
Supplement I: Computational Natural Language Processing Analysis 
 
For question: 
“Tell us how the coronavirus crisis is impacting your life.” 
 
Responses that were analyzed were constructed as a subset of total responses in the following 
manner: 

1) Delete the responses for participants who did not provide an age 
2) Delete responses for individuals who entered the maximum possible age (N = 5; these 

respondents also wrote offensive or irrelevant information in other parts of the survey to 
suggest that their responses were inappropriate to analyze). 

3) Delete responses to this question which were less than 30 words (this is because LIWC 
works best with responses which are around this size; see Lin & Qiu, 2013 ) 1

 
The resulting set of responses (N = 6,573) were then analyzed using LIWC, which works by 
counting the number of words in different language categories in a given text (in this case, each 
respondent's response to this question) and calculating the percentage of words in each of 
those categories out of the total number of words in a given text text (in this case, in each 
response). Below are the results of statistical tests (Tukey-Kramer procedure for multiple 
pairwise comparisons with groups of unequal sample size and variance) of the language 
categories presented in Figure 1, in which the mean percentage of words in 6 language 
categories were compared across 4 age groups (1 = 18-31, 2 = 32-44, 3 = 45-64, 4 = 65+). 
 
Positive emotion terms 
 
  Tukey multiple comparisons of means 
    95% family-wise confidence level 
 
Fit: aov(formula = positive emotion terms ~ agegroup, data = data) 
 
$agegroup 

  diff                 lwr                  upr          p adj 
2-1 0.21472040  0.03352394 0.3959169 0.0124960 
3-1 0.23640067  0.06244982 0.4103515 0.0027147 
4-1 0.32243841  0.10912962 0.5357472 0.0005995 
3-2 0.02168028 -0.10806658 0.1514271 0.9734489 
4-2 0.10771801 -0.07137969 0.2868157 0.4102746 
4-3 0.08603773 -0.08572585 0.2578013 0.5711391 
 

1 Lin H., Qiu L. (2013) Two Sites, Two Voices: Linguistic Differences between Facebook Status Updates 
and Tweets. In: Rau P.L.P. (eds) Cross-Cultural Design. Cultural Differences in Everyday Life. CCD 2013. 
Lecture Notes in Computer Science, vol 8024. Springer, Berlin, Heidelberg 
(https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-39137-8_48)  
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Anxiety-related terms 
 
  Tukey multiple comparisons of means 
    95% family-wise confidence level 
 
Fit: aov(formula = anxiety related terms ~ agegroup, data = data) 
 
$agegroup 

 diff               lwr                  upr                   p adj 
2-1 -0.1468913 -0.3490226  0.055239954 0.2422628 
3-1 -0.2966453 -0.4906939 -0.102596809 0.0005011 
4-1 -0.4179998 -0.6559536 -0.180046112 0.0000383 
3-2 -0.1497540 -0.2944914 -0.005016679 0.0393034 
4-2 -0.2711085 -0.4708986 -0.071318527 0.0027671 
4-3 -0.1213545 -0.3129631  0.070254041 0.3631065 
 
1st person singular pronouns 
 
  Tukey multiple comparisons of means 
    95% family-wise confidence level 
 
Fit: aov(formula = first person singular pronouns ~ agegroup, data = data) 
 
$agegroup 
           diff              lwr                 upr            p adj 
2-1 -1.36598339 -1.7914478 -0.94051895 0.0000000 
3-1 -1.68293255 -2.0913837 -1.27448137 0.0000000 
4-1 -1.44334177 -1.9442087 -0.94247489 0.0000000 
3-2 -0.31694916 -0.6216056 -0.01229267 0.0377489 
4-2 -0.07735838 -0.4978948  0.34317800 0.9650836 
4-3  0.23959078 -0.1637245  0.64290606 0.4215596 
 
1st person plural pronouns 
 
  Tukey multiple comparisons of means 
    95% family-wise confidence level 
 
Fit: aov(formula = first person plural pronouns ~ agegroup, data = data) 
 
$agegroup 
          diff               lwr               upr              p adj 
2-1  1.10893069  0.8212600  1.39660134 0.0000000 
3-1  0.84550886  0.5693414  1.12167627 0.0000000 



4-1  0.78673958  0.4480868  1.12539232 0.0000000 
3-2 -0.26342183 -0.4694102 -0.05743345 0.0056326 
4-2 -0.32219111 -0.6065297 -0.03785248 0.0189037 
4-3 -0.05876928 -0.3314641  0.21392558 0.9455417 
 
Family terms 
 
  Tukey multiple comparisons of means 
    95% family-wise confidence level 
 
Fit: aov(formula = family terms ~ agegroup, data = data) 
 
$agegroup 
          diff                 lwr                upr           p adj 
2-1  0.44924054  0.25818640  0.64029469 0.0000000 
3-1  0.40252720  0.21911284  0.58594157 0.0000001 
4-1  0.15000298 -0.07491051  0.37491648 0.3164553 
3-2 -0.04671334 -0.18351886  0.09009218 0.8165735 
4-2 -0.29923756 -0.48807877 -0.11039635 0.0002754 
4-3 -0.25252422 -0.43363232 -0.07141612 0.0019409 
 
Biological terms 
 
  Tukey multiple comparisons of means 
    95% family-wise confidence level 
 
Fit: aov(formula = biological terms ~ agegroup, data = data) 
 
$agegroup 
           diff                 lwr            upr              p adj 
2-1 0.003917856 -0.29099793 0.2988336 0.9999857 
3-1 0.139968536 -0.14315429 0.4230914 0.5818920 
4-1 0.632867041  0.28568515 0.9800489 0.0000170 
3-2 0.136050680 -0.07512562 0.3472270 0.3475989 
4-2 0.628949184  0.33744935 0.9204490 0.0000002 
4-3 0.492898505  0.21333568 0.7724613 0.0000354 
 
  



Supplement II: Thematic Content Analysis  
 

We were also interested in understanding the reasons why people were not complying 
with social distancing recommendations. To do this, we used qualitative methods of thematic 
content analysis to identify, analyze, and report the key themes guiding individuals’ response to 
the question, “What are the reasons you are not self-isolating more?” This process was 
conducted by two independent raters. First, the first coder reviewed the entire dataset and 
generated a list of six preliminary themes regarding participants’ rationale for non-compliance. 
Upon further review and analysis with the research team, these codes were updated and 
finalized in a codebook.  
 

Noting that many participants’ responses described behaviors that were compliant with 
social distancing and social isolation recommendations, we created a code to capture 
compliance (coded as “1”) and non-compliance (coded as “2”). The second category of 
non-compliance was then explored further in a secondary code labeled “reasons for 
non-compliance.” Iterative review through the content analytic process yielded seven key 
themes of non-compliance [See Table 2 below for descriptions and examples]. The first coder 
reviewed the entire dataset and the second coder reviewed 25% of the codes, with good 
inter-rater reliability (Cohen’s kappa, compliance  = .81; Cohen’s kappa, non-compliance 
reasons = .76). 

 
In order to determine whether there were differences in compliance rate across different 

age-based risk categories (1 = 18-31, 2 = 32-44, 3 = 45-64, 4 = 65+), we ran a general linear 
model from risk category to compliance rate. There was a significant effect of risk category on 
compliance rate, F(3, 7164) = 14.36, p < .001. Examination of between-group post-hoc tests 
corrected for multiple comparisons suggested that individuals in the youngest age group (18-31) 
were significantly less compliant than all other age groups (2-1: mean difference = .12, SE = 
.02, p < .001; 3-1: mean difference = .09, SE = .02, p < .001; 4-1: mean difference = .07, SE = 
.02, p < .01). There were no significant differences in compliance rates for any other groups.  

 
 

Theme Description Example 



Mental and 
Physical 
Health 

Participants are not fully compliant because of 
concerns related to their mental and physical 
health. 
  
This may mean: 
  
(1) Engaging in physical, social, or routine 
activities to take care of mental health issues 
exacerbated or caused by following social 
isolation policies (i.e., developing “cabin fever,” 
depression or boredom from staying indoors) 
  
(2) Engaging in indoors or outdoors exercise for 
their physical health in a manner that does not 
comply with social isolation policies (i.e., 
attending a dance class, going to the gym, 
playing sports with others). Exercise that follows 
guidelines is coded as “Compliant” (i.e., walking 
dogs, going on solo hikes) because they are not 
violating any policies. 

“Staying in my home 24 
hours of every day is 
depressing”  
  
“I have to get outside now 
and then for my own 
sanity”  
  
“Exercise is vital to 
mental/physical health”  
  
“Total self isolation would 
probably drive me to 
suicide” 

Childcare Participants are not fully compliant because of 
concerns relating to childcare, including 
 
(1) Taking their children outdoors or to social 
events for both children’s and parents’ 
well-being 
(2) Continuing interactions with others who 
provide or need childcare (i.e., parents 
working-from-home) 
(3) Transporting children to and from school (if 
they are still open) 

“I have kids and it’s 
impossible to keep them 
grounded all the time” 
 
“Custody rules - have to 
physically meet at a public 
space to exchange the 
child.”  



Non-Essenti
al Work 

Participants are not fully compliant because of 
work commitments in fields designated 
non-essential by the CDC for reasons including: 
  
(1) Employers do not have full work-from-home 
policies or are requiring employees to continue 
coming to work 
(2) They risk losing their job, insurance, benefits, 
or PTO if they do not go to work in line with 
social isolation policies 
(3) They are managing a business in a 
non-essential industry that they need to continue 
for income (i.e., food and restaurants, tourism)  
(4) They must continue to work to secure a 
source of income for their families 
(5) Other members of their household are 
continuing to work, thereby increasing the risk of 
exposure to the family 

“Work is not canceled, if I 
don’t go I’ll lose my job”  
  
“My employer refuses to 
close down.” 
 
“Work is not allowing WFH 
unless we are sick.” 
 
“I go to work 2 days a 
week and work remotely 3 
days a week”  
  
“I have a business to run 
and clients need me”  
  
“Other household 
members have work 
outside the house”  
 

Overreaction Participants are not fully compliant because they 
believe that the recommended social isolation 
policies are an over-reaction to the COVID19 
outbreak, including:  
  
(1) They believe there is no threat of COVID19 
exposure in their local community 
(2) The normative beliefs of others in their life 
(i.e. household members, friends) view 
compliance as an over-reaction 
(3) They are not concerned about COVID19 until 
it affects them personally, or do not believe it will 
affect them personally 
(4) They believe that the recommended policies 
to contain COVID19 are disproportionate to its 
risk 
  

“I haven’t yet bought into 
the paranoia”  
 
“I don’t believe it’s a 
realistic way of life unless 
you are diagnosed with 
the virus”  
 
“Cavalier attitude about 
my body’s response to 
virus”  
 
“I’m working and I have a 
great immune system”  



Non-Essenti
al Activities 

Participants are not fully compliant because they 
want to engage in non-essential activities such 
as:  
  
(1) Having social gatherings or interactions with 
friends, family, or community members  
(2) Completing non-essential errands and 
activities (i.e. going shopping for clothes, playing 
sports) 
(3) Continuing to attend that have made online 
versions available (i.e., religious services)  
(4) Wanting to avoid significant disruption to 
personal routines and everyday life 
(5) Supporting the economy, such as eating at 
small businesses  

“We still see friends and 
family in small groups at 
our home or theirs”  
 
“This is not serious 
enough worth changing 
my lifestyle over.”  
 
“Some appointments are 
in-person. Need to see 
friends sometimes.”  
  
“Social needs, shopping 
needs”  
  
“Went on family vacation” 
  
“We have to keep living. 
Life has to go on”  
 
“I am still attending dance 
classes where I can have 
6 feet distance” 
  
“Still going to restaurants, 
want to support 
businesses” 



Taking 
Sufficient 
Precautions 

Participants are not fully compliant because they 
believe the actions they are already taking to 
protect themselves from COVID19 are sufficient, 
and thus they do not need to follow social 
isolation policies, such as: 
  
(1) Following some, but not all of the 
recommended policies (i.e, keeping 6 feet away 
from others but still going out to eat) 
(2) Utilizing personal “common sense” and 
caution instead of following social isolation 
policies 
(3) Making no changes to their lifestyle and 
habits because they perceive themselves as 
already clean, cautious, or socially isolated 

“Use normal hand 
washing, and practice 
good hygiene. Then there 
is nothing to worry about!” 
 
“Protecting myself by 
using hand sanitizer, 
personal hygiene, and 
common sense.” 
  
“As a real estate agent, 
my job deals with being in 
public but have taken 
many precautions. Gloves, 
clorox wipes on doors, 
etc.”  
  
“I want to maintain some 
normalcy while using 
precautions”  
  
“I’m not very social 
normally” 
  
“I’m generally cautious” 
  
“I’m still going to go to the 
gym. I’m going to wash my 
hands more and the 
equipment, but I don’t plan 
to miss, I have a 
competition.” 



Government 
or Legal 

Participants are not fully compliant because of 
reasons related to their perceived role of the 
government and institutions in the COVID19 
outbreak, including:  
(1) Feeling unclear or uncertain about which 
guidelines they should follow 
(2) Believing the government is more in charge 
of safety measures than individuals” 
(3) Not being required to follow social isolation 
policies  

“There has been a lack of 
clear direction on when 
one should start to 
seriously isolate...I’m not 
hearing the Health Dept. 
say only go out for 
necessities.” 
  
“It’s not officially required 
yet”  
  
“Constitutional right to free 
assembly” 
 
“Lack of clarity from CDC 
and other officials if we 
need to be on lockdown 
like Italy and other 
countries” 

 
 

 


