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Abstract

Background: Ensuring equitable access to medical care with financial risk protection has been at the center of
achieving universal health coverage. In this paper, we assess the levels and trends of inequalities in medical care
utilization and household catastrophic health spending (HCHS) at the national and sub-national levels in Rwanda.

Methods: Using the Rwanda Integrated Living Conditions Surveys of 2005, 2010, 2014, and 2016, we applied
multivariable logit models to generate the levels and trends of adjusted inequalities in medical care utilization and
HCHS across the four survey years by four socio-demographic dimensions: poverty, gender, education, and
residence. We measured the national- and district-level inequalities in both absolute and relative terms.

Results: At the national level, after controlling for other factors, we found significant inequalities in medical care
utilization by poverty and education and -in HCHS by poverty in all four years. From 2005 to 2016, inequalities in
medical care utilization by the four dimensions did not change significantly, while the inequality in HCHS by
poverty was reduced significantly. At the district level, inequalities in both medical care utilization and HCHS were
larger than zero in all four years and decreased over time.

Conclusions: Poverty and poor education were significant contributors to inequalities in medical care utilization
and HCHS in Rwanda. Policies or interventions targeting poor households or households headed by persons
receiving no education are needed in order to effectively reduce inequalities in medical care utilization and HCHS.

Keywords: Health inequality, Medical care utilization, Household catastrophic health spending, Absolute inequality,
Relative inequality, Rwanda

Background
An important aspect of the Sustainable Development
Goals (SDGs) is to eliminate within-country health in-
equities [1, 2]. Ensuring access to care and providing
financial risk protection have been the goals of govern-
ment policies or programs in many developing countries
(e.g. China, Ghana, Mali, and Mexico, Rwanda, and
Vietnam) [3–9]. A core essence of health equity lies in
mitigating systematic disparities in medical care
utilization and household catastrophic health spending
(HCHS) in different social groups [10–12]. To monitor

and evaluate the effects of interventions on reducing
health inequalities and make comparative studies across
countries or over time, it is crucial to assess the levels
and trends of inequalities in medical care utilization and
HCHS using various measures.
Rwanda is a low-income country in eastern Africa with

a population of 11.6 million in 2015. Approximately 83%
of the population live in rural areas [13]. Though
Rwanda has been making remarkable progress in both
social and economic development, as evidenced by its
increasing GDP per capita from US$349 (constant 2010
US$) in 2001 to US$690 in 2015 [13], it remains one of
the most undeveloped countries in the world, with
39.1% of its citizens living below the national poverty
line in 2014 [14].

© The Author(s). 2019 Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0
International License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and
reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to
the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The Creative Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver
(http://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/) applies to the data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated.

* Correspondence: chunling_lu@hms.harvard.edu
3Division of Global Health Equity, Brigham & Women’s Hospital, Boston, MA,
USA
4Department of Global Health and Social Medicine, Harvard Medical School,
Boston, MA, USA
Full list of author information is available at the end of the article

Liu et al. International Journal for Equity in Health           (2019) 18:51 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-019-0953-y

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1186/s12939-019-0953-y&domain=pdf
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/
mailto:chunling_lu@hms.harvard.edu


To promote health equity and universal health cover-
age, the Government of Rwanda took a series of actions,
including: piloting Mutuelles, a community-based health
insurance program; developing health facilities; changing
payment methods for healthcare providers; and so on
[15, 16]. Ensuring equitable access to medical care with
financial risk protection has been at the center of achiev-
ing universal health coverage [17–23]. Therefore, this
study focuses on medical care utilization among those in
need and HCHS resulting from seeking medical care.
Our previous studies in rural Rwanda have found that,

from 2005 to 2010, significant inequalities persisted
between the poor and non-poor households in medical
care utilization or HCHS [17], and that the inequalities
in medical care utilization and HCHS between the
poverty and non-poverty groups in Rwanda were not
explained merely by the difference in their economic
status; other factors, including Mutuelles status and
geographic access to health care facilities also contrib-
uted significantly to the inequalities by poverty [24]. This
study extends the previous studies by quantifying health
inequalities in various socio-demographic dimensions.
Using the Rwanda Integrated Living Conditions Survey
(EICV) in 2005, 2010, 2014, and 2016, we assessed the
levels and trends of the inequalities of these two health
indicators by four dimensions: poverty status, gender,
education, and place of residence. In addition, we also
investigated the sub-national inequalities, as Rwanda has
decentralized health care to the districts and the coun-
try’s interventions for reducing health inequalities have
been organized and carried out at the district level [18].

Methods
Data and sample
We used data from the repeated cross-sectional EICV
surveys of 2005, 2010, 2014, and 2016 for our analysis
[25]. The EICV surveys provide information about
household income and expenditure, household and indi-
vidual’s demographic and socioeconomic characteristics,
health insurance status, medical care utilization and
related out-of-pocket health spending (OOPS). Details
on its sampling and implementation processes are pre-
sented in Additional file 1: Box S1.
To estimate the levels and trends of inequalities in

medical care utilization, we used the individual as the
unit of analysis and included in our sample only those
who reported being ill for two or four weeks before each
survey. The final sample size was: 6737 in 2005; 11,944
in 2010; 16,807 in 2014; and 21,150 in 2016. To estimate
the levels and trends of the inequalities in HCHS, we
used the household as the unit of analysis and included
all of the households in the 4 years, and the final sample
size was: 6639 in 2005; 11,335 in 2010; 14,125 in 2014;
and 14,548 in 2016.

Variables
Medical care utilization among those who reported being ill
and related variables
A dichotomous outcome variable was constructed to in-
dicate medical care utilization among individuals who
reported being ill in the previous two weeks of the EICV
2 (2005) and EICV 3 (2010) surveys, and in the previous
four weeks of the EICV 4 (2014) and EICV 5 (2016)
surveys. Medical consultation is the only variable that
was available across all four surveys. To make sensible
comparisons, medical services in this study includes only
medical consultation in hospitals or health centers.
Using the information available in each EICV, we con-

structed four dichotomous variables indicating if an indi-
vidual who reported being ill was either female, had a
household head without schooling, resided in a rural
area, or lived below the national poverty line. Because
children under the age of 18 typically rely on their
care-givers for care-seeking decision making, we used
the schooling level of the head of each household in our
analysis. The EICV surveys have a variable indicating a
household’s poverty status. The poverty status was
defined as at 64,000 Rwanda Francis (US$144.47) per
adult per year in January 2001 prices in the EICV 2
(2005) and EICV 3 (2010) data [26], and 159,375
Rwanda Francis (US$233.35) in January 2014 prices in
the EICV 4 (2014) and EICV 5 (2016) data [27]. We ad-
justed for health care needs, geographic access to med-
ical care, individual health insurance status, and
household size. Health care needs were represented by
two variables: a categorical age variable (under 30 years
of age, between age 30 and 50, and over 50 years of age),
and a dummy variable “having disability” denoting
whether or not an individual had a disability. To meas-
ure geographic access to medical care, we constructed a
dummy variable, “travel time to health center,” to repre-
sent travel time of more than 0.5 h to the nearest health
center. A dichotomous variable was constructed to indi-
cate health insurance status. Summary statistics for these
variables are presented in Additional file 1: Table S1.

HCHS and related variables
We constructed a dichotomous outcome variable indi-
cating whether or not a household had catastrophic
health expenditure, defined as annual OOPS exceeding
40% of the household’s annual capacity to pay [28, 29].
Our previous study has demonstrated that estimation of
OOPS is sensitive to the recall period, number of ques-
tions and design of the survey modules [30]. To avoid
confounding effects from the survey’s design, we used
the same OOPS information in the consumption module
with a recall period of 1 year in all of the four survey
years. Details on obtaining HCHS are presented in the
Additional file 1: Box S2.
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We constructed four dichotomous variables to indicate
gender, the schooling level achieved by the head of a
household, residence, and the poverty status of a house-
hold. Health need is measured with a series of categor-
ical variables that indicate if a household had under-five
children or any disabled members. Other covariates in-
cluded the age of the head of the household, travel time
to the nearest health center, household health insurance
status and household size. Summary statistics of these
variables are presented in the Additional file 1: Table S2.

Statistical analysis
Our objective in this research is to assess the inequalities
in the two health indicators with four dimensions (i.e.,
poverty, gender, education and residence) at the national
level and derive a summary measure of inequalities at
the district level. Following the research of Harper
[31–34], we used absolute and relative inequality mea-
sures to estimate the inequalities. Absolute inequality was
measured by the difference in the percentage of individ-
uals using medical care when in need or the percentage of
households incurring HCHS between our two social
groups (e.g. non-poverty and poverty). Higher absolute
values of the absolute inequalities indicate a high level of
inequality; zero implies no inequalities. Relative inequality
was measured by the ratio of the percentage of medical
care utilization or the percentage of HCHS between the
two social groups. The relative inequalities moving away
from 1 indicate a high level of inequality with 1 indicating
no inequality. These inequality measures have been com-
monly used in empirical analyses and are easy to commu-
nicate to policy makers and other non-technical readers.
In this study, we mainly report the estimates of the abso-
lute inequality in the text and we used the estimates of the
relative inequality as a sensitivity test.
The methods for estimating inequalities in medical

care utilization and HCHS in previous studies have been
inconsistent. Some publications used the unadjusted dif-
ferences of the two health indicators between population
groups [35–40]. Other studies defined inequality as the
differences between the population groups after adjust-
ing for factors such as health needs or socio-economic
characteristics [17, 24, 41–45]. Risk adjustment could
address the confounding influence of these variables and
enable us to have a better understanding about the com-
ponents of inequalities in order to make well-targeted
policies. Therefore, we adopted adjusted inequalities.

Measuring adjusted inequalities of the two health
indicators
At the national level, we conducted logistic regression
analysis, which allowed us to obtain the adjusted mean
(i.e. the marginal effect) of using medical care utilization
and incurring HCHS between the two social groups (e.g.

non-poverty vs. poverty) in the four survey years, con-
trolling for other factors (see Eq. 1 below). Taking pov-
erty status as an example, we processed our analysis
with data from each of the four survey years.

Logit Utilizationi=HCHSið Þ ¼ β0 þ β1PovertyiþβXi ð1Þ

where Logit(Utilizationi/HCHSi) represents the prob-
ability of using medical care or incurring HCHS for the
ith individual or household, and Povertyi is the poverty
status of the ith individual or household. β is a vector of
the coefficients for Xi that is a vector of variables on
individual or household health needs, insurance status,
geographic difficulty in accessing care, and other socio-
economic variables including gender, education and
place of residence.
Using the marginal effects of covariates, we were able

to derive the adjusted mean likelihood, and their 95%
confidence intervals (CIs) of using medical care and in-
curring HCHS in the four survey years for each social
group.
At the district level, we first calculated the adjusted

percentage of individuals using medical care when in
need and the adjusted percentage of households incur-
ring HCHS for each of the 30 districts in Rwanda in the
four survey years. District-level inequalities were then
estimated with two complex measures: (1) the absolute
weighted mean from the national mean and (2) the rela-
tive weighted mean from the national mean [46]. The
former was calculated as the sum of the absolute values
of the mean difference between each district and the
national average, weighted by each district’s population
share1. The latter was calculated as the absolute
weighted mean divided by the national average2. Both
measures take only positive values, with larger values
indicating higher level of inequality and 0 indicating no
inequality (Table 1).

Testing the statistical significance of the levels and trends
of the inequalities
To test whether inequalities in medical care utilization
or HCHS significantly existed in the four survey years,
we examined whether the 95% CIs of the absolute
estimates crossed the value of zero and whether the
relative estimates crossed the value of one.
To determine whether inequalities in medical care

utilization or HCHS significantly changed from 2005 to
2016, we compared the 95% CIs of the two estimates
using Cumming and Finch’s “rule of thumb” for compar-
ing two independent means [47]. We calculated three
components that were required to implement the “rule
of thumb”: marginal errors, overlap of the 95% CIs of
the two estimates, and proportion overlap. Marginal
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error refers to the absolute difference between the mean
and its lower or higher bound of a 95% CI. An overlap
of CIs refers to the difference between one estimate’s
higher bound and the other estimate’s lower bound.
Proportion overlap is then calculated as the overlap of
the 95% CIs between the two estimates divided by the
average marginal errors between the two estimates.
According to the “rule of thumb”, when sample sizes of
two samples are both at least 10, and the margins of
error between the two estimates do not differ by more
than a factor of two, a proportion overlap less than 0.5
indicates a significant statistical relationship at the 0.05
level (i.e. p < 0.05). An example of and the formulas we
used for these calculations are presented in Table 3 and
Additional file 1: Box S3, respectively.
We used Stata 14.0 for all of our analyses.

Results
Inequalities in medical care utilization between social
groups and at the district level
In the four survey years under investigation, the absolute
inequalities by poverty (0.084 in 2005, 0.090 in 2010,
0.078 in 2014 and 0.068 in 2016) and education (0.027
in 2005, 0.024 in 2010, 0.045 in 2014 and 0.024 in 2016)
in medical care utilization were significantly larger than

zero (Fig. 1). The results remained unchanged when
using the relative inequality measures (Additional file 1:
Figure S1).
From 2005 to 2016, though there were changes in the

absolute inequality by the four dimensions, the Cum-
ming and Finch tests show that none of these changes
was statistically significant, except for the inequality by
gender that was significantly reduced (Table 2). The
results remained unchanged when using the relative
inequality measures (Additional file 1: Table S3).
For the district-level measures, the adjusted abso-

lute weighted mean difference from the overall mean
was higher than zero in all of the four survey years
(0.028 in 2005, 0.041 in 2010, 0.033 in 2014, and
0.020 in 2016) (Table 3). Over time, districts such as
Nyanza and Nyamagabe had low percentage of med-
ical care utilization, and Nyarugenge and Musanze
had high percentage of medical care utilization. Per-
centage of utilization in the district with the lowest
value in 2016 (49.9% in Nyanza) was higher than
that in the district with the highest value in 2005
(42.8% in Nyarugenge) (Additional file 1: Table S7).
The adjusted absolute weighted mean difference
from the overall mean decreased by 26.98% from
2005 to 2016 (Table 3). The results remained

Table 1 Summary of health inequality measures at the national and district level

Medical care utilization Catastrophic health spending

Absolute inequality Relative inequality Absolute inequality Relative inequality

National-level (by poverty,
gender, education and
residence)

Adjusted absolute inequality
(mean difference)

Adjusted relative inequality
(mean ratio)

Adjusted absolute inequality
(mean difference)

Adjusted relative inequality
(mean ratio)

District-level Adjusted absolute weighted
mean difference from the
overall mean

Adjusted relative weighted
mean difference from the
overall mean

Adjusted absolute weighted
mean difference from the
overall mean

Adjusted relative weighted
mean difference from the
overall mean

Fig. 1 The adjusted absolute inequality in medical care utilization by the status of poverty, gender, education and residence
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unchanged when using the relative inequality measures
(Additional file 1: Table S4). From 2005 to 2016, among
the 30 districts, Nyaruguru (137.99%) experienced the lar-
gest increase in the adjusted level of medical care
utilization, followed by the districts of Gisagara (119.60%)
and Burera (110.25%). Nyarugenge (40.65%) had the
smallest increase in the adjusted level of medical care
utilization (Additional file 1: Table S7).

Inequalities in HCHS between social groups and at the
district level
In the four survey years, the absolute inequalities by
poverty (− 0.110 in 2005, − 0.147 in 2010, − 0.017 in
2014, and − 0.086 in 2016), gender (− 0.020 in 2010),
education (− 0.032 in 2010 and − 0.012 in 2016), and
residence (− 0.009 in 2014 and − 0.014 in 2016) in HCHS
were significantly smaller than zero (Fig. 2). The results
remained unchanged when using the relative inequality
measures (Additional file 1: Figure S2).
From 2005 to 2016, the absolute inequalities by

poverty status in HCHS significantly decreased. Al-
though we observed a fall in the absolute inequalities
by gender, this decline was not statistically significant
according to the Cumming and Finch tests (Table 4).
When using the relative inequality measures, the
national-level trends remained unchanged, with one
exception: there was no significant change in the

relative inequalities in HCHS by poverty from 2005 to
2016. (Additional file 1: Table S5).
The adjusted absolute weighted mean difference from

the overall mean of the district-level measures was
higher than zero in all of the four survey years (0.017 in
2005, 0.016 in 2010, 0.003 in 2014, and 0.010 in 2016)
(Table 3). Over time, districts such as Nyamasheke and
Nyamagabe had high percentages of HCHS, and Nyaru-
genge and Kicukiro had low percentages of HCHS. The
percentage of HCHS in the district with the highest
value in 2014 (2.3% in Nyamasheke) was lower than that
in the district with the lowest value in 2005 (2.7% in
Nyarugenge) (Additional file 1: Table S8). The adjusted
absolute weighted mean difference from the overall
mean decreased by 38.74% from 2005 to 2016 (Table 3).
When using the relative inequality measures, the
district-level trend from 2005 to 2014 remained un-
changed, while that from 2014 to 2016 was reversed
(Additional file 1: Table S4). In addition, among the 30
districts, Rusizi (− 60.22%) demonstrated the largest
decline in the adjusted percentage of HCHS from 2005
to 2016, followed by Kamonyi (− 58.97%) and Nyaruguru
(− 57.35%). The district of Nyamasheke (− 17.39%)
showed the smallest decrease in the adjusted percentage
of HCHS (Additional file 1: Table S8).
The adjusted national levels of medical care

utilization and HCHS in the four years by different
socio-demographic groups are presented in the

Table 3 The absolute weighted differences between the district and the national means for medical care utilization and HCHS

2005 (N = 30) 2010 (N = 30) 2014 (N = 30) 2016 (N = 30) Percent change from
2005 to 2016

Medical care utilization 0.028 0.041 0.033 0.020 −26.98%

HCHS 0.017 0.016 0.003 0.010 −38.74%

Note: N is the number of observations

Fig. 2 The adjusted absolute inequality in HCHS by the status of poverty, gender, education and residence
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Additional file 1: Table S6. The adjusted district-level
mean of medical care utilization and HCHS in the
four years is presented in the Additional file 1: Tables
S7–S8, Figures S3–S4, respectively.

Discussion
This study has two salient findings. First, at the national
level, in each of the years 2005, 2010, 2014, and 2016,
after controlling for other factors, significant inequalities
persisted in Rwanda by poverty and education for med-
ical care utilization and by poverty for HCHS when
using either the absolute or the relative inequality mea-
sures. In all four years, non-poor residents used more
medical care and incurred less HCHS than poor resi-
dents; individuals with head of household who had re-
ceived no schooling used less medical care compared to
their counterparts who had an educated head of
household. At the district level, the estimates suggest
the existence of sub-national inequalities in all of the
four years under review. Second, from 2005 to 2016,
at the national level, there was no significant change
in the inequalities in medical care utilization by the
four dimensions, except for the inequality by gender
that showed a small reduction. The inequalities by
poverty for HCHS were significantly reduced. At the
district level, the absolute inequality in medical care
utilization decreased by 27%, and in HCHS it de-
creased by 39%. Most of the results are robust when
using relative measures.
Our study suggests that inequalities in medical care

utilization were mainly derived from poverty and educa-
tion, and that differences in gender or place of residence
was either very small or no longer statistically significant
after adjusting for other factors. This is consistent with
previous studies in Rwanda [17, 24] as well as in other
countries (e.g. Burkina Faso, India, and China) [36, 37, 48].
A household’s poverty level and the education level of its
head influenced the likelihood of an individual seeking care
when they fell ill. Analysis of the data reveal that, there
were 52.8% (2005), 42.9% (2010), 35.3% (2014), and 33.2%
(2016) of the sampled households living in poverty and
31.6% (2005), 28.6% (2010), 28.1% (2014), and 26.2%
(2016) having an illiterate person as the head of the house-
hold (Additional file 1: Table S2), which may explain the
persistence of inequality in medical care utilization.
Even in 2016, the year that achieved the highest per-

centage of medical care utilization when in need, the
average likelihood of using needed care was only 58.9%
for the non-poverty group, 57.2% for the residents with
a literate head of household, and 57.8% for the residents
living in urban areas. This finding is very concerning
and suggests that more activities could be taken to
promote service utilization.

Plausible explanations for the significant reduction of
the inequality in HCHS by poverty from 2005 to 2016
could be the following. Mutuelles, the community-based
health insurance in rural Rwanda, provided a pro-poor
benefit package and contributed to the reduction of the
inequality of HCHS by poverty after 2011. In both 2005
and 2010, households, regardless of their poverty status,
had to pay the same amount of annual premium and
copayments [49]. For example, in 2010, Mutuelles
enrollees had to pay US$ 0.36 per outpatient visit and
10% of any hospitalization fee. For those households
living under the poverty line (US$0.32 per person per
day), these copayments may have prevented those res-
idents living in poverty from seeking medical care
even with their enrollment [17]. Since 2011, the
Government of Rwanda has carried out a full subsidy
for premiums and copayments for the poorest mem-
bers of the country’s population [50]. This could have
a positive effect on mitigating the inequalities in
HCHS by poverty status because the results of this
study suggest that health insurance enrollment had a
negative association with the likelihood of incurring
HCHS.
This study is subject to some potential limitations.

First, factors (e.g. preferences and satisfaction of ser-
vices) that might contribute to the estimation of adjusted
inequalities in medical care utilization and HCHS were
not included in our analysis due to the unavailability of
data. Second, due to survey instrument variations across
the four survey years, we were not able to include other
medical services (e.g. inpatient care) in our analysis.
Third, also due to the survey instrument variations
across the four survey years, medical care utilization was
recorded with a recall period of two weeks in EICV 2
and EICV 3, and with a recall period of four weeks in
EICV 4 and EICV 5. Different recall periods could affect
the measurements of medical care utilization and hence
alter the over-time comparisons, as suggested in our
previous study [30, 51]. Fourth, the data were
self-reported and may be subject to measurement errors,
such as recall bias [30, 51].

Conclusions
Rwanda has made remarkable progress in improving
equal access to medical care and financial risk protection
for vulnerable people. In spite of these achievements,
the existence of significant health inequalities at the
national and sub-national levels is still one of the major
challenges faced by the Government of Rwanda. To
eliminate the magnitude of the national inequalities in
medical care utilization, policy targets should focus on
delivering medical care to poor households or house-
holds headed by illiterate individuals.
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Endnotes
1Adjusted absolute weighted mean from overall mean=

Σ Popi�jri−rj
Pop , where Pop is the national population size,

Popi is the population size of district i, r is the adjusted
national mean, ri is the adjusted mean of district i.

2The adjusted relative weighted mean from overall
mean is the absolute weighted mean from the overall
mean divided by the adjusted national mean

Additional file

Additional file 1: Box S1. Sampling and implementation processes of
the Integrated Living Conditions Survey (EICV). Box S2. Measurement of
household catastrophic health spending (HCHS). Box S3. Methods of
obtaining proportion overlap using Cumming and Finch’s “rule of
thumb”. Table S1. Summary statistics for variables used in regression
models on medical care utilization. Table S2. Summary statistics for
variables used in regression models on HCHS. Table S3. Significance
testing of the trends of relative inequality in medical care utilization from
2005 to 2016 using Cumming and Finch’s “rule of thumb”. Table S4. The
relative weighted difference between the district and the national means
for medical care utilization and HCHS. Table S5. Significance testing of
the difference of relative inequality in HCHS from 2005 to 2016 using
Cumming and Finch’s “rule of thumb”. Table S6. The adjusted levels of
medical care utilization and HCHS by gender, poverty, education and
residence at the national level. Table S7. The adjusted levels and
absolute difference of medical care utilization at the district level.
Table S8. The adjusted levels and absolute difference of HCHS at the
district level. Figure S1. The adjusted relative inequality of medical care
utilization by the status of poverty, gender, education and residence.
Figure S2. The adjusted relative inequality of HCHS by the status of
poverty, gender, education and residence. Figure S3. The adjusted levels
of medical care utilization of all districts. Figure S4. The adjusted levels
of HCHS of all districts. (DOCX 2289 kb)

Abbreviations
EICV: The Rwanda Integrated Living Conditions Survey; HCHS: Household
catastrophic health spending; OOPS: Out-of-pocket health spending;
SDGs: Sustainable Development Goals

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Funding
This study was supported by the Faculty Resources Grant, Brigham and
Women’s Hospital. The funding body had no role in the design or conduct
of the study; the collection, management, analysis, or interpretation of the
data; the preparation, review, or approval of the manuscript; or the decision
to submit the manuscript for publication.

Availability of data and materials
The dataset supporting the conclusions of this article was acquired at http://
www.statistics.gov.rw/survey/integrated-household-living-conditions-survey-eicv

Authors’ contributions
CL conceived and oversaw the study. KL analyzed the data under the
supervision of CL. KL and CL wrote the first draft of the paper. All authors
were involved with data interpretation and manuscript writing, and
approved the final version.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
The data (EICV) used in this study was a secondary dataset from a publicly
accessible source and have acquired the consent of all individuals who
participated in the survey process.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Author details
1Department of Social Security, School of Labor and Human Resources,
Renmin University of China, Beijing, China. 2Department of Social and
Behavioral Sciences, Harvard T.H. Chan School of Public Health, Boston, MA,
USA. 3Division of Global Health Equity, Brigham & Women’s Hospital, Boston,
MA, USA. 4Department of Global Health and Social Medicine, Harvard
Medical School, Boston, MA, USA. 5Department of Science and
Technology-National Research Foundation (DST-NRF) Center of Excellence in
Human Development, University of Witwatersrand, Johannesburg, South
Africa.

Received: 16 September 2018 Accepted: 19 March 2019

References
1. United Nations. The sustainable development goals report. New York:

United Nations; 2016. https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/report/2016/leaving-no-
one-behind. Accessed 15 Nov 2017

2. World Health Organization. Closing the gap in a generation: health equity
through action on the social determinants of health. Geneva: World Health
Organization. http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/69832/1/WHO_IER_
CSDH_08.1_eng.pdf. Accessed 15 Nov 2017.

3. Galarraga O, Sosa-Rubi SG, Salinas-Rodrıguez A, Sesma-Vazquez S. Health
insurance for the poor: impact on catastrophic and out-of-pocket health
expenditures in Mexico. Eur J Health Econ. 2009;11:437–47.

4. Knaul FM, Arreola-Ornelas H, Mendez-Carniado O, Bryson-Cahn C, Barofsky J,
et al. Evidence is good for your health system: policy reform to remedy
catastrophic and impoverishing health spending in Mexico. Lancet. 2006;
368:1828–41.

5. Lu C, Liu Y, Shen J. Does China’s rural cooperative medical system achieve
its goals? Evidence from the China health surveillance baseline survey in
2001. Contemp Econ Policy. 2012;30:93–112.

6. Wagstaff A, Lindelow M, Jun G, Ling X, Juncheng Q. Extending health
insurance to the rural population: an impact evaluation of China’s new
cooperative medical scheme. J Health Econ. 2009;28:1–19.

7. van Doorslaer E, O’Donnell O, Rannan-Eliya RP, Somanathan A, Adhikari SR,
et al. Catastrophic payments for health care in Asia. Health Econ. 2007;16:
1159–84.

8. Gnawali DP, Pokhrel S, Sie A, Sanon M, De Allegri M, et al. The effect of
community-based health insurance on the utilization of modern health care
services: Evidence from Burkina Faso. Health Policy. 2009;90:214–22.

9. Chankova S, Sulzbach S, Diop F. Impact of mutual health organizations:
evidence from West Africa. Health Policy Plann. 2008;23:264–76.

10. Wagstaff A, van Doorslaer E. Measuring and testing for inequity in the
delivery of health care. J Hum Resour. 2000;35:716–33.

11. Braveman P, Gruskin S. Poverty, equity, human rights and health. Bull World
Health Organ. 2003;81:539–45.

12. Braveman P, Gruskin S. Defining equity in health. J Epidemiol Community
Health. 2003;57:254–8.

13. World Bank. World development indicators. Rwanda: population, total.
Washington, DC: World Bank. http://data.worldbank.org/country/
rwanda?view=chart. Accessed 16 Nov 2016

14. National Institute of Statistics of Rwanda. The fourth integrated household
living conditions survey (EICV 4). Kigali: National Institute of Statistics; 2015.
http://www.statistics.gov.rw/publication/rwanda-poverty-profile-report-
results-eicv-4. Accessed 16 Nov 2016

15. Binagwaho A, Farmer PE, Nsanzimana S, et al. Rwanda 20 years on:
investing in life. Lancet. 2014;384:371–5.

16. Antunes AF, Saksena P, Elovainio R, Mathauer I, Kirigia J, et al. Health
financing systems review of Rwanda: options for universal coverage.
Geneva: World Health Organization and Republic of Rwanda Ministry of
Health; 2009.

Liu et al. International Journal for Equity in Health           (2019) 18:51 Page 9 of 10

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12939-019-0953-y
http://www.statistics.gov.rw/survey/integrated-household-living-conditions-survey-eicv
http://www.statistics.gov.rw/survey/integrated-household-living-conditions-survey-eicv
https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/report/2016/leaving-no-one-behind
https://unstats.un.org/sdgs/report/2016/leaving-no-one-behind
http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/69832/1/WHO_IER_CSDH_08.1_eng.pdf
http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/10665/69832/1/WHO_IER_CSDH_08.1_eng.pdf
http://data.worldbank.org/country/rwanda?view=chart
http://data.worldbank.org/country/rwanda?view=chart
http://www.statistics.gov.rw/publication/rwanda-poverty-profile-report-results-eicv-4
http://www.statistics.gov.rw/publication/rwanda-poverty-profile-report-results-eicv-4


17. Liu K, Benjamin C, Lu C. Health inequality and community-based health
insurance: a case study of rural Rwanda with repeated cross-sectional data.
Int J Public Health. 2019;64:7–14.

18. Lu C, Chin B, Lewandowski JL, et al. Towards universal health coverage: an
evaluation of Rwanda Mutuelles in its first eight years. PLoS One. 2012;7:
e39282.

19. Lu C, Mejía-Guevara I, Hill K, et al. Community-based health financing and
child stunting in rural Rwanda. Am J Public Health. 2016;106:49–55.

20. Saksena P, Antunes AF, Xu K, et al. Mutual health insurance in Rwanda:
evidence on access to care and financial risk protection. Health Policy. 2011;
99:203–9.

21. Schneider P, Hanson K. Horizontal equity in utilisation of care and fairness
of health financing: a comparison of micro-health insurance and user fees
in Rwanda. Health Econ. 2006;15:19–31.

22. Sekabaraga C, Diop F, Soucat A. Can innovative health financing policies
increase access to MDG-related services? Evidence from Rwanda. Health
Policy Plann. 2011;26:ii52–62.

23. Mejía-Guevara I, Hill K, Subramanian SV, et al. Service availability and
association between Mutuelles and medical care usage for under-five
children in rural Rwanda: a statistical analysis with repeated cross-sectional
data. BMJ Open. 2015;5:e008814.

24. Liu K, Lu CL. Decomposing health inequality with population-based surveys:
a case study in Rwanda. Int J Equity Health. 2018;17:57.

25. Rwanda National Institute of Statistics. Integrated living conditions survey
(2005, 2010, 2014, and 2016). http://www.statistics.gov.rw/survey/integrated-
household-living-conditions-survey-eicv. Accessed 15 Jan 2019.

26. Rwanda National Institute of Statistics. The third integrated household living
conditions survey: main indicators report. Kigali: National Institute of
Statistics; 2011.

27. Rwanda National Institute of Statistics. The fifth integrated household living
conditions survey: main indicators report. Kigali: National Institute of
Statistics; 2017.

28. Xu K, Evans DB, Kawabata K, et al. Household catastrophic health
expenditure: a multicountry analysis. Lancet. 2003;362:111–7.

29. Xu K, Evans D, Carrin G, et al. Protecting households from catastrophic
health spending. Health Aff (Millwood). 2007;26:972–83.

30. Lu C, Liu K, Li L, Yang Y. Sensitivity of measuring the progress in financial
risk protection to survey design and its socioeconomic and demographic
determinants: a case study in Rwanda. Soc Sci Med. 2017;178:11–8.

31. Harper S, Lynch J, Meersman SC, Breen N, Davis WW, Reichman ME. An
overview of methods for monitoring social disparities in cancer with an
example using trends in lung cancer incidence by area-socioeconomic
position and race-ethnicity, 1992-2004. Am J Epidemiol. 2008;167(8):889–99.

32. Harper S, King NB, Meersman SC, Reichman ME, Breen N, Lynch J. Implicit
value judgments in the measurement of health inequalities. Milbank Q.
2010;88:4–29.

33. Harper S, Lynch J. Methods for measuring cancer disparities: a review using
data relevant to healthy people 2010 cancer-related objectives. Washington,
DC: National Cancer Institute; 2006. http://seer.cancer.gov/publications/
disparities/. Accessed 15 Nov 2017

34. Harper S, Lynch J. Selected comparisons of measures of health disparities
using databases containing data relevant to healthy people 2010 cancer-
related objectives. Washington, DC: National Cancer Institute; 2007.

35. Tang S, Meng Q, Chen L, Bekedam H, Evans T, Whitehead M. Tackling the
challenges to health equity in China. Lancet. 2008;372:1493–501.

36. Balarajan Y, Selvaraj S, Subramanian SV. Health care and equity in India.
Lancet. 2011;377:505–15.

37. Brixi H, Mu Y, Targa B, Hipgrave D. Engaging sub-national governments in
addressing health equities: challenges and opportunities in China’s health
system reform. Health Policy Plann. 2013;28:809–24.

38. Islam R, Rahman S, Islam Z, Nurs CZB, Sultana P, Rahman M. Inequalities in
financial risk protection in Bangladesh: an assessment of universal health
coverage. Int J Equity Health. 2017;16:59.

39. UNICEF. Progress for children, achieving the MDGs with equity. New York:
UNICEF; 2010. https://www.unicef.org/publications/files/Progress_for_
Children-No.9_EN_081710.pdf. Accessed 15 Nov 2017

40. AHRQ. National healthcare disparities report 2009. Rockville, MD: Agency for
Healthcare Research and Quality; 2010.

41. McGuire TG, Alegria M, Cook BL, Wells KB, Zaslavsky AM. Implementing the
Institute of Medicine definition of disparities: an application to mental
health care. Health Serv Res. 2006;41:1979–2005.

42. Cook BL, McGuire T, Miranda J. Measuring trends in mental health care
disparities, 2000 2004. Psychiatr Serv. 2007;58:1533–40.

43. Cook BL, McGuire TG, Meara E, Zaslavsky AM. Adjusting for health status in
non-linear models of health care disparities. Health Serv Outcomes Res
Methodol. 2009;9:1–21.

44. Cook BL, McGuire TG, Lock K, Zaslavsky AM. Comparing methods of racial
and ethnic disparities measurement across different settings of mental
health care. Health Serv Res. 2010;45:825–47.

45. Cook BL, McGuire TG, Zaslavsky AM. Measuring racial/ethnic disparities in
health care: methods and practical issues. Health Serv Res. 2012;47:1232–54.

46. Hosseinpoor AR, Bergen N, Barros AJ, Wong KL, Boerma T, Victora CG.
Monitoring subnational regional inequalities in health: measurement
approaches and challenges. Int J Equity Health. 2016;15:18.

47. Cumming G, Finch S. Inference by eye: confidence intervals and how to
read pictures of data. Am Psychol. 2005;60(2):170–80.

48. Parmar D, De Allegri M, Savadogo G, Sauerborn R. Do community-based
health insurance schemes fulfil the promise of equity? A study from Burkina
Faso. Health Policy Plan. 2014;29(1):76–84.

49. Community based health insurance in Rwanda website. http://www.
cbhirwanda.org.rw. Accessed 15 Nov 2017.

50. Sayinzoga F, Bijlmakers L. Drivers of improved health sector performance in
Rwanda: a qualitative view from within. BMC Health Serv Res. 2016;16:123.

51. Lu C, Chin B, Li G, Murray CJL. Limitations of methods for measuring out-of-
pocket and catastrophic private health expenditures. Bull World Health
Organ. 2009;87:238–44.

Liu et al. International Journal for Equity in Health           (2019) 18:51 Page 10 of 10

http://www.statistics.gov.rw/survey/integrated-household-living-conditions-survey-eicv
http://www.statistics.gov.rw/survey/integrated-household-living-conditions-survey-eicv
http://seer.cancer.gov/publications/disparities/
http://seer.cancer.gov/publications/disparities/
https://www.unicef.org/publications/files/Progress_for_Children-No.9_EN_081710.pdf
https://www.unicef.org/publications/files/Progress_for_Children-No.9_EN_081710.pdf
http://www.cbhirwanda.org.rw
http://www.cbhirwanda.org.rw

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Data and sample
	Variables
	Medical care utilization among those who reported being ill and related variables
	HCHS and related variables

	Statistical analysis
	Measuring adjusted inequalities of the two health indicators
	Testing the statistical significance of the levels and trends of the inequalities


	Results
	Inequalities in medical care utilization between social groups and at the district level
	Inequalities in HCHS between social groups and at the district level

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Adjusted absolute weighted mean from overall mean= ΣPopi×∣ri−r∣Pop$$\Sigma \frac{Pop_i\times \mid {r}_i-r\mid }{Pop}$$, where Pop is the national population size, Popi is the population size of district i, r is the adjusted national mean, ri is the ad...
	Additional file
	Abbreviations
	Acknowledgements
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Authors’ contributions
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Publisher’s Note
	Author details
	References

