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Abstract: This study investigates changes in gender-based differences between women and men$s exposures to negative emotions inclu—
ding fear stress and anxiety during the COVID-9. It also examines whether these changes were related to changes in work and family
relationships that had affected men and womens negative emotions differently. We conducted an online survey across China in January
2020 during the initial outbreak of COVID-9 and then followed up with the same respondents at the end of March 2020. The findings
show that despite women revealed a higher level of negative emotions than men did at the initial stage of the pandemic the negative emo—
tions were overall alleviated for both sexes and the gender gap disappeared as the domestic pandemic was brought under control. Com—

pared with men women suffered greater losses in work during the pandemic which resulted in a rise of their negative emotions. However
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the improvement of family relationships would have been beneficial for womens emotional wellbeing more than for mens. Moreover for

women who experienced job losses due to the pandemic the improvement of their family relationships could help them address the nega—

tive emotions caused by the losses.
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