (6.0%) 
2 459,829 (21.0%) 586,066 (26.3%) 463,777 (20.3%) 295,561 (13.0%) 172,838 (7.6%) 
3 198,744 (9.1%) 273,057 (12.2%) 362,191 (15.9%) 378,511 (16.7%) 320,635 (14.1%) 
4 313,709 (14.3%) 345,761 (15.5%) 517,598 (22.7%) 654,512 (28.8%) 829,702 (36.5%) 
5 258,338 (11.8%) 437,247 (19.6%) 656,303 (28.8%) 778,853 (34.3%) 814,134 (35.8%) 

Proportion high-density housing (1=Lowest)a,l      
1 300,492 (13.7%) 513,834 (23.0%) 741,894 (32.5%) 964,003 (42.5%) 1,387,054 (61.0%) 
2 353,488 (16.1%) 464,887 (20.8%) 531,676 (23.3%) 652,045 (28.7%) 496,239 (21.8%) 
3 344,062 (15.7%) 469,729 (21.1%) 609,939 (26.7%) 493,387 (21.7%) 311,631 (13.7%) 
4 1,196,773 (54.5%) 782,778 (35.1%) 397,129 (17.4%) 159,764 (7.0%) 77,768 (3.4%) 

Vaccination status by the start of wave 4 (August 1, 2021)m      
Fully vaccinated with booster 63 (0.003%) 61 (0.003%) 89 (0.004%) 83 (0.004%) 145 (0.006%) 

  Fully vaccinated without booster 1,296,266 (59.1%) 1,444,411 (64.7%) 1,532,756 (67.2%) 1,584,421 (69.8%) 1,685,027 (74.1%) 
  Partially vaccinated 265,256 (12.1%) 245,661 (11.0%) 241,202 (10.6%) 222,792 (9.8%) 185,256 (8.2%) 

  Unvaccinated 633,230 (28.9%) 541,095 (24.3%) 506,591 (22.2%) 461,903 (20.4%) 402,264 (17.7%) 
Vaccination status by the start of wave 5 (December 15, 2021)m      

Fully vaccinated with booster 137,878 (6.3%) 157,866 (7.1%) 167,956 (7.4%) 182,253 (8.0%) 247,493 (10.9%) 
  Fully vaccinated without booster 1,573,459 (71.7%) 1,660,237 (74.4%) 1,728,131 (75.8%) 1,736,535 (76.5%) 1,708,954 (75.2%) 

  Partially vaccinated 58,048 (2.6%) 45,845 (2.1%) 41,609 (1.8%) 366,65 (1.6%) 31,330 (1.4%) 
  Unvaccinated 425,430 (19.4%) 367,280 (16.5%) 342,942 (15.0%) 313,746 (13.8%) 284,915 (12.5%) 

Prior infectoionn 1121 (0.052%) 901 (0.041%) 854 (0.038%) 751 (0.033%) 682 (0.030%) 
aMeasured at the level of the census dissemination area. 
bDissemination areas were ranked within each city by their median household income to create quintiles; we ranked within city instead of within the entire province to take the cost of 
living into account; a disseminaton area being in quintile 1 means it is among the lowest 20% of dissenmination areas in its city by median household income.  
cDeath within 30 days following or 7 days prior to a lab-confirmed positive SARS-CoV-2 test. 
dRural defined as being located outside the commuting zone of a city with a population greater than 10000. 
eIndividual-level data from the Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship Canada (IRCC)’s Permanent Resident Database. 
fCalculated using Johns Hopkins ACG® System Version 10 with 2-year look-back; databases used : Discharge Abstract Database, National Ambulatory Care Reporting System, 
Ontario Health Insurance Plan billings, Ontario Drug Benefits Plan, Continuing Care Reporting System, Canadian Organ Replacement Registry,  Ontario Cancer Registry. 
g1st quintile represents areas with 17.1-94.3% of people aged 25–64 years without a diploma; 2nd, 11.4-17.1%; 3rd, 7.5%–11.4%; 4th, 4.1-7.5%; and 5th, 0-4.1%.  
h1st quintile represents 0%–32.5% of working people in the area who self-identified as working in an essential job, including sales, trades, manufacturing, and agriculture; 2nd quintile, 
32.5%–42.3% of people; 3rd quintile, 42.3%–49.8% of people; 4th quintile, 50.0%–57.5% of people; and 5th quintile, 57.5%–114.3% of people.  
i1st quintile represents 0%–2.2% of people in the area who self-identified as part of a racially-minoritised group(s); 2nd quintile, 2.2%–7.5% of people; 3rd quintile: 7.5%–18.7% of 
people; 4th quintile, 18.7%–43.5% of people; and 5th quintile, 43.5%–100% of people; racially-minoritised groups defined as people who self-identify as non-White and non-Indigenous;  
j1st category, 0%–7.3% of buildings in the area are apartment buildings; 2nd category, 7.4%–37.7% are apartment buildings; and 3rd category, 37.7%–100% are apartment buildings; the 
high frequency of zeros permitted the creation of only 3 categories (i.e., the lower 3 quintiles combined, and the fourth and fifth quintiles). 
k1st quintile represents 0–2.1 people/dwelling; 2nd, 2.2–2.4 people/dwelling; 3rd, 2.5–2.6 people/dwelling; 4th, 2.7–3 people/dwelling; and 5th, 3.1–5.7 people/dwelling. 
l1st category represents 0–2.6% of households are considered high-density housing; 2nd y, 2.7-5.2%; 3rd, 5.3-8.7%; 4th , >8.7%; the high frequency of zeros permitted the creation of 
only 4 categories (the lower 2 quintiles combined); ‘housing density’ refers to whether a private household is living in suitable accommodations according to the National Occupancy 
Standard; that is, whether the dwelling has enough bedrooms for the size and composition of the household. 
mDetails on definition of vaccination status in Appendix text 1. 
nDefined as whether an individual had a positive SARS-CoV-2 test between March 1, 2020 and August 1, 2021 (the start of wave 4).  
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Figure 1. Epidemic curves (solid line reflects weekly numbers of confirmed COVID-19 cases) 
and cumulative vaccination coverage (dash line) across five pandemic waves between March 1, 
2020 and December 31, 2021 in Ontario, Canada. Dates refer to the start of an epidemiological 
week. Vaccination defined as receiving ≥ 1 dose of Johnson-Johnson vaccine or ≥ 2 doses of 
other vaccines.  

 

1, 
l 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted January 16, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.15.24301331doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.01.15.24301331
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


28 

 

 

Figure 2. Directed acyclic graphs depicting A) summary of potential causal pathways between 
area-level income and COVID-19 deaths (we define pathways via vaccination as indirect, 
otherwise, direct), and B) proposed analyses adjusting for confounders estimating B.1) total 
effect of area-level income on COVID-19 deaths; B.2) total effect of area-level income on 
COVID-19 diagnosws; B.3) total effect of area-level income on vaccination status; and B.4) 
direct and indirect (mediated through vaccination) effect of area-level income on COVID-19 
deaths.  
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Figure 3. Patterns by area-level income quintiles in A) overall COVID-19 deaths and diagnoses 
stratified by pandemic wave; and B) variant-specific deaths and diagnoses during waves 4&5. 
Waves were classified based on the date of diagnosis, and categorized into wave 1: Mar 1-Aug 
31, 2020; wave 2: Sep 1, 2020–Feb 28, 2021; wave 3: Mar 1–Jul 31, 2021; and waves 4&5: 
Aug 1-Dec 31, 2021. Adjusted analyses adjusted for individual-level demographics, baseline 
health, and other area-level social determinants of health.  
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Figure 4. Results of causal mediation analyses including A) the relationship between area-level 
income (exposure) and vaccination (mediator); B) the relationship between area-level income 
(exposure) and COVID-19 deaths (outcome) decomposed into total, direct and indirect effects; 
and C) the proportion of inequalities in COVID-19 deaths mediated by vaccination. Analyses 
adjusted for individual-level demographics, baseline health, prior infection, and other area-level 
social determinants of health. 
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