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Abstract  

Background: Multiple studies have highlighted the negative impact of COVID-19 and its particular 

effects on vulnerable sub-populations. Complementing this work, here, we report on the social 

patterning of self-reported positive changes experienced during COVID-19 national lockdown in 

Scotland.   

Methods: The CATALYST study collected data from 3342 adults in Scotland during weeks 9-12 of a 

national lockdown. Participants completed an online questionnaire providing data on key 

sociodemographic and health variables, and completed a measure of positive change. The positive 

change measure spanned diverse domains (e.g., more quality time with family, developing new 

hobbies, more physical activity, and better quality of sleep).  We used univariate analysis and 

stepwise regression to examine the contribution of a range of sociodemographic factors (e.g., age, 

gender, ethnicity, educational attainment, and employment status) in explaining positive change. 

Results: There were clear sociodemographic differences across positive change scores. Those 

reporting higher levels of positive change were female, from younger age groups, married or living 

with their partner, employed, and in better health.  

Conclusion: Overall our results highlight the social patterning of positive changes during lockdown in 

Scotland. These findings begin to illuminate the complexity of the unanticipated effects of national 

lockdown and will be used to support future intervention development work sharing lessons learned 

from lockdown to increase positive health change amongst those who may benefit.  

 

 

  

 . 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 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 25, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.24.20200865doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.24.20200865
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


3 

 

Introduction 

In many countries, COVID-19 national lockdowns have been the most profound, deep reaching, and 

significant public health interventions within living memory. Fig 1 provides a logic model describing a 

high-level overview of lockdown as a complex public health intervention.  It shows a range of key 

contextual elements important to understanding the situation in which lockdown has taken place 

and it shows the central problem that initial lockdown was intended to resolve (i.e. exponential 

transmission of COVID-19). It also highlights the complexity of lockdown as a public health 

intervention, with multiple, interdependent components, cumulatively working through varied and 

intersecting mechanisms to elicit a range of intended and unintended positive and negative changes. 

Fig 1. Theorising the initial effects of national ‘lock down’ for COVID-19: Logic model showing high-

level overview  

Within Scotland it is clear that the initial national lockdown intervention succeeded in relation to its 

primary goal of reducing the exponential transmission of COVID-19 and achieving its intended 

positive health outcomes (see Fig 1). Similarly, as had been anticipated, it has led to unintended and 

negative health consequences. For example, there is emerging evidence concerning the 

amplification of pre-existing health inequalities [1-3], both overall [4, 5], and in sub-population 

specific groups [6] (e.g., among Black, Asian and minority ethnic (BAME) groups, those experiencing 

socioeconomic disadvantage, and the unemployed) worsening of mental health, the impact on 

family functioning [7], loss of economic productivity [8], and the gendered burden of home schooling 

[9].   

In contrast to this emerging evidence of the unintended negative effects of a national lockdown, 

here we report emerging evidence concerning unintended positive changes. Using cross-sectional 

data from an online survey we detail the social patterning of the positive effects of lockdown across 
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a range of domains. Given the large corpus of work concerning the role of structural social factors 

such as poverty, racism, gender and age in explaining health and illness we anticipated our findings 

would be shaped by these classic determinants of health.  

Method 

Participants and procedure 

Data collection took place for 23 days from 20th May 2020 to 12 June 2020, spanning the 9th to the 

12th week of national lockdown in Scotland. The target population of the survey was adults, aged 18 

years or older, currently residing in Scotland, who were interested in sharing their experience of 

positive change. Participants were primarily recruited through social media advertisements on 

Facebook and Twitter which directed participants to the online survey on Qualtrics. All materials and 

procedures were approved by the Ethics Committee of the University of Strathclyde and all 

participants gave informed consent. The present sample comprised 3342 participants. Participant 

characteristics are shown in Table 1.   

 

Table 1. Descriptive sample statistics of socio-demographic and health variables  

                        Variable N % 

     

Household income  <£16 000 322 10.8 

 £16 000-£29 999 591 19.9 

 £30 000-£59 999 1185 40.0 

 £60 000- £89 999 558 18.7 

 £ 90 000+ 316 10.6 

 Missing 370  

   

Employment status Employed 2258 67.6 

 Inactive 1033 31.0 

 Unemployed 48 1.4 

 

Missing 3 

 
 

Highest education level High School 374 11.5 

 College 502 15.5 

 Undergraduate 988 30.4 

 . 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)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted September 25, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.24.20200865doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.09.24.20200865
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


5 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Postgraduate 1380 42.6 

Missing  97  

    

Age 18-24 336 10.1 

 25-34 569 17.1 

 35-49 892 26.8 

 50-64 1130 33.9 

 65+ 402 12.1 

Missing 13  

    

Gender Female 2647 80.4 

 Male 646 19.6 

Missing 49  

    

Ethnicity White 3215 97.0 

 Non-White 99 3.0 

Missing 28  

    

Relationship status Single 602 18.2 

 
Married or living with 

partner 
2203 66.7 

 
Have a partner but not 

living together 
253 7.7 

 
Separated /divorced or 

widowed 
247 7.4 

Missing 37 

    

Health Very poor 10 0.3 

 Poor 63 1.9 

 Fair 479 14.4 

 Good 1541 46.2 

 Very good 1243 37.3 

 Missing 6  

    

High-risk Yes 499 14.9 

 No 2842 85.1 

 Missing 1  

    

COVID-19 Diagnosis Yes or suspected 400 12.0 

 Don’t know 978 29.3 

 No 1963 58.8 

 Missing 1  
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Measures  

Sociodemographic and Health Variables 

Participants provided sociodemographic and health data on the following variables: (1) gender, (2) 

age (18-24, 25-34, 35-49, 50-64, 65+), (3) relationship status (single, married/living with partner, 

living apart from partner, separated/divorced/widowed), (4) ethnicity, (5) education (high school, 

college, undergraduate, postgraduate), (6) annual household income (<£16,000, 16,000 – 29,999, 

30,000 – 59,999, 60,000 – 89,999, £90,000+) (7) employment status (employed, inactive, 

unemployed), (8) overall health (very poor, poor, fair, good, very good), (9) risk status for COVID-19, 

e.g., aged 70+ or have an underlying health condition (yes, no), and (10) COVID-19 diagnosis (yes 

diagnosed, suspected, don’t know, no).  

 

Positive Changes  

We measured positive changes using an expanded version of the positive events subscale of the 

Epidemic-Pandemic Impacts Inventory (EPII) [10]. We utilised 21 items to assess positive changes 

that participants may have experienced across a number of domains (e.g., relationships, physical 

activity, sleep, work). Participants were asked “Since social distancing restrictions were introduced, 

what has changed for you?” with the response options of “yes”, “no” or “not applicable” across each 

domain. Example items included “more appreciative of things usually taken for granted”, “improved 

relationships with family and friends” and “increase in exercise or physical activity”. A positive score 

for each participant was computed by scoring 1 for a ‘yes’ and zero for ‘no’ on the 21 questions. A 

total score was computed which comprised of the sum of the ‘yes’ responses for each participant. 

This was then converted to a percentage score by dividing the total score by the sum of ‘yes’ and 

‘no’ responses. NAs were removed from the analysis since individuals could not increase their score 

by responding to a question which did not apply to them. A higher percentage positive score 
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indicated a greater proportion of positive changes. The scale was found to have good internal 

consistency (Cronbach’s α=.75) in the current study.   

 

Statistical analysis 

Exploratory univariate analysis was performed to determine which factors were associated with the 

positive change scores. Between group scores were analysed using t-tests or ANOVA. Factors 

independently associated with positive change were then determined using a multiple regression 

model with stepwise variable selection. All analyses were done using Minitab (version 18) at a 5% 

significance level (adjusted for multiple comparisons were appropriate using the Tukey method). 

 

Results 

Descriptive statistics 

The sample characteristics are shown in Table 1.  In addition, a graph of the distribution of positive 

change scores is shown in Fig 2. Scores ranged from 0-100 with a mean of 47.2% (SD=20.8).  

 

Fig 2. Distribution of positive change scores (%) in the sample 

 

Positive Change Analysis 

Univariate analyses were used to identify factors significantly associated with positive change with 

post-ANOVA comparisons where appropriate. Table 2 shows the results. Females reported 

significantly higher levels of positive change than males. In relation to age, we found that there was 

evidence of a difference in the mean positive change score between the age categories, with the 

older age group (65+) demonstrating the lowest level of positive change, and significantly lower than 
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those aged 18-24. Similarly, there was evidence of significant differences in the mean scores across 

each of the relationship status groups, with those married or living with their partner exhibiting the 

highest level of positive change. Those in the employed group had higher levels of positive change 

than those in the inactive and unemployed groups (although the comparison with unemployed was 

not statistically significant due to the small number in the sample). When considering ethnicity, 

there was no evidence of a difference in positive change scores when comparing white and non-

white participants. Similarly, for education, there was no evidence of a difference between the 

groups in terms of their positive change scores. For household income, there was no significant 

differences in positive change scores across the groups. However, there is a notable trend, with 

positive change score increasing with increasing household income levels.  

 

Table 2. Univariate analysis of socio-demographic factors and positive change 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable p-value Comparison Coefficient p-value 

Household income 0.492 £16-29.9K vs. <£16K 0.64  

  £30-59.9K vs. <£16K 1.33  

  £60-89.9K vs. <£16K 1.84  

  >£90K vs. <£16K 2.54  

Employment status 0.018 inactive vs. employed -1.92 0.014 

  unemployed vs. employed -4.89 0.107 

Highest education 0.088 college vs. high school 1.19  

  undergrad vs. high school 0.37  

  postgrad vs. high school -1.25  

Age 0.022 24-34 vs. 18-24 -1.45 0.311 

  35-49 vs. 18-24 -1.42 0.285 

  50-64 vs. 18-24 -0.96 0.459 

  >65 vs. 18-24 -4.61 0.003 

Gender <0.001 male vs. female -6.71  

Ethnicity 0.423 non-white vs. white 1.70  

Relationship status 0.010 married/partner vs. single 2.32 0.015 

  partner (live apart) vs. single -1.32 0.397 

  sep/div/wid vs. single 1.16 0.459 

Health <0.001 poor vs. very poor 26.81 <0.001 

  fair vs. very poor 27.16 <0.001 

  good vs. very poor 29.99 <0.001 

  very good vs. very poor 31.30 <0.001 

Diagnosed 0.390 don’t know vs.  yes -1.61  

  no vs. yes -1.46  

High risk 0.008 no vs. yes 2.7  
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In relation to health, there was a significant effect of self-reported health, with those who reported 

their health to be ‘very poor’ having the lowest level of positive change and significantly lower 

compared to each of the other groups (poor, fair, good, very good). In addition, those that reported 

being at higher-risk of contracting COVID-19 had a significantly lower positive change score than 

those not at high-risk. Finally, there was no evidence of any difference in positive change scores 

based on COVID-19 diagnosis.  

 

Multivariate analysis utilising stepwise regression showed that age, gender, relationship status, and 

self-reported health were all significantly associated with positive change.  When considering the 

coefficients (see Table 3), it is shown that males reported a positive change score that was 6.1% 

lower than females. The older age group (65+) had a positive change score that was 7.5% lower than 

the younger age group. In terms of relationship status, those who were married or living with a 

partner had a score than was 3% higher than those who were single. When examining self-reported 

health, those who were in very poor health had a positive change score that was 24.5% lower than 

those in poor health, and 29.4% lower than those in very good health.  

 

Table 3. Multivariate analysis of socio-demographic factors and positive change 

Variable p-value Comparison Coefficient 95% CI p-value 

Age <0.001 24-34 vs. 18-24 -4.16 -7.10, -1.22 0.006 

  35-49 vs. 18-24 -4.69 -7.53, -1.85 0.001 

  50-64 vs. 18-24 -4.21 -7.03, -1.39 0.003 

  >65 vs. 18-24 -7.54 -10.85, -4.23 <0.001 

Gender <0.001 male vs. female -6.07 -7.86, -4.28  

Relationship status 0.001 married/partner vs. single 3.05 1.05, 5.05 0.003 

  partner (live apart) vs. single -1.76 -4.82, 1.30 0.259 

  sep/div/wid vs. single 3.06 -0.23, 6.35 0.068 

Health <0.001 poor vs. very poor 24.49 9.30, 39.68 0.002 

  fair vs. very poor 25.79 11.48, 10.10 <0.001 

  good vs. very poor 28.03 13.80, 42.26 <0.001 
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Discussion 

The present study is the first to explore the social patterning of positive changes experienced during 

COVID-19 lockdown. Referring back to Fig 1, there is clear evidence that unintended positive change 

has taken place as a result of lockdown, at least for some groups of the population. For example, 

people have experienced positive changes in their relationships with family and friends, and in their 

own health behaviours. However, we found evidence of differences in the amount of positive 

change people had experienced, based on sociodemographic and health variables. Those groups 

with higher levels of positive change were females, those from younger age groups, people who 

were married or living with their partner, those who were employed, and those reporting better 

health.  

The phrase ‘we are all in this together’ has been used, both domestically and internationally, 

throughout the pandemic to highlight the sense that COVID-19 is uniting us in shared experiences. 

However, there is a growing evidence base on the inequalities associated with COVID-19. Our 

findings fit within this emerging literature and point to the fact that while some groups were able to 

take advantage of lockdown as an unexpected opportunity to make positive changes in their lives, 

other groups were not. Similar findings on the inequalities associated with adverse experiences 

during lockdown have been reported [3], with the experience of more adverse events being related 

to socioeconomic position (consisting of household income, education, employment status, and 

housing). In addition, research on the experience of adverse mental health during COVID-19 has also 

shown the frequency of abuse, self-harm and thoughts of suicide/self-harm to be higher among 

women, BAME groups, those who were unemployed and those in poorer physical health [5]. 

  very good vs. very poor 29.43 15.20, 43.66 <0.001 
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Complementing this work, we also find that the experience of making positive changes in lockdown 

is shaped by many of these key sociodemographic factors.  

Together these findings indicate the enduring nature of health inequalities and evoke key concepts 

from complex adaptive systems perspectives within public health [11, 12]. Despite the enormity of 

structural and social change that the national lockdown brought, there appears to be no sense of 

reaching a ‘tipping point’ in which the self-organising system that drives inequalities was radically 

disrupted or dramatically changed. In fact, emerging evidence suggests the opposite, there is clear 

evidence of negative feedback loops ensuring the system returned to stasis, reiterating inequalities 

along very familiar lines across a broad range of outcomes, for example, COVID-19 related morbidity 

and mortality, in addition to positive and negative psycho-social change.  

We believe that our study is the first to report on the social patterning of positive changes during 

COVID-19 national lockdown. The study also has the strength of a large sample size, and the 

inclusion of a wide range of socioeconomic factors. However, there are limitations. Most notably, 

the study is not nationally representative, and some important socio-demographic groups are not 

well represented within the sample, such as BAME groups, meaning that we were only able to 

compare white and non-white participants. In addition, the study is cross-sectional in nature and so 

provides only a snapshot of the positive changes people were experiencing at a particular stage of 

the lockdown, and cannot, at this stage, provide data on whether these positive changes were 

maintained over time.  

Conclusion 

The present study reports preliminary evidence relating to the social patterning of self-reported 

positive change during lockdown. The data reported here are part of the larger mixed-methods 

CATALYST project which seeks to understand how people have initiated and maintained positive 

change across a number of domains, during lockdown, and as restrictions have been eased. The aim 
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is to share this learning through intervention development work, in order to facilitate positive health 

change in others. From the results of the current study, we can see that there are sub-populations 

and communities where it may be particularly important to target these interventions, in order to 

provide opportunities for health change amongst those who may benefit most.  
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