
                          Quispe, R., Benziger, C. P., Bazo-Alvarez, J. C., Howe, L. D.,
Checkley, W., Gilman, R. H., Smeeth, L., Bernabé-Ortiz, A., Miranda,
J. J., Casas, J. P., Smith, G. D., Ebrahim, S., García, H. H., Huicho,
L., Málaga, G., Montori, V. M., Diette, G. B., León-Velarde, F., Rivera,
M., ... Sacksteder, K. (2016). The Relationship Between
Socioeconomic Status and CV Risk Factors: The CRONICAS Cohort
Study of Peruvian Adults: Investment in Global Health Research: A
Public Private Partnership. Global Heart, 11(1), 121.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gheart.2015.12.005

Publisher's PDF, also known as Version of record

Link to published version (if available):
10.1016/j.gheart.2015.12.005

Link to publication record in Explore Bristol Research
PDF-document

This is the final published version of the article (version of record). It first appeared online via Elsevier at
10.1016/j.gheart.2015.12.005. Please refer to any applicable terms of use of the publisher.

University of Bristol - Explore Bristol Research
General rights

This document is made available in accordance with publisher policies. Please cite only the
published version using the reference above. Full terms of use are available:
http://www.bristol.ac.uk/red/research-policy/pure/user-guides/ebr-terms/

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gheart.2015.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gheart.2015.12.005
https://research-information.bris.ac.uk/en/publications/51b6db69-0dd0-4bf0-ac62-b00ed4d9e8af
https://research-information.bris.ac.uk/en/publications/51b6db69-0dd0-4bf0-ac62-b00ed4d9e8af


ORIGINAL RESEARCH gSCIENCEj

The Relationship Between Socioeconomic
Status and CV Risk Factors
L.D. Howe is supported by
a Career Development
Award from the UK Medi-

cal Research Council (MR/
M020894/1) and works in a
unit that receives funding
from the University of
Bristol and the UK Medical
Research Council
The CRONICAS Cohort Study of Peruvian Adults

Renato Quispe*, Catherine P. Benziger*,y, Juan Carlos Bazo-Alvarez*, Laura D. Howez, William Checkleyx,k,
Robert H. Gilmanx,{, Liam Smeeth#, Antonio Bernabé-Ortiz*, J. Jaime Miranda*, for the CRONICAS Cohort
Study Group

Lima, Peru; Seattle, WA, USA; Bristol, United Kingdom; Baltimore, MD, USA; and London, United Kingdom

(MC_UU_12013/5) L.

Smeeth is a Wellcome
Trust Senior Clinical Fellow
(098504/Z/12/Z), and A.
Bernabé-Ortiz is a Well-
come Trust Research
Training Fellow in Public

Health and Tropical Medi-
cine (103994/Z/14/Z). W.
Checkley was supported by
a Pathway to Indepen-
dence Award
(R00HL096955) from the
National Heart, Lung, and

Blood Institute. J.J.
Miranda is supported by
Fogarty International
Centre (R21TW009982),
Grand Challenges Canada
(0335-04), International

Development Research
Center Canada (106887-
001), Inter-American Insti-
tute for Global Change
Research (IAI CRN3036),
Medical Research Council
UK (M007405), National

Heart, Lung, and Blood
Institute (U01HL114180),
and National Institutes of
Mental Health
(U19MH098780). The other
authors report no relation-
ABSTRACT

Background: Variations in the distribution of cardiovascular disease and risk factors by socioeconomic status
(SES) have been described in affluent societies, yet a better understanding of these patterns is needed for most
low- and middle-income countries.

Objective: This study sought to describe the relationship between cardiovascular risk factors and SES using
monthly family income, educational attainment, and assets index, in 4 Peruvian sites.

Methods: Baseline data from an age- and sex-stratified random sample of participants, ages �35 years, from 4
Peruvian sites (CRONICAS Cohort Study, 2010) were used. The SES indicators considered were monthly
family income (n ¼ 3,220), educational attainment (n ¼ 3,598), and assets index (n ¼ 3,601). Behavioral risk
factors included current tobacco use, alcohol drinking, physical activity, daily intake of fruits and vegetables,
and no control of salt intake. Cardiometabolic risk factors included obesity, elevated waist circumference,
hypertension, insulin resistance, diabetes mellitus, low high-density lipoprotein cholesterol, and high tri-
glyceride levels.

Results: In the overall population, 41.6% reported a monthly family income <US$198, and 45.6% had none
or primary education. Important differences were noted between the socioeconomic indicators: for example,
higher income and higher scores on an asset index were associated with greater risk of obesity, whereas higher
levels of education were associated with lower risk of obesity. In contrast, higher SES according to all 3
indicators was associated with higher levels of triglycerides.

Conclusions: The association between SES and cardiometabolic risk factors varies depending on the SES
indicator used. These results highlight the need to contextualize risk factors by socioeconomic groups in
Latin American settings.
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The negative effects of urbanization and unhealthy
lifestyles along with population aging are particularly
challenging for low- and middle-income countries (LMIC)
[1e4]. Variations in the distribution of cardiovascular
disease and risk factors by socioeconomic status (SES) have
been described in high-income countries. However, a
better understanding of these patterns is needed for most
LMIC as the prevalence of risk factors for cardiovascular
disease, such as obesity, hypertension, or diabetes mellitus,
is increasing in Latin America [5e8].

Previous studies have found that the prevalence of
dietary habits [9,10], cardiometabolic risk factors, and
cardiovascular events [11e29] vary across sociodemo-
graphic groups and by the country’s Human Development
Index. For example, in high-income countries, there is a
negative association between obesity and higher income
GLOBAL HEART, VOL. 11, NO. 1, 2016
March 2016: 121-130
and educational attainment, whereas in low-income
countries, there is a positive association between educa-
tion and obesity [17,21].

In Peru, over one-third of the population lives in the
large urban capital, Lima, but a substantial population still
lives in rural areas where access to resources, including
health care and education, are limited. These rural pop-
ulations are often poorer and less educated than the urban
areas with limited access to medical care and chronic dis-
ease treatment [30]. The impact of these sociodemographic
factors, together with urbanization and geographical fea-
tures, for example, populations residing at high altitudes,
and the prevalence of cardiovascular disease are not
well established [1,31e33]. Previous studies in Peru have
reported associations between different SES indicators and
cardiometabolic risk factors [32,34e36]; however, the
121
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majority of them focused on single settings. For example, 1
study found wealthier women were more likely to be
obese, and this association was stronger in rural areas [34].
Conversely, more educated women were less likely to be
obese, especially in urban areas [34,36]. Nonetheless, a
better understanding of these patterns is needed for most
LMIC.

This study aimed to determine the association among
3 indicators of SES (monthly family income, educational
attainment, and assets index) with behavioral and car-
diometabolic risk factors in a Peruvian population.

METHODS

Study design, setting, and participants
We used baseline data from the CRONICAS Cohort Study,
conducted by CRONICAS Center of Excellence in Chronic
Diseases [37], which was originally designed to investigate
the prevalence of cardiovascular and chronic pulmonary
diseases and its progression in 4 different rural/urban and
coastal/high-altitude Peruvian settings [38]. Individuals
ages �35 years who were full-time residents in the area,
able to understand procedures, and provide informed
consent were invited to participate in the study. We
identified a sex-and-age stratified random sample (35 to
44, 45 to 54, 55 to 64, and �65 years) of eligible subjects
and enrolled only 1 participant per household. In Puno,
recruitment was stratified by location (urban or rural).
Recruitment began in September 2010 and was finished
once 1,000 participants per site were enrolled [38]. Base-
line data from 2010 was used for this study and analyzed
in 2015.

Data collection
A team of community health workers was trained to enroll
participants and to conduct household questionnaires
assessing sociodemographic and behavioral variables. Par-
ticipants were invited to a clinic visit where standing and
sitting height, weight, and waist circumference where
measured in triplicate using standardized techniques.
Systolic and diastolic blood pressure were also measured in
triplicate using an automatic monitor (OMRON HEM-780,
Omron Healthcare, Hoffman Estates, IL, USA) previously
validated for an adult population [39]. In this study, we
used the mean of the second and third measurements.
Fasting blood samples were obtained using standardized
methods and calibrated tools [38]. Total cholesterol, tri-
glycerides, high-density lipoprotein cholesterol (HDL-C),
and insulin were measured in serum, whereas fasting
glucose was assessed in plasma using an enzymatic color-
imetric method (GOD-PAP, Modular P-E/Roche-Cobas,
Germany). Triglycerides and HDL-C were measured
using a Cobas Modular Platform automated analyzer and
reagents supplied by Roche Diagnostics (Basel,
Switzerland). All samples were analyzed in a single facility,
and, for quality assurance, the quality of assays was
checked with regular external standards and internal
duplicate assays and monitored by BioRad (Hercules, CA,
USA).

Study variables
We evaluated sociodemographic, behavioral, and car-
diometabolic variables (definitions are shown in Table 1
[40,41]). SES was approached through 3 indicators: 1)
educational attainment: none or primary education, sec-
ondary, and higher; 2) assets index [40]: estimated based
on the number of possessions for each individual, tertiles
were calculated for each site, separately; and 3) monthly
family income: up to PEN 550 (<US$198), PEN 551 to
1,500 (US$199 to 540), and PEN >1,500 (�US$541); in
2010, the minimal wage in Peru was PEN 550, and the
exchange rate was US$1 ¼ PEN 2.78. Demographic
information included age, sex, and study site. Behavioral
risk factors included current tobacco use, hazardous
alcohol drinking (based on the validated Alcohol Use
Disorders Identification Test [AUDIT] score), leisure-time
physical activity, daily intake of fruits and vegetables, and
salt intake. Cardiometabolic risk factors included obesity
(body mass index >30 kg/m2), elevated waist circumfer-
ence (WC), hypertension, insulin resistance, diabetes
mellitus, low HDL-C, and elevated triglycerides (TG).

Statistical analysis
Each SES indicator was divided into 3 categories. Socio-
demographic, behavioral, and cardiometabolic variables
were described according to each SES indicator. Means �
SD and proportions were compared by analysis of variance
and chi-square tests, respectively. To determine association
between behavioral/cardiometabolic risk factors and SES
indicators, adjusted by age, sex, study site, and SES in-
dicators, where appropriate, prevalence ratios were esti-
mated using log-Poisson models with robust estimations.
For all analyses, we estimated 95% confidence intervals
and considered p < 0.05 as statistically significant. We
used Stata (version 12.0, College Station, TX, USA) for all
analyses.

Ethics
All participants provided verbal informed consent after our
research team read the entire informed consent document to
them and any questions were answered. Informed consents
were verbally obtained because of high illiteracy rates. The
study was approved by the institutional review boards of
Universidad Peruana Cayetano Heredia and A.B. PRISMA, in
Lima, Peru, and at the Bloomberg School of Public Health,
Johns Hopkins University, in Baltimore, MD, USA.

RESULTS
A total of 3,619 individuals were enrolled in the baseline
survey of CRONICAS Cohort Study, and 3,220, 3,601, and
3,598 participants had complete information about monthly
family income, assets index, and educational attainment,
GLOBAL HEART, VOL. 11, NO. 1, 2016
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TABLE 1. Definition of sociodemographic, behavioral, and cardiometabolic variables

Sociodemographic and behavioral factors

Age groups: 35e44, 45e54, 55e64, �65 yrs

Education: none or primary, secondary, and higher

Assets index: divided into tertiles, calculated for each site based on number of possessions [40]

Site: Lima (costal urban), Puno urban (high-altitude urban), Puno rural (high-altitude rural), and Tumbes (costal rural)

Current tobacco use: self-reported (“Which best describes your history of smoking: never user or former user/current user?”)

Alcohol drinking: the Alcohol Use Disorders Identification Test (AUDIT) score �8 points for hazardous drinking, which is a pattern of alcohol consumption

that increases the risk of harmful consequences for the user or others [41]

Leisure-time physical activity: days of moderate and vigorous physical activity in leisure-time during the last 7 days

Salt intake: lack of control of salt or sodium intake (“Do you do something regularly to control your salt or sodium intake? Yes/No”)

Cardiometabolic abnormalities considered

Hypertension: SBP �140 mm Hg or DBP �90 mm Hg, or antihypertensive medication, or physician diagnosis

Hypertriglyceridemia: fasting triglyceride �150 mg/dl

Low HDL-C level: HDL-C <40 mg/dl in men <50 mg/dl in women

Diabetes mellitus: fasting glucose �126 mg/dl, or glucose-lowering medication, or self-reported diagnosis

Insulin resistance: HOMA-IR >5.00 (>90th percentile)

Obesity: BMI �30 kg/m2

Waist circumference: �90 cm in men or �80 cm in women

BMI, bodymass index;DBP, diastolic blood pressure; HDL-C, high-density lipoprotein cholesterol;HOMA-IR, homeostasismodel assessmentof insulin resistance; SBP, systolic blood pressure.

gSCIENCEj
respectively, besides complete information about behavioral
and cardiometabolic risk factors. Cronbach alpha of 0.64
and average interitem correlation of 0.37 showed low in-
ternal consistency among SES indicators. In general, the
largest proportions of population belonged to the lowest
categories of SES indicators: 41.6% reported a monthly
family income <US$198, and 45.6% had none or primary
education. Additionally, we observed that most individuals
within the lowest assets index tertile and lowest monthly
family income were also in the group of lowest educational
attainment.
Cardiovascular risk factors by SES indicators
Individuals in the lowest income group were older than
those in the highest income group. Compared with
individuals with family income of <US$198 and US$199
to US$540, those with family income of �US$541 pre-
sented, overall, a less favorable cardiovascular risk profile
characterized by higher proportions of behavioral (current
tobacco use and alcohol intake) and cardiometabolic risk
factors, such as obesity and high TG (p < 0.001) (Table 2).

People in the highest education group were younger
than those in the lowest education group. Individuals with
highest educational attainment (higher) presented higher
physical activity, intake of fruits and vegetables, and con-
trol of salt intake, but also higher rates of current tobacco
use and alcohol drinking, than those in lower education
groups. Additionally, prevalence of cardiometabolic risk
factors (hypertension, diabetes, and insulin resistance) was
lower in individuals from highest compared with those
from lowest education groups (p < 0.001) (Table 3).

Table 4 shows the baseline sociodemographic and
clinical variables by assets index. Individuals were older in
GLOBAL HEART, VOL. 11, NO. 1, 2016
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the lowest asset group compared with highest groups.
Individuals within the highest assets index had higher
proportions of current tobacco use and hazardous alcohol
drinking, but higher physical activity and daily intake
of fruit and vegetables than individuals in lower tertiles
(p < 0.001). Cardiometabolic risk factors did not show
significant differences, except from higher WC and greater
proportion of high TG in individuals within the highest
assets tertile compared with those within lower assets
tertiles (p < 0.001).
Associations between socioeconomic status
indicators and cardiovascular risk factors
Compared with the lowest category of family income,
individuals within the highest group were found to be
positively associated with obesity and elevated WC,
whereas the middle SES group had a significant positive
association with elevated TG and insulin resistance.
Higher educational attainment was negatively associated
with obesity, but positively associated with high TG,
comparing with individuals with none or primary edu-
cation. Higher levels of assets were positively associated
with elevated WC, high TG, and insulin resistance,
whereas the middle tertile was positively associated with
obesity, elevated WC, and insulin resistance compared
with those within the lowest tertile of assets index. In-
dividuals with higher educational attainment had lower
risk of lack of control of salt intake, compared with those
with none or primary education. None of the SES in-
dicators evaluated were associated with diabetes mellitus,
low HDL-C, current tobacco use, or alcohol drinking after
adjustment for age, sex, study site, and other SES in-
dicators (Table 5). Additional models were constructed
123



TABLE 2. Baseline sociodemographic, behavioral, and clinical information by monthly family income (n ¼ 3,220)

<US$198 (n ¼ 1,338) US$199e540 (n¼1,576) �US$541 (n ¼ 306) p Value

Sociodemographic characteristics

Male 543 (40.7) 841 (53.4) 209 (68.3) <0.001

Age, yrs 58.2 � 13.5 53.7 � 11.7 51.4 � 10.6 <0.001

Age groups, yrs

35e44 281 (20.9) 420 (26.5) 100 (32.4) <0.001

45e54 280 (21.1) 456 (29.1) 100 (32.7)

55e64 327 (24.5) 412 (26.1) 71 (23.5)

�65 447 (33.5) 288 (18.3) 35 (11.4)

Educational attainment

None or primary 869 (65.0) 506 (32.1) 47 (15.4) <0.001

Secondary 367 (27.5) 609 (38.6) 75 (24.3)

Higher 101 (7.5) 460 (29.3) 183 (60.3)

Assets index tertiles

Lowest 666 (49.8) 398 (25.2) 21 (6.9) <0.001

Middle 421 (31.4) 578 (36.7) 64 (20.9)

Highest 251 (18.8) 600 (38.1) 221 (72.2)

Study site

Lima 213 (15.9) 700 (44.4) 139 (45.4) <0.001

Puno (urban) 188 (14.1) 337 (21.4) 113 (36.9)

Puno (rural) 442 (37.0) 64 (30.1) 3 (16.7)

Tumbes 495 (33.0) 475 (4.1) 51 (1.0)

Behavioral risk factors

Current tobacco use 95 (7.1) 228 (14.5) 55 (18.0) <0.001

Alcohol drinking 153 (11.4) 248 (15.7) 66 (21.6) <0.001

Physical activity in leisure time, days

Moderate 0.2 � 0.97 0.3 � 1.12 0.4 � 1.24 <0.001

Vigorous 0.1 � 0.7 0.2 � 0.97 0.4 � 1.19 <0.001

Daily intake

Fruit 0.6 � 0.63 0.8 � 0.7 1.1 � 0.91 <0.001

Vegetables 0.3 � 0.48 0.4 � 0.41 0.5 � 0.46 <0.001

No control of salt intake 1,196 (89.4) 1,369 (87.0) 261 (85.3) <0.001

Cardiometabolic risk factors

Obesity 290 (24.4) 442 (30.5) 88 (30.9) <0.001

WC 90.4 � 11.8 93.2 � 10.1 94.7 � 10.4 <0.001

Hypertension 375 (31.1) 385 (26.2) 77 (26.9) 0.01

Insulin resistance 98 (8.5) 168 (11.8) 31 (11.2) 0.02

Diabetes 108 (9.3) 122 (8.6) 23 (8.3) 0.737

Low HDL-C 732 (63.5) 953 (67.1) 193 (69.7) 0.059

High TG 416 (36.0) 677 (47.7) 140 (50.5) <0.001

Values are n (%) or mean � SD. The p values are for comparison within each SES indicator.
HDL-C, high density lipoprotein-cholesterol; SES, socioeconomic status; TG, triglycerides; WC, waist circumference.

j gSCIENCE
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adjusting separately for each SES indicator and did not
alter our observations. In addition, colinearity was
nonexistent (Online Table 1).
DISCUSSION
Our study found that the association between SES and
cardiometabolic risk factors varies depending on the SES
indicator used, even after adjusting for age, sex, study site,
and SES indicators. These findings highlight the need to
contextualize risk factors by socioeconomic groups in Latin
American settings and strongly suggest that SES factors
driving cardiovascular risk operate through different
pathways. We found that the prevalence of obesity was
higher in those with higher family income level and in the
middle assets tertile, whereas educational attainment
seemingly had a protective effect, suggesting that pathways
toward obesity are complex.

In our study, we used 3 SES indicators. Education
attempts to capture the knowledge-related assets of a
person; it is thought to measure early life SES given that
education is usually completed in young adulthood and
GLOBAL HEART, VOL. 11, NO. 1, 2016
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TABLE 3. Baseline sociodemographic, behavioral, and clinical information by educational attainment (n ¼ 3,598)

None or primary (n ¼ 1,642) Secondary (n ¼ 1,154) Higher (n ¼ 802) p Value

Sociodemographic characteristics

Male 606 (37.0) 656 (56.9) 481 (27.7) <0.001

Age, yrs 61.7 � 12.4 51.1 � 10.8 50.5 � 10.3 <0.001

Age groups, yrs

35e44 178 (10.8) 392 (34.0) 281 (35.0) <0.001

45e54 320 (19.5) 345 (29.9) 262 (32.7)

55e64 457 (27.8) 276 (23.9) 184 (22.9)

�65 684 (41.9) 141 (12.2) 75 (9.4)

Family income (dollars)

<US$198 869 (61.2) 368 (35.1) 100 (13.4) <0.001

US$199e540 505 (35.5) 608 (57.9) 462 (61.9)

�US$541 47 (3.3) 74 (7.0) 184 (24.7)

Assets index tertiles

Lowest 784 (47.8) 356 (30.8) 114 (14.2) <0.001

Middle 542 (33.0) 384 (33.3) 252 (31.4)

Highest 316 (19.2) 414 (35.9) 436 (54.4)

Study site

Lima 474 (28.8) 440 (38.1) 191 (23.8) <0.001

Puno (urban) 140 (8.5) 203 (17.6) 420 (52.4)

Puno (rural) 455 (27.7) 204 (17.7) 41 (5.1)

Tumbes 574 (35.0) 307 (26.6) 150 (18.7)

Behavioral risk factors

Current tobacco use 114 (7.0) 161 (14.0) 123 (15.4) <0.001

Alcohol drinking 145 (8.8) 213 (18.5) 159 (19.8) <0.001

Physical activity in leisure time, days

Moderate 0.16 � 0.9 0.24 � 1.0 0.45 � 1.3 <0.001

Vigorous 0.09 � 0.6 0.19 � 0.8 0.46 � 1.4 <0.001

Daily intake

Fruit 0.62 � 0.6 0.82 � 0.8 0.88 � 0.7 <0.001

Vegetables 0.33 � 0.5 0.41 � 0.4 0.45 � 0.4 0.05

No control of salt intake 1,479 (90.0) 1,040 (89.9) 665 (83.6) <0.001

Cardiometabolic risk factors

Obesity 413 (27.8) 282 (27.0) 173 (25.1) 0.423

WC 90.81 � 12.0 92.29 � 10.6 93.06 � 9.5 <0.001

Hypertension 499 (33.3) 237 (22.3) 165 (23.5) <0.001

Insulin resistance 159 (11.1) 98 (9.6) 54 (8.1) 0.006

Diabetes 147 (10.3) 79 (7.6) 46 (6.9) 0.013

Low HDL-C 933 (65.3) 666 (65.0) 458 (69.0) 0.186

High TG 540 (37.8) 442 (43.1) 354 (53.3) <0.001

Values are n (%) or mean � SD. The p values are for comparison within each SES indicator.
Abbreviations as in Table 2.

gSCIENCEj
strongly determined by parental characteristics. Assets
and family income represent and measure the material
resources component and can influence a wide range of
material circumstances with direct implications for health
[42]. SES is well-documented and easy to measure in
high-income countries but less is known and understood
in LMIC settings and, as a result, it is measured in many
different ways depending on the epidemiological study
and location [43]. The relationships among family in-
come, assets, and education and SES, a product of ma-
terial and social factors, vary by country and within
GLOBAL HEART, VOL. 11, NO. 1, 2016
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regions depending largely on the country’s
Human Development Index [21,44]. No single measure of
SES is ideal for all settings, especially in developing
countries [43].
Comparison with previous studies
We found a positive association among obesity and family
income level and middle assets index, but negative with
educational attainment; however, these results are not
entirely consistent with previous studies. This may be
125



TABLE 4. Baseline sociodemographic, behavioral, and clinical information by tertiles of assets index (n ¼ 3,601)

Lowest (n ¼ 1,255) Middle (n ¼ 1,178) Highest (n ¼ 1,168) p Value

Sociodemographic characteristics

Male 476 (38.0) 592 (50.3) 677 (58.0) <0.001

Age, yrs 58.47 (13.5) 55.53 (12.46) 53.16 (11.27) <0.001

Age groups, yrs

35e44 266 (21.0) 285 (24.1) 307 (26.1) <0.001

45e54 241 (19.4) 309 (26.4) 372 (31.9)

55e64 303 (24.2) 305 (25.8) 309 (26.5)

�65 442 (35.4) 278 (23.7) 180 (15.5)

Family income

<US$198 666 (61.4) 421 (39.6) 251 (23.4) <0.001

US$199e540 398 (36.7) 578 (54.4) 600 (56.0)

�US$541 21 (1.9) 64 (6.0) 221 (20.6)

Educational attainment

None or primary education 784 (62.5) 543 (46.0) 316 (27.1) <0.001

Secondary 355 (28.4) 382 (32.6) 418 (35.5)

Higher 115 (9.1) 253 (21.4) 432 (37.4)

Study site

Lima 377 (30.0) 360 (30.6) 368 (31.5) <0.001

Puno (urban) 256 (20.4) 254 (21.5) 254 (21.8)

Puno (rural) 266 (21.2) 214 (18.2) 220 (27.9)

Tumbes 356 (28.4) 350 (29.7) 326 (18.8)

Behavioral risk factors

Current tobacco use 97 (7.7) 138 (11.7) 164 (14.0) <0.001

Alcohol drinking 122 (9.7) 183 (15.5) 213 (18.2) <0.001

Physical activity in leisure time, days

Moderate 0.17 � 0.9 0.26 � 1.1 0.33 � 1.2 <0.001

Vigorous 0.08 � 0.5 0.23 � 1.0 0.31 � 1.1 <0.001

Daily intake

Fruit 0.63 � 0.6 0.73 � 0.7 0.87 � 0.8 <0.001

Vegetables 0.33 � 0.4 0.38 � 0.4 0.45 � 0.5 <0.001

No control of salt intake 1,125 (89.6) 1,037 (88.1) 1,025 (87.8) 0.317

Cardiometabolic risk factors

Obesity 277 (25.2) 300 (28.5) 291 (27.2) 0.219

WC 89.69 � 11.89 92.59 � 10.92 93.11 � 10.11 <0.001

Hypertension 329 (29.6) 279 (26.1) 293 (27.0) 0.175

Insulin resistance 89 (8.5) 112 (10.9) 110 (10.5) 0.136

Diabetes 90 (8.6) 92 (8.9) 90 (8.6) 0.937

Low HDL-C 682 (65.1) 677 (66.2) 699 (66.7) 0.726

High TG 402 (38.3) 430 (42.0) 504 (48.1) <0.001

The assets index is based on number of possessions (13 in total). Values are n (%) or mean � SD. The p values are for comparison within each SES
indicator.
Abbreviations as in Table 2.
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explained in part because these SES indicators may have
differing trends with obesity depending on the country and
its Human Development Index [17]. For instance, in low-
income countries, the more affluent, as well as those with
higher educational attainment, were more likely to be
obese [17,21]. However, in middle-income countries,
among women with none or primary education, the effect
of income with obesity was positive; whereas, among
women with higher education, the effect was either absent
or negative [17]. In LMIC, possessions and wealth index
were positively associated with obesity in Peru [34,45], and
Colombia [46]. However, there were inconsistent results
with regard to the association between education and
obesity, being negative in Brazil [47] and Peru [37], but
positive in Uganda [16] and South Asia [28]. Our results
also show a negative association between high educational
attainment and obesity, which is consistent with other
Peruvian studies, where there was a negative association
with obesity in women with higher education [34,36] and
may reflect what is seen in developed countries, where the
GLOBAL HEART, VOL. 11, NO. 1, 2016
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burden of disease transitions from initially higher SES
groups to lower as the country becomes more developed.

Insulin resistance and hypertriglyceridemia are com-
mon comorbidities of obesity [48]. In our study, we found
a positive association between highest assets tertile and
high educational attainment with high TG, as well as a
positive association between the middle SES group of
family income and both middle and highest assets tertiles
with insulin resistance. This is consistent with previous
studies that have found a positive association with higher
SES and high TG [11,14,19,22,26,28]. Of note, we did not
find any association with total cholesterol and low HDL-C,
which could be due to the high baseline prevalence of low
HDL-C in the overall population. It is interesting that we
found an association with metabolic disorders, elevated
TG, and insulin resistance in the middle-income group and
not in the high-income group because we had more obesity
in the high income group. However, assets index may be a
better variable for SES and is more consistent with both
middle and highest assets tertile having strong associations
with insulin resistance and elevated WC.

We found no association between any SES indicator
and hypertension or diabetes mellitus after adjustment for
age, sex, and the other SES indicators. This may reflect the
fact that the highest SES groups were generally younger
than the lowest SES groups (by up to 10 years).
Conversely, many previous studies in LMIC have demon-
strated that hypertension and diabetes are positively asso-
ciated with income [12,14,18,20,24]. Although we did not
find an association, there may be alternative explanations.
For example, South Korea and China, which have become
more developed recently, found that hypertension [27] and
diabetes [24] had a negative association with income and
education level. Similar to obesity, this trend is seen in
developed countries, where the burden of these diseases
transitions from the higher SES groups to lower as the
country becomes more developed [1,25,49]. Our study
may be evidence of that transition occurring in Peru.

Current tobacco use and higher alcohol consumption
are generally associated with lower education levels, but
this association is not consistent among other SES
indicators [14,16,19,22,28]. In our study, we did not find
a significant association between current tobacco use or
alcohol consumption and SES indicators; however, we did
observe higher proportions of current tobacco use and
alcohol consumption in individuals within the highest
educational attainment and assets index, compared with
counterparts from lower SES categories. These groups were
also significantly younger as well. Previous studies have
also found an association between SES and healthier diet
with higher fruit and vegetable consumption among those
in the higher SES groups [9,11,28,44], as well as higher
consumption of whole grains, lean meats, fish, and low-fat
dairy, as compared to lower SES groups who consumed
more refined grains, lower fruits and vegetables, and added
fats [9,10]. Individuals with highest educational attainment
had lower risk for having lack of control of salt intake
127
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compared with those with none or primary education,
similar to what was found in developed countries such as
Great Britain, Japan, and Australia [50e52].

Complexity of socioeconomic drivers of obesity
We observed a negative association between obesity and
education, but positive with assets index and family
income. Increasing wealth in populations from LMIC have
been shown to promote poor dietary habits [53] and may
also result in a decrease in physical activity, consequently
leading to higher risk of obesity [54]. On the other hand,
knowledge and skills attained through education make
individuals more receptive to health education messages
[42]. During the last decades, there have been aggressive
food marketing campaigns in LMIC, especially for fast
food, and new consumers require greater cognitive skills to
deal with these sophisticated economic signals. Given the
high exposure to these energy-dense, processed foods that
goes along with higher wealth, a rise in obesity prevalence
is expected across all socioeconomic strata, but especially
among lower educated individuals [17]. This exposure may
occur before public health educating initiatives are
appropriately and broadly implemented, creating a gap
between obesogenic effect of wealth and protective effect of
education, resulting in a higher incidence of obesity. In this
context, the beneficial effect of education may result from
assisting in correcting cognitive biases created through
marketing, leading to a better perception of risk, as well as
cognitive abilities that influence health decisions [53]. For
instance, 2 studies of cash transfer programs in Mexico and
Colombia showed that higher incomes increased fat and
sugar consumption, especially when adult education ses-
sions were not considered within these programs [55,56].

Another potential explanation is that individuals with
higher levels of education may come from more progres-
sive families, thereby adopting norms and social lifestyles
of developed countries, including a higher consideration
for slim body shapes, which might derive in more physical
activity and healthier diets.

Public health implications
Understanding the sociodemographic patterning of risk
factors is important from a public health perspective for
better characterization of the social distribution of health
and hence for planning of prevention programs [57]. Our
findings suggest that it would not be straightforward to
design obesity-prevention interventions targeted at at-risk
socioeconomic groups in Peru, because we observed
negative associations for education but positive associa-
tions for wealth. As the Peruvian economy continues to
develop over time, it will be important to monitor whether
these associations change. Based on other middle-income
countries, we may expect the association for wealth to
reverse, such that lower wealth groups (in addition to
lower education groups) have a higher risk of obesity.
In fact, the PERU MIGRANT (Peru’s Rural to Urban
MIGRANTs) study showed that individuals at the top
tertile of assets index were at higher risk of developing
central obesity, compared with the bottom tertile after 5
years of follow-up [58].

Study limitations
This study has some limitations that must be considered.
Our study groups come from 4 different regions, which
may not be representative of the whole population in Peru.
Despite this, our study offers unique insights into a com-
bination of rural and urban sites located at low- and high-
altitude settings. Our cross-sectional approach prevents
interpretation of causal relationships between SES in-
dicators and cardiovascular risk factors. Although a stan-
dardized protocol was used, some of the variables, such as
history of diabetes or hypertension, were self-reported and
prone to recall bias together with limitations of availability
of health services and availability of diagnosis. However, a
composite definition for those variables was used in this
study, which included glucose and blood pressure mea-
surements. Finally, participant’s response rate was high
when analyzed by SES indicators across sites except from
rural Puno (Online Table 2). In this site we observed a
lower response rate for monthly family income compared
with other study sites. However, further sensitivity analyses
comparing those with and without data on family income
showed no clear differences (Online Tables 3 and 4).

CONCLUSIONS
Our study found that the association between SES and
cardiometabolic risk factors varies depending on the SES
indicator used. A significantly positive association was
observed only between obesity and elevated WC and
family income and assets index, whereas educational
attainment had a protective effect. We may hypothesize
that vascular risk varies by different SES measures, sug-
gesting that SES factors driving cardiovascular risk, espe-
cially through obesity, are operating through different
pathways. These results highlight the need for careful
monitoring and to contextualize risk factors by socioeco-
nomic groups in developing countries in Latin America,
with a focus on high-risk groups to decrease development
of cardiovascular disease.
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APPENDIX
ONLINE TABLE 2. Response rate of individuals per SES indicator

All Sites Lima Urban Puno Rural Puno Tumbes

Monthly family income 3,220 (89.2) 1,052 (94.6) 638 (83.5) 509 (72.7) 1,021 (98.9)

Educational attainment 3,598 (99.7) 1,104 (99.3) 763 (99.9) 700 (100) 1,031 (99.9)

Assets index 3,601 (99.8) 1,105 (99.4) 764 (100) 700 (100) 1,032 (100)

Total 3,608 1,112 764 700 1,032

Values are n (%) and n.

SES, socioeconomic status.

ONLINE TABLE 1. PR between cardiovascular risk factors and SES indicators

Monthly Family Income* Educational Attainmenty Assets Indexz

<US$198 US$199e540 �US$541

None or

Primary Secondary Higher Lowest Middle Highest

Obesity Ref 1.10 (0.97e1.26) 1.25 (1.01e1.54) Ref 0.93 (0.81e1.07) 0.83 (0.69e0.98) Ref 1.14 (1.00e1.31) 1.13 (0.99e1.30)

Elevated WC Ref 1.07 (1.02e1.12) 1.18 (1.10e1.27) Ref 1.05 (0.99e1.10) 1.09 (1.02e1.15) Ref 1.10 (1.05e1.16) 1.15 (1.10e1.21)

Hypertension Ref 0.90 (0.80e1.03) 1.03 (0.83e1.28) Ref 0.97 (0.84e1.12) 1.07 (0.89e1.28) Ref 0.96 (0.84e1.10) 1.10 (0.96e1.25)

Low HDL-C Ref 1.03 (0.96e1.09) 1.10 (1.01e1.21) Ref 0.99 (0.93e1.05) 1.04 (0.96e1.12) Ref 1.03 (0.97e1.09) 1.05 (0.99e1.12)

High TG Ref 1.22 (1.10e1.35) 1.27 (1.09e1.48) Ref 1.13 (1.01e1.25) 1.37 (1.21e1.54) Ref 1.08 (0.97e1.20) 1.23 (1.11e1.36)

Diabetes

mellitus

Ref 0.96 (0.73e1.27) 1.04 (0.66e1.65) Ref 0.95 (0.70e1.29) 0.82 (0.55e1.22) Ref 1.10 (0.83e1.46) 1.16 (0.88e1.54)

Insulin

resistance

Ref 1.34 (1.05e1.71) 1.56 (1.06e2.31) Ref 0.91 (0.70e1.19) 0.84 (0.61e1.18) Ref 1.32 (1.02e1.71) 1.37 (1.05e1.78)

Current

smoker

Ref 1.29 (1.02e1.64) 1.30 (0.93e1.81) Ref 1.03 (0.81e1.32) 1.13 (0.86e1.50) Ref 1.22 (0.96e1.54) 1.28 (1.02e1.60)

Alcohol

drinking

Ref 1.05 (0.84e1.32) 1.01 (0.72e1.42) Ref 1.15 (0.90e1.46) 0.93 (0.70e1.24) Ref 1.35 (1.05e1.74) 1.23 (0.95e1.57)

No control of

salt intake

Ref 0.97 (0.94e0.99) 0.95 (0.90e1.00) Ref 0.97 (0.95e1.00) 0.91 (0.87e0.95) Ref 0.97 (0.95e1.00) 0.96 (0.94e0.99)

Values are PR (95% CI). Bold ¼ p < 0.05.
CI, confidence interval; HDL-C, high-density lipoprotein cholesterol; PR, prevalence ratio; Ref, reference; SES, socioeconomic status; TG, triglycerides; WC, waist circumference.

*Regression model was adjusted by age, sex, study site, and monthly family income.
yRegression model was adjusted by age, sex, study site, and educational attainment.
zRegression model was adjusted by age, sex, study site, and assets index.
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ONLINE TABLE 4. Sensitivity analysis, rural Puno without data on family income (n ¼ 191)

Educational Attainment Assets Index

None or Primary Secondary Higher Lowest Middle Highest

Obesity Ref 0.79 (0.17e3.81) <0.01 (<0.01e<0.01) Ref 0.29 (0.02e3.5) 1.0 (0.17e5.68)

Elevated WC Ref 0.76 (0.50e1.16) 3.13 (1.75e5.60) Ref 1.13 (0.77e1.65) 1.17 (0.77e1.77)

Hypertension Ref 1.10 (0.37e3.30) 3.76 (0.77e18.44) Ref 0.72 (0.32e1.62) 0.38 (0.08e1.75)

Low HDL-C Ref 1.08 (0.76e1.53) 1.07 (0.25e4.57) Ref 1.11 (0.79e1.57) 1.06 (0.71e1.58)

High TG Ref 0.95 (0.43e2.11) 1.69 (0.41e7.03) Ref 1.25 (0.54e2.84) 2.05 (0.82e5.10)

Diabetes mellitus Ref 0.73 (0.06e8.57) 1.28 (0.23e7.19) Ref 0.81 (0.20e3.35) <0.01 (<0.01e<0.01)

Insulin resistance Ref <0.01 (<0.01e<0.01) <0.01 (<0.01e<0.01) Ref 0.44 (0.09e2.08) 0.20 (0.02e2.20)

Current smoker Ref 0.88 (0.10e7.48) 9.63 (0.55e168.73) Ref 2.36 (0.50e11.09) 0.66 (0.06e6.87)

Alcohol drinking Ref 1.04 (0.49e2.21) 0.67 (0.18e2.45) Ref 3.76 (1.09e12.90) 4.28 (1.30e14.13)

No control of salt intake Ref 1.00 (0.97e1.04) 1.03 (0.98e1.08) Ref 1.04 (1.00e1.08) 1.02 (0.97e1.07)

Values are PR (95% CI). Bold ¼ p < 0.05. Abbreviations as in Online Table 1.

ONLINE TABLE 3. Sensitivity analysis, rural Puno with data on family income (n ¼ 509)

Educational Attainment Assets Index

None or Primary Secondary Higher Lowest Middle Highest

Obesity Ref 1.20 (0.61e2.36) 0.93 (0.22e3.81) Ref 1.05 (0.56e1.95) 0.85 (0.40e1.82)

Elevated WC Ref 1.27 (1.00e1.62) 1.41 (0.96e2.08) Ref 1.21 (0.93e1.57) 1.33 (1.01e1.75)

Hypertension Ref 1.03 (0.61e1.75) 0.88 (0.40e1.96) Ref 0.84 (0.49e1.42) 1.03 (0.59e1.79)

Low HDL-C Ref 1.12 (0.92e1.38) 1.48 (1.02e2.15) Ref 1.06 (0.87e1.30) 1.04 (0.82e1.31)

High TG Ref 0.91 (0.62e1.33) 1.23 (0.72e2.07) Ref 1.02 (0.66e1.58) 1.56 (1.00e2.44)

Diabetes mellitus Ref 0.57 (0.11e2.88) 1.87 (0.37e9.25) Ref 2.85 (0.73e11.14) 1.36 (1.64e11.23)

Insulin resistance Ref 0.12 (0.01e1.32) 0.49 (0.07e3.47) Ref 0.91 (0.21e3.94) 3.10 (0.74e12.97)

Current smoker Ref 0.92 (0.45e1.88) 0.82 (0.30e2.22) Ref 2.65 (0.87e8.13) 1.75 (0.50e6.12)

Alcohol drinking Ref 1.13 (0.76e1.70) 0.82 (0.46e1.45) Ref 1.87 (0.94e3.75) 2.13 (1.04e4.35)

No control of salt intake Ref 0.94 (0.87e1.03) 0.86 (0.73e1.02) Ref 0.94 (0.87e1.02) 0.99 (0.92e1.08)

Values are PR (95% CI). Bold ¼ p < 0.05. Abbreviations as in Online Table 1.
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