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STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY
 ⇒ The use of a general population study permitted 
comparative analysis between sexual orientation 
groups.

 ⇒ The explanatory sequential mixed- method approach 
permitted an in- depth exploration.

 ⇒ Online survey used a range of recruitment ap-
proaches to target population groups of interest.

 ⇒ Interviewees were purposively recruited from the 
survey sample and in the community.

 ⇒ These pragmatic approaches to participant re-
cruitment, used due to the pandemic restrictions, 
may limit the overall representativeness of the 
participants.

AbSTRACT
Objective The social distancing measures governments 
implemented in response to the COVID- 19 pandemic have 
had substantial impacts. For some communities, these 
impacts will be disproportionate, with those communities 
experiencing inequalities, marginalisation or discrimination 
facing specific challenges. Lesbian, gay, bisexual, queer 
and allied (LGBQ+) communities experience a range of 
well- being inequalities that may have been impacted by 
the pandemic. The study aimed to assess the comparative 
impact of the UK’s response to COVID- 19 on LGBQ+ 
communities.
Design A mixed- method explanatory sequential study 
of the general population using a cross- sectional online 
survey and semistructured interviews.
Setting Community, North West of England.
Participants Adults aged 18 years and over; 1540 
participated in the survey (192, 12%, LGBQ+) with 49 
undergoing semistructured interviews (15 LGBQ+) during 
spring and summer of 2020.
Results Survey findings indicated that LGBQ+ people 
experienced similar positive and negative impacts to the 
rest of the population, but some negative impacts were 
more marked among the LGBQ+ community. LGBQ+ 
participants were more likely to disagree that ‘the 
government considered the impact on people like you’ 
when preparing guidance. They were significantly more 
likely to report being unable to access sufficient food and 
required medication, eating less healthily, exercising less 
regularly, experiencing poorer quality sleep and taking 
more pain medicine than usual. Interview data supported 
these differences; isolation, being unable to access social 
networks and concerns about health were commonly 
discussed by the LGBQ+ participants. Positive impacts, 
including better work–life balance, were similar across 
both groups.
Conclusions The findings indicate LGBQ+ communities’ 
wellbeing inequalities have been compounded by the 
social distancing restrictions, for example, by impacts 
on social networks increasing loneliness. Preparedness 
planning for future pandemics should include equality 
impact assessments for potential interventions.

INTRODUCTION
The SARS- CoV- 2 (COVID- 19) pandemic has 
caused substantial disruption for individ-
uals, communities and nations.1 SARS- CoV- 2 
infection first emerged in China during 2019, 
before spreading globally, with the WHO 
declaring a pandemic on 11 March 2020.1 
In response, the UK government, like most 
jurisdictions, imposed restrictions and guid-
ance on movement and contact with others, 
including requiring people to stay- at- home, 
with the aim of reducing transmission.2 These 
‘social distancing’ measures, which changed 
as the pandemic evolved, caused substan-
tial disruption to people’s lives at a time of 
heightened concern and anxiety.

‘Social distancing’ is a public health inter-
vention that involves implementing measures 
that encourage individuals to reduce their 
contact with other people by changing social 
behaviours, such as, by staying at home other 
than for limited reasons (eg, accessing food 
or healthcare), reducing contact with people 
outside their household/support bubble and 
keeping physically distanced when meeting 
others.3 Combined with other measures, 
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it can reduce transmission of infections.4 During the 
first wave of the COVID- 19 pandemic, social distancing 
measures, particularly stay at home restrictions, were a 
key focus of the UK Government’s COVID- 19 response.5 
Those with underlying health issues that placed them at 
the greatest risk of severe consequences from COVID- 19 
were asked to ‘shield’ (ie, not to leave home and avoid 
any contact with others). The guidance was initially set 
out in March 2020, and then refined in England in June 
2020 (eg, ‘a distance of 1+ m’ from others rather than 2 
m, limited easing of stay- at- home restrictions and intro-
ducing a requirement to wear ‘face coverings’ on public 
transport).6 In England, restrictions related to meeting 
people from other households remained in place into 
the summer of 2020. All COVID- 19- related restrictions 
in England ended in February 20227; however, some 
behavioural changes, such as increased hybrid working, 
are still in evidence.

Social distancing restrictions and guidance affect 
population groups in different ways. The requirement 
to stay at home and not mix with other households may 
have had specific challenges for those in non- traditional 
households, difficult living conditions, or those who rely 
on social contact outside of the household for health and 
well- being (eg, homeless, those living alone or in over-
crowded accommodation and people with disabilities). 
These issues will, to varying degrees, have impacted on 
the well- being of all communities, but those communities 
that experience marginalisation, prejudice and discrimi-
nation could experience specific challenges and dispro-
portionate impacts, due to the guidance and restrictions 
compounding existing disadvantages.

Lesbian, gay, bisexual, queer and allied (LGBQ+) 
communities in the UK face discrimination and prej-
udice, with evidence that hate crimes against LGBQ+ 
people may have increased in recent years (with a 200% 
increase in recorded hate crimes based on sexual orien-
tation between 2011/2012 and 2018/2019).8 In the 2018 
British Social Attitudes survey, the proportion of people 
saying that same- sex relations are ‘not wrong at all’ 
decreased for the first time in three decades, although 
after a gradual but consistent rise over the proceeding 
decades.9 Discrimination has been shown to have a 
negative impact on the health and well- being of LGBQ+ 
people,10 who experience a wide range of health and well- 
being inequalities, including poor mental well- being and 
issues with accessing services.10–14 For LGBQ+ people, 
‘family’ can have different meanings, for example, friend-
ship networks, and many LGBQ+ people live alone even 
when in long- term relationships.15 16 Thus, guidance 
and restriction based on households, with associated 
messaging based around traditional concepts of family, 
may pose specific challenges for LGBQ+ people.

The health and well- being of LGBQ+ populations 
across the world have been impacted by the COVID- 19 
situation.17–20 In the UK, one study indicated that LGBQ+ 
people had difficulties accessing services, increased 
feelings of isolation, had concerns about mental health 

and experienced increased discrimination during the 
pandemic, with black, Asian and minority ethnic and 
older LGBQ+ people particularly affected.21 Other studies 
have found that the mental health of LGBQ+ populations 
had been negatively affected by the pandemic.22 23 People 
developed anxiety and depression during the restric-
tions24 with isolation and loneliness identified as key 
contributing factors. Limited evidence suggests negative 
impacts on the diet25 and physical activity22 of LGBQ+ 
people in the UK.

While studies have looked at the impact of COVID- 19 
on LGBQ+ communities using samples recruited from 
within this population in UK24 and other countries, only 
a few studies globally,26–30 and none in the UK, have 
comparatively explored the impacts on LGBQ+ people 
using general population samples. Thus, currently, it is 
difficult to assess whether LGBQ+ communities in the UK 
have experienced greater negative impacts than other 
groups.

Considering the health inequalities experienced by the 
LGBQ+ population, and anecdotal concerns about the 
impacts of the COVID- 19 response on this community, this 
study comparatively explored the impacts of the COVID- 19 
pandemic on LGBQ+ people. The primary interest of this 
study was to explore differences in the extent of these 
impacts by sexual orientation; therefore, as gender iden-
tity was not considered, the focus here is on the LGBQ+ 
community rather than the wider lesbian, gay, bisexual, 
queer, trans and allied community. Data from the explan-
atory sequential mixed methods PHOENIX study, which 
recruited from the general population across North West 
of England, UK, was used. The North West of England is 
an ethnically and culturally diverse region with a popula-
tion of 7.36 million, and includes conurbations centred 
on Manchester and Liverpool, coastal towns (eg, Black-
pool and Morecambe), midsize cities (eg, Chester and 
Lancaster) and rural areas (eg, Cumbria). The PHOENIX 
study was designed to explore the impacts of the COVID- 19 
pandemic and the responses to this, during the spring and 
summer of 2020. One of the study’s aims was to assess the 
extent of the impact of UK COVID- 19 response by sexual 
orientation, as there might be disproportionate impacts 
on LGBQ+ people in relation to access to healthcare and 
social support, feelings of loneliness and isolation, and 
general well- being. This paper explores the impacts of 
the UK COVID- 19 response on LGBQ+ population and if 
these differed from those in the rest of the population.

METHOD
The PHOENIX Project used an explanatory sequential 
mixed methods31 approach using repeated quantitative 
survey and qualitative semistructured interviews. Here, 
we report results from the baseline survey and the subse-
quent interviews.

Quantitative survey
Participants aged over 18 years and currently resi-
dent in the North West region of England were 
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recruited into the baseline survey between 27 April 
and 15 May 2020. The online survey was promoted 
through social media, community groups and profes-
sional/social networks across Northwest England. 
This included promotion focused on two communi-
ties: ethnic minority groups and LGBQ+ communi-
ties that were targeted for over- sampling to enable 
group comparison. Participants provided informed 
consent. Respondents were asked if they would be 
interested in taking part in an interview and follow- on 
surveys.

Data on sociodemographics and lifestyle (eg, gender, 
sexuality, relationship status and medical conditions) and 
household circumstances (eg, household size, dwelling 
size and type) were collected using standard questions. 
Health and well- being were explored using established 
tools (alcohol consumption using the Alcohol use disor-
ders identification test - consumption (AUDIT- C),32 
short form Warwick Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale 
(SWEMWBS),33 the Office of National Statistics (ONS) 
single life satisfaction item, ‘Overall…how satisfied are 
you with your life nowadays?’, scored 0–10,34 the Brief 
Resilience Scale35 and the PERMA- Profiler36 for overall 
well- being). Smoking was assessed by asking ‘Do you 
smoke tobacco?’ with the following answer options: 
‘Non- smoker; ex- smoker; current light smoker—less 
than 10 a day; current moderate smoker—between 10 
and 19 a day; current heavy smoker—20 or more a day’, 
and the use of e- cigarettes by asking ‘How often do you 
use e- cigarettes/vape?’ with the following answer option: 
‘I don’t use e- cigarettes/vape; less than once a month; 
once a month, but less than once a week; once a week, 
but less than once a day; every day’. Body mass index was 
calculated from answers to two questions: ‘How tall are 
you? Please answer in the format specified metres and 
cm (eg, for 1 m 80 cm write 1.80) or feet and inches 
(eg, for 6 foot 1 inch write 6.1)’ and ‘What’s your weight? 
Please answer in the format specified kg (eg, for 75 kg 
and 100 g write 75.1) or stones and pounds (eg, for 12 
stones 8 lb write 12.8)’.

A series of questions, either developed for this study 
or based on questions from other COVID- 19 studies,37 
explored the impacts of government COVID- 19 guide-
lines. These questions asked about participants’ percep-
tions and responses to government social distancing 
guidance and the national restrictions, and the impact 
(positive and negative) of these on their lives. Partici-
pants were also asked to indicate if they had experienced 
changes in various health related behaviours.

Participants were asked ‘How would you describe your 
sexual orientation?’ with the following answer options: 
Prefer not to say, straight/heterosexual; gay/lesbian/
homosexual, bisexual or in another way (please write 
below). Those who responses were gay/lesbian/homo-
sexual, bisexual or in another way, if they indicated sexual 
orientation was other than heterosexual (eg, queer) in the 
free text, were categorised as LGBQ+. Those responding 
‘Prefer not to say’ were excluded.

Qualitative interviews
Participants from communities in North West England 
were recruited using purposive sampling and focused 
among the 40% of the baseline survey participants who 
opted into being interviewed. Eligibility criteria were the 
same as for the baseline survey. The purposive sampling 
focused on achieving a balance of genders, reflective 
range of ages and ethnicities; with the aim of around 
one- third of the participants being from LGBQ+ commu-
nities. In total, 49 participants were interviewed (15 
LGBQ+). Most participants in the interviews were people 
who took part in the baseline survey, a small number were 
recruited through community contacts to ensure ethnic 
diversity. Recruitment continued until data saturation was 
perceived to have been reached for each group.38

Potential participants (n=65) were initially contacted 
by email, with follow- up by email or phone as required. 
In total, 27 participants responded on first contact (8 
LGBQ+), with 7 (3 LGBQ+) responding after 2 contacts 
(second contact was made 7 days after first contact) and 1 
after a third contact. Contact data was not available for 14 
(4 LGBQ+) participants.

The interviews were conducted remotely using online 
platforms, such as Zoom or Microsoft Teams, or via tele-
phone between 15 June and 18 August 2020. Prior to 
starting the audio recording, researchers introduced 
themselves, explained the study and sought informed 
verbal consent. The focus of the semistructured interviews 
was on participants’ opinions of the national COVID- 19 
restrictions and the impact on their lives. These were 
informed by initial preliminary findings from the base-
line survey. Key areas discussed, included: living circum-
stances; how participants were affected by COVID- 19 (eg, 
working from home, home schooling, being a front- line 
worker); the guidance, its clarity and adherence (by the 
participants and their perceptions of others’ adherence); 
impact of COVID- 19 on everyday routine; and experi-
ences of positive and negative changes. Examples of the 
questions asked included: ‘Could you tell me about your 
experience since lockdown began in March 2020?’ (‘lock-
down’ was used colloquially and in the media to refer 
to the restrictions and guidance), ‘How have you found 
the guidance provided by the government on the TV, 
in any letters or messages from the government, such as 
‘stay home, save lives’ and ‘stay alert–control the virus’, 
about COVID- 19 and lockdown?’ ‘Have you followed the 
guidance for lockdown, for example, self- isolation, social 
distancing?’. Three researchers conducted and tran-
scribed the interviews (RH, AH, CB).

Survey data analysis
After checking for completeness, data from the survey was 
imported into SPSS V.26, where summary measures and 
standardised scores were computed for the health- related 
and well- being- related measures. Differences between 
LGBQ+ and other participants were initially explored 
descriptively and using bivariate analyses. Chi- squared test 
was used for the categorical variables (Pearson or Fisher 
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exact for two- by- two tables) and for the continuous vari-
ables either the t- test or the Mann- Whitney U test where 
the data were skewed. Odds ratios (ORs) comparing 
LGBQ+ participants to the rest were then calculated and 
multivariate logistic regression was then used to adjust 
these for any demographic differences between the two 
groups (with adjustment for age, gender and recruitment 
county). The significance level for all tests was p<0.05. The 
data processing and analyses were checked by another 
researcher (VDH, GH and CEB).

Interview data analysis
Interviews lasted between 12 min 54 s and 58 min 13 s, 
with an average time of 31 min 7 s. Interviews were tran-
scribed verbatim; first, an online service (www.otter.ai) 
was used to generate an initial transcript which was then 
checked against the audio recording and corrected as 
needed. Each transcript was allocated a unique anony-
mised identifier. Thematic analysis39 was then undertaken 
in NVivo V.12. A theoretical deductive approach was 
employed, whereby the sampling and analysis was driven 
by the research interests and previous research. Themes 
and codes of interest were determined independently by 
researchers (RH, HT, CL), using the steps recommended 
by Braun and Clarke39: listening to interview recordings, 
reading each transcript several times to establish famil-
iarity with the whole interview and generating descriptive 
codes to represent the main themes. Ongoing analysis 
formulated the conceptual name of each theme. The 
final part of the analysis was the selection of the inter-
view extracts, relating the analysis to the research ques-
tion and literature. The process of refining and validating 
these independent findings was conducted through a 
collaborative exercise creating iterative feedback loops 
between three researchers until consensus was achieved. 
The analysis was then discussed and reflected on to incor-
porate multiple perspectives and reach agreement and 
validation of the themes that derived from and described 
the data. The themes and subthemes are summarised in 
table 1.

Patient and public involvement
None.

RESULTS
Participant characteristics
In total, 1540 survey participants were included in the 
quantitative analysis, and of these 192 (12%) were from 
LGBQ+ communities (113 lesbian/gay/homosexual, 68 
bisexual, 11 other, eg, queer polysexual, ‘fluid’). Semi-
structured interviews were conducted with 49 people, 
including 15 from LGBQ+ communities.

The characteristics of the survey participants are 
summarised in table 2. Overall, the sample when 
compared with the Northwest population tended to be 
older, female and live in Merseyside.

Compared with the other participants, the LGBQ+ 
participants tended to be younger, male and live in 
Greater Manchester (table 2). There were differences in 
relationship status, housing types, household sizes and 
current employment status (table 2); however, these are 
related to the demographic differences between the two 
participant groups.

There were no differences in levels of alcohol consump-
tion and body mass index; however, the LGBQ+ partici-
pants were more likely to report having a medical issue 
and to report smoking or vaping (table 2). The LGBQ+ 
participants compared with the other survey participants 
reported significantly lower scores on the PERMA- Profiler 
overall well- being scale, SWEMWBS and on ONS life satis-
faction, but a higher score on the Brief Resilience Scale 
(table 3).

Views about the guidance and restrictions
The LGBQ+ survey participants, compared with the 
others, were significantly more likely to report disagreeing 
when asked if the government “…did enough to make its 
COVID- 19 guidance about staying at home workable for 
different types of families or households in general?” (57% 
vs 44%, online supplemental table A) and with “…consid-
ered the impact on people like you when it was preparing 
its COVID- 19 guidance about staying at home?” (51% vs 
32%, online supplemental table A). This was echoed in 
the interviews, where some described receiving unclear 
or contradictory messages.

Its categories are very complicated…people I know, 
were very sensitive to that…some of us are for real 
reasons, you know, we can get very sick very quickly, 
and I think there’s been a real lack of sensitivity about 
that…I don't class myself as a melting snowflake, but 
I've kind of felt screwed in some ways. (LGBQ+, Male, 
30–49 years)

This was also a concern among the other participants.

I understood the guidance but felt that messag-
es became less clear. (Heterosexual, female, >50 
years)

A significantly higher proportion of the LGBQ+ 
survey respondents compared with heterosexual 
respondents felt that the guidance was difficult/very 
difficult to follow (24% vs 15%, online supplemental 
table A). This finding was echoed within the inter-
views, where LGBQ+ participants described their 
frustrations, particularly surrounding the difficulties 
in understanding the guidance. A key theme that 
emerged from the interviews was concern for those 
who were shielding.

I think more information should have been given 
across the board…I know for me personally, it’s very 
difficult not having the information that I can make 
my own judgments. Because to a degree…I just feel 
as if people, the initial 1.5 million who were told to 
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Table 1 Themes and subthemes identified in thematic analysis

Theme Subtheme (a) Subtheme (b) Subtheme (c)

Environment Shielding

Physical environment

Working from home

Guidance Social distancing

Elderly and shielding

Isolation

Clarity of messages

Wearing face masks

Restrictions 
(‘lockdown’)

Positive impacts

Challenges and concerns

Care homes

Impact Individual level impacts Impact on lifestyle (negative and positive) Activity levels (and physical/mental 
health)
Eating behaviours Alcohol intake
Hobbies and interests

Home life Working from home and keeping a 
balance
Adapting to lockdown
Home life (no change)

Relationships Keeping in touch

Finding it difficult

Adhering to guidance (cross- over with 
guidance analysis)

Environment (cross- over with 
environment analysis)

Access to outside space

Indoor environment (cross- over with 
working from home)

Friends and family

Experiences Interaction with family and friends

Routine Working from home

Recreational activities Saving money

Developing new skills

Guidance

Looking forward—returning to ‘normal’

Information 
sources

The media role in COVID-19 news Podcasts

Using multiple mediums to develop 
knowledge and understanding of COVID-19

The impact of media news on mental health

Moving forward Being prepared

Being resilient

Sustainable change

shield have been forgotten about. (LGBQ+, male, 
>50 years)

Survey respondents were asked about the long- term 
impacts of the restrictions and to indicate how much 
thought they felt had been given to a range of impacts. 
Here, the LGBQ+ participants, when compared with the 
other participants, were significantly more likely to feel that 
not enough thought had been given to the longer- term 

impacts of the restrictions on people’s physical and mental 
health and on people’s jobs (online supplemental table B).

Survey participants in both groups had similar self- 
ratings of their knowledge about COVID- 19 (online 
supplemental table B); however, LGBQ+ participants 
were significantly less likely to have confidence in the UK 
Government's ability to handle COVID- 19 (online supple-
mental table B).
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Table 2 Sociodemographic characteristics of PHOENIX baseline survey participants: LGBQ+ participants compared with the 
rest

Sexual orientation

χ2 p valueHeterosexual LGBQ+

Age in years (n=1540)

  ≤29 68 5.00% 46 24% <0.0001

  30–39 183 14% 44 23%

  40–49 276 20% 39 20%

  50–59 352 26% 34 18%

  60–69 325 24% 19 10%

  70+ 113 8.4% 5 2.6%

  Not reported 31 2.3% 5 2.6%

Total 1348 192

Gender (n=1540)

  Male 383 28% 93 48% <0.0001

  Female 961 71% 93 48%

  Other 4 0.3% 6 3.1%

Total 1348 192

County of residence (n=1540)

  Cheshire 174 13% 15 7.8% 0.003

  Cumbria 106 8% 17 8.9%

  Greater Manchester 321 24% 67 35%

  Lancashire 233 17% 37 19%

  Merseyside 514 38% 56 29%

Total 1348 192

Ethnicity (n=1540)

  Rest (white/prefer not to say) 1296 96% 186 97% 0.6179

  Black, Asian and other minority ethnic communities 52 3.9% 6 3.1%

Total 1348 192

Current relationship status (n=1540)

  Single, never married 165 12% 55 29% <0.0001

  Single, divorced or widowed 180 13% 13 6.8%

  In a relationship/married, but living apart 75 5.6% 28 15%

  In a relationship/married and cohabiting 920 68% 95 49%

  Not answered 8 0.6% 1 0.5%

  Total 1348 192

Employment (n=1540)

  Employed or self- employed 908 67% 140 73% <0.0001

  Student 31 2.3% 10 5.2%

  Social security 70 5.2% 23 12%

  Carer 40 3.0% 4 2.1%

  Retired 299 22% 15 7.8%

  Total 1348 192

Dwelling type (n=1540)

Continued
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Sexual orientation

χ2 p valueHeterosexual LGBQ+

  Flat or maisonette 126 9.3% 52 27% <0.0001

  Terrace house or bungalow 348 26% 49 26%

  Semidetached house or bungalow 547 41% 63 33%

  Detached house or bungalow 307 23% 19 9.9%

  Other/not answered (n=4) 20 1.5% 9 4.7%

  Total 1348 192

Does everyone in your household usually live in the same place (eg, same house or flat)? (n=1536)

  Yes 1207 90% 167 87% 0.2328

  No 137 10% 25 13%

Total 1344 192

Missing 4 –

Any children in household (n=1540)

  None 955 71% 170 89% <0.0001

  Yes/not answered 393 29% 22 11%

Total 1348 192

Number of people in household (n=1486)

  1 247 19% 49 26% 0.0014

  2 525 40% 90 48%

  3 239 18% 27 14%

  4 200 15% 13 7.0%

  5 or more 88 6.8% 8 4.3%

Total 1299 187

Missing 49 5

Medical issues (n=1540)

  No 702 52% 67 35% <0.0001

  Yes 646 48% 125 65%

  Total 1348 192

Has a body mass index>30 (n=1540)

  No 881 65% 137 71% 0.1004

  Yes 467 35% 55 29%

  Total 1348 192

  Low risk 940 71% 130 68% 0.2377

  Increasing risk 306 23% 43 23%

  Higher risk or possible dependence 82 6% 18 9%

Total 1328 191

Missing 20 1

Have you ever smoked (n=1539)

  Non- smoker 923 68% 106 55% 0.0016

  Ex- smoker 283 21% 50 26%

  Less than 10 cigarettes a day 61 5% 14 7%

  10+ cigarettes a day 81 6% 21 11%

Total 1348 191

Missing – 1

Vaping (n=1518)

Table 2 Continued

Continued
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Sexual orientation

χ2 p valueHeterosexual LGBQ+

  Not vaping 1230 93% 164 87% 0.0067

  Currently vape 99 7% 25 13%

Total 1329 189

Missing 19 3

*Pearson χ2 or Fisher exact test for two- by- two tables.
AUDIT- C, Alcohol use disorders identification test - consumption; LGBQ+, lesbian, gay, bisexual, queer and allied.

Table 2 Continued

Table 3 Comparison of the well- being of the LGBQ+ participants to the rest of the participants: PHOENIX baseline survey

Sexual orientation

Heterosexual LGBQ+

LGBQ+ participants compared with heterosexual participants

Mann- Whitney U test 
p value OR, 95% CI

Adjusted OR* (age, gender 
and area), 95% CI

PERMA- Profiler, overall well- being (n=1509) Scale: 0 to 10, low to high.

  n 1321 188           

  Mean 6.5 5.6 <0.001 0.80 0.74 to 0.86 0.86 0.79 to 0.93

  Median 6.8 5.8

  SD 1.83 2.17           

Brief Resilience Scale total (n=1501)
Scale: 1 to 5, low to high.

  n 1314 187           

  Mean 2.5 3.0 <0.001 1.84 1.54 to 2.20 1.66 1.37 to 2.01

  Median 2.3 3.0

  SD 0.85 0.88           

Overall, on a scale of 0–10 how satisfied are you with your life nowadays? (n=1531)

  n 1330 192           

  Mean 5.9 4.9 <0.001 0.85 0.79 to 0.90 0.88 0.82 to 0.95

  Median 6.0 5.0

  SD 2.26 2.41           

SWEMWBS total score metric (n=1524)
Score range: 7 to 35, low to high.

  n 1333 191           

  Mean 21.5 19.8 <0.001 0.89 0.85 to 0.93 0.92 0.88 to 0.97

  Median 21.5 19.3

  SD 3.78 4.06           

*Adjusted using multivariate logistic regression.
LGBQ+, lesbian, gay, bisexual, queer and allied; SWEMWBS, short form Warwick Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale.

I think it’s been appalling, so many mixed mes-
sages. The right hand doesn’t know what the left 
hand is doing. The shielding letter we got was 
ridiculous, because it just looked like something 
a five year old had knocked- up on a computer…
it was just so confusing. (LGBQ+, female, 30–49 
years)

Though the other participants also expressed 
concerns about in the UK Government response.

I think for me, because, in my personal opinion, 
lockdown [restrictions] came into effect quite late, 
because other nations they could see what was go-
ing on. (Heterosexual, female, <30 years)

Impacts of the guidance and restrictions
Since the start of the social distancing measures, the 
LGBQ+ participants, when compared with the other 
participants, were significantly more likely to have 
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been unable to access sufficient food (13% vs 7%, 
online supplemental table C) and required medica-
tion (11% vs 5%, online supplemental table C), and 
they were more likely to have had somebody close 
to them who was ill in hospital (12% vs 6%, online 
supplemental table C). They were also more likely to 
report that they were not eating as healthily (38% vs 
28%, online supplemental table C) or exercising as 
regularly (55% vs 38%, online supplemental table C) 
and were experiencing poorer quality sleep (36% vs 
29%, online supplemental table C). LGBQ+ partici-
pants were more likely to report taking pain medicine 
more than usual (23% vs 14%, online supplemental 
table C). Some of the LGBQ+ interview participants 
described the negative impact of the restrictions on 
their activity levels, describing a lack of exercise as a 
result of these, and their concerns about the subse-
quent physical and mental health impacts.

I am very aware that I haven't exercised as much as I 
should. …I'm aware it’s needed for my legs. (LGBQ+, 
female, >50 years)

Overall, only a few people discussed negative impacts 
on eating behaviours or alcohol intake.

So eating more and drinking more you know all of 
those physical things, been doing more of that. I don't 
always go out which is, I don't think it’s a good thing 
because I think it just adds to your stress. I mean we're 
certainly drinking lots more than we would normally. 
(Heterosexual, female, >50 years)

There was no difference between LGBQ+ participants 
and others in changes in alcohol and nicotine use; though 
overall, of those who consumed alcohol and nicotine, two- 
fifths reported doing so more often (online supplemental 
table C). Though very few participants overall indicated 
they used illicit or street drugs, almost half of those who 
did, reported using them less often (online supplemental 
table C), with no difference between participants groups. 
Their use was, however, more common among LGBQ+ 
participants. Our survey findings did not demonstrate a 
major impact of the COVID- 19 pandemic on participants 
in terms of them losing their job, experiencing a major 
cut in household income, being unable to pay bills, rent 
or mortgage, or being evicted/losing their accommoda-
tion (online supplemental table C).

Participants were asked on how many days they had 
undertaken common tasks that involved them leaving 
their home but that were now subject to restrictions. 
The LGBQ+ participants compared with the others were 
significantly less likely to have visited relatives (outside 
of their household) or to have had visits from family or 
friends; two activities that under most circumstances were 
not permitted at that time (table 4). These findings were 
reflected in the interviews, where LGBQ+ participants 
described how they were adhering to guidance and were 
frustrated that other people were not.

…you know the shops have put directions in for 
travelling, they [other people] don't follow them. 
They come right next to you, and I think there’s lots 
of people who haven't followed them at all. I don't 
know why. They're not just putting themselves at risk, 
they're, you know, putting me at risk. And I'm doing 
my best to keep to things and when they don't it just 
makes me feel angry really and frustrated. (LGBQ+, 
female, >50 years)

It’s been quite frustrating to be honest you know 
when people are clearly not following the rules. I had 
to turn round to one or two people and say excuse 
me can you step back a little bit, but I think the ma-
jority of people take it seriously. It’s been frustrating 
seeing it on social media, you know, people in the 
park and hugging their friends…but we haven't really 
had to deal with that because we haven't been outside 
in crowds of people. (LGBQ+, female, <30 years)

However, the other interview participants also had 
concerns about people not adhering to the guidance.

It was good until the first guideline, but after the 
second guidelines came, I think that people just be-
come relaxed. They think that okay, it’s all over now. 
(Heterosexual, male, <30 years)

I think that because the more you see other people 
that are doing things you're like, hold on, why am 
I sitting at home miserable when other people are 
having barbecues and parties. (Heterosexual, female, 
30–40 years)

The impact of restrictions on mental health was a key 
theme throughout the LGBQ+ interviews, with many 
describing how 'lockdown' had impacted them. Although 
these findings may not be specific to just the LGBQ+ 
population, these experiences highlight the impact 
of the pandemic on this group. The LGBQ+ interview 
participants described the challenges they experienced 
throughout the restrictions and particularly the impact of 
isolation and feeling lonely.

It’s more you feel isolated. There’s not these places 
where you could go and mix with other gay men for 
one reason or another…The sense of community 
and coming together starts feeling loose. (LGBQ+, 
male, 30–49 years)

I think the only real negative has been the isolation 
and the effect it had on my mum in the beginning, 
particularly as it’s gone on, it’s just become a way of 
life for both of us. But at the start, it was hard to adapt 
to this new routine. I think for me, I've had to make 
a conscious effort to ensure that I keep myself busy, 
because boredom quite often makes me feel quite 
down. (LGBQ+, female, >50 years)

Lack of access to outdoor space, lack of routine and 
homeworking were all described as factors that contrib-
uted to mental ill- health.
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Table 4 Comparison of behaviours restricted by the social distancing measures among LGBQ+ participants to the rest of the 
participants: PHOENIX baseline survey

Think back over the last 7 days. 
On how many days have you…

Sexual orientation

Heterosexual LGBQ+

LGBQ+ participants compared with heterosexual participants

Mann- Whitney U 
test p value OR, 95% CI

Adjusted OR* (age, gender 
and area), 95% CI

Gone shopping for food? (n=1492)

  n 1302 190 0.504 0.99 0.87 to 1.12 0.91 0.79 to 1.04

  Mean 1.35 1.33

  Median 1 1

  SD 1.20 1.31

Used public transport (return journeys)? (n=1338)

  n 1170 168 0.021 1.26 1.00 to 1.59 1.24 0.96 to 1.62

  Mean 0.07 0.15

  Median 0 0

  SD 0.46 0.74

Gone out to meet friends? (n=1327)

  n 1158 169 0.322 1.02 0.75 to 1.39 0.87 0.60 to 1.28

  Mean 0.09 0.10

  Median 0 0

  SD 0.51 0.47

Visited relatives (outside your 
household)? (n=1362)

  n 1187 175 0.002 0.69 0.52 to 0.91 0.64 0.47 to 0.88

  Mean 0.41 0.18

  Median 0 0

  SD 1.04 0.67

Had visits from family or friends? 
(n=1353)

  n 1182 171 0.006 0.66 0.48 to 0.91 0.72 0.53 to 0.98

  Mean 0.34 0.16

  Median 0 0

  SD 0.86 0.49

*Adjusted using multivariate logistic regression.
LGBQ+, lesbian, gay, bisexual, queer and allied.

Some of us have thought, ‘Oh, enjoy the sunshine’. 
Well, I guess I can't, and I don't have an outdoor 
space. Some of us literally can't do that. And I felt 
really kind of abandoned in some ways by my employ-
er in that way and by larger society. (LGBQ+, male, 
30–49 years)

It’s mostly just been like a bit of a mental health thing 
for me…not seeing friends and family and that daily 
routine of going to get coffees, going for meals and 
going the shop- that’s kind of what I'm missing really. 
At the beginning I was fine with things. I was like this 
is mad, you know what I mean. But now I'm slightly 
more anxious than I was at the beginning, which is 
interesting. (LGBQ+, female <30 years)

Some of the other interview participants also reported 
similar concerns.

Working with the team, liaising with the team has 
been difficult and managing a team has been dif-
ficult… those personal relationships you build up 
when you're in the office job and someone gets in you 
can have a chat to them or talking about the football, 
whatever, some of that has been lost. (Heterosexual, 
female, 40–50 years)

Media and social media coverage of COVID- 19 for 
some participants impacted on their mental well- being, 
with a number of participants reporting they changed 
their behaviour in relation to accessing news and infor-
mation around COVID- 19.

…I got to a point where I was getting quite low, and 
reading too much about it. And so I had to say, right, 
that’s it, you're going to stop now. And it’s just self-
preservation. So I've had to rein back, rein myself 
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back on how much I read about it. (LGBQ+, female, 
>50 years)

All participants reported starting to use, or making 
greater use of, technology to maintain contact with 
people, though noting this had limits, their experiences 
of this were generally positive.

…like my mum and my sister, yeah, like we do talk 
to them a little bit more than I would. But then my 
Gran’s in her mid- eighties and has early stages of de-
mentia, she kind of can use WhatsApp, but like if I 
can go see her in person. If not, it’s not really commu-
nication. And my friends I do, like,we have a Discord 
server so we message each other constantly. We have 
like Netflix parties and stuff like that…My Taekwondo 
club has done some online training, which is great in 
terms of exercise…you can just teach a class almost 
like you normally would. But you lose that social bit…
in some ways kept me in contact with some people 
more than I normally would, but also other people 
not as much as I normally would. So it sort of depends 
on the person and what kind of technology they can 
use. (LGBQ+, male, <30 years)

She [mum] does a lot of outdoor events on the week-
ends, so all of them got cancelled, so she’s had to 
kind of translate her work to online and now she’s 
more on the online side. So kind of her work on the 
outdoor events has stopped, but it’s like strengthened 
her online presence. (Heterosexual, male, <30 years)

All interview participants reported positive impacts, 
particularly in relation to improved work–life balance 
and having time and space for better self- care for their 
mental well- being.

I hope there'll be more flexibility to work from home, 
not just for the rest of the year but for forever real-
ly…I think people have realised that it’s okay, and 
like stuff still gets done. I hope that will help with like 
pollution levels and it will save some money you know 
not travelling in by car or public transport. So I hope 
that changes erm even if it’s just a few days a week. 
(LGBQ+, female, <30 years)

At the beginning of lockdown I did make a commit-
ment to myself to make the most of the extra time 
and spend a little bit of my time giving myself some 
self- care, which I had lacked previously, my mental 
health has always been a priority, but I never realized 
how stressed I was until I had a few extra hours in the 
day to take the time for myself. (LGBQ+, female, <30 
years)

So I've spent a lot of time studying and reading and 
just being at home…it’s kind of rebooted me. I've had 
that experience before on a writing course years ago. 
But this has been a longer term period of time. And 
it is like a reboot. So I feel more relaxed and I feel 
able to concentrate…clear headed and clear minded. 

And I've been doing really creative stuff in my work. 
(LGBQ+, female, >50 years)

DISCUSSION
This mixed methods study provides a unique insight 
into the impact of the COVID- 19 restrictions on LGBQ+ 
people compared with the general population in the 
UK. The findings indicate that while LGBQ+ people 
experienced similar positive impacts to the rest of the 
population, such as improved work–life balance, devel-
opment of new skills and more time to support their 
mental well- being, there were more marked negative 
impacts (eg, social isolation) among LGBQ+ people, 
suggesting existing well- being inequalities may have been 
compounded by the COVID- 19 restrictions. These find-
ings corroborate those from samples of LGBQ+ people 
that have suggested marked negative impacts on mental 
and physical well- being of LGBQ+ people in the UK.21–25

LGBQ+ people experience greater levels of mental 
health problems compared with the general popula-
tion,13 40 and evidence indicates that they have experi-
enced increased levels of distress, social isolation and 
loneliness as a result of the pandemic.24 Our findings add 
further evidence and insight to this; in our survey, the 
LGBQ+ participants reported significantly lower scores 
on three validated measures of well- being (PERMA- 
Profiler, SWEMWBS and ONS4 life satisfaction), when 
compared with other participants. While we do not have 
prepandemic data for our sample, it is likely these differ-
ences were pre- existing as evidence indicates members 
of LGBQ+ communities are at a higher risk of common 
mental health problems than the general population13 40; 
however, they were possibly made worse by the response 
to COVID- 19. The LGBQ+ participants in our study were 
more likely to report increased sleeping problems, less 
physical activity and greater use of pain medication than 
usual during the restrictions. When considered along-
side the findings from other studies that have looked at 
impacts with in the LGBQ+ communities,21 22 24 25 these 
findings suggest an increase in the inequalities experi-
enced by this group in the UK due to the negative impacts 
on health and mental well- being.

Our study found that LGBQ+ participants compared 
with the others were significantly less likely to have visited 
relatives (outside of their household) or to have had visits 
from family or friends; two activities that under most 
circumstances were not permitted at that time due to the 
restrictions in force. This may reflect an increased aware-
ness of the potential impacts of COVID- 19 on people’s 
physical health or concerns about risks from COVID- 19 
to themselves, or to the wider LGBQ+ community, due to 
other health issues such as HIV. This adds further insight 
to the existing literature that draws solely on samples from 
within the LGBQ+ communities, where social isolation 
and loneliness are identified as key factors contributing to 
poor mental health outcomes for LGBQ+ people during 
the restrictions.22 41 42 In a national UK survey of LGBQ+ 
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people, the top three concerns about the COVID- 19 
restrictions were being unable to see family and friends, 
being worried about the health of friends and family and 
decreased well- being.24 Friendship networks and LGBQ+ 
spaces can play an important role in affirming LGBQ+ 
people’s identity, as well as providing a support mecha-
nism,43 and as noted in our interviews, a lack of access to 
these during COVID- 19 restrictions could contribute to 
loneliness and isolation.

While some studies of LGBQ+ people in the UK22 25 have 
indicated that some LGBQ+ people reported increased 
use of alcohol, nicotine and other substances, we found 
no difference in the changes in the use of alcohol and 
nicotine between LGBQ+ participants and others. 
Overall, among all participants, of those who drunk or 
smoked, more people reported doing so more often 
than less often. Few participants overall reported using 
illicit or street drugs, around half of these reported using 
these less often. Though not significant, a much higher 
proportion of LGBQ+ participants reported using these 
more often, but the small numbers using these substances 
overall limit statistical power.

There is little research published about the impact of 
COVID- 19 on the exercise and eating habits of LGBQ+ 
people in the UK, but available data from surveys of 
LGBQ+ people indicate many reported a poorer diet25 and 
less exercise.22 Our findings confirm that LGBQ+ people 
were exercising or eating a healthy diet significantly less 
than usual, when compared with the other participants, 
indicating a more substantive impact of the COVID- 19 
restrictions on the physical health of LGBQ+ people. 
The reason for these impacts on diet and exercise needs 
further investigation, but our interviews suggest these 
might reflect LGBQ+ people having reduced opportuni-
ties to access food and exercise because they are staying 
at home due to underlying health issues, have less access 
to outside space due to living in more urban areas and/or 
are abiding by the restrictions more carefully. However, 
they may also reflect the impacts of restrictions on existing 
well- being inequalities,24 44 for example, heightened anxi-
eties, or concerns for their safety when out and about, as 
other studies have suggested that hate crimes and abuse 
increased in the UK during the pandemic.22 24

Some interview participants described how they or their 
partner were furloughed, and they were worried about the 
longer- term impacts of the pandemic on their job, which 
subsequently affected their mental health. However, the 
majority (demonstrated through survey findings) had not 
experienced financial hardship or housing problems as a 
result of the COVID- 19 pandemic, and financial impacts 
were similar between LGBQ+ participants and the rest. 
However, the LGBQ+ participants in our survey were more 
likely to feel that the government had not given enough 
thought to the longer- term impacts of the restrictions and 
guidance on people’s jobs. Most of our interview partic-
ipants described the challenges of working from home, 
rather than any impacts relating to unemployment. In a 
national LGBQ+ survey, one- fifth described losing their 

job as being a concern, with some verbatim responses 
describing people’s experiences of struggling to find work 
or having to close their business.24 However, our findings 
suggest that LGBQ+ population was probably not dispro-
portionately impacted by these issues.

Surveys of LGBQ+ people21 24 25 have indicated that they 
experienced difficulties in accessing healthcare and medi-
cine during the restrictions. Our findings indicate that 
problems accessing medication were much more common 
among LGBQ+ people. However, we did not find any 
differences in accessing healthcare, overall, three- fifths 
of our survey participants had used healthcare less than 
usual, indicating delays in timely access to healthcare and 
so potentially long- term impacts on health and well- being. 
The LGBQ+ participants in our survey were significantly 
more likely to feel that not enough thought had been 
given to these longer- term impacts of the restrictions on 
people’s physical and mental health, when compared with 
other participants. This may suggest a greater awareness 
among LGBQ+ communities of inequalities in health and 
well- being, including healthcare access, and how these 
could be impacted by the restrictions. Though this needs 
further examination, this might reflect such inequalities 
being more common among LGBQ+ communities24 due 
to current and historic discrimination and marginalisation.

While this study is among the first to explore the 
impacts of the UK Government guidance and social 
distancing measures on LGBQ+ communities in a general 
population sample, it is important to consider the study’s 
limitations. Our overall sample size is relatively large 
and we successfully over sampled LGBQ+ participants to 
permit comparison, however, while our LGBQ+ sample 
was broadly representative of the regional population in 
terms of age, gender and area of residence our sample 
overall was less representative. Though we adjusted for 
this difference in our analysis, we cannot be certain that 
residual confounding remains or that our convenience 
sample is wholly representative. The survey was only deliv-
ered online, reflecting the restrictions in placement at 
the time, and thus it may have excluded some groups of 
potential participants, such as those with limited access 
to the internet or who are less comfortable using tech-
nology. Considering these limitations and that our sample 
is drawn from one region, our findings should be gener-
alised with caution.

Our findings show that LGBQ+ people experienced 
a similar range of impacts to the rest of the UK general 
population45–47; these impacts included both negative 
ones, such as increasing isolation, and positive ones, such 
as improved work–life balance. However, LGBQ+ people 
in the UK appear to have experienced greater negative 
impacts on their health and well- being, with these dispro-
portionate impacts similar to those reported in other 
countries.26–30 Our findings support those from surveys 
drawn from the LGBQ+ population,21–25 indicating that 
the restrictions and guidance implemented in response 
to the COVID- 19 pandemic have exacerbated existing 
health inequalities in the UK.
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These findings have implications in relation to the plan-
ning of responses to future pandemics and other public 
health emergencies. They indicate a need to consider the 
potential effects of these responses on LGBQ+ communi-
ties, so as to prevent differential impacts and the ampli-
fication of existing health inequalities. While further 
research is needed to better understand these impacts 
and their potential longer- term consequences, existing 
evidence indicates a need to consider ways to minimise 
potential impacts on isolation, to ensure access to appro-
priate healthcare and well- being support for LGBQ+ 
people and to ensure that guidance is inclusive. This 
could, for example, be through the inclusion of LGBQ+ 
communities in the contingency planning for future 
responses, and by ensuring LGBQ+ health and well- being 
support organisations have the capacity and resources to 
adapt and respond to future public health emergencies.

Responses to public health emergencies need guid-
ance that is clear and concise, thus requiring it to be 
simple. However, to encourage compliance, and to mini-
mise differential impacts, it is important that such guid-
ance is inclusive and relevant to all people in diverse 
and multicultural societies. Preparedness planning for 
future pandemic responses, and other public health 
emergencies, when identifying the core interventions 
for implementation, should therefore ensure that the 
interventions options identified, and the communication 
guidelines for these are subject to appropriate equality 
impact assessments.

Twitter Vivian D Hope @VivProf, Hannah Timpson @hannah_timpson, Lorna 
Porcellato @LPorcellato, Caroline E Brett @cebrett_health, Rebecca Harrison @
Beccy60428598, Anna Hunt @AnnaHuntBScMSc, Gordon Hay @DrGordonHay and 
Pooja Saini @poojaliverpool

Acknowledgements We would like to thank all of the participants who took part 
in the surveys and interviews. We would also like to thank Professor Harry Sumnall, 
Professor Zara Quigg, Dr Ivan Gee and Dr Mark Forshaw, who contributed to the 
design and implementation of the study.

Contributors All authors contributed to the writing of the manuscript, and also to 
either the analyses of the quantitative (VDH, GH and CEB) or the qualitative data 
(LP, PS, AH, RH, CB, HT and CL). All authors were involved in the designed and 
implementation of the study.

Funding This work was funded by Liverpool John Moores University.

Competing interests None declared.

Patient and public involvement Patients and/or the public were not involved in 
the design, or conduct, or reporting, or dissemination plans of this research.

Patient consent for publication Consent obtained directly from patient(s).

Ethics approval This study involves human participants. This study was approved 
by the Liverpool John Moores University research ethics committee: 20/PHI/014 
and 20/NSP/017. Participants gave informed consent to participate in the study 
before taking part.

Provenance and peer review Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.

Data availability statement No data are available.

Supplemental material This content has been supplied by the author(s). It has 
not been vetted by BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) and may not have been 
peer- reviewed. Any opinions or recommendations discussed are solely those 
of the author(s) and are not endorsed by BMJ. BMJ disclaims all liability and 
responsibility arising from any reliance placed on the content. Where the content 
includes any translated material, BMJ does not warrant the accuracy and reliability 
of the translations (including but not limited to local regulations, clinical guidelines, 

terminology, drug names and drug dosages), and is not responsible for any error 
and/or omissions arising from translation and adaptation or otherwise.

Open access This is an open access article distributed in accordance with the 
Creative Commons Attribution Non Commercial (CC BY- NC 4.0) license, which 
permits others to distribute, remix, adapt, build upon this work non- commercially, 
and license their derivative works on different terms, provided the original work is 
properly cited, appropriate credit is given, any changes made indicated, and the use 
is non- commercial. See: http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/.

ORCID iDs
Vivian D Hope http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5712-5734
Hannah Timpson http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5266-6715
Lorna Porcellato http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8656-299X
Caroline E Brett http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5680-2948
Rebecca Harrison http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0774-6425
Anna Hunt http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0864-4113
Charlotte Bigland http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1310-4074
Conan Leavey http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3273-1591
Gordon Hay http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8346-9618
Pooja Saini http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4981-7914

REFERENCES
 1 World Health Organisation. “World health Organisation 'WHO 

director- general’s opening remarks at the media briefing on 
COVID- 19'” Available: https://www.who.int/directorgeneral/ 
speeches/detail/who-director-general-s-opening-remarks-at-the- 
media-briefing-on-covid19---11-march-2020 [Accessed 11 Mar 
2020].

 2 Prime Minister’s OfficePrime Minister’s statement on Coronavirus 
(COVID- 19): 23 March 2020'. UK goverment. Available: https://
www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pmaddress-to-the-nation-on- 
coronavirus-23-march-2020 [Accessed 23 Mar 2020].

 3 Lewnard JA, Lo NC. Scientific and ethical basis for social- distancing 
interventions against COVID- 19. Lancet Infect Dis 2020;20:631–3. 

 4 Bell DM, World Health Organization Working Group on International 
and Community Transmission of SARS. Public health interventions 
and SARS spread, 2003. Emerg Infect Dis 2004;10:1900–6. 

 5 Public Health England. Guidance on social distancing for everyone 
in the UK. Available: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/ 
covid-19-guidance-on-social-distancing-and-forvulnerable-people/ 
guidance-on-social-distancing-for-everyone-in-the-uk-and- 
protecting-olderpeople-and-vulnerable-adults [Accessed 20 Mar 
2020].

 6 Office C. Government publishes new guidance on staying alert and 
safe (social distancing). Lobndon 2020.

 7 Cabinet Office. COVID- 19 response: living with COVID- 19. guidance, 
Available: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/covid-19- 
response-living-with-covid-19 [Accessed 21 Feb 2022].

 8 Home Office. Hate crime, England and Wales, 2018/19. 2019. 
Available: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/ 
uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file /839172/hate-crime- 
1819-hosb2419.pdf

 9 Curtice J, Clery E, Perry J, et al. British social attitudes: the 36th 
report, london: the national centre for social research.2019.Available: 
https://www.bsa.natcen.ac.uk/media/39363/bsa_36.pdf

 10 Frost DM, Lehavot K, Meyer IH. Minority stress and physical health 
among sexual minority individuals. J Behav Med 2015;38:1–8. 

 11 Kelleher C. Minority stress and health: implications for lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, transgender, and questioning (LGBTQ) young people. 
Couns Psychol Q 2009;22:373–9. 

 12 Hendricks ML, Testa RJ. A conceptual framework for clinical work 
with transgender and gender nonconforming clients: an adaptation of 
the minority stress model. Prof Psychol Res Pr 2012;43:460–7. 

 13 King M, Semlyen J, Tai SS, et al. A systematic review of mental 
disorder, suicide, and deliberate self harm in lesbian, gay and 
bisexual people. BMC Psychiatry 2008;8:70. 

 14 Borgogna NC, McDermott RC, Aita SL, et al. Anxiety and depression 
across gender and sexual minorities: implications for transgender, 
gender nonconforming, pansexual, demisexual, asexual, queer, and 
questioning individuals. Psychol Sex Orientat Gend 2019;6:54–63. 

 15 Hull KE, Ortyl TA. Conventional and cutting- edge: definitions of family 
in LGBT communities. Sex Res Soc Policy 2019;16:31–43. 

 16 Weeks J, Heaphy B, Donovan C. Same sex intimacies: families of 
choice and other life experiments. New York: Routledge, 2001.

 17 Santos G- M, Ackerman B, Rao A, et al. Economic, mental health, 
HIV prevention and HIV treatment impacts of COVID- 19 and the 

 on O
ctober 10, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2022-068818 on 9 O

ctober 2023. D
ow

nloaded from
 

https://twitter.com/VivProf
https://twitter.com/hannah_timpson
https://twitter.com/LPorcellato
https://twitter.com/cebrett_health
https://twitter.com/Beccy60428598
https://twitter.com/Beccy60428598
https://twitter.com/AnnaHuntBScMSc
https://twitter.com/DrGordonHay
https://twitter.com/poojaliverpool
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/
http://orcid.org/0000-0001-5712-5734
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5266-6715
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8656-299X
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-5680-2948
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0774-6425
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0864-4113
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-1310-4074
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-3273-1591
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8346-9618
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-4981-7914
https://www.who.int/directorgeneral/speeches/detail/who-director-general-s-opening-remarks-at-the-media-briefing-on-covid19---11-march-2020
https://www.who.int/directorgeneral/speeches/detail/who-director-general-s-opening-remarks-at-the-media-briefing-on-covid19---11-march-2020
https://www.who.int/directorgeneral/speeches/detail/who-director-general-s-opening-remarks-at-the-media-briefing-on-covid19---11-march-2020
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pmaddress-to-the-nation-on-coronavirus-23-march-2020
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pmaddress-to-the-nation-on-coronavirus-23-march-2020
https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/pmaddress-to-the-nation-on-coronavirus-23-march-2020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1473-3099(20)30190-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.3201/eid1011.040729
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/covid-19-guidance-on-social-distancing-and-forvulnerable-people/guidance-on-social-distancing-for-everyone-in-the-uk-and-protecting-olderpeople-and-vulnerable-adults
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/covid-19-guidance-on-social-distancing-and-forvulnerable-people/guidance-on-social-distancing-for-everyone-in-the-uk-and-protecting-olderpeople-and-vulnerable-adults
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/covid-19-guidance-on-social-distancing-and-forvulnerable-people/guidance-on-social-distancing-for-everyone-in-the-uk-and-protecting-olderpeople-and-vulnerable-adults
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/covid-19-guidance-on-social-distancing-and-forvulnerable-people/guidance-on-social-distancing-for-everyone-in-the-uk-and-protecting-olderpeople-and-vulnerable-adults
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/covid-19-response-living-with-covid-19
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/covid-19-response-living-with-covid-19
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file%20/839172/hate-crime-1819-hosb2419.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file%20/839172/hate-crime-1819-hosb2419.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file%20/839172/hate-crime-1819-hosb2419.pdf
https://www.bsa.natcen.ac.uk/media/39363/bsa_36.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10865-013-9523-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09515070903334995
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029597
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-244X-8-70
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/sgd0000306
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13178-018-0324-2
http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


14 Hope VD, et al. BMJ Open 2023;13:e068818. doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2022-068818

Open access 

COVID- 19 response on a global sample of cisgender gay men and 
other men who have sex with men. In Review [Preprint] 2020. 

 18 Flentje A, Obedin- Maliver J, Lubensky ME, et al. Depression 
and anxiety changes among sexual and gender minority people 
coinciding with onset of COVID- 19 pandemic. J Gen Intern Med 
2020;35:2788–90. 

 19 Gonzales G, Loret de Mola E, Gavulic KA, et al. Mental health needs 
among lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender college students 
during the COVID- 19 pandemic. J Adolesc Health 2020;67:645–8. 

 20 Sanchez TH, Zlotorzynska M, Rai M, et al. Characterizing the impact 
of COVID19 on men who have sex with men across the United 
States in April, 2020. AIDS Behav 2020;24:2024–32. 

 21 Foundation L. Hidden Figures: The Impact of the COVID- 19 
pandemic on LGBT communities in the UK. LGBT foundation, 
Manchester, UK. 2020.Available: https://lgbt.foundation/coronavirus/
hiddenfigures

 22 LGBT Hero. The LGBTQ+ Lockdown wellbeing report. 
2020.Available: https://www.lgbthero.org.uk/the-lgbtq-lockdown- 
wellbeing-report

 23 Kneale D, Bécares L. The mental health and experiences of 
discrimination of Lgbtq+ people during the COVID- 19 pandemic: 
initial findings from the Queerantine study. [Preprint] 2020. 

 24 Hudson N, Kersting F, Lynch- Huggins S, et al. LGBT+ communities 
during the COVID- 19 pandemic. a review of evidence. Natcen social 
research London.

 25 Viney D. Impact of COVID-19 on Birmingham’s LGBT communities’. 
Birmingham LGBT, Birmingham, UK. September.2020.Available: 
https://blgbt.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Impact-of-Covid19- 
on-LGBT-community.pdf

 26 Ruprecht MM, Wang X, Johnson AK, et al. Evidence of social 
and structural COVID- 19 disparities by sexual orientation, gender 
identity, and race/ethnicity in an urban environment. J Urban Health 
2021;98:27–40. 

 27 Moore SE, Wierenga KL, Prince DM, et al. Disproportionate impact of 
the COVID- 19 pandemic on perceived social support, mental health 
and somatic symptoms in sexual and gender minority populations.  
J Homosex 2021;68:577–91. 

 28 Baumel K, Hamlett M, Wheeler B, et al. Living through COVID- 19: 
social distancing, computer- mediated communication, and well- 
being in sexual minority and heterosexual adults. J Homosex 
2021;68:673–91. 

 29 Buspavanich P, Lech S, Lermer E, et al. Well- being during COVID- 19 
pandemic: a comparison of individuals with minoritized sexual 
and gender identities and cis- heterosexual individuals. PLoS One 
2021;16:e0252356. 

 30 Nowaskie DZ, Roesler AC. The impact of COVID- 19 on the LGBTQ+ 
community: comparisons between cisgender, heterosexual people, 
cisgender sexual minority people, and gender minority people. 
Psychiatry Res 2022;309:114391. 

 31 Creswell J. Research design: qualitative, quantitative and mixed 
methods approaches. California, 2003.

 32 Bush K, Kivlahan DR, McDonell MB, et al. Ambulatory care quality 
improvement project. The AUDIT alcohol consumption questions 

(AUDIT- C)—an effective brief screening test for problem drinking. 
Arch Intern Med 1998;158:1789–95. 

 33 Stewart- Brown S, Tennant A, Tennant R, et al. Internal construct 
validity of the Warwick- Edinburgh mental well- being scale 
(WEMWBS): a Rasch analysis using data from the Scottish 
health education population survey. Health Qual Life Outcomes 
2009;7:15. 

 34 Nickson S. Personal wellbeing Harmonised standard. government 
statistical service. 2020. Available: https://gss.civilservice.gov.uk/ 
policy-store/personal-wellbeing/#dissemination-output [Accessed 16 
Apr 2021].

 35 Smith BW, Dalen J, Wiggins K, et al. The brief resilience 
scale: assessing the ability to bounce back. Int J Behav Med 
2008;15:194–200. 

 36 Butler J, Kern ML. The PERMA- profiler: a brief multidimensional 
measure of flourishing. Intnl J Wellbeing 2016;6:1–48. 

 37 Wright L, Fancourt D, Bu F. COVID- 19 social study user guide. 2022 
10.17605/OSF.IO/JM8RA

 38 Saunders B, Sim J, Kingstone T, et al. Saturation in qualitative 
research: exploring its conceptualization and Operationalization. Qual 
Quant 2018;52:1893–907. 

 39 Braun V, Clarke V. Using thematic analysis in psychology. Qual Res 
Psychol 2006;3:77–101. 

 40 Semlyen J, King M, Varney J, et al. Sexual orientation and symptoms 
of common mental disorder or low wellbeing: combined meta- 
analysis of 12 UK population health surveys. BMC Psychiatry 
2016;16:67. 

 41 Houghton MTasker F. LGBTQ* UK COVID- 19 Lockdown 18- 35 
experiences first survey (4 June to 6 August 2020): preliminary 
results’, Birkbeck, University of London: The British Academy 2020 
Available: https://lgbtq1835c19lockdown.files.wordpress.com/2020/ 
09/1st-survey-prelim-resultsreport-18sep2020.pdf

 42 Haworth BT. Learning from LGBTIQ+ experiences of COVID- 19 in 
the UK for future crises: recommendations to policymakers and 
practitioners for more inclusive strategies. FEB 2021, Manchester: 
University of Manchester. 2021. Available: https://documents. 
manchester.ac.uk/display.aspx?DocID=53042

 43 Formby E. Exploring LGBT spaces and communities: contrasting 
identities, belongings and wellbeing. 1st edn. Routledge, 

 44 Hudson- Sharp N, Metcalf H. Inequality among lesbian, gay, bisexual 
and transgenders groups in the UK: a review of evidence. London: 
NIESR, 2016.

 45 Hills S, Eraso Y. Factors associated with non- adherence to social 
distancing rules during the COVID- 19 pandemic: a logistic regression 
analysis. BMC Public Health 2021;21:352. 

 46 Naughton F, Ward E, Khondoker M, et al. Health behaviour change 
during the UK COVID- 19 lockdown: findings from the first wave of 
the C- 19 health behaviour and well- being daily tracker study. Br J 
Health Psychol 2021;26:624–43. 

 47 Groarke JM, Berry E, Graham- Wisener L, et al. Loneliness in 
the UK during the COVID- 19 pandemic: cross- sectional results 
from the COVID- 19 psychological wellbeing study. PLoS One 
2020;15:e0239698. 

 on O
ctober 10, 2023 by guest. P

rotected by copyright.
http://bm

jopen.bm
j.com

/
B

M
J O

pen: first published as 10.1136/bm
jopen-2022-068818 on 9 O

ctober 2023. D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11606-020-05970-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2020.08.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10461-020-02894-2
https://lgbt.foundation/coronavirus/hiddenfigures
https://lgbt.foundation/coronavirus/hiddenfigures
https://www.lgbthero.org.uk/the-lgbtq-lockdown-wellbeing-report
https://www.lgbthero.org.uk/the-lgbtq-lockdown-wellbeing-report
https://blgbt.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Impact-of-Covid19-on-LGBT-community.pdf
https://blgbt.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Impact-of-Covid19-on-LGBT-community.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11524-020-00497-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2020.1868184
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2020.1868184
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00918369.2020.1868190
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0252356
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2022.114391
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/archinte.158.16.1789
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1477-7525-7-15
https://gss.civilservice.gov.uk/policy-store/personal-wellbeing/#dissemination-output
https://gss.civilservice.gov.uk/policy-store/personal-wellbeing/#dissemination-output
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10705500802222972
http://dx.doi.org/10.5502/ijw.v6i3.526
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11135-017-0574-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11135-017-0574-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
http://dx.doi.org/10.1191/1478088706qp063oa
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12888-016-0767-z
https://lgbtq1835c19lockdown.files.wordpress.com/2020/09/1st-survey-prelim-resultsreport-18sep2020.pdf
https://lgbtq1835c19lockdown.files.wordpress.com/2020/09/1st-survey-prelim-resultsreport-18sep2020.pdf
https://documents.manchester.ac.uk/display.aspx?DocID=53042
https://documents.manchester.ac.uk/display.aspx?DocID=53042
http://dx.doi.org/10.4324/9781315747798
http://dx.doi.org/10.4324/9781315747798
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12889-021-10379-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12500
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12500
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0239698
http://bmjopen.bmj.com/


Table A: Comparison of LGBQ+ participants perception of the COVID-19 guidance to rest of participants: PHOENIX baseline survey 

  

Sexual orientation 

Heterosexual LGBQ+ 

LGBQ+ participants compared to heterosexual participants 

ꭓ2 p-value 
Odds ratio (OR), 95% 

CI 

Adjusted OR* (age, 

gen & area), 95% CI  

How relevant to your family or 

household is the government’s COVID-

19 guidance about staying at home?  

(N=1,534) 

Very relevant 677 50% 83 43% 

0.163 

1.00       1.00       

Relevant 431 32% 63 33% 1.19 0.84 - 1.69 1.09 0.75 - 1.59 

Somewhat relevant 179 13% 33 17% 1.50 0.97 - 2.32 1.01 0.63 - 1.64 

Not relevant 33 2.5% 7 4% 1.73 0.74 - 4.04 1.20 0.47 - 3.03 

Not at all relevant 22 1.6% 6 3% 2.22 0.88 - 5.64 0.77 0.25 - 2.39 

Total 1342   192                     

How easy to follow is the government’s 
COVID-19 guidance about staying at 

home for your family or household?  

(N=1,537) 

Very easy 384 29% 50 26% 

0.029 

0.94 0.60 - 1.47 1.02 0.63 - 1.65 

Easy 492 37% 59 31% 0.86 0.56 - 1.34 0.85 0.53 - 1.37 

Neither easy or difficult 266 20% 37 19% 1.00    1.00    

Difficult 163 12% 39 20% 1.72 1.05 - 2.81 1.60 0.94 - 2.73 

Very difficult 40 3% 7 4% 1.26 0.53 - 3.01 0.83 0.31 - 2.26 

Total 1345   192                     

How much do you agree that the 

government did enough to make its 

COVID-19 guidance about staying at 

home workable for different types of 

families or households in general?   

(N=1,536) 

Strongly agree 162 12% 14 7% 

<0.0001 

0.71 0.36 - 1.38 0.70 0.34 - 1.42 

Somewhat agree 352 26% 38 20% 0.89 0.53 - 1.48 0.85 0.49 - 1.47 

Neither agree nor disagree 238 18% 29 15% 1.00    1.00    

Somewhat disagree 379 28% 50 26% 1.08 0.67 - 1.76 1.04 0.62 - 1.75 

Strongly disagree 214 16% 60 31% 2.30 1.42 - 3.72 1.72 1.02 - 2.90 

Total 1345   191                     

 How much do you agree that the 

government considered the impact on 

people like you when it was preparing 

its COVID-19 guidance about staying at 

home?   (N=1,536) 

Strongly agree 198 15% 22 11% 

<0.0001 

1.12 0.63 - 2.00 1.33 0.72 - 2.44 

Somewhat agree 406 30% 42 22% 1.04 0.64 - 1.70 0.75 0.41 - 1.70 

Neither agree nor disagree 302 22% 30 16% 1.00    1.00    

Somewhat disagree 257 19% 54 28% 2.12 1.31 - 3.41 1.92 1.15 - 3.20 

Strongly disagree 181 13% 44 23% 2.45 1.49 - 4.03 1.73 1.01 - 2.98 

Total 1344   192                     

*Adjusted using multivariate logistic regression 
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Table B:  Perceptions of the thought that the government had given to the long-term impacts of its guidance, confidence in government ability to manage 

COVID-19 and self-rating of COVID knowledge, comparison of LGBQ+ participants to rest of participants: PHOENIX baseline survey 

  

Sexual orientation 

Heterosexual LGBQ+ 

LGBQ+ participants compared to heterosexual participants 

Mann-

Whitney U 

Test p-value 

Odds ratio (OR), 95% 

CI 

Adjusted OR* (age, 

gen & area), 95% CI  

Think about the 

impact in 5 to 10 

years' time of the 

current restrictions 

that have been put in 

place by the 

government. How 

much thought do you 

feel has been given to: 

(Not enough to too 

much on scale 0 to 10) 

The long-term effects on 

our physical health 

(n=1,532) 

n 1,341 191                   

Mean 4.2 3.7 
0.0008 0.91 0.85 - 0.97 0.93 0.86 - 0.99 

Median 5.0 4.0 

SD 2.25 2.31                   

The long-term effects on 

our mental health 

(n=1,530) 

n 1,340 190                   

Mean 3.7 2.8 
<0.0001 0.85 0.80 - 0.91 0.89 0.83 - 0.95 

Median 3.0 2.0 

SD 2.48 2.50                   

The long-term effects on 

children and young 

people's education 

(n=1,530) 

n 1,339 191                   

Mean 4.0 3.6 
0.0125 0.93 0.87 - 0.99 0.94 0.88 - 1.01 

Median 4.0 3.0 

SD 2.49 2.45                   

The long-term effects on 

young people's future 

prospects (n=1,530) 

n 1,339 191                   

Mean 3.8 3.2 
0.0028 0.92 0.86 - 0.98 0.95 0.89 - 1.02 

Median 4.0 3.0 

SD 2.52 2.57                   

The long-term effects on 

the elderly (n=1,529) 

n 1,338 191                   

Mean 3.7 3.4 
0.0992 0.97 0.92 - 1.02 0.96 0.90 - 1.01 

Median 3.0 2.5 

SD 2.81 2.96                   

The long-term effects on 

people's jobs (n=1,534) 

n 1,342 192                   

Mean 4.3 3.8 
0.0093 0.93 0.88 - 0.99 0.93 0.87 - 0.99 

Median 4.0 3.5 

SD 2.68 2.64                   
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Table B Cont. 

 

The long-term effects on 

people's finances 

(n=1,533) 

n 1,342 191                   

Mean 4.2 3.8 
0.0423 0.95 0.89 - 1.00 0.96 0.90 - 1.02 

Median 4.0 3.0 

SD 2.77 2.67                   

The long-term effects on 

the economy (n=1,532) 

n 1,340 192                   

Mean 5.3 5.4 
0.5884 1.02 0.97 - 1.07 1.02 0.96 - 1.07 

Median 5.0 5.0 

SD 2.94 3.06                   

The long-term effects on 

our security (n=1,523) 

n 1,332 191                   

Mean 3.9 3.8 
0.2248 0.97 0.91 - 1.04 1.01 0.94 - 1.07 

Median 4.0 4.0 

SD 2.44 2.59                   

The long-term effects on 

politics (n=1,528) 

n 1,337  191                   

Mean 5.0 4.9 
0.8433 1.00 0.95 - 1.05 1.00 0.95 - 1.05 

Median 5.0 5.0 

SD 2.93 3.26                   

The long-term effects on 

health care services, such 

as the NHS (n=1,528) 

n 1,338  190                   

Mean 4.3 3.7 
0.0096 0.94 0.89 - 0.99 0.95 0.89 - 1.00 

Median 4.0 3.0 

SD 3.032 3.027                   

The long-term effects on 

social care services, such 

as care homes (n=1,526) 

n 1,336 190          

Mean 3.4 2.9 
0.0149 0.94 0.89 - 0.99 0.96 0.90 - 1.02 

Median 2.0 2.0 

SD 2.93 2.86                   

How would you rate your level of knowledge on 

Covid-19? (scale of 0-10, Poor to Good; n=1,538) 

n 1,346 192 

0.939 1.01 0.93 - 1.09 1.06 0.97 - 1.17 
Mean 7.5 7.5 

Median 8.0 8.0 

SD 1.84 1.87 

How much confidence do you have in the UK 

Government that they can handle Covid-19 well? 

(scale of 0-10, Poor to Good; n=1,533) 

n 1,342 191 

<0.001 0.88 0.84 - 0.93 0.90 0.85 - 0.95 
Mean 3.8 2.7 

Median 3.0 2.0 

SD 3.07 2.82 

*Adjusted using multivariate logistic regression 

BMJ Publishing Group Limited (BMJ) disclaims all liability and responsibility arising from any reliance
Supplemental material placed on this supplemental material which has been supplied by the author(s) BMJ Open

 doi: 10.1136/bmjopen-2022-068818:e068818. 13 2023;BMJ Open, et al. Hope VD



Table C: Comparison of the impacts on LGBQ+ participants to those experienced by the rest of the participants: 

PHOENIX baseline survey 

 

Sexual orientation 

Heterosexual LGBQ+ 

LGBQ+ participants compared to heterosexual participants 

ꭓ2 p-

value 
Odds ratio (OR), 95% CI 

Adjusted OR* (age, gender & 

area), 95% CI  

Experienced any of the following since the start of the government's social distancing measures. (N=1,531)  

Lost your job / been 

unable to do paid 

work 

Not reported 
1,232 92% 171 90% 

0.260 

1.00       1.00       

Yes 
108 8% 20 10% 

1.33 0.81 - 2.21 0.91 0.53 - 1.59 

Your spouse/partner 

lost their job or was 

unable to do paid 

work 

Not reported 
1,268 95% 176 92% 

0.166 

1.00       1.00       

Yes 
72 5% 15 8% 

1.50 0.84 - 2.68 1.48 0.78 - 2.79 

Major cut in 

household income  

Not reported 
1,095 82% 152 80% 

0.478 

1.00       1.00       

Yes 
245 18% 39 20% 

1.15 0.79 - 1.67 0.80 0.52 - 1.21 

Unable to pay bills / 

rent / mortgage 

Not reported 
1,282 96% 180 94% 

0.373 

1.00       1.00       

Yes 
58 4% 11 6% 

1.35 0.70 - 2.62 1.18 0.57 - 2.43 

Evicted / lost 

accommodation 

Not reported 
1,340 100% 191 100% 

NA 

                

Yes 
- 0% 0 0% 

                

Unable to access 

sufficient food 

Not reported 
1,246 93% 167 87% 

0.007 

1.00       1.00       

Yes 
94 7% 24 13% 

1.90 1.18 - 3.07 2.02 1.20 - 3.39 

Unable to access 

required medication 

Not reported 
1,277 95% 170 89% 

<0.001 

1.00       1.00       

Yes 
63 5% 21 11% 

2.50 1.49 - 4.21 2.70 1.52 - 4.77 

Somebody close to 

you is ill in hospital 

(due to Covid-19 or 

another illness) 

Not reported 
1,258 94% 168 88% 

0.002 

1.00       1.00       

Yes 
82 6% 23 12% 

2.10 1.29 - 3.43 2.17 1.26 - 3.72 

You lost somebody 

close to you (due to 

Covid-19 or another 

cause) 

Not reported 
1,232 92% 176 92% 

0.922 

1.00       1.00       

Yes 
108 8% 15 8% 

0.97 0.55 - 1.71 1.09 0.60 - 1.99 

None of the above 

Not reported 
483 36% 79 41% 

0.154 

1.00       1.00       

Yes 
857 64% 112 59% 

0.80 0.59 - 1.09 0.92 0.66 - 1.29 
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Table C Cont. 

 

 

  

Sexual orientation 

Heterosexual LGBQ+ 

LGBQ+ participants compared to heterosexual participants 

ꭓ2 p-

value 
Odds ratio (OR), 95% CI 

Adjusted OR (age, gender 

& area), 95% CI 

Think back since the start of the government's social distancing measures and select if you've done each of the following more, less, or the 

same as usual. 

Amount of food eaten 

(N=1,537) 

Less than usual 164 12% 28 15% 

0.606 

1.26 0.80 - 2.00 1.02 0.62 - 1.69 

About the same 644 48% 87 45% 1.00  
 

 1.00  
 

 

More than usual 537 40% 77 40% 1.06 0.77 - 1.47 1.21 0.85 - 1.74 

Total   1,345   192                     

Eaten a healthy diet 

(N=1,528) 

Less than usual 370 28% 73 38% 

0.007 

1.71 1.22 - 2.40 1.70 1.17 - 2.46 

About the same 729 55% 84 44% 1.00  
 

 1.00  
 

 

More than usual 238 18% 34 18% 1.24 0.81 - 1.90 0.97 0.61 - 1.55 

Total   1,337   191                     

Eaten take-away food 

(N=1,237) 

Less than usual 773 73% 109 64% 

0.033 

0.75 0.50 - 1.13 0.91 0.58 - 1.42 

About the same 186 17% 35 20% 1.00  
 

 1.00  
 

 

More than usual 107 10% 27 16% 1.34 0.77 - 2.34 1.09 0.60 - 2.00 

Total   1,066   171                     

Smoked tobacco 

(N=231) 

Less than usual 43 24% 14 26% 

0.945 

1.13 0.51 - 2.49 0.66 0.25 - 1.77 

About the same 66 37% 19 36% 1.00  
 

 1.00  
 

 

More than usual 69 39% 20 38% 1.01 0.49 - 2.05 1.17 0.50 - 2.74 

Total   178   53                     

Used vapes/e-

cigarettes (N=167) 

Less than usual 27 20% 10 29% 

0.473 

1.36 0.54 - 3.42 0.47 0.14 - 1.63 

About the same 55 42% 15 43% 1.00  
 

 1.00  
 

 

More than usual 50 38% 10 29% 0.73 0.30 - 1.78 0.59 0.19 - 1.82 

Total   132   35                     

Drunk alcohol 

(N=1,192) 

Less than usual 199 19% 32 21% 

0.262 

1.28 0.80 - 2.04 0.93 0.55 - 1.55 

About the same 429 41% 54 35% 1.00  
 

 1.00  
 

 

More than usual 408 39% 70 45% 1.36 0.93 - 1.99 1.19 0.79 - 1.80 

Total   1,036   156                     

Sleep (N=1,533) Less than usual 391 29% 68 36% 

0.028 

1.58 1.10 - 2.25 1.59 1.08 - 2.35 

About the same 635 47% 70 37% 1.00  
 

 1.00  
 

 

More than usual 318 24% 51 27% 1.45 0.99 - 2.14 1.25 0.82 - 1.91 

Total   1,344   189                     

Taken exercise 

(N=1,519) 

Less than usual 504 38% 104 55% 

<0.001 

2.36 1.61 - 3.48 2.51 1.65 - 3.82 

About the same 458 34% 40 21% 1.00  
 

 1.00  
 

 

More than usual 367 28% 46 24% 1.44 0.92 - 2.24 1.23 0.76 - 2.00 

Total   1,329   190                     

Used health services 

(e.g., seeing a doctor 

or nurse) (N=1,115) 

Less than usual 548 57% 97 63% 

0.389 

0.78 0.54 - 1.12 1.20 0.82 - 1.77 

About the same 384 40% 53 34% 1.00  
 

 1.00  
 

 

More than usual 28 3% 5 3% 1.01 0.38 - 2.68 1.05 0.36 - 3.09 

Total   960   155                     

Taken medicine 

prescribed to you by a 

doctor (N=1,021) 

Less than usual 70 8% 8 6% 

0.095 

0.73 0.34 - 1.57 0.43 0.19 - 1.00 

About the same 752 85% 117 83% 1.00  
 

 1.00  
 

 

More than usual 58 7% 16 11% 1.77 0.99 - 3.19 1.54 0.79 - 3.01 

Total   880   141                     

Taken medicine that 

you bought on advice 

of your doctor 

(N=613) 

Less than usual 121 23% 15 17% 

0.226 

0.71 0.39 - 1.30 0.62 0.32 - 1.20 

About the same 356 68% 62 70% 1.00  
 

 1.00  
 

 

More than usual 47 9% 12 13% 

1.47 0.74 
- 

2.92 1.70 0.77 
- 

3.72 

Total   524   89                     

Taken pain medicine 

(e.g., paracetamol, 

codeine, ibuprofen, 

etc.)  (N=1,097) 

Less than usual 151 16% 23 16% 

0.024 

1.12 0.68 - 1.82 0.89 0.51 - 1.54 

About the same 660 70% 90 61% 1.00  
 

 1.00  
 

 

More than usual 137 14% 34 23% 

1.82 1.18 
- 

2.81 2.00 1.22 
- 

3.26 

Total   948   147                     

Taken illicit or street 

drugs (N=89) 

Less than usual 29 47% 11 41% 

0.216 

1.10 0.39 - 3.06 0.96 0.26 - 3.53 

About the same 26 42% 9 33% 1.00  
 

 1.00  
 

 

More than usual 7 11% 7 26% 2.89 0.79 - 10.53 1.56 0.29 - 8.39 

Total   62   27                     

Taken illicit drugs 

purchased online 

(N=42) 

Less than usual 20 65% 6 55% 

0.685 

                

About the same 10 32% 4 36%   
 

   
 

 

More than usual 1 3% 1 9%   
 

   
 

 

Total   31   11                     

*Adjusted using multivariate logistic regression 
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