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KEY MESSAGES
•

•
•

•

There has been concern, and much heated debate, on the possible negative
effects of restrictions, stay-at-home orders and lockdowns during the COVID-19
pandemic.
Most published studies on health impacts of restrictions and lockdowns are low
quality and often severely biased.
Focusing on the few studies that approximate a change in restrictions alone (i.e.
not the impact of the pandemic per se), we see clear adverse impacts of lockdowns
on intimate partner violence and physical activity. Regarding diseases, road traffic
crashes decrease, and anxiety increases.
A discussion driven by science (not politics) is urgently needed on what lockdowns
can deliver, their limitations and how to optimally deploy them – along other public
health strategies – in the fight against COVID-19.

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.
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The indirect health impacts of COVID-19 restrictions: a strong debate
informed by weak evidence
Standfirst
Driss Ait Ouakrim and colleagues argue that the vast majority of studies
evaluating the unintended effects of COVID-19 restrictions and lockdowns are low
quality, prone to severe bias and, therefore, of limited use to health policy making.
Policies to restrict movements and contact between people have been a common
response to control the spread of SARS-CoV-2 in many countries.1
The stringency of these measures ranges from recommendations for people to
observe physical distancing and self-isolate if symptomatic, to policies
imposing strict stay-at-home orders (‘lockdowns’), school closures, business
restrictions and border controls.2
These restrictive policies, including lockdowns, have been essential to prevent health
services being overwhelmed and to save lives.3, 4 They have even enabled some
countries to eliminate community transmission of the virus.5 What remains unclear,
however, are the potential unintended health harms associated with such policies.
Public health authorities and commentators have raised the alarm – as early as the
first lockdowns in Wuhan – on the indirect health harms that might result from
lockdown policies.6 The potential mental health impacts, ranging from loneliness and
anxiety through to severe depression and even suicide, have been raised as major
concerns.7, 8 Other proposed harmful effects have included cardiac conditions,
delayed screening, presentation or treatment for cancers, intimate partner violence,
increased consumption of ultra-processed foods, alcohol, tobacco and illicit
substances.
But what is the actual quantitative evidence on these harms? To answer this, we
argue, requires thinking counterfactually before considering approaching the plethora
of published studies on this topic.9
Counterfactual reasoning and the net health effect of lockdowns
Health impacts during lockdown are a blend of the effect of the lockdown itself (the
relevant target for causal inference) and the general effect of the pandemic. For
example, people’s mental health may be adversely impacted by fear and uncertainty
of the pandemic, plus any additional impact of restrictions per se. We want to identify
the unintended causal effects (good and bad) of restrictions all other things held
constant. Whilst no randomised trials have approximated this, we use natural
experiments10, namely:
•

•

Comparisons over time between residents in the same place during the pandemic, with
varying restrictions (i.e. changing exposure) but otherwise similar circumstances (i.e. an
absence of time varying confounding, either by design or statistical adjustment).
Comparisons across places (e.g. states of a country) of similar populations with similar
SARS-CoV-2 infection rates and similar other circumstances, but variation in levels of
restriction.
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That is, we need to find populations that are exchangeable with each other, and only
vary in terms of the level of restrictions. This rules out many cross-sectional surveys.
Furthermore, many studies that purport to show impacts of restrictions contain
significant biases. For example, people cannot be blinded to their own lockdown
status which means that subjective measures such as feelings of anxiety are prone
to recall bias whilst rapidly conducted internet recruitment surveys are typically not
representative of the population (i.e. selection bias).
State of the evidence
To hold such a counterfactual ruler up against the available evidence, we searched
the literature for studies meeting or approximating the counterfactual described
above. First, we selected risk factors and diseases that have a plausible independent
association with COVID-19 policy responses, and that are likely to contribute to a
non-negligible health burden: five risk factors (alcohol consumption, body mass
index, intimate partner violence, physical activity and tobacco smoking); five health
seeking behaviours (screening for melanoma, breast, cervical, colorectal and lung
cancer); and ten disease/injury groups (anxiety and depression, chronic obstructive
pulmonary disease (COPD), falls, ischemic heart disease (IHD), self-harm, stroke,
suicide and road transport injuries).
The vast majority of the existing literature up to 21 January 2021 was low quality
and/or contained strong bias (see Appendix for details), leaving only 42 articles. Of
these, 28 were comparisons of before with during the pandemic – but were still too
weak due to having two or more potentially substantial biases (confounding,
measurement error, or selection). This left only 14 studies meeting our strict criteria,
and still the majority of these were before-COVID-19 to during COVID-19
comparisons prone to residual confounding.
Consequences
Starting with the fourteen ‘best studies’, wherever possible we converted the study
finding into a percentage change for the equivalent of severe restrictions (typically
referred to as stage 3 or 4 lockdown) compared to minor restrictions only (see
Appendix for details). Where the conversion was not possible, the percentage
change was plotted as reported in the study. Figures 1 shows these results for risk
factors and diseases.
1) Higher risk of intimate partner violence

Two well designed before-after studies conducted in Spain11 and Italy12 showed a
sharp increase in the number of women reaching out for help to anti-violence
centres. The analyses demonstrate a surge in the number of calls (ranging from 41%
to 191%) to these centres from women experiencing violence or in a threatening
environment during lockdown periods. Both studies were able to access data from all
centres operating in their respective countries, which reduces the level of potential
measurement error and virtually eliminates risk of selection bias. The findings are in
line with many reports and initiatives highlighting the higher risk of violence against
women during the COVID-19 crisis, and the need to prevent what has been termed
as the “shadow pandemic”.13
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2) Lower physical activity

As one would expect, restrictions and lockdowns lead to a substantial drop in the
average level of physical activity. The four studies14-17 we include used different
measures of physical activity but all reported a reduction (ranging from 7% to 40%).
The analyses were based on specific population groups (e.g. medical student, or
patients with chronic condition) which might limit the generalisability of their results.
What we don’t know, however, is how lower physical activity during lockdowns will
affect future population health outcomes. Modelling studies are needed in this area
to estimate the potential effects of reduced physical activity and help design and
evaluate future mitigation strategies.
3) No convincing impact on alcohol and tobacco use

The studies reporting on the effect alcohol consumption and tobacco smoking during
lockdown periods provide conflicting results for these two risk factors. Smoking
habits do not seem to have been impacted by the lockdowns. Jackson et al.18
reported a 7% increase in smoking prevalence (95% CI: 5%-19%), while Niedwiedz
et al.19 showed a reduction of 11% (95% CI: -18% to -3%). There was similar
uncertainty around alcohol consumption. Colbert et al.20 identifies a 7% reduction in
the alcohol purchasing during the lockdown, while Niedwiedz et al.19 found changing
patterns in consumption that might cancel out any effect.
4) Reduced number of injuries due to falls and road traffic

A clear positive health effect of restrictions and lockdown policies seems to be the
substantial reduction in the number of road traffic injuries as shown by two studies
analysing the number of emergency department admissions in Ireland and Australia.
This effect likely results from the reduction in mobility induced by lockdowns and
minimal economic activity.21 However, the US study by Quershi et al.22 which
analysed data from the Statewide Traffic Accidents Record in Missouri showed no
effect of the lockdown on the number of road traffic accidents resulting in serious or
fatal injuries. Which suggest that the wider context in which a lockdown is
implemented might determine how it impacts road traffic injuries, e.g. a highly car
dependent culture may actually use road travel to socially isolate.
Other beneficial effects include a reduction in trauma admission due to falls. Jacob et
al.23 reported a 21% reduction observed in a large trauma centre in Australia
compared to pre-lockdown levels. This also seems a very plausible consequence of
lockdowns, if indeed people are mandated to stay at home and limit their movement
to the strict minimum.
5) Likely higher level of anxiety

We identified only one study investigating the effect of lockdown on anxiety that met
our counterfactual criteria. Papandreou et al.24 compared the levels of anxiety using
two parallel surveys: in Spain, while the country was experiencing a strict lockdown,
and in Greece where minimal restrictions were in place. The prevalence of anxiety in
the Spanish population was 88% (95% CI: 27%-182%) greater than in the Greek
population. The potential risk of confounding from the pandemic itself is likely to be
low, under the assumption that the pandemic induces a similar level of anxiety in the
two populations. However, the study does not adjust for any pre-pandemic variation
in anxiety levels.
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6) Little evidence of effect on depression, self-harm and suicide

The three studies reporting on depression24, self-harm23 and suicide19 suggest that
lockdowns have no immediate effect on the prevalence of these conditions. While
this finding seems plausible in the short term and for a given period of lockdown, it
does not provide definitive evidence of absence of effect. First, there remains
uncertainty on how the experience of lockdown might translate in the long-term – in
particular on prevalence of depression; and second, how repeated periods of
restrictions and lockdowns – as has been experienced in many countries – might
impact these three conditions and mental health in general.
Box 1: Disruptions in cancer care and prevention
•

There is strong and consistent evidence, from a variety of countries, that disruptions
related to the pandemic have led to substantial reductions in cancer screening,
diagnoses and treatment. Denmark, for example, saw a 33% (95% CI:26%-40%)
reduction in incident cancers between March and May 2020 compared to the same
months in the previous five years.25 In the Netherlands, cancer diagnoses (across all
sites, excluding skin cancer) were 20% lower than in 2019.26 In the United States, the
weekly number of newly identified cancers declined by 46% for 6 cancer types
combined (i.e. breast, colorectal, lung, pancreatic, gastric, and oesophageal).27 Similar
declining trends in referrals and diagnosis have been consistently reported in other
countries and for individual cancers.28-30 However, we are not aware of studies that
separate out the effect of restrictions per se on cancer service utilisation, from that due
to the wider pandemic.

•

Modelling studies have also evaluated the potential impact of pandemic-related
disruptions to cancer treatment and prevention. In the UK for example, a 3 month
delay in referral/treatment is expected to result in 4,500 lives lost over a period of 10
years (Sud et al.).

•

These delayed presentations result from both increased pressure that the pandemic
has placed on health services and the fear of attending them. How much of any
contemporaneous impact is due to the causal impact of restrictions, as opposed to
fear of contacting people with SARS-CoV-2 and health services capacity being
exceeded, is unknown. Moreover, there is a case that restrictions and lockdowns – by
reducing future case loads – will in the medium term increase screening compared to
a counterfactual of ongoing high case loads disrupting health services.

•

In most countries, healthcare resources such as staff were reassigned to COVID-19
leading to negative effects on cancer care and other chronic diseases.31 However,
even where countries didn’t suspend their national cancer screening programmes,
uptake decreased possibly out of fear of catching Covid19 or due to assumptions
about the lack of capacity in the health system, or presumed closure.

•

The specific role that restrictions played in these disruptions to healthcare is less clear.
The few studies that investigated the specific contemporaneous effect of the lockdown
were likely confounded by the broader effect of the pandemic.

Figure 1. Lockdown effect estimates from studies using natural experiment or
before-after designs
a) Risk factors
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b) Diseases and conditions

IPV: intimate partner violence, RTI: road transport injuries. Error bars are 95% CI for those studies giving them, or presenting
data allowing us to calculate them.
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What is beyond the counterfactual framework?
Relaxing our criteria to include weaker study designs (before-after studies with two
or more major likely biases), we considered 32 additional studies. Summaries of their
main features and findings are provided in the online appendix. These consistently
show that the risk factors worsen during (but perhaps not because of) lockdowns.
The same negative effects were shown for many diseases and conditions, apart from
road traffic injuries, for which a substantial reduction was reported, consistent with
the results from the higher quality studies.
For six out of 10 conditions considered, the primary outcomes were access to health
services, which represents a further limitation to these studies. Health seeking
behaviour might not accurately represent change in incidence. For example, mild
symptoms of ischaemic heart disease or COPD might be ignored as a result of the
pandemic out of fear of going to hospital.
Is the cure, indeed, worse than the disease?
The positive effect of restrictions containing a deadly pandemic is clear. But there is
no doubt measures such as lockdowns are highly disruptive at the time and can
have profound social, health and economic consequences. They also force policy
makers and society as a whole to address challenging ethical and philosophical
questions.32 It is well established that public health interventions in general can have
unintended harmful effects, reinforce health inequities or even worsen the negative
outcomes they set out to address.33 Our data suggests lockdown’s can have both
negative and positive consequences such as decreasing road traffic injuries, yet
increasing risk of intimate partner violence and reducing physical activity.
However, in the case of the COVID-19 pandemic, what should have been a rigorous
and evidence-based discussion between public health experts and policy makers34
about how to best implement a preventive strategy to protect population health,
turned into a sterile and highly politicised debate35 between those who support the
lockdowns – seeing them as the only way to tackle the pandemic in the absence of
effective treatment or vaccine – and those claiming that their unintended
consequences are so severe that they cause more harm than the pandemic itself.36
Accordingly, some governments imposed long and unnecessarily harsh lockdowns,
even where the harm seemingly outweighed the benefit (e.g. India, Philippines).
Other governments perhaps overestimated the negative impact of lockdowns and
only used them as a last resort (e.g. France, Germany) or ruled them out as a
preventive strategy (e.g. Sweden, Brazil).
Using a counterfactual filter on studies we found little quality evidence to suggest the
cure is worse than the disease. However, absence of quality evidence isn’t
necessarily evidence of absence of negative (or positive) effect. Clearly, we need
more quality, natural-experiment data, along with data on delayed health effects,
including those resulting from social determinants such education and employment.
From our review and analysis, we believe much of this information exist – hidden in
governmental and private databases – but has not (yet) been analysed or published.
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We urge researchers to try and disentangle the causal impact of lockdowns and
restrictions for ‘background’ COVID-19, to hopefully allow a more scientific (and less
political) discussion about what they can deliver, their limitations and how to
optimally deploy them – along other public health strategies – in the fight against
COVID-19.
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