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Abstract
Background Social distancing policies were enacted during March 2020 to limit the spread of COVID-
19. Lockdowns and movement restrictions increased the potential of negative impact on population
mental health, in which depression and anxiety symptoms were frequently reported by different popu-
lation groups during COVID-19 lockdown. However, the causal relationship of mitigation policies on
national-wide mental health resource usage is lacking.

Objective This study investigates the effect of COVID-19 mitigation measures on mental health across
the United States, on county and state levels. It examines the effect on mental health facility usage and
the prevalence of mental illnesses on the total population, different age and gender groups, and patients
of selected mental health diagnoses.

Methods We used large-scale medical claims data for mental health patients dated from September
1, 2019 to December 31, 2020, with publicly available state- and county-specific COVID-19 cases from
first case in January to December 31, 2020, and used publicly available lockdown dates for states and
counties. We designed a difference-in-differences (DID) model, which infers the causal effect of a policy
intervention by comparing pre-policy and post-policy periods in different regions. We mainly focused on
two types of social distancing policies, stay-at-home and school closure orders.

Results Based on common pre-treatment trend assumption of regions, we find that lockdown has sig-
nificantly and causally increased the usage of mental health in regions with lockdowns in comparison to
regions without. In regions with lockdown orders the resource usage increased by 18% compared to 1%
decline in regions without a lockdown. Also, female populations have been exposed to a larger lockdown
effect on their mental health with 24% increase in regions with lockdowns compared to 3% increase in
regions without. While male mental health patients decreased by 5% in regions without lockdowns.
Patients diagnosed with panic disorders and reaction to severe stress both were significantly exposed to
a significant large effect of lockdowns. Also, life management difficulty patients doubled in regions with
stay-at-home orders but increased less with school closures. Contrarily, attention-deficit hyperactivity
patients declined in regions without stay-at-home orders. Patients older than 80 used mental health
resources less in regions with lockdowns. Adults between (21 – 40) years old were exposed to the greatest
lockdown effect with increase between 20% to 30% in regions with lockdown.

Conclusion Although non-pharmaceutical intervention policies were effective in containing the spread of
COVID-19, our results show that mitigation policies led to population-wide increase in mental health pa-
tients. Our results suggest the need for greater mental health treatment resources in the face of lockdown
policies.
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1 Introduction

As the COVID-19 pandemic began and confirmed cases rose, people voluntarily stayed at home and limited
their trips in weeks before public policy interventions were imposed [34]. Subsequently, social distancing
policies were issued globally as a form of non-pharmaceutical intervention, including limiting people’s gath-
erings, closing schools, and fully restricting movements by lockdown orders (also called stay-at-home or
shelter-in-place orders) [40], so as to contain virus spread [48, 3, 3, 23]. Yet, studies indicate lockdowns
affected mental health parameters more than the evolution of the pandemic itself [46]. Indeed, both per-
sonal and community responses of self-isolation and public policies raised mental health concerns among the
population, with numerous calls for preventive psychological interventions [16, 13, 10, 33]. Hence, examining
the causal effect of COVID-19 lockdown measures on mental health is important for health and economic
planning during pandemics.

Mental disorders have been more economically costly than any other disease. In 2013, mental disorders
were the leading segment of health care spending in the United States [45]. It has been estimated that half
of the global economic burden will be attributable to mental illness [6]. Poor mental health might come with
additional health system costs due to the increase risks of physical morbidity [36]. On an individual-level,
common mental illnesses have been associated negatively with income [43], and have been related to lower
levels of productivity at work [9]. Additionally, there is a huge lifetime cost to education—with increased
school drop-out [11]—and criminal justice sectors due to poor mental health, which even outweighs the health
care system cost [4]. Mental health has been related to social capital on individual and community levels
[37, 5]. Indeed, good social capital plays a role in promoting healthier public behaviors, especially during
COVID-19, social capital has been associated with higher levels of vaccination rates, self-isolation, and face
masking [21]. The risk of mental health degradation goes beyond to impact the advantage of social capital
in the face of viral diseases. Given these consequences of poor mental health on overwhelming the health
care systems [47], it has been essential to mitigate additional mental degradation and avoid potential future
economic and social costs.

There have been several observations of mental health degradation during the COVID-19 pandemic
mainly through examining associations with various indirect measures [42, 51, 22]. Reported suicidal
thoughts and depression symptoms almost quadrupled from 2019 to June 2020 [14] and about 30% more
respondents1 reported depression and anxiety symptoms than in 2019 in the United States [1]. Other stud-
ies focused on the association between movement restrictions and mental health, in which reduced physical
activity was found to be a leading factor to higher rates of depression during the pandemic [38, 25, 15].
In addition to self-reported and measured depression rates, mental health has also been observed online by
tracing people’s keyword searches. Within the first two weeks after lockdowns, the search for words such
as worry, sadness, and boredom peaked in several US states, which has been significantly associated with
negative feelings [19, 7].

Although previous work shows degradation of mental health during the COVID-19 pandemic, this mainly
depends on self-reported questionnaires or online behavior patterns which do not reflect the actual usage of
mental health services or the rising need for mental health treatment. Examining the use of mental health
resources and the prevalence of mental illnesses would further help in measuring the actual cost of COVID-19
lockdowns on mental health and inform mental health treatment resource planning for future lockdowns.
To the best of our knowledge, there is no large-scale study that has investigated the effect of extended
lockdown on the usage of mental health resources across the country. We empirically estimate the causal
effect of COVID-19 distancing policies on mental health across counties and states in the United States
by comparing the differences in changes between locked and non-locked down regions using a large-scale
medical claims dataset that covers most hospitals in the country. We use the number of patients visiting
mental health facilities as a measure for the usage of mental health resources, and we consider emergency
department (ED) visits for mental health issues as a proxy for the development of new mental disease, here,
so severe that treatment could not be avoided. The usage of mental health resources can further trigger
analysis on economic costs borne by health care systems and the country as a whole. Mental health ED

1U.S. Census Bureau December Survey https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2020/demo/hhp/hhp21.html
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treatment visits might further reflect the mental health cost on an individual level.
Our results show that extended lockdown measures significantly increase the usage of mental health

resources and ED visits. In particular, mental health resource usage in regions with lockdown orders have
significantly increased by 18% compared to 1% decline in regions without a lockdown. Female populations
have been exposed to a larger lockdown effect on their mental health with 24% increase in regions with
lockdowns compared to 3% increase in regions without, while male mental health patients decreased by 5%
in regions without lockdowns. Cases of panic disorders and reaction to severe stress, and life management
difficulty significantly increased by lockdowns. The effect size of lockdowns was not only positive and
significant but was also increasing till the end of December 2020.

2 Methods

2.1 Data

We used three sets of data to conduct our study: mental health claims data including emergency department
(ED) claims, COVID-19 cases data, and lockdown dates data.

The mental health data is a large de-identified medical claims corpus provided by Change Healthcare for
years of 2019 and 2020. Change Healthcare serves 1 million providers covering 5500 hospitals with 220 mil-
lion patients (which is roughly two-thirds of the US population) and represents over 50% of private insurance
claims across the United States. It covers 51 states/territories and a total of 3141 counties (and equivalent
jurisdictions like parishes). The data set includes millions of claims per month from the private insurance
marketplace, and some Medicare Advantage programs and Medicaid programs using private insurance carri-
ers, excluding Medicare and Medicaid indemnity claims, which is a limitation in the dataset coverage. More
details on the selection method of mental disorders are found in Appendix table A.1

For COVID-19 cases, we considered state-level and county-level cases reported in the United States taken
from the New York Times database [49] from the first case date in late January 2020 to December 31, 2020
covering 3218 counties in 51 states/territories. Given that reported cases depend on the testing results, thus,
the data is limited by the fact that there was a widespread shortage of available tests in different regions
at different times. The undercounts of COVID-19 cases used in this study would only weaken the effect we
present, and so fixing the data would only strengthen the resultant effect.

For lockdown data, we used the data from the COVIDVis project 2 led by the University of California
Berkeley to track policy interventions on state and county levels, in which they depended on government
pandemic responses to construct the dataset. We considered the dates of two order types, shelter-in-place
and K-12 school closure in state and county levels. Earliest and latest shelter-in-place orders were on March
14 and April 7, 2020 covering 2598 counties in 43 states. The earliest K-12 school closure was on March
10 and the latest was on April 28, 2020 covering 2465 counties in 39 states. The data is comprehensive, in
which states and counties that do not appear in the dataset are considered without official imposed lockdown.
We focus on the impact of the initial shutdowns to avoid complications related to re-opening and repeated
closures. Given that at some regions people tend to voluntarily isolate themselves at home and limit their
trips before official lockdown orders [34], therefore, lockdown dates might be limited to reflect the actual
social distancing behavior across regions during the pandemic. However, lockdown dates would better reflect
the beginning of persistent social distancing behaviors for a larger population group, which is useful to our
study, unlike voluntarily behaviors.

2.2 Difference-in-Differences Analysis

To estimate the effects of COVID-19 mitigation policies on mental health patients in county and state levels,
we conducted difference-in-differences (DID) analysis, which allows for inferring causality based on parallel
trends assumption. For DID analysis we considered mental health patients from the date of September 1,
2019 till December 31, 2020. Our approach leveraged the variation of policy mandated dates in different

2COVIDVis https://covidvis.berkeley.edu/#lockdown_section
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counties or states with 8 states that did not declare an official lockdown. Accordingly, we constructed both
treated and control groups to implement the analysis. We estimated the following regression as our main
equation for counties Eq. 1 (same as for states Eq. 2):

Ycd = α+ βjpolicyjcd + δc + δd, (1)

Ysd = α+ βjpolicyjsd + δs + δd, (2)

where Ycd is the outcome (e.g. total mental health patients) in a given county c or state s on date d,
policyjcd indicates whether policy j has been mandated for a county c on date d, βj is the DID interaction
coefficient, representing the effect of introducing policy j, and δc and δd are fixed effects for county and date
respectively. County fixed effect is included to adjust for time-invariant (independent of time) unobserved
county characteristics that might affect the outcome. For example, each county has its local health care
system, social capital index, age profile, and socioeconomic status that the fixed effect controls for. Further,
date fixed effect δd is included to adjust for factors that vary over time, such as COVID-19 rates or social
behavioral change.

2.2.1 Control by the evolution of COVID-19 cases

Even though DID avoids the bias encountered in time-invariant factors, the bias of time-varying confounders
may still be present [30]. Therefore, we consider the COVID-19 confirmed cases xcd as a main confounder
factor in counties and states and we control for it. We follow [52] to use a Time-Varying Adjusted (TVA)
model, based on the assumption that the confounding variable affect both treated and untreated groups
regardless of a policy intervention. We measured the interaction of time and the confounding xcd covariate
at county- (Eq. 3) and state-level (Eq. 4)

Ycd = α+ βjpolicyjcd + δc + δdβ0xcd, (3)

Ysd = α+ βjpolicyjsd + δc + δdβ0xsd. (4)

2.2.2 Event-study model

DID models rely on the assumption of parallel pre-treatment trends to exist in both treated and untreated
groups. Hence, in the absence of a policy, treated counties or states would evolve similarly as untreated
counties or states. To assess equal pre-policy trends, we designed an event-study type model [26]. We
calculated k periods before policy implementation and used an event-study coefficient to indicate whether
an outcome in specific date d and county c or state s is within k periods before the policy implementation
[44, 19]. We estimated the following regression model for counties (Eq. 5) and states (Eq. 6):

Ycd = α+ βk
hpolicy

k
hcd + βjpolicyjcd + δc + δd, (5)

Ysd = α+ βk
hpolicy

k
hsd + βjpolicyjsd + δs + δd, (6)

where policykhsd, a dummy variable, equals 1 if policy h took place k periods before the mandate, and zero
otherwise. Period k is calculated in months, k = {−6,−5,−4,−2,−1, 0} months, and the month of the
policy implementation (k = 0) is considered as the omitted category. Here, βk

h is the event-study coefficient
and we included all control variables as defined in equations 1 and 2.

4

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted June 10, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.26.21257598doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.26.21257598
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


3 Results

3.1 Descriptive Analysis

Before we delve into the causal DID inference, we report some statistics to describe the data of mental health
patients. Among 16.7 million mental health patients in the U.S, the mean age was 38.7 years and 56% were
female. As seen in Figure 1, the distribution of mental health patients in states and counties had shifted
between 2019 and 2020. The total increase is 22% of all mental health patients of any mental health disorder
as seen in Table B.2 in the appendix.

Figure 1: Distributions of mental health patients weighted by regions’ populations in years of 2019 and 2020
in counties (A) and states (B). The total population increase is 22% in 2020

Figure G.6 (in appendix) shows the increasing trend of number of mental health patients, though it
decreased between March and April 2020, during lockdown mandates. This supports the findings of [50]
where visits of anxiety patients significantly decreased right after strict lockdown took place. An obvious
increase was during June 2020, which can be attributed to telemedicine options or relaxed lockdown measures.

Parallel Trend Assumption To apply DID, first we must validate the pre-policy parallel trends assump-
tion. We tested the equality of pre-policy trends for counties and states using Eq. 5 and Eq. 6 respectively.
We plot the event-study coefficients for 6 months before policy implementation from the models of stay-at-
home and school-closure orders and the corresponding 95 % confidence intervals. Figure D.5 (in appendix)
shows that the event-study coefficients are generally non-significant, therefore we cannot reject the null hy-
pothesis of parallel trends. Accordingly, the key assumption of parallel trends of DID is satisfied for both
counties and states.

3.2 Effects on the Usage of Mental Health Resources

We consider mental health patients for the causal DID inference model from September 1, 2019 to December
31, 2020 to observe the prolonged effects since mental health disorders may appear some time after a trauma
[8]. In Tables B.7 (in appendix) and B.8 (in appendix) we summarize the estimated effects based on Eq.
1 and Eq. 2 of stay-at-home and school closure lockdowns on the mental health in counties and states
respectively for different population groups with the adjusted results after controlling for COVID-19 cases.
Along with regression estimates, we include significance measures of p-value, 95% confidence intervals of
standard errors, and R-squared (R2).

We selected COVID-19 confirmed cases to be a confounding effect and adjusted the regression models
using TVA model of Eq. 3 and Eq. 4. Figure 2 confirms COVID-19 effect on mental health patients with
significant correlation between both populations (R2=0.77, p-value < 2×10−16).
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Figure 2: Correlation of mental health patients and COVID-19 confirmed cases in a log-log plot with an
increase of 0.043 mental health patients for each confirmed COVID-19 case in counties (R2=0.77, p-value <
2× 10−16)

Tables F.13 and F.14 in appendix summarize the estimated effects of Eq. 1 and Eq. 2 at different periods
of time k where k={1,5,9}-months after lockdowns, to show the dynamic effect of stay-at-home and school
closures in counties and states respectively.

Figures 3 and G.7 (in appendix) show the average differences of mental health patients between counties
with lockdown and without lockdown, for stay-at-home and school closure orders respectively. Similarly,
Figures G.8 and G.9 in the appendix show the average differences at state-level.

We will further discuss results for each population group in both counties and states.

3.2.1 Effects on Total Population

Based on Table B.7 (in appendix) there is a significant positive effect of stay-at-home order across counties
on the total number of mental health patients, with a mean difference of 9.79 patients between counties
with stay-at-home orders and counties without. On average, mental health patients increased by 18.7%
but declined by 1% in counties without lockdown (Figure 3). Adjusting for COVID-19 confounding effect
preserves the positive effect significant on mental health patient population with a lower effect size of 3.81
estimated mean difference (Table B.7 in appendix). School closure has also a significant, but lower effect on
mental health patient population (estimated mean difference = 2.35), with percentage increase of 17% and
16% in counties with closed schools and without respectively (Figure G.7 in appendix), with no significant
effect while adjusted for COVID-19 cases.

Similar results are found at the state-level, Table B.8 (in appendix) shows that the effect of stay-at-home
order is positively significant for total mental health patients (difference estimate is 466.62 and 439.2 when
adjusted) with 22% increase by December 2020 as compared to less than 2% increase in states without
lockdown (Figure G.8 in appendix). However, school closures have no significant effect at the state-level.

Table F.13 (in appendix) shows that the lockdown effect size keeps increasing from the first month after
the lockdown date until the end of year 2020, for both stay-at-home orders and school closures in counties
(Table F.13 in appendix) and states (Table F.14 in appendix).

3.2.2 Gender Effects

In counties, the estimated effect of stay-at-home orders on both females and males are 7.32 (3.32 when
adjusted) and 3.68 (1.3 when adjusted) respectively (Table B.7 in appendix). Female patients increased by
24% in counties with stay-at-home orders in comparison with 3% in counties without (Figure 3 in appendix).
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Male patients declined by 5% in counties without stay-at-home orders. The estimated effect of school
closures is significant for females (mean difference = 2.21, and 0.77 when adjusted), but not significant for
males (Table B.7 in appendix).

Similarly in states, the estimated mean difference for females is 322.9 (292.37 when adjusted) and for
males is 144.1 (187.27 when adjusted) (Table B.8 in appendix). Female patients increased by 29% and 6%
in states with stay-at-home orders and without respectively, while male patient numbers decreased in states
without stay-at-home lockdown (Figure G.8 in appendix). Similarly, school closures caused significant effect
on female patients (estimation = 113.61 and not significant when adjusted) but the effect is not significant
on male patients (Table B.8 in appendix).

The effect of both lockdowns on female and male patients kept increasing significantly throughout the
year of 2020 in counties and states (Tables F.13, F.14 in appendix)

3.2.3 Diagnosis Effects

We selected top five mental disorders (e.g. panic disorder) that peaked in 2020, and other disorders of interest
(insomnia and life management difficulty) to investigate the effect of lockdowns on patient populations for
specific diagnosis.

In counties, all disorders were positively and significantly affected by stay-at-home orders and mostly
by school closures with lower effect sizes. Patients diagnosed with panic disorder (ICD-10: F41) had the
largest difference effect among other mental illnesses and increased in both county groups (31.8% vs 8.88%)
with estimated effect of 4.06 (1.51 when adjusted). Patients with attention-deficit hyperactivity disorder
(ICD-10: F90) decreased in counties without stay-at-home order by -13.6% with estimated effect of 1.78
(1.55 when adjusted). Patients diagnosed with life management difficulty (ICD-10: Z73) (i.e. burnout)
doubled in counties with stay-at-home orders, compared to 10% increase in counties without such lockdown
with estimated effect 1.34 (1.55 when adjusted) (Figure 3). Unlikely, patients with insomnia, with significant
estimated effect of -0.09 when adjusted, increased more in counties without school closures by 24% compared
to 17% in counties with closures. Patients diagnosed with life management difficulty disorder increased more
in counties without school closures by 127.85% compared with 94.64% with closures, and the estimated effect
is -5.14 and not significant when adjusted (Table B.7 and Figure G.7 in appendix).

Similarly at the state-level, panic disorder (ICD-10: F41) increased by 38.4% in states with stay-at-home
orders (Figure G.8 in appendix) and had the largest difference effect size with mean difference of 170.8 and
136.75 when adjusted (Table B.8 in appendix). Patients with life management difficulty increased more
in states without a school closure by 161.49% compared to 123.36% in states with closures with estimated
effects of -14.35 and -14.88 when adjusted.

Over time, the effect of stay-at-home order kept increasing significantly for all selected mental disorders
across counties (Table F.13 in appendix) and states (Table F.14 in appendix). While school closure effect
is significantly increasing for most diagnosis except for life management difficulty diagnosis where the effect
kept declining.

3.2.4 Age Effects

At the county-level, for most age groups, both lockdowns have positive significant effects on mental health
patient population, except the eldest age group (> 80 yrs old), which showed a negative effect. Based on
Table B.7 (in appendix), the two largest significant differences were for adults between 31 and 40 years old
and adults between 21 and 30 years old. Adults in their thirties increased by 20.47% in counties with stay-
at-home order but declined by -0.1% in counties without, with mean difference of 3.52 (1.74 when adjusted).
Adults in their twenties increased more in counties with stay-at-home orders by 30.01% compared to 11% in
counties without, with estimated effect of 3.39 (1.3 when adjusted). Young patients under 11 and adolescent
patients under 21 decreased in counties without stay-at-home orders by -1.2% and -4.5% respectively. The
estimated effect for children under 11 is 1.09, but not significant when adjusted, and for adolescents (11 to
20) is 2.08 and 0.7 when adjusted (Figure 3).
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Similarly, school closures affected patients in their thirties but with lower mean differences of 0.88 (not
significant when adjusted) (Table B.8 in appendix). They increased by 18.75 vs. 18.62 in both regions with
and without closures respectively. While Teenager and adolescent (11 to 20) patients increased more in
counties with school closures by 27.16%, compared to 19.17% in counties without closures, with estimated
effect 0.6 (not significant when adjusted) (Figure G.7 in appendix).

Similar observations are found at the state-level based on Table B.8 (in appendix). For most age groups
both stay-at-home and school closure orders show significant positive effect, with larger effect sizes for people
aged less than 40 years old. Mental health patients who are in their thirties increased by 28% and 1% in
states with stay-at-home order and without respectively. Similarly, patients in their twenties increased by
40% and 15% in states with stay-at-home order and without respectively (Figure G.8 in appendix).

The effect size of both lockdowns on most age groups kept increasing significantly throughout the year
of 2020. Children less than 11 years old had the largest change of estimation size, which indicates a greater
effect on children appeared later on in counties with stay-at-home orders (Table F.13 in appendix).

3.3 Effects on Urgent Treatment-Seeking

Emergency department (ED) visits have been considered to reflect the emergent need to seek a mental
health facility during COVID-19 pandemic. The effects on ED visits have shown similar trend as previous
results. The effect of stay-at-home order on total population is positive and significant with magnitude of
0.29 weighted by population on state-level (See Figure 4, and Figure G.10 for the rest of the groups in
appendix). Similarly, the effect of school closure is positive and significant with value of 0.12 weighted by
state population (See Figure G.11 in appendix). Most of the other groups also showed positive and significant
effects on both county and state levels. Table C.10 (in appendix) shows the effects of both orders on all the
selected groups on state-level, and Table C.9 (in appendix) on county-level.

3.4 Robustness Check

Given the differences in regions with respect to the number of hospitals, facilities and patients, we conducted
robustness checks of our main analysis to show that dropping multiple states does not change the estimates,
and that our results are not driven by specific regions. We dropped New York and Ohio states which
both were the most two states with large patients volume relative to population. The estimates remained
robust, significant and positive (Table E.11 in appendix). We also added all 2019 samples to expand the
control group and the pre-intervention period. The causality inferred from our analysis stayed significant
and positive with this expansion (Table E.12 in appendix).

4 Discussion

Early in March 2020, non-pharmaceutical interventions, such as social distancing policies, were imposed
around the world to contain the spread of COVID-19 and proved to reduce the number of COVID-19 cases
and fatalities [23, 24, 12]. Mitigation policies come with both costs and benefits, which may be further
analyzed to help determine the optimal time to release or stop a policy intervention [33]. Prior research
showed significant mental health degradation associated with COVID-19 pandemic [17, 27, 2, 7, 19], however
no research investigated the causal relation between COVID-19 mitigation policies and the usage of mental
health resources. Considering the effects on the usage of mental health resources can further reflect the
economic and health costs brought by the pandemic interventions. In our study, using large-scale medical
claims data, we estimated the effects of lockdowns on the usage of mental health facilities and the prevalence
of mental health issues at the state- and county-levels in the United States.

Our findings demonstrate a statistically significant causal effect of lockdown measures (stay-at-home and
school closure orders) on the usage of mental health facilities represented by increasing number of issued
medical claims for mental health appointments during COVID-19 pandemic. Also, ED visits were statistically
significant and positive in locked-down regions which reflect the increase of emergent mental help-seeking
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Figure 3: Average number of mental health patients over time (September 2019 - December 2020) in counties
with stay-at-home orders and without. Vertical lines show the first stay-at-home order on 3/14/2020 and
last 0n 4/07/2020 across United States. Difference-in-differences estimates are included for each population.
(Detailed average percentage changes are listed in Table B.3)
∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01
∗ ∗ p < 0.05
∗ p < 0.1

due to the COVID-19 lockdowns. Results further emphasize the cost brought by extra months of lockdowns,
in which effect sizes keep increasing through the end of 2020 in both mental health visits and ED visits.
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Figure 4: Average number of mental health ED visits over time (September 2019 - December 2020) in counties
with stay-at-home orders and without. Vertical lines show the first stay-at-home order on 3/14/2020 and
last on 4/07/2020 across United States. Difference-in-differences estimates are included for each population.
∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01
∗ ∗ p < 0.05
∗ p < 0.1

Some sub-population groups were exposed to larger deterioration effect than other groups, such as female
and adolescent groups.

Given the various intertwined events and causes during the COVID-19 pandemic, our analysis is limited
by several factors. First, it is important to point out that the adoption of lockdowns across states did not
happen at random. Differences of shutdown orders’ timings and adoption across regions were associated with
the differences in COVID-19 confirmed cases and fatality rates across those regions [29, 35] and the differences
in their health systems capacity [28]. Also, there exist other political, economical, and institutional factors
that affect the adoption of COVID-19 measures and their strictness level across countries [20]. Even though
the lockdown timing may be affected by regional factors related to the virus, such as number of cases or
institutional factors, however, there is no reason to believe that lockdown timing was affected the prevalence
of mental health in regions. Given that, we have also encountered regional fixed effect in our model to adjust
for regional differences. Second, though mental illnesses have a negative economic impact [43], the opposite
is true as well, in which economic disadvantage may lead to a greater mental illness [32]. During COVID-19,
there have been negative consequences on individuals in different industry sectors who were more likely to
lose their jobs due to the lockdown measures [18] with significant employment loss in occupations that require
interpersonal contact [39]. Therefore, the loss of employment due to shutdowns may have a confounding
effect on increased mental health issues.

In addition, the medical claims used in this study do not cover Medicare and Medicaid health insurance
programs which creates a limitation on our data. Medicare covers most aged and disabled population across
the US, while Medicare covers a wider range of population including low-income beneficiaries covering 30%
of US population [31]. This limitation would impact the representativeness of results, since our data misses
some population groups in the US.

Despite the mentioned limitations, our results provide important policy implications from economic and
social impacts. There is a notable mental health cost brought by non-pharmaceutical interventions, especially
interventions that are extended to longer duration. Our results suggest that there should be considerations
to the mental health cost through ensuring mental health treatment capacity.

Furthermore, we showed that number of patients had dropped right after lockdowns and then progres-
sively increased in June and July 2020, supporting the findings of [50, 41]. This suggests that people with
mental health afflictions did not have the ability to seek immediate care during restrictive lockdowns. Find-
ings suggest that policy interventions should be accompanied with strategies that facilitate mental health
treatment despite restrictive lockdowns, in order to avoid the exacerbated effect of delayed treatment.
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Table A.1: Definitions and descriptions of the mental health codes used to select medical claims of interest

Mental Diagnosis Codes Used Type Definition

All from F01 to F99 ICD-10 codes Mental, Behavioral, and neurodevelopmental
disorders

90785, 90899 CPT codes Psychiatric procedure codes

Selected mental disorders

General name ICD-10 codes included Disorders included

Panic disorder F41.0, F41.1, F41.3, F41.8,
F41.9

panic disorder [episodic paroxysmal anxiety],
generalized anxiety disorder

Reaction to sever stress F43.0, F43.10, F43.11,
F43.12, F43.20, F43.21,
F43.22

Acute stress reaction, post-traumatic stress
disorder (PTSD), post-traumatic stress disor-
der (chronic), Adjustment disorders, Adjust-
ment disorders with depressed mood, adjust-
ment disorders with anxiety

Major depressive disorder, single
episode

F32.0-5, F32.81, F32.89 single episode (mild, moderate), without psy-
chotic features, with psychotic features, in
partial remission, in full remission), premen-
strual dysphoric disorder, other depressive
episodes

Major depressive disorder, recurrent F33.1-4, F33.40, F33.41,
F33.42, F33.8

recurrent episode (mild, moderate, without
psychotic features, with psychotic symptoms,
in remission, in partial remission, in full re-
mission, other recurrent depressive disorder)

Attention-deficit hyperactivity F90.0-2, F90.8, F90.9 predominantly inattentive type, predomi-
nantly hyperactive type, combined type

Insomnia F51.01-5, F51.09, F51.1,
F51.11

Sleep disorders no due to substance use of
know physiological condition, primary insom-
nia, adjustment insomnia, psychophysiology
insomnia, insomnia due to other mental dis-
order, hypersomnia not due a substance use
or known physiological condition, primary hy-
persomnia

Life management difficulty Z73.0-8, Z73.81 Problems related to life management diffi-
culty, burn-out, type A behavior pattern, lack
of relaxation or leisure, stress (not classified
elsewhere), inadequate social skills (not clas-
sified elsewhere), limitation of activities due
to disability, behavioral insomnia of child-
hood
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Table B.2: Percentage change between 2019 and 2020 mental health patients among population groups

Group Change

Total Population 22%
Female 20%
Male 14%
Panic disorder 33%
Reaction to sever stress 31%
Major depressive disorder, recurrent 25%
Major depressive disorder, single episode 24%
Attention-deficit hyperactivity 19%
Insomnia 45%
Life management difficulty 73%
1-10 yrs 28%
11-20 yrs 20%
21-30 yrs 28%
31-40 yrs 24%
41-50 yrs 20%
51-60 yrs 17%
61-70 yrs 15%
71-80 yrs 16%
81-90 yrs 6%

Table B.3: (Supplement table for Figures 3 and G.7). Percentage change of monthly average mental health
population in counties with and without lockdowns between early September 2019 to end of December 2020

Group Stay-at-home School Closure

No lockdown Lockdown No lockdown Lockdown

Total Population -1.01% 18.73% 16.16% 17.09%
Female 2.88% 24.13% 20.89% 22.53%
Male -5.33% 11.05% 11.88% 9.06%
Panic disorder 8.88% 31.18% 28.49% 29.17%
Reaction to sever stress 7.35% 26.86% 25.82% 24.83%
Major depressive disorder,
recurrent

1.95% 22.29% 23.97% 19.63%

Major depressive disorder,
single episode

1.02% 18.00% 17.10% 16.10%

Attention-deficit hyperactivity -13.66% 14.04% 10.83% 11.28%
Insomnia 10.99% 19.29% 24.08% 17.49%
Life management difficulty 10.24% 111.76% 127.85% 94.64%
1-10 yrs -1.17% 14.84% 13.19% 13.09%
11-20 yrs -4.54% 19.85% 14.70% 17.63%
21-30 yrs 10.93% 30.01% 30.79% 27.95%
31-40 yrs -0.10% 20.47% 18.62% 18.75%
41-50 yrs -1.42% 13.57% 11.91% 12.55%
51-60 yrs -5.16% 7.68% 10.69% 6.13%
61-70 yrs -2.95% 2.89% 9.37% 1.60%
71-80 yrs -8.34% -2.75% -0.29% -3.68%
81-90 yrs -6.41% -12.00% -5.02% -12.88%
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Table B.4: (Supplement table for Figures G.8 and G.9). Percentage change of monthly average mental health
population in states with and without lockdowns between early September 2019 to end of December 2020

Group Stay-at-home School Closure

No lockdown Lockdown No lockdown Lockdown

Total Population 1.67% 21.87% 18.40% 20.45%
Female 5.91% 28.86% 24.00% 27.42%
Male -3.42% 13.93% 13.10% 12.24%
Panic disorder 15.80% 38.38% 35.25% 36.56%
Reaction to sever stress 15.64% 36.83% 34.08% 35.07%
Major depressive disorder,
recurrent

9.38% 30.51% 31.34% 28.07%

Major depressive disorder,
single episode

6.29% 22.95% 19.62% 21.89%

Attention-deficit hyperactivity -9.85% 21.57% 13.74% 19.47%
Insomnia 23.07% 37.47% 39.43% 35.55%
Life management difficulty 12.20% 145.77% 161.49% 123.36%
1-10 yrs 6.21% 26.91% 18.26% 26.29%
11-20 yrs 4.11% 28.00% 19.17% 27.16%
21-30 yrs 15.48% 39.28% 36.46% 37.37%
31-40 yrs 1.36% 27.60% 21.55% 25.93%
41-50 yrs -1.55% 18.79% 14.77% 17.35%
51-60 yrs -7.41% 11.48% 10.75% 9.75%
61-70 yrs -10.83% 3.75% 4.49% 2.39%
71-80 yrs -10.55% -3.66% -2.05% -4.66%
81-90 yrs -15.99% -18.71% -16.15% -19.00%
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Table B.5: Effects of lockdown interventions on mental health of different population groups in counties
weighted by county-level population size

Group model Stay-at-home Order School Closure

Estimat SE (95% CI) R2 Estimate SE (95% CI) R2

Total Population Not Adjusted 0.0001 *** 3.17×10−6 (0.0-0.0) 0.47 8.681×10−5 *** 2.84×10−6 (8.13×10−5 -9.24×10−5 ) 0.47
TVA 0.0001 *** 3.18×10−6 (0.0-0.0) 0.47 8.578×10−5 *** 2.84×10−6 (8.02×10−5 -9.13×10−5 ) 0.47

Female Not Adjusted 6.76×10−5 *** 1.88×10−6 (8.02×10−5 -9.13×10−5 ) 0.46 -1.67×10−6 1.42×10−6 (-4.45×10−6 -1.11×10−6 ) 0.46
TVA 6.662×10−5 *** 1.89×10−6 (6.29×10−5 -7.03×10−5 ) 0.466 -3.89×10−6 *** 1.41×10−6 (-6.66×10−6 –1.12×10−6 ) 0.47

Male Not Adjusted 5.766×10−5 *** 1.7×10−6 (-6.66×10−6 –1.12×10−6 ) 0.45 4.48×10−6 *** 1.26×10−6 (2×10−6 -6.96×10−6 ) 0.45
TVA 5.711×10−5 *** 1.7×10−6 (5.38×10−5 -6.04×10−5 ) 0.456 3.4×10−6 *** 1.23×10−5 (-2.071×10−5 -2.751×10−5 ) 0.46

Panic disorder Not Adjusted 3.334×10−5 *** 9.3×10−7 (3.15×10−5 -3.52×10−5 ) 0.48 1.975×10−5 *** 8.1×10−7 (1.82×10−5 -2.13×10−5 ) 0.48
TVA 3.219×10−5 *** 9.3×10−7 (3.04×10−5 -3.4×10−5 ) 0.48 1.88×10−5 *** 8.1×10−7 (1.72×10−5 -2.04×10−5 ) 0.48

Reaction to sever stress Not Adjusted 2.011×10−5 *** 1.01×10−6 (1.81×10−5 -2.21×10−5 ) 0.42 1.404×10−5 *** 8.9×10−7 (1.23×10−5 -1.58×10−5 ) 0.42
TVA 1.965×10−5 *** 1.01×10−6 (1.77×10−5 -2.16×10−5 ) 0.42 1.332×10−5 *** 8.9×10−7 (1.16×10−5 -1.51×10−5 ) 0.42

Major depressive disorder, recurrent Not Adjusted 1.664×10−5 *** 8.7×10−7 (1.49×10−5 -1.83×10−5 ) 0.39 7.92×10−6 *** 7.6×10−7 (6.44×10−6 -9.4×10−6 ) 0.39
TVA 1.614×10−5 *** 8.7×10−7 (1.44×10−5 -1.78×10−5 ) 0.39 7.57×10−6 *** 7.6×10−7 (6.09×10−6 -9.05×10−6 ) 0.39

Major depressive disorder, single episode Not Adjusted 1.248×10−5 *** 5.7×10−7 (1.14×10−5 -1.36×10−5 ) 0.49 8.82×10−6 *** 4.9×10−7 (7.86×10−6 -9.78×10−6 ) 0.49
TVA 1.208×10−5 *** 5.7×10−7 (1.1×10−5 -1.32×10−5 ) 0.49 8.54×10−6 *** 4.9×10−7 (7.57×10−6 -9.5×10−6 ) 0.49

Attention-deficit hyperactivity Not Adjusted 3.18×10−5 *** 1.01×10−6 (2.98×10−5 -3.38×10−5 ) 0.39 1.544×10−5 *** 8.7×10−7 (1.37×10−5 -1.71×10−5 ) 0.39
TVA 3.136×10−5 *** 1.01×10−6 (2.94×10−5 -3.33×10−5 ) 0.39 1.524×10−5 *** 8.7×10−7 (1.35×10−5 -1.69×10−5 ) 0.39

Insomnia Not Adjusted 4×10−7 * 2.3×10−7 (-4×10−8 -8.5×10−7 ) 0.75 -5.3×10−7 *** 1.8×10−7 (-8.9×10−7 –1.7×10−7 ) 0.75
TVA 4×10−7 * 2.3×10−7 (-5×10−8 -8.4×10−7 ) 0.75 -5.4×10−7 *** 1.8×10−7 (-9×10−7 –1.8×10−7 ) 0.75

Life management difficulty Not Adjusted 9.7×10−7 1.59×10−6 (-2.15×10−6 -4.09×10−6 ) 0.51 -7.34×10−6 *** 1.02×10−6 (-9.34×10−6 –5.34×10−6 ) 0.51
TVA 1.79×10−6 1.59×10−6 (-1.33×10−6 -4.9×10−6 ) 0.52 -6.61×10−6 *** 1.03×10−6 (-8.63×10−6 –4.59×10−6 ) 0.52

1-10 yrs Not Adjusted 9.3×10−6 *** 9.5×10−7 (7.44×10−6 -1.12×10−5 ) 0.39 8.84×10−6 *** 8.2×10−7 (7.24×10−6 -1.04×10−5 ) 0.39
TVA 9.43×10−6 *** 9.5×10−7 (7.57×10−6 -1.13×10−5 ) 0.39 -4.4×10−7 7.3×10−7 (-1.87×10−6 -9.9×10−7 ) 0.39

11-20 yrs Not Adjusted 2.991×10−5 *** 1.43×10−6 (2.71×10−5 -3.27×10−5 ) 0.35 2.226×10−5 *** 1.26×10−6 (1.98×10−5 -2.47×10−5 ) 0.35
TVA 2.972×10−5 *** 1.44×10−6 (2.69×10−5 -3.25×10−5 ) 0.35 -1.36×10−6 1.1×10−6 (-3.51×10−6 -7.9×10−7 ) 0.35

21-30 yrs Not Adjusted 1.562×10−5 *** 6.5×10−7 (1.43×10−5 -1.69×10−5 ) 0.53 8.28×10−6 *** 5.6×10−7 (7.17×10−6 -9.38×10−6 ) 0.53
TVA 1.505×10−5 *** 6.5×10−7 (1.38×10−5 -1.63×10−5 ) 0.53 1×10−8 5×10−7 (-9.7×10−7 -9.8×10−7 ) 0.53

31-40 yrs Not Adjusted 3.226×10−5 *** 8.3×10−7 (3.06×10−5 -3.39×10−5 ) 0.56 1.929×10−5 *** 7.3×10−7 (1.79×10−5 -2.07×10−5 ) 0.56
TVA 3.197×10−5 *** 8.4×10−7 (3.03×10−5 -3.36×10−5 ) 0.56 1.9×10−7 6.4×10−7 (-1.07×10−6 -1.44×10−6 ) 0.56

41-50 yrs Not Adjusted 2.477×10−5 *** 6.8×10−7 (2.34×10−5 -2.61×10−5 ) 0.56 1.709×10−5 *** 5.9×10−7 (1.59×10−5 -1.82×10−5 ) 0.55
TVA 2.454×10−5 *** 6.8×10−7 (2.32×10−5 -2.59×10−5 ) 0.56 1.03×10−6 * 5.3×10−7 (-1×10−8 -2.06×10−6 ) 0.56

51-60 yrs Not Adjusted 1.492×10−5 *** 6×10−7 (1.38×10−5 -1.61×10−5 ) 0.48 8.39×10−6 *** 5.1×10−7 (7.39×10−6 -9.39×10−6 ) 0.48
TVA 1.469×10−5 *** 6×10−7 (1.35×10−5 -1.59×10−5 ) 0.48 -5.3×10−7 4.5×10−7 (-1.43×10−6 -3.6×10−7 ) 0.48

61-70 yrs Not Adjusted 6.82×10−6 *** 4.2×10−7 (5.99×10−6 -7.65×10−6 ) 0.56 4.27×10−6 *** 3.5×10−7 (3.58×10−6 -4.96×10−6 ) 0.56
TVA 6.74×10−6 *** 4.2×10−7 (5.92×10−6 -7.57×10−6 ) 0.56 -4×10−8 3.1×10−7 (-6.6×10−7 -5.7×10−7 ) 0.56

71-80 yrs Not Adjusted 1.85×10−6 *** 2.9×10−7 (1.27×10−6 -2.43×10−6 ) 0.66 1.49×10−6 *** 2.3×10−7 (1.03×10−6 -1.94×10−6 ) 0.66
TVA 1.73×10−6 *** 2.9×10−7 (1.15×10−6 -2.31×10−6 ) 0.66 1.1×10−7 2×10−7 (-2.9×10−7 -5.1×10−7 ) 0.66

81-90 yrs Not Adjusted 1.79×10−6 *** 3×10−7 (1.21×10−6 -2.37×10−6 ) 0.74 9.7×10−7 *** 2.3×10−7 (5.2×10−7 -1.42×10−6 ) 0.74
TVA 1.68×10−6 *** 3×10−7 (1.1×10−6 -2.27×10−6 ) 0.75 1×10−8 2×10−7 (-3.8×10−7 -4.1×10−7 ) 0.75

Notes: Each row represents two coefficients of two DID regression models, stay-at-home order and school closure regression
models with normalized effects by population size in counties, with county and date as fixed effects using Eq. 1. We
controlled for COVID-19 confirmed cases to adjust the models using Eq. 3 for the TVA model
∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01
∗ ∗ p < 0.05
∗ p < 0.1
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Table B.6: Effects of lockdown interventions on mental health of different population groups in states
weighted by state-level population size

Group model Stay-at-home Order School Closure

Estimat SE (95% CI) R2 Estimate SE (95% CI) R2

Total Population Not Adjusted 8.8×10−5 *** 1×10−5 (6.9×10−5 -0.0) 0.8 1.3×10−5 9×10−6 (-4×10−6 -3×10−5 ) 0.8
VAT 8.6×10−5 *** 1×10−5 (6.6×10−5 -0.0) 0.8 1.3×10−5 9×10−6 (-4×10−6 -2.9×10−5 ) 0.8

Female Not Adjusted 5.1×10−5 *** 5×10−6 (4×10−5 -6.1×10−5 ) 0.8 6×10−6 5×10−6 (-4×10−6 -1.5×10−5 ) 0.8
VAT 5.2×10−5 *** 5×10−6 (4.1×10−5 -6.3×10−5 ) 0.81 5×10−6 5×10−6 (-4×10−6 -1.4×10−5 ) 0.81

Male Not Adjusted 3.8×10−5 *** 5×10−6 (2.9×10−5 -4.7×10−5 ) 0.79 6×10−6 4×10−6 (-2×10−6 -1.3×10−5 ) 0.79
VAT 4.1×10−5 *** 5×10−6 (3.2×10−5 -5×10−5 ) 0.79 5×10−6 4×10−6 (-2×10−6 -1.3×10−5 ) 0.79

Panic disorder Not Adjusted 2×10−5 *** 3×10−6 (1.5×10−5 -2.5×10−5 ) 0.8 0 2×10−6 (-4×10−6 -4×10−6 ) 0.8
VAT 2×10−5 *** 3×10−6 (1.5×10−5 -2.5×10−5 ) 0.8 0 2×10−6 (-4×10−6 -5×10−6 ) 0.8

Reaction to sever stress Not Adjusted 1.3×10−5 *** 2×10−6 (8×10−6 -1.7×10−5 ) 0.78 -1×10−6 2×10−6 (-5×10−6 -3×10−6 ) 0.77
VAT 1.3×10−5 *** 2×10−6 (9×10−6 -1.8×10−5 ) 0.78 -1×10−6 2×10−6 (-5×10−6 -3×10−6 ) 0.78

Major depressive disorder, recurrent Not Adjusted 1.3×10−5 *** 2×10−6 (1×10−5 -1.6×10−5 ) 0.77 -4×10−6 *** 1×10−6 (-6×10−6 –1×10−6 ) 0.77
VAT 1.4×10−5 *** 2×10−6 (1×10−5 -1.7×10−5 ) 0.78 -3×10−6 ** 1×10−6 (-6×10−6 –1×10−6 ) 0.78

Major depressive disorder, single episode Not Adjusted 7×10−6 *** 1×10−6 (5×10−6 -9×10−6 ) 0.78 2×10−6 ** 1×10−6 (0.0-4×10−6 ) 0.77
VAT 7×10−6 *** 1×10−6 (5×10−6 -9×10−6 ) 0.78 2×10−6 *** 1×10−6 (1×10−6 -4×10−6 ) 0.78

Attention-deficit hyperactivity Not Adjusted 1.4×10−5 *** 1×10−6 (1.1×10−5 -1.7×10−5 ) 0.7 5×10−6 *** 1×10−6 (2×10−6 -7×10−6 ) 0.7
VAT 1.5×10−5 *** 1×10−6 (1.2×10−5 -1.7×10−5 ) 0.71 5×10−6 *** 1×10−6 (2×10−6 -7×10−6 ) 0.71

Insomnia Not Adjusted 0 0.0 (-0.0-1×10−6 ) 0.63 -0.0 *** 0.0 (-1×10−6 –0.0) 0.63
VAT 0 0.0 (-0.0-0.0) 0.64 -0.0 *** 0.0 (-1×10−6 –0.0) 0.64

Life management difficulty Not Adjusted 1×10−6 ** 0.0 (0.0-2×10−6 ) 0.43 -2×10−6 *** 0.0 (-3×10−6 –2×10−6 ) 0.44
VAT 1×10−6 *** 0.0 (0.0-2×10−6 ) 0.44 -2×10−6 *** 0.0 (-3×10−6 –2×10−6 ) 0.45

1-10 yrs Not Adjusted 6×10−6 *** 1×10−6 (3×10−6 -9×10−6 ) 0.68 4×10−6 *** 1×10−6 (2×10−6 -6×10−6 ) 0.68
VAT 7×10−6 *** 1×10−6 (4×10−6 -1×10−5 ) 0.69 4×10−6 *** 1×10−6 (2×10−6 -7×10−6 ) 0.69

11-20 yrs Not Adjusted 1.5×10−5 *** 2×10−6 (1×10−5 -2×10−5 ) 0.7 8×10−6 *** 2×10−6 (4×10−6 -1.2×10−5 ) 0.7
VAT 1.7×10−5 *** 2×10−6 (1.2×10−5 -2.1×10−5 ) 0.7 8×10−6 *** 2×10−6 (4×10−6 -1.2×10−5 ) 0.7

21-30 yrs Not Adjusted 1.6×10−5 *** 2×10−6 (1.3×10−5 -1.9×10−5 ) 0.8 -4×10−6 *** 1×10−6 (-7×10−6 –2×10−6 ) 0.8
VAT 1.6×10−5 *** 2×10−6 (1.3×10−5 -2×10−5 ) 0.81 -4×10−6 *** 1×10−6 (-7×10−6 –2×10−6 ) 0.81

31-40 yrs Not Adjusted 2×10−5 *** 2×10−6 (1.6×10−5 -2.5×10−5 ) 0.78 0 2×10−6 (-4×10−6 -4×10−6 ) 0.78
VAT 2.1×10−5 *** 2×10−6 (1.7×10−5 -2.5×10−5 ) 0.78 0 2×10−6 (-4×10−6 -4×10−6 ) 0.78

41-50 yrs Not Adjusted 1.3×10−5 *** 1×10−6 (1×10−5 -1.6×10−5 ) 0.79 3×10−6 ** 1×10−6 (1×10−6 -5×10−6 ) 0.79
VAT 1.3×10−5 *** 1×10−6 (1.1×10−5 -1.6×10−5 ) 0.79 3×10−6 ** 1×10−6 (1×10−6 -5×10−6 ) 0.79

51-60 yrs Not Adjusted 1.2×10−5 *** 1×10−6 (9×10−6 -1.4×10−5 ) 0.78 1×10−6 1×10−6 (-1×10−6 -3×10−6 ) 0.78
VAT 1.3×10−5 *** 1×10−6 (1×10−5 -1.5×10−5 ) 0.79 1×10−6 1×10−6 (-1×10−6 -3×10−6 ) 0.79

61-70 yrs Not Adjusted 6×10−6 *** 1×10−6 (4×10−6 -7×10−6 ) 0.77 1×10−6 * 1×10−6 (-0.0-3×10−6 ) 0.77
VAT 6×10−6 *** 1×10−6 (5×10−6 -8×10−6 ) 0.78 1×10−6 * 1×10−6 (-0.0-3×10−6 ) 0.78

71-80 yrs Not Adjusted 1×10−6 *** 0.0 (0.0-2×10−6 ) 0.74 1×10−6 * 0.0 (-0.0-1×10−6 ) 0.74
VAT 1×10−6 *** 0.0 (0.0-2×10−6 ) 0.74 1×10−6 * 0.0 (-0.0-1×10−6 ) 0.74

81-90 yrs Not Adjusted 0 0.0 (-0.0-1×10−6 ) 0.63 0 0.0 (-0.0-1×10−6 ) 0.63
VAT 0 0.0 (-0.0-1×10−6 ) 0.64 0 0.0 (-0.0-1×10−6 ) 0.64

Notes: Each row represents two coefficients of two DID regression models, stay-at-home order and school closure regression
models with normalized effects by population size in states, with state and date as fixed effects using Eq. 2. We controlled
for COVID-19 confirmed cases to adjust the models using Eq. 4 for the TVA model
∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01
∗ ∗ p < 0.05
∗ p < 0.1
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Table B.7: Effects of lockdown interventions on mental health of different population groups in counties

Group model Stay-at-home Order School Closure

Estimat SE (95% CI) R2 Estimate SE (95% CI) R2

Total Population Not Adjusted 9.79 *** 0.84 (8.15-11.43) 0.73 2.35 *** 0.74 (0.89-3.81) 0.73
TVA 3.81 *** 0.76 (2.33-5.3) 0.78 -0.11 0.68 (-1.44-1.21) 0.78

Female Not Adjusted 7.32 *** 0.48 (6.38-8.26) 0.73 2.21 *** 0.42 (1.38-3.03) 0.73
TVA 3.32 *** 0.43 (2.47-4.17) 0.78 0.77 * 0.4 (-0.0-1.55) 0.77

Male Not Adjusted 3.68 *** 0.44 (2.81-4.55) 0.73 0.04 0.39 (-0.72-0.81) 0.73
TVA 1.35 *** 0.41 (0.55-2.15) 0.77 0.22 0.3 (-0.37-0.82) 0.77

Panic disorder Not Adjusted 4.06 *** 0.23 (3.6-4.52) 0.74 1.25 *** 0.2 (0.84-1.65) 0.74
TVA 1.51 *** 0.21(1.1-1.92) 0.8 0.13 0.19(-0.24-0.5) 0.78

Reaction to sever stress Not Adjusted 3.38 *** 0.23 (2.93-3.83) 0.7 0.65 *** 0.2 (0.26-1.05) 0.7
TVA 1.33 *** 0.21(0.92-1.75) 0.74 -0.15 0.19(-0.53-0.23) 0.73

Major depressive disorder,
recurrent

Not Adjusted 2.27 *** 0.19 (1.91-2.63) 0.71 0.36 ** 0.16 (0.04-0.68) 0.71

TVA 0.73 *** 0.17(0.39-1.06) 0.76 -0.35 ** 0.15(-0.65–0.05) 0.75
Major depressive disorder,
single episode

Not Adjusted 0.96 *** 0.13 (0.71-1.21) 0.71 0.09 0.11 (-0.12-0.31) 0.71

TVA 0.16 0.12(-0.07-0.39) 0.75 -0.2 * 0.11(-0.41-0.01) 0.73
Attention-deficit hyperactivity Not Adjusted 1.78 *** 0.17 (1.45-2.11) 0.62 0.36 ** 0.14 (0.08-0.64) 0.62

TVA 0.95 *** 0.16(0.64-1.27) 0.65 0.05 0.14(-0.22-0.32) 0.65
Insomnia Not Adjusted 0.27 *** 0.05 (0.17-0.35) 0.57 0.03 0.04 (-0.05-0.1) 0.57

TVA 0.11 ** 0.04(0.02-0.2) 0.59 -0.09 ** 0.04(-0.16–0.01) 0.59
Life management difficulty Not Adjusted 1.34 * 0.78 (-0.18-2.86) 0.3 -5.14 *** 0.5 (-6.12–4.17) 0.3

TVA 1.55 ** 0.78(0.02-3.09) 0.3 -5.09 *** 0.5(-6.08–4.11) 0.3
1-10 yrs Not Adjusted 1.09 *** 0.2 (0.69-1.49) 0.61 0.17 0.18 (-0.17-0.51) 0.61

TVA 0.07 0.19(-0.31-0.45) 0.66 -0.48 *** 0.15(-0.77–0.19) 0.66
11-20 yrs Not Adjusted 2.08 *** 0.25 (1.59-2.57) 0.62 0.6 *** 0.22 (0.17-1.02) 0.62

TVA 0.7 *** 0.24(0.24-1.16) 0.66 -0.17 0.18(-0.52-0.18) 0.66
21-30 yrs Not Adjusted 3.39 *** 0.19 (3.02-3.77) 0.75 0.78 *** 0.17 (0.46-1.11) 0.75

TVA 1.3 *** 0.17(0.96-1.64) 0.8 -0.61 *** 0.13(-0.87–0.35) 0.8
31-40 yrs Not Adjusted 3.52 *** 0.21 (3.12-3.92) 0.75 0.88 *** 0.18 (0.53-1.23) 0.75

TVA 1.74 *** 0.19(1.37-2.12) 0.79 0.07 0.14(-0.22-0.35) 0.79
41-50 yrs Not Adjusted 2.21 *** 0.16 (1.9-2.52) 0.74 0.72 *** 0.14 (0.45-0.99) 0.74

TVA 1.13 *** 0.15(0.83-1.42) 0.78 0.1 0.12(-0.12-0.33) 0.78
51-60 yrs Not Adjusted 1.62 *** 0.19 (1.25-1.99) 0.73 0.2 0.16 (-0.11-0.52) 0.73

TVA 0.66 *** 0.18(0.31-1.01) 0.75 -0.21 0.14(-0.48-0.06) 0.75
61-70 yrs Not Adjusted 0.57 *** 0.13 (0.32-0.82) 0.73 -0.11 0.11 (-0.32-0.1) 0.73

TVA 0.1 0.12(-0.13-0.34) 0.76 -0.05 0.09(-0.22-0.13) 0.76
71-80 yrs Not Adjusted 0.04 0.07 (-0.09-0.17) 0.73 -0.07 0.05 (-0.17-0.04) 0.73

TVA -0.08 0.06(-0.21-0.04) 0.76 0.05 0.04(-0.04-0.13) 0.76
81-90 yrs Not Adjusted -0.24 *** 0.05 (-0.34–0.14) 0.68 -0.25 *** 0.04 (-0.33–0.17) 0.68

TVA -0.18 *** 0.05(-0.28–0.09) 0.71 -0.15 *** 0.03(-0.22–0.09) 0.71

Notes: Each row represents two coefficients of two DID regression models, stay-at-home order and school closure regression
models with raw total population in counties, with county and date as fixed effects using Eq. 1. We controlled for COVID-19
confirmed cases to adjust the models using Eq. 3 for the TVA model
∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01
∗ ∗ p < 0.05
∗ p < 0.1
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Table B.8: Effects of lockdown interventions on mental health of different population groups in states

Group model Stay-at-home Order School Closure

Estimat SE (95% CI) R2 Estimate SE (95% CI) R2

Total Population Not Adjusted 466.62 *** 102.86 (265.01-668.23) 0.78 117.18 90.37 (-59.95-294.32) 0.78
TVA 439.19 *** 94.88 (253.22-625.17) 0.82 82.93 83.03 (-79.82-245.68) 0.82

Female Not Adjusted 322.89 *** 55.02 (215.06-430.73) 0.79 113.61 ** 48.35 (18.85-208.38) 0.79
TVA 292.37 *** 51.09 (192.22-392.51) 0.82 89.99 ** 44.57 (2.63-177.35) 0.82

Male Not Adjusted 144.06 *** 48.1 (49.78-238.34) 0.78 -11.9 42.25 (-94.72-70.91) 0.78
TVA 187.27 *** 44.83 (99.4-275.14) 0.82 18.36 39.1 (-58.28-95.0) 0.82

Panic disorder Not Adjusted 170.79 *** 23.48 (124.76-216.81) 0.8 71.45 *** 20.64 (31.0-111.9) 0.8
TVA 137.75 *** 21.71 (95.2-180.3) 0.83 47.78 ** 18.94 (10.65-84.91) 0.83

Reaction to sever stress Not Adjusted 125.04 *** 18.98 (87.85-162.24) 0.77 36.31 ** 16.68 (3.62-69.0) 0.77
TVA 110.54 *** 17.98 (75.3-145.79) 0.81 25.02 15.7 (-5.75-55.78) 0.81

Major depressive disorder,
recurrent

Not Adjusted 88.15 *** 15.41 (57.93-118.36) 0.78 24.53 * 13.54 (-2.02-51.07) 0.78

TVA 74.41 *** 14.13 (46.71-102.12) 0.82 15.01 12.33 (-9.17-39.19) 0.82
Major depressive disorder,
single episode

Not Adjusted 35.63 *** 10.04 (15.95-55.32) 0.78 8.82 8.82 (-8.46-26.11) 0.78

TVA 36.61 *** 9.46 (18.06-55.15) 0.81 9.91 8.25 (-6.27-26.09) 0.81
Attention-deficit hyperactivity Not Adjusted 59.13 *** 12.48 (34.67-83.59) 0.74 15.16 10.94 (-6.27-36.59) 0.74

TVA 57.42 *** 11.53 (34.82-80.01) 0.79 16.87 * 10.04 (-2.81-36.55) 0.79
Insomnia Not Adjusted 5.83 *** 1.27 (3.34-8.33) 0.76 2.32 ** 1.09 (0.18-4.47) 0.76

TVA 0.17 1.17 (-2.12-2.46) 0.81 -1.51 1.0 (-3.47-0.44) 0.81
Life management difficulty Not Adjusted 6.51 ** 2.55 (1.51-11.51) 0.42 -14.35 *** 1.96 (-18.19–10.51) 0.43

TVA 6.69 ** 2.58 (1.62-11.76) 0.44 -14.88 *** 1.99 (-18.78–10.98) 0.44
1-10 yrs Not Adjusted 29.48 ** 14.12 (1.79-57.16) 0.72 9 12.37 (-15.24-33.25) 0.72

TVA 27.1 ** 12.7 (2.21-51.98) 0.78 10.66 11.05 (-11.0-32.32) 0.78
11-20 yrs Not Adjusted 82.17 *** 21.12 (40.77-123.57) 0.73 27.29 18.55 (-9.06-63.65) 0.73

TVA 83.2 *** 19.67 (44.64-121.75) 0.78 30.4 * 17.16 (-3.24-64.03) 0.78
21-30 yrs Not Adjusted 112.63 *** 15.57 (82.11-143.14) 0.79 28.11 ** 13.68 (1.29-54.92) 0.79

TVA 101.35 *** 14.81 (72.31-130.38) 0.82 19.2 12.93 (-6.14-44.54) 0.82
31-40 yrs Not Adjusted 119.83 *** 17.96 (84.63-155.03) 0.78 32.85 ** 15.78 (1.92-63.79) 0.78

TVA 112.31 *** 17.25 (78.51-146.12) 0.81 26.83 * 15.05 (-2.68-56.33) 0.81
41-50 yrs Not Adjusted 71.05 *** 13.31 (44.97-97.14) 0.79 24.35 ** 11.68 (1.45-47.25) 0.79

TVA 68.33 *** 12.66 (43.52-93.14) 0.82 22.11 ** 11.04 (0.47-43.74) 0.82
51-60 yrs Not Adjusted 52.12 *** 14.51 (23.68-80.55) 0.78 9.86 12.73 (-15.09-34.8) 0.78

TVA 55.73 *** 13.67 (28.94-82.52) 0.81 11.92 11.91 (-11.42-35.27) 0.81
61-70 yrs Not Adjusted 16.76 ** 8.51 (0.07-33.44) 0.79 -1.44 7.46 (-16.06-13.18) 0.79

TVA 22.22 *** 7.88 (6.78-37.66) 0.83 1.89 6.86 (-11.55-15.34) 0.83
71-80 yrs Not Adjusted -2.49 3.55 (-9.45-4.46) 0.79 -2.62 3.1 (-8.69-3.45) 0.79

TVA -1.16 3.18 (-7.4-5.07) 0.84 -1.55 2.76 (-6.96-3.85) 0.84
81-90 yrs Not Adjusted -7.45 *** 1.95 (-11.27–3.62) 0.75 -6.46 *** 1.69 (-9.78–3.14) 0.75

TVA -3.97 ** 1.8 (-7.49–0.44) 0.8 -3.54 ** 1.55 (-6.58–0.49) 0.8

Notes: Each row represents two coefficients of two DID regression models, stay-at-home order and school closure regression
models with raw total population in states, with state and date as fixed effects using Eq. 2. We controlled for COVID-19
confirmed cases to adjust the models using Eq. 4 for the TVA model
∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01
∗ ∗ p < 0.05
∗ p < 0.1
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Table C.9: Effects of lockdown interventions on mental health ED visits of different population groups in
counties (weighted by county-level population size per 100, 000 population)

Stay-at-home Order School Closure
Group Model Estimate SE (95% CI) R2 Estimate SE (95% CI) R2

Total Population Not Adjusted 0.43 *** 0.04 (0.36-0.5) 0.59 0.18 *** 0.03 (0.13-0.24) 0.59
VAT 1.34×10−15 ** 6.56×10−16 (5.16×10−17-2.62×10−15) 1 1.34×10−15 ** 5.31×10−16 (3.02×10−16-2.38×10−15) 1

Female Not Adjusted 0.3 *** 0.03 (0.24-0.37) 0.61 0.11 *** 0.03 (0.06-0.17) 0.61
VAT -6.27×10−16 6.12×10−16 (-1.83×10−15-5.72×10−16) 1 -2.22×10−15 *** 4.21×10−16 (-3.05×10−15-−1.4×10−15) 1

Male Not Adjusted 0.31 *** 0.03 (0.25-0.38) 0.61 0.1 *** 0.03 (0.05-0.15) 0.61
VAT 1.96×10−15 *** 5.35×10−16 (9.13×10−16-3.01×10−15) 1 -1.76×10−15 *** 4.49×10−16 (-2.64×10−15-−8.82×10−16) 1

Panic disorder Not Adjusted 0.17 *** 0.03 (0.12-0.22) 0.76 0.05 ** 0.02 (0.01-0.09) 0.76
VAT -3.28×10−15 *** 3.87×10−16 (-4.04×10−15-−2.52×10−15) 1 -8.62×10−16 *** 3.04×10−16 (-1.46×10−15-−2.66×10−16) 1

Reaction to sever stress Not Adjusted 0.07 *** 0.02 (0.03-0.11) 0.86 0.04 ** 0.02 (0.01-0.07) 0.86
VAT 1.84×10−15 *** 3.3×10−16 (1.2×10−15-2.49×10−15) 1 1.17×10−15 *** 2.44×10−16 (6.94×10−16-1.65×10−15) 1

Major depressive disorder, recurrent Not Adjusted 0.13 *** 0.02 (0.09-0.17) 0.86 0.02 0.02 (-0.01-0.06) 0.86
VAT -1.13×10−15 *** 3.01×10−16 (-1.72×10−15-−5.34×10−16) 1 1.04×10−15 *** 2.54×10−16 (5.42×10−16-1.54×10−15) 1

Major depressive disorder, single episode Not Adjusted 0.12 *** 0.02 (0.07-0.16) 0.79 0.04 ** 0.02 (0.01-0.08) 0.79
VAT -3.48×10−16 3.67×10−16 (-1.07×10−15-3.72×10−16) 1 1.9×10−15 *** 2.7×10−16 (1.38×10−15-2.43×10−15) 1

Attention-deficit hyperactivity Not Adjusted 0.03 0.02 (-0.01-0.08) 0.89 -0.04 ** 0.02 (-0.08-−0.01) 0.89
VAT -1.79×10−15 *** 3.55×10−16 (-2.48×10−15-−1.09×10−15) 1 -6.57×10−16 ** 2.71×10−16 (-1.19×10−15-−1.25×10−16) 1

Insomnia Not Adjusted -0.01 0.04 (-0.08-0.06) 0.98 -0.05 * 0.03 (-0.09-0.0) 0.98
VAT -1.59×10−15 1.68×10−15 (-4.9×10−15-1.71×10−15) 1 6.64×10−16 1.05×10−15 (-1.4×10−15-2.73×10−15) 1

Life management difficulty Not Adjusted 0.34 0.21 (-0.07-0.76) 0.95 -0.24 * 0.14 (-0.51-0.02) 0.95
VAT -7.59×10−16 4.83×10−15 (-1.02×10−14-8.72×10−15) 1 7.16×10−16 2.85×10−15 (-4.87×10−15-6.3×10−15) 1

81-90 yrs Not Adjusted -0.1 *** 0.03 (-0.17-−0.03) 0.9 0 0.02 (-0.05-0.05) 0.9
VAT -3.09×10−16 5.15×10−16 (-1.32×10−15-7.01×10−16) 1 -1.66×10−15 *** 3.64×10−16 (-2.38×10−15-−9.51×10−16) 1

71-80 yrs Not Adjusted 0 0.02 (-0.05-0.04) 0.91 -0.02 0.02 (-0.05-0.01) 0.91
VAT 2.08×10−15 *** 3.71×10−16 (1.36×10−15-2.81×10−15) 1 -4.51×10−16 * 2.7×10−16 (-9.8×10−16-7.77×10−17) 1

61-70 yrs Not Adjusted 0.03 0.02 (-0.01-0.08) 0.86 4.45×10−5 0.02 (-0.03-0.03) 0.86
VAT -2.46×10−15 *** 3.22×10−16 (-3.09×10−15-−1.82×10−15) 1 -1.16×10−16 2.29×10−16 (-5.64×10−16-3.32×10−16) 1

51-60 yrs Not Adjusted 0.09 *** 0.02 (0.04-0.13) 0.82 0.02 0.02 (-0.02-0.05) 0.82
VAT 3.19×10−16 2.97×10−16 (-2.64×10−16-9.02×10−16) 1 -7.71×10−16 *** 2.27×10−16 (-1.22×10−15-−3.26×10−16) 1

41-50 yrs Not Adjusted 0.15 *** 0.02 (0.11-0.19) 0.81 0.02 0.02 (-0.01-0.05) 0.81
VAT -2.15×10−15 *** 3.24×10−16 (-2.78×10−15-−1.52×10−15) 1 2.2×10−16 2.23×10−16 (-2.17×10−16-6.56×10−16) 1

31-40 yrs Not Adjusted 0.18 *** 0.02 (0.14-0.23) 0.8 0.05 *** 0.02 (0.02-0.09) 0.8
VAT -1.39×10−15 *** 3.38×10−16 (-2.06×10−15-−7.31×10−16) 1 3.89×10−15 *** 2.73×10−16 (3.36×10−15-4.42×10−15) 1

21-30 yrs Not Adjusted 0.09 *** 0.02 (0.04-0.13) 0.8 0.04 ** 0.02 (0.0-0.07) 0.8
VAT -6.34×10−16 * 3.21×10−16 (-1.26×10−15-−4.64×10−18) 1 2.74×10−15 *** 2.4×10−16 (2.27×10−15-3.21×10−15) 1

11-20 yrs Not Adjusted 0.06 ** 0.02 (0.01-0.11) 0.81 0.03 0.02 (-0.01-0.06) 0.81
VAT -1.07×10−16 3.34×10−16 (-7.61×10−16-5.47×10−16) 1 1.13×10−15 *** 2.49×10−16 (6.43×10−16-1.62×10−15) 1

1-10 yrs Not Adjusted 0.03 0.04 (-0.05-0.11) 0.9 -0.01 0.03 (-0.07-0.04) 0.9
VAT -6.12×10−16 7.07×10−16 (-2.0×10−15-7.74×10−16) 1 1.49×10−15 *** 5.32×10−16 (4.51×10−16-2.53×10−15) 1

Notes: Each row represents two coefficients of two DID regression models, stay-at-home order and school closure regression
models with normalized effects by population size in counties, with county and date as fixed effects using Eq. 1. We
controlled for COVID-19 confirmed cases to adjust the models using Eq. 3 for the TVA model
∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01
∗ ∗ p < 0.05
∗ p < 0.1
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Table C.10: Effects of lockdown interventions on mental health ED visits of different population groups in
states (weighted by state-level population size)

Stay-at-home Order School Closure
Group Model Estimate SE (95% CI) R2 Estimate SE (95% CI) R2

Total Population Not Adjusted 0.29 *** 0.05 (0.19-0.38) 0.7 0.12 ** 0.04 (0.03-0.2) 0.7
VAT 0.32 *** 0.05 (0.23-0.42) 0.7 0.12 *** 0.04 (0.04-0.21) 0.7

Female Not Adjusted 0.2 *** 0.04 (0.12-0.27) 0.66 0.08 ** 0.03 (0.02-0.15) 0.66
VAT 0.22 *** 0.04 (0.15-0.3) 0.67 0.08 ** 0.03 (0.02-0.15) 0.67

Male Not Adjusted 0.2 *** 0.04 (0.13-0.28) 0.67 0.07 * 0.04 (-0.0-0.14) 0.67
VAT 0.23 *** 0.04 (0.15-0.31) 0.68 0.07 * 0.04 (0.0-0.14) 0.68

Panic disorder Not Adjusted 0.1 *** 0.02 (0.07-0.13) 0.67 0.04 *** 0.01 (0.02-0.07) 0.67
VAT 0.09 *** 0.02 (0.06-0.12) 0.67 0.04 ** 0.01 (0.01-0.06) 0.67

Reaction to sever stress Not Adjusted 0.02 ** 0.01 (0.01-0.04) 0.63 0.03 *** 0.01 (0.02-0.05) 0.63
VAT 0.02 0.01 (-0.0-0.04) 0.63 0.03 *** 0.01 (0.01-0.04) 0.63

Major depressive disorder, recurrent Not Adjusted 0.06 *** 0.01 (0.05-0.07) 0.56 0.01 * 0.0 (-0.0-0.02) 0.56
VAT 0.06 *** 0.01 (0.05-0.07) 0.57 0.01 0.0 (-0.0-0.01) 0.57

Major depressive disorder, single episode Not Adjusted 0.03 ** 0.01 (0.0-0.05) 0.64 0.06 *** 0.01 (0.04-0.08) 0.64
VAT 0.02 0.01 (-0.01-0.05) 0.65 0.06 *** 0.01 (0.03-0.08) 0.65

Attention-deficit hyperactivity Not Adjusted 0.03 *** 0.01 (0.02-0.04) 0.59 0 0.0 (-0.01-0.01) 0.58
VAT 0.03 *** 0.01 (0.02-0.04) 0.59 0 0.0 (-0.01-0.0) 0.59

Insomnia Not Adjusted 0 0.0 (-0.0-0.0) 0.69 0 0.0 (-0.0-0.0) 0.69
VAT 0 0.0 (-0.0-0.0) 0.71 0 0.0 (-0.0-0.0) 0.71

Life management difficulty Not Adjusted 0.0 ** 0.0 (0.0-0.01) 0.82 0 0.0 (-0.01-0.0) 0.82
VAT 0.0 * 0.0 (-0.0-0.01) 0.85 -0.0 * 0.0 (-0.01-−6.17×10−5) 0.85

81-90 yrs Not Adjusted 0 0.0 (-0.01-0.0) 0.5 0.01 *** 0.0 (0.0-0.01) 0.5
VAT -0.01 ** 0.0 (-0.01-−0.0) 0.51 0.01 ** 0.0 (0.0-0.01) 0.51

71-80 yrs Not Adjusted 0.01 ** 0.0 (0.0-0.02) 0.56 0 0.0 (-0.01-0.01) 0.56
VAT 0 0.0 (-0.01-0.01) 0.57 0 0.0 (-0.01-0.0) 0.57

61-70 yrs Not Adjusted 0.02 ** 0.01 (0.0-0.03) 0.62 0.01 ** 0.01 (0.0-0.02) 0.62
VAT 0.01 0.01 (-0.0-0.02) 0.63 0.01 0.01 (-0.0-0.02) 0.63

51-60 yrs Not Adjusted 0.06 *** 0.01 (0.04-0.08) 0.63 0 0.01 (-0.02-0.02) 0.63
VAT 0.05 *** 0.01 (0.03-0.07) 0.64 -0.01 0.01 (-0.02-0.01) 0.64

41-50 yrs Not Adjusted 0.06 *** 0.01 (0.04-0.08) 0.61 0.03 *** 0.01 (0.01-0.05) 0.61
VAT 0.05 *** 0.01 (0.02-0.07) 0.62 0.02 ** 0.01 (0.01-0.04) 0.62

31-40 yrs Not Adjusted 0.06 *** 0.01 (0.04-0.09) 0.62 0.01 0.01 (-0.01-0.03) 0.62
VAT 0.05 *** 0.01 (0.03-0.08) 0.63 0 0.01 (-0.02-0.02) 0.63

21-30 yrs Not Adjusted 0.07 *** 0.01 (0.04-0.09) 0.63 0.03 *** 0.01 (0.02-0.05) 0.63
VAT 0.05 *** 0.01 (0.03-0.08) 0.64 0.03 ** 0.01 (0.01-0.04) 0.64

11-20 yrs Not Adjusted 0.04 *** 0.01 (0.02-0.05) 0.6 0.02 *** 0.01 (0.01-0.04) 0.6
VAT 0.03 *** 0.01 (0.02-0.05) 0.61 0.02 ** 0.01 (0.01-0.03) 0.61

1-10 yrs Not Adjusted 0 0.0 (-0.0-0.01) 0.5 0 0.0 (-0.0-0.0) 0.5
VAT 0 0.0 (-0.01-0.0) 0.51 0 0.0 (-0.0-0.0) 0.51

Notes: Each row represents two coefficients of two DID regression models, stay-at-home order and school closure regression
models with normalized effects by population size in counties, with county and date as fixed effects using Eq. 1. We
controlled for COVID-19 confirmed cases to adjust the models using Eq. 3 for the TVA model
∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01
∗ ∗ p < 0.05
∗ p < 0.1

Table E.11: Robustness Check for Mental Health Resource Usage

Criteria Effect Estimate SE (95% CI) R2

Excluding New York and Ohio 6.2× 10−5*** 1.2× 10−5(3.8× 10−5 − 8.6× 10−5) 0.79
Including all 2019 data 9.4× 10−5*** 8.6× 10−5(7.7× 10−5 − 1.1× 10−4) 0.79
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Figure D.5: Event study of lockdowns effect (stay-at-home and school closure) in counties (A) and states
(B) using 6-months pre-policy patients numbers as counterfactual. Coefficients are shown with their corre-
sponding 95% confidence interval.

Table E.12: Robustness Check for Mental Health ED Visits

Criteria Effect Estimate SE (95% CI) R2

Excluding New York and Ohio 0.22× 10−5*** 0.06× 10−5(0.09× 10−5 − 0.3× 10−5) 0.67
Including all 2019 data 0.35× 10−5*** 0.04× 10−5(0.27× 10−5 − 0.44× 10−4) 0.70
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Table F.13: Effects on mental health in counties k-months after lockdown
Group Period Stay-at-home Order School Closure

Estimat SE (95% CI) R2 Estimate SE (95% CI) R2

Total Population 1-month 5.4534 *** 0.65 (1.39-3.923) 2.729 1.63 1.1 (-0.53-3.79) 0.73
5-month 8.1074 *** 1.41 (1.203-6.741) 5.75 2.22 ** 0.81 (0.64-3.8) 0.73
9-month 9.79 *** 0.84 (8.15-11.43) 0.73 2.35 *** 0.74 (0.89-3.81) 0.73

Female 1-month 3.95 *** 0.62 (2.73-5.17) 0.74 1.38 ** 0.61 (0.18-2.57) 0.73
5-month 6.08 *** 0.49 (5.12-7.05) 0.74 2.03 *** 0.45 (1.14-2.92) 0.73
9-month 7.32 *** 0.48 (6.38-8.26) 0.73 2.21 *** 0.42 (1.38-3.03) 0.73

Male 1-month 2.25 *** 0.61 (1.05-3.44) 0.73 4.46 *** 0.56 (3.37-5.55) 0.73
5-month 3.05 *** 0.47 (2.13-3.96) 0.73 3.81 *** 0.47 (2.89-4.73) 0.73
9-month 3.68 *** 0.44 (2.81-4.55) 0.73 0.04 0.39 (-0.72-0.81) 0.73

Panic disorder 1-month 1.71 *** 0.29 (1.13-2.28) 0.75 0.64 ** 0.29 (0.08-1.2) 0.74
5-month 3.34 *** 0.24 (2.87-3.8) 0.75 1.12 *** 0.21 (0.7-1.54) 0.74
9-month 4.06 *** 0.23 (3.6-4.52) 0.74 1.25 *** 0.2 (0.84-1.65) 0.74

Reaction to sever stress 1-month 2.26 *** 0.3 (1.68-2.84) 0.71 0.3 0.31 (-0.3-0.91) 0.69
5-month 2.93 *** 0.23 (2.47-3.39) 0.7 0.69 *** 0.22 (0.26-1.12) 0.7
9-month 3.38 *** 0.23 (2.93-3.83) 0.7 0.65 *** 0.2 (0.26-1.05) 0.7

Major depressive disorder,
recurrent

1-month 0.85 *** 0.24 (0.37-1.32) 0.72 -0.05 0.23 (-0.5-0.39) 0.71

5-month 1.81 *** 0.19 (1.43-2.18) 0.72 0.35 ** 0.17 (0.01-0.69) 0.71
9-month 2.27 *** 0.19 (1.91-2.63) 0.71 0.36 ** 0.16 (0.04-0.68) 0.71

Major depressive disorder,
single episode

1-month 0.13 0.17 (-0.2-0.47) 0.72 -0.21 0.16 (-0.52-0.1) 0.71

5-month 0.69 *** 0.13 (0.43-0.95) 0.71 0.03 0.12 (-0.2-0.26) 0.71
9-month 0.96 *** 0.13 (0.71-1.21) 0.71 0.09 0.11 (-0.12-0.31) 0.71

Attention-deficit hyperactivity 1-month 1.43 *** 0.23 (0.97-1.89) 0.62 0.25 0.22 (-0.18-0.67) 0.62
5-month 1.56 *** 0.18 (1.21-1.91) 0.62 0.3 * 0.16 (-0.01-0.61) 0.62
9-month 1.78 *** 0.17 (1.45-2.11) 0.62 0.36 ** 0.14 (0.08-0.64) 0.62

Insomnia 1-month 0.2 *** 0.06 (0.08-0.32) 0.58 0.05 0.05 (-0.05-0.16) 0.56
5-month 0.22 *** 0.05 (0.12-0.31) 0.57 0.06 0.04 (-0.02-0.14) 0.57
9-month 0.27 *** 0.05 (0.17-0.35) 0.57 0.03 0.04 (-0.05-0.1) 0.57

Life management difficulty 1-month -0.34 0.77 (-1.84-1.17) 0.3 -1.98 ** 0.96 (-3.87–0.1) 0.32
5-month 0.88 0.7 (-0.49-2.24) 0.32 -3.66 *** 0.6 (-4.83–2.48) 0.31
9-month 1.34 * 0.78 (-0.18-2.86) 0.3 -5.14 *** 0.5 (-6.12–4.17) 0.3

1-10 yrs 1-month 0.25 0.29 (-0.32-0.82) 0.61 -0.45 * 0.27 (-0.97-0.07) 0.61
5-month 0.69 *** 0.22 (0.27-1.12) 0.61 -0.19 0.19 (-0.56-0.19) 0.61
9-month 1.09 *** 0.2 (0.69-1.49) 0.61 0.17 0.18 (-0.17-0.51) 0.61

11-20 yrs 1-month 1.54 *** 0.34 (0.87-2.22) 0.62 0.3 0.33 (-0.35-0.95) 0.62
5-month 1.68 *** 0.26 (1.16-2.19) 0.62 0.4 0.24 (-0.08-0.87) 0.62
9-month 2.08 *** 0.25 (1.59-2.57) 0.62 0.6 *** 0.22 (0.17-1.02) 0.62

21-30 yrs 1-month 1.8 *** 0.24 (1.32-2.27) 0.76 0.37 0.25 (-0.11-0.86) 0.75
5-month 2.75 *** 0.2 (2.37-3.14) 0.76 0.65 *** 0.18 (0.3-1.0) 0.75
9-month 3.39 *** 0.19 (3.02-3.77) 0.75 0.78 *** 0.17 (0.46-1.11) 0.75

31-40 yrs 1-month 2.55 *** 0.27 (2.02-3.08) 0.75 0.76 *** 0.27 (0.23-1.29) 0.75
5-month 3.11 *** 0.21 (2.69-3.53) 0.75 0.9 *** 0.19 (0.52-1.28) 0.75
9-month 3.52 *** 0.21 (3.12-3.92) 0.75 0.88 *** 0.18 (0.53-1.23) 0.75

41-50 yrs 1-month 1.62 *** 0.21 (1.2-2.04) 0.74 0.69 *** 0.21 (0.28-1.09) 0.74
5-month 2.02 *** 0.17 (1.7-2.35) 0.74 0.82 *** 0.15 (0.52-1.11) 0.74
9-month 2.21 *** 0.16 (1.9-2.52) 0.74 0.72 *** 0.14 (0.45-0.99) 0.74

51-60 yrs 1-month 0.85 *** 0.26 (0.34-1.36) 0.72 0.03 0.24 (-0.43-0.5) 0.72
5-month 1.4 *** 0.2 (1.01-1.79) 0.73 0.3 * 0.18 (-0.04-0.65) 0.73
9-month 1.62 *** 0.19 (1.25-1.99) 0.73 0.2 0.16 (-0.11-0.52) 0.73

61-70 yrs 1-month -0.08 0.18 (-0.44-0.27) 0.73 -0.1 0.16 (-0.41-0.21) 0.73
5-month 0.41 *** 0.14 (0.14-0.68) 0.73 0 0.12 (-0.23-0.23) 0.73
9-month 0.57 *** 0.13 (0.32-0.82) 0.73 -0.11 0.11 (-0.32-0.1) 0.73

71-80 yrs 1-month -0.27 ** 0.1 (-0.46–0.08) 0.73 -0.05 0.08 (-0.2-0.11) 0.73
5-month -0.01 0.07 (-0.15-0.13) 0.73 -0.04 0.06 (-0.15-0.08) 0.73
9-month 0.04 0.07 (-0.09-0.17) 0.73 -0.07 0.05 (-0.17-0.04) 0.73

81-90 yrs 1-month -0.14 *** -0.04 (-0.06–0.21) 0.68 -0.24 *** 0.06 (-0.36–0.12) 0.68
5-month -0.13 *** -0.03 (-0.07–0.19) 0.68 -0.23 *** 0.04 (-0.32–0.15) 0.68
9-month -0.24 *** 0.05 (-0.34–0.14) 0.68 -0.25 *** 0.04 (-0.33–0.17) 0.68

Notes: Each row represents two coefficients of two DID regression models, stay-at-home order and school closure regression
models with raw total population in counties, with county and date as fixed effects using Eq. 1. Each mental health group
has been evaluated on 3 different points of time z with regard to k={1,5,9}-months after lockdown, to observe the dynamic
effect of lockdown.
∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01
∗ ∗ p < 0.05
∗ p < 0.1
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Table F.14: Effects on mental health in states z-months after lockdown
Group Period Stay-at-home Order School Closure

Estimat SE (95% CI) R2 Estimate SE (95% CI) R2

Total Population 1-month 274.81 * 139.95 (0.51-549.11) 0.78 35.86 126.85 (-212.76-284.48) 0.78
5-month 384.0 *** 108.19 (171.95-596.05) 0.78 96.43 96.23 (-92.17-285.04) 0.78
9-month 466.62 *** 102.86 (265.01-668.23) 0.78 117.18 90.38 (-59.95-294.32) 0.78

Female 1-month 181.37 ** 72.74 (38.79-323.95) 0.79 48.47 65.99 (-80.87-177.81) 0.78
5-month 266.64 *** 57.24 (154.44-378.83) 0.79 97.35 * 50.92 (-2.45-197.14) 0.78
9-month 322.89 *** 55.02 (215.06-430.73) 0.79 113.61 ** 48.35 (18.85-208.38) 0.79

Male 1-month 93.85 67.37 (-38.19-225.89) 0.78 -26.18 60.88 (-145.5-93.14) 0.77
5-month 117.9 ** 51.19 (17.57-218.23) 0.78 -16.06 45.49 (-105.22-73.09) 0.77
9-month 144.06 *** 48.1 (49.78-238.34) 0.78 -11.9 42.25 (-94.72-70.91) 0.78

Panic disorder 1-month 79.53 ** 29.55 (21.61-137.45) 0.8 30.78 27.17 (-22.47-84.03) 0.8
5-month 140.9 *** 24.04 (93.78-188.02) 0.8 62.69 *** 21.44 (20.66-104.72) 0.8
9-month 170.79 *** 23.48 (124.76-216.81) 0.8 71.45 *** 20.64 (31.0-111.9) 0.79

Reaction to sever stress 1-month 86.29 *** 24.49 (38.28-134.3) 0.78 16.74 23.18 (-28.7-62.18) 0.76
5-month 107.24 *** 19.45 (69.12-145.35) 0.77 34.65 * 17.57 (0.2-69.09) 0.77
9-month 125.04 *** 18.98 (87.85-162.24) 0.77 36.31 ** 16.68 (3.62-68.99) 0.77

Major depressive disorder,
recurrent

1-month 38.17 * 20.02 (-1.08-77.41) 0.78 1.84 18.05 (-33.54-37.22) 0.78

5-month 70.4 *** 15.98 (39.08-101.72) 0.78 21.61 14.18 (-6.18-49.39) 0.78
9-month 88.15 *** 15.42 (57.93-118.36) 0.78 24.53 * 13.54 (-2.02-51.07) 0.78

Major depressive disorder,
single episode

1-month 8.59 13.37 (-17.62-34.79) 0.78 -4.7 12.14 (-28.5-19.1) 0.78

5-month 26.49 ** 10.47 (5.96-47.01) 0.78 5.28 9.31 (-12.98-23.53) 0.78
9-month 35.63 *** 10.04 (15.95-55.32) 0.78 8.82 8.82 (-8.46-26.1) 0.78

Attention-deficit hyperactivity 1-month 49.23 ** 17.55 (14.83-83.63) 0.74 10.04 15.75 (-20.83-40.9) 0.74
5-month 51.22 *** 13.27 (25.2-77.23) 0.74 11.71 11.77 (-11.36-34.78) 0.74
9-month 59.13 *** 12.48 (34.67-83.59) 0.74 15.16 10.93 (-6.27-36.59) 0.74

Insomnia 1-month 3.62 ** 1.64 (0.42-6.83) 0.76 1.96 1.46 (-0.9-4.82) 0.75
5-month 5.03 *** 1.33 (2.42-7.65) 0.76 2.89 ** 1.16 (0.61-5.17) 0.75
9-month 5.83 *** 1.27 (3.34-8.33) 0.76 2.32 ** 1.09 (0.18-4.47) 0.76

Life management difficulty 1-month 0.2 2.51 (-4.71-5.11) 0.45 -4.38 3.51 (-11.26-2.49) 0.48
5-month 4.51 * 2.4 (-0.19-9.2) 0.44 -9.5 *** 2.3 (-14.01–4.98) 0.46
9-month 6.51 ** 2.55 (1.51-11.51) 0.43 -14.35 *** 1.96 (-18.19–10.51) 0.43

1-10 yrs 1-month 3.05 19.82 (-35.79-41.89) 0.71 -16.58 17.64 (-51.15-17.98) 0.71
5-month 16.32 14.84 (-12.77-45.42) 0.71 -4.53 13.09 (-30.18-21.12) 0.71
9-month 29.48 ** 14.12 (1.79-57.16) 0.72 9 12.37 (-15.24-33.25) 0.72

11-20 yrs 1-month 67.83 ** 29.37 (10.26-125.4) 0.74 11.1 26.53 (-40.9-63.11) 0.73
5-month 67.56 *** 22.32 (23.81-111.32) 0.73 16.59 19.87 (-22.36-55.54) 0.73
9-month 82.17 *** 21.12 (40.77-123.57) 0.73 27.29 18.55 (-9.06-63.65) 0.73

21-30 yrs 1-month 63.26 *** 19.86 (24.33-102.19) 0.8 10.85 18.46 (-25.33-47.02) 0.79
5-month 90.9 *** 15.97 (59.6-122.19) 0.79 23.01 14.3 (-5.02-51.03) 0.79
9-month 112.63 *** 15.57 (82.11-143.14) 0.79 28.11 ** 13.68 (1.29-54.92) 0.79

31-40 yrs 1-month 89.59 *** 24.18 (42.19-136.99) 0.78 26.6 22.09 (-16.7-69.91) 0.78
5-month 105.21 *** 18.86 (68.24-142.17) 0.78 32.31 * 16.81 (-0.64-65.25) 0.78
9-month 119.83 *** 17.96 (84.63-155.03) 0.78 32.85 ** 15.78 (1.92-63.79) 0.78

41-50 yrs 1-month 52.44 *** 18.13 (16.9-87.98) 0.79 22.19 16.44 (-10.02-54.41) 0.78
5-month 63.72 *** 14.08 (36.12-91.32) 0.78 27.21 ** 12.52 (2.67-51.74) 0.78
9-month 71.05 *** 13.31 (44.97-97.13) 0.79 24.35 ** 11.68 (1.45-47.25) 0.79

51-60 yrs 1-month 28.05 20.03 (-11.22-67.31) 0.78 3.68 17.93 (-31.47-38.83) 0.77
5-month 45.37 *** 15.47 (15.04-75.7) 0.78 13 13.69 (-13.83-39.82) 0.77
9-month 52.12 *** 14.51 (23.68-80.55) 0.78 9.86 12.73 (-15.09-34.8) 0.78

61-70 yrs 1-month -3.42 11.83 (-26.6-19.76) 0.79 -5.24 10.58 (-25.98-15.51) 0.78
5-month 12.32 9.11 (-5.53-30.17) 0.79 1.44 8.05 (-14.33-17.21) 0.78
9-month 16.76 * 8.51 (0.07-33.44) 0.79 -1.44 7.46 (-16.06-13.18) 0.79

71-80 yrs 1-month -11.02 ** 5.02 (-20.86–1.19) 0.79 -3.96 4.41 (-12.59-4.68) 0.79
5-month -3.76 3.83 (-11.26-3.74) 0.79 -1.88 3.34 (-8.44-4.67) 0.79
9-month -2.49 3.55 (-9.45-4.47) 0.79 -2.62 3.1 (-8.69-3.45) 0.79

81-90 yrs 1-month -9.6 *** 2.92 (-15.31–3.88) 0.75 -6.67 ** 2.53 (-11.62–1.72) 0.75
5-month -7.74 *** 2.15 (-11.94–3.53) 0.75 -6.01 *** 1.87 (-9.67–2.35) 0.75
9-month -7.45 *** 1.95 (-11.27–3.62) 0.75 -6.46 *** 1.69 (-9.78–3.14) 0.75

Notes: Each row represents two coefficients of two DID regression models, stay-at-home order and school closure regression
models with raw total population in states, with state and date as fixed effects using Eq. 2. Each mental health group has
been evaluated on 3 different points of time z with regard to z={1,5,9}-months after lockdown, to observe the dynamic
effect of lockdown.
∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01
∗ ∗ p < 0.05
∗ p < 0.1
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Figure G.6: Mental health patients over time
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Figure G.7: Average number of mental health patients over time (September 2019 - December 2020) in
counties with school closure orders and without. Vertical lines show the first school closure on 3/10/2020 and
last on 4/28/2020 across United States. Difference-in-differences estimates are included for each population
group. (Detailed average percentage changes are listed in Table B.3)
∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01
∗ ∗ p < 0.05
∗ p < 0.1
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Figure G.8: Average number of mental health patients over time (September 2019 - December 2020) in states
with stay-at-home orders and without. Vertical lines show the first stay-at-home order on 3/14/2020 and
last 0n 4/07/2020 across United States. Difference-in-differences estimates are included for each population
group. (Detailed average percentage changes are listed in Table B.4)
∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01
∗ ∗ p < 0.05
∗ p < 0.1
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Figure G.9: Average number of mental health patients over time (September 2019 - December 2020) in states
with school closure orders and without. Vertical lines show the first school closure on 3/10/2020 and last on
4/28/2020 across United States. Difference-in-differences estimates are included for each population group.
(Detailed average percentage changes are listed in Table B.4)
∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01
∗ ∗ p < 0.05
∗ p < 0.1
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Figure G.10: Average number mental health ED visits over time (September 2019 - December 2020) in coun-
ties with stay-at-home orders and without. Vertical lines show the first stay-at-home order on 3/14/2020 and
last 0n 4/07/2020 across United States. Difference-in-differences estimates are included for each population
∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01
∗ ∗ p < 0.05
∗ p < 0.1
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Figure G.11: Average number of mental health ED visits over time (September 2019 - December 2020) in
counties with school closure orders and without. Vertical lines show the first school closure on 3/10/2020 and
last on 4/28/2020 across United States. Difference-in-differences estimates are included for each population
group
∗ ∗ ∗ p < 0.01
∗ ∗ p < 0.05
∗ p < 0.1
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