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Abstract

Using publicly available data, we quantify the impact of mask adherence and mask mandates on COVID-
19 outcomes. We show that mask mandates are associated with a statistically significant decrease in daily
new cases (-3.24 per 100K), deaths (-0.19 per 100K), and the proportion of hospital admissions (-2.47%)
due to COVID-19 between February 1 and September 27, 2020. These effects are large, corresponding to
13% of the highest recorded number of cases, 20% of deaths, and 7% of admission proportion. We also
find that mask mandates are linked to a 23.4 percentage point increase in mask adherence in four diverse
states, and that mask adherence is associated with improved COVID-19 outcomes. Lastly, using a large
novel survey in 68 countries, we find that community mask adherence and attitudes towards masks are
associated with a reduction in COVID-19 cases and deaths. Our results have relevant policy implications,
indicating the need to maintain and encourage mask-wearing.

As of December 2020, SARS-CoV-2, the virus responsible for COVID-19 has infected at least 66 million
people worldwide and caused more than 1.5 million deaths [1]. Numerous studies have analyzed the role
played by masks during the COVID-19 pandemic [2-6]: masks have been associated with a reduction in the
infection rate among health care workers in a large hospital network [7], mask mandates have helped reduce
the number of cases in the United States and in Germany [8-10], and simulations have shown that wearing
a mask can protect against droplet infection by preventing the spread of viral particles [11H16]. Despite this
evidence, there has been strong resistance against mask-wearing, begging the question of the role played by
attitudes towards masks in determining COVID-19 outcomes, and whether mask mandates could lead to
an increase in adherence [17H19]. Investigating these questions is a key component of an ongoing effort to
determine how to design, implement and sustain the adoption of non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs)
to curb the spread of the COVID-19 pandemic [2025].

A significant limitation in investigating the effect of mask mandates, mask adherence, and attitudes
towards masks on COVID-19 outcomes has been the lack of a consistent dataset capturing key variables of
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interest. Existing data on mask mandates sometimes disagree due to variations in start date and in the type
of mandates being considered [26128|]. Furthermore, while numerous datasets record daily changes in COVID
cases and deaths [29H31], they are rarely accompanied by NPT information. Additionally, longitudinal data
on mask adherence has been missing until recently, even though there are significant on-going surveys [32}/33|
and computer vision-based efforts to estimate mask adherence from social media images and videos [34H37].

We therefore first create a dataset of state-level mask mandate start and end dates by manually reading
each state government’s memos. We describe in detail our process for how we coded the mask mandate
start and end dates for different types of mandates in the [State-level Mandate Introduction Dates and Types|
section. We then undertake the task of unifying disparate public data source{’] to create a longitudinal
dataset that can be used to investigate the effect of mask mandates on COVID-19 deaths and cases, as
detailed in Section [l

We then build on recent work using event study designs to estimate treatment effects in the context of the
COVID-19 pandemic: the effect of NPIs (e.g. business closures and stay-at-home orders) on the volume of
online searches related to unemployment 38|, on social distancing in the US [39], on the airline industry [40],
on stock markets worldwide [41H44], and on COVID-19 cases at the county level [45]. For background, the
effect of the introduction of new policies (here, mask mandates) has been studied with a variety of techniques
such as difference-in-differences [46], event studies [47] and regression discontinuity [48].

The event study framework is particularly well-suited for our purposes as it allows for the same state to
be used both as treatment and control based on the timing of a mandate, which is critical because states
introduced mask mandates at different dates over the course of the pandemic [38]. While the first mandates
were implemented in April, the latest ones occurred in November, some states still having had no mandate
as of this writing (Table [B|in Appendix .

An event study design allows us to estimate the treatment effect associated with mask mandates on
COVID-19 outcomes on each day following the introduction of the mandate relative to the day prior to its
introduction. Our geographical unit of analysis are states to minimize peer-effects of neighboring counties’
mandates due to the underlying interdependence between county mobility patterns [49], as well as the fact
that people living in one county often have to travel to a different county to get medical care, resulting in
inconsistent accounting of COVID-19 health outcomes at the county level [50]. By contrast, patients rarely
cross state borders to get medical help as health insurance in the US is predominantly state-based. See
appendix section [3.2.1] for the full model specification.

Although previous work has investigated the effect of mask mandates on COVID-19 outcomes [7H10], our
results are novel because our event study specification simultaneously accounts for the following: all 50 US
states and the District of Columbia, longer timescales (up to 50 days after the introduction of a mandate,
and for the time period between February 1 and September 27, 2020 ﬁ), three COVID-19 outcomes: daily
new confirmed daily cases, daily new confirmed deaths, and the proportion of daily new hospitalization
admissions due to COVID-19.

To support our result of the effect of mask mandates on COVID-19 outcomes, we investigate the associated
increase in mask adherence (i.e. the percentage of people who wear masks in public) following a mask mandate
for the four states — Hawaii, Iowa, North Dakota and New Hampshire — for which adherence data [29] is
available before and after the introduction of the mandate, as detailed in section For the same states,
we also investigate the effect of mask adherence itself on COVID-19 cases and deaths. As a final supporting
analysis, we leverage a novel dataset |32] comprising 8 waves of survey data spanning July to October 2020
and totaling more than 479,000 responses from 68 countries in 51 languages to estimate the effect of weighted
(weights are used to obtain more representative samples) self-reported mask adherence as well as attitudes
(towards masks on COVID-19 cases and deaths) at the community level, controlling for population density,
human development and mobility, as detailed in section The survey dataset (de-identified) is available
to academic and non-profit researcher

*Data and code are available on |Github.

$Hospitalization admissions proportions due to COVID-19 are only available until September 27, 2020

fSee the Facebook Data Use Agreement| for more details. Our use of this survey data (not collected by us) was covered
under MIT’s IRB protocols E-2578 and E-2859. Respondents were 18 years or older, and consented to their responses being
used by researchers.


https://github.com/d-val/Mask_Mandates_Adherence_Attitudes
https://dataforgood.fb.com/docs/preventive-health-survey-request-for-data-access/
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1 Results
1.1 Mask Mandates and COVID-19 Outcomes

We estimate the effect of mask mandates on three prominent COVID-19 outcomes: 1) number of new
confirmed cases, 2) proportion of newly-admitted COVID-19 related hospital admissions (i.e. the number of
patients admitted to treat COVID-19 symptoms relative to the total number of admitted patients), and 3)
number of deaths. We ensure to only use new cases, hospital admissions and deaths each day, as opposed to
cumulative numbers. Outcome variable characteristics (Z-normalization, smoothing, date ranges, etc.) are
defined in appendix table[l} Our estimation controls for the level of human mobility (using different types of
mobility metrics [51]) as a proxy for the introduction of other non-pharmaceutical interventions, the number
of COVID-19 tests being administered [30], seasonal effects (proxied by temperature and precipitation data
[52]), and idiosyncratic state and time effects. We regress each COVID-19 outcome on day ¢ in state s to
estimate the treatment effects of mask mandates ., where 7 is the number of weeks before or after the start
of a mandate (see Eq. [1]in the Methods section for the full specification).

As show in fig. mask mandates (here defined as the earlier between mandates for all employees or
mandates for all members of the public — we later do robustness checks to relax these assumptions) were
introduced at day zero, the red vertical line. The y-axis represents the treatment effect associated with
mask mandates on the COVID-19 outcome for each day before or after the introduction of a mask mandate
relative to the day before the introduction of a mask mandate (as is standard in an event study framework |38§]
because we normalize v,—_1 = 0). For all three outcomes, although the pre-treatment effect is statistically
indistinguishable from zero for the 6 days preceding the introduction of the mandates, it exhibits a slight
upward trend, reflecting the fact that mandates were in many cases introduced as a response to cases,
hospitalizations and deaths starting to surge.

For daily new cases, we observe a delay of about 11 days after the mandates are introduced for the
treatment effect to start increasing (i.e. going negative). The treatment effect continues to increase (i.e. its
magnitude becomes more negative) reaching -0.45 standard deviations (95% confidence interval [-0.68,-0.26])
50 days after the introduction of mask mandates (adjusted R? is 0.431 and p < 0.001). The magnitude of
the associated treatment effect is large, corresponding to 3.24 cases per 100,000 people or 13% of the highest
recorded number of new cases per 100,000 people during our observation period.

The delay for mask mandates to have an associated treatment effect on COVID-19 related deaths is 19
days after the start of a mandate. This 8-day time lag between the decrease in the number of cases and the
number of deaths is in line with the temporal pathogenesis characteristics of the virus as the interquartile
range of the time between symptom onset and death is 8-26 days [5360]. After 19 days, the treatment effect
continues to increase (adjusted R? is 0.304 and p < 0.001) reaching -0.80 [-1.02,-0.59] standard deviations
after 50 days which corresponds to 0.19 deaths per 100K, or about 20% of the highest recorded number of
daily COVID-19 related deaths observed during our observational period.

Finally, we also estimate the effect of mask mandates on the only type of hospitalization data available
at the state level for all states since the beginning of the pandemic (here, as early as February 1, 2020): the
proportion of daily hospitalization admissionﬂ [29] due to COVID-19. It is important to note that we only
observed the proportion of hospitalizations, which is the the number of new hospitalizations due to COVID-
19 relative to the number of total admissions. Unfortunately, this proportion is a noisy proxy for the number
of hospitalizations per 100K due to COVID-19 (that we would like to observe) as it is well documented
that hospital capacity was deliberately increased to accommodate surges in the number of hospitalizations
and that fewer people went to the hospital as regular admissions were discouraged and elective treatments
postponed during the pandemic [61H64] which affects the denominator of the hospitalization proportion.
However, even though noisy, we investigate the effect of mandates on the proportion of hospitalization as it
still provides a useful perspective of the effect of mask mandates on COVID-19 outcomes.

Similarly to cases and deaths, we find that the introduction of mask mandates leads to a statistically
significant decrease in the proportion of COVID-19 related hospitalization admissions after 8 days and
it continues to decrease thereafter (adjusted R? is 0.511 and p < 0.001). 50 days later, the proportion of

f Admissions are coded as COVID-19 related if the admission code U071, U072, B9729, or if primary ICD-10 code is RO5,
R060, R509, Z9911, R0902, R0603, R0609, R062, R069, R0602, R05, R0600, J9691, J9692, J9621, J9690, J9601, J9600, J189,
J22, J1289, J129, J1281, B9721, B9732, B342, B349, A419, R531 or R6889 and there is a secondary ICD-10 code of Z20828, or
if the primary ICD-10 code is Z20828.
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Figure 1: Using an event study design, we estimate the treatment effect of the introduction of mask mandates
(shown on the vertical red line) on Z-scored population-normalized COVID-19 daily new confirmed cases,
daily new hospitalization admissions proportion, and deaths across all 50 states and D.C. over the time
period between February 1 and September 27, 2020. Shaded area represents 95% confidence interval, with
standard errors clustered at the state level. (A) It takes 11 days for the number of cases to start decreasing.
After 50 days, the number of cases decreased by -0.45 [-0.68,-0.26] standard deviation, which corresponds to
a decrease of 3.24 cases per 100K or 13% of the highest recorded number of new cases per 100K prior to Sep
27 2020 (adjusted R? is 0.431 and p < 0.001). (B) We also observe a decrease in the proportion of COVID-19
related hospitalization after 8 days, reaching -2.47 [-3.39,-1.54] percentage points after 50 days, compared
with a highest recorded of 34% during our observation period (adjusted R? is 0.511 and p < 0.001). (C) It
takes 19 days for the number of deaths to start decreasing, reaching -0.80 [-1.02,-0.59] standard deviations
50 days later (adjusted R? is 0.304 and p < 0.001). This corresponds to a decrease of 0.19 deaths per 100K,
or 20% of the highest recorded number of new deaths during our observational period.
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COVID-19 related hospitalization admissions decreased by -2.47 [-3.39,-1.54] percentage points (not standard
deviations, since this outcome is an already normalized percentage). For reference, this corresponds to a 7%
decrease compared to the highest recorded proportion (34%) of COVID-19 related hospitalization admissions
during our observation period.

Overall, these results suggest that the introduction of mask mandates have led to a decrease of 3.38 daily
new cases per 100K, 0.19 daily deaths per 100K and -2.47 percentage points of hospitalization proportions
nationally (since we include all states and D.C.) 50 days later. Full regression results are available in appendix
table [ in appendix [C]

All associated treatment effect estimates include state and time fixed effects, and control for a number
of confounding factors: (a) indicators of human mobility [51] (number of visits to recreational areas, grocery
stores, pharmacies, parks, transit stations, workplace and residential areas) to control for variations in the
spread of the virus due to variations in mobility and as a proxy for other NPIs such as stay-at-homes (as
they impact mobility), (b) daily new test rate [30] to control for variations in the number of tests being
administered, and (c) temperature and precipitation [52| to control for weather-induced behaviors. We
ensure that all our variables have been smoothed and de-trended (for day of the week variations), and we
report standard errors clustered at the state-level. We also include squared values of each mobility indicator
to proxy for social contacts ( [65,/66]). See appendix table [2] for descriptive statistics on the control variables
being used.

1.1.1 Robustness Checks

We conduct a number of checks to test the robustness of our results. First, we experiment with changing
how mask mandates are defined. As noted earlier, so far, we have defined the start of a mask mandate as
the earlier date between mandates for all employees or mandates for all members of the public (more on
the different types of mandates in the [State-level Mandate Introduction Dates and Types| section). Here, we
consider two alternative specifications in which we only consider mask mandates requiring everyone to wear a
mask outside, and another specification where we only consider mandates requiring only business employees
to wear masks. The former specification is more stringent than our original specification (the earlier of the
two types of mandates) as these public mandates generally came later in the year than those focusing on
business employees only, and more states still do not have the public mandates. As shown in appendix
fig. [ in appendix [C] for the public mandates and in appendix fig. [ for the business employee mandates,
the trajectory and magnitude of the treatment effect associated with mask mandates is consistent with our
earlier estimates (shown in fig. . Specifically we observe that the business employee mandates specification
treatment effect is very similar to our earlier specification results which is because almost all states had
business employee mandates before public mandates, and our previous specification took the earlier start
date between business employee mandates and public mandates. We also observe that the treatment effect
associated with mandates that require all members of the public to wear masks takes longer to have an effect,
but eventually reaches the same magnitude of effect size. We hypothesize that this delay is due to the fact
that public mask adherence takes some time to increase following the introduction of a mask mandate, which
we investigate in the next section. Overall, because the trajectory and magnitude of the treatment effect is
consistent across all three specifications, this suggests that our treatment effects are not overly sensitive to
our definition of mask mandates.

As a second robustness check, we recompute our treatment effect estimates on the number of deaths and
the proportion of hospitalizations but this time controlling for the number of cases. As shown in appendix
fig. [6] in appendix [C] controlling for the number of cases does not significantly change the trajectory of the
effect of mask mandates on deaths and hospitalization. As expected because cases on the causal pathway
to deaths and hospitalizations, the more severe outcomes, the treatment effect size is decreased. Because
our effect size is still strong and the trajectory still consistent even after controlling for cases, this provides
additional evidence of the positive effect associated with mask mandates on COVID-19 outcomes.

So far, we have always looked at all 50 states and the District of Columbia together. Even though we
control for state-specific trends, here we investigate the heterogeneity of treatment effect between earlier and
later-wave states as it is possible that the effect of mask mandates on states that were part of the COVID-19
pandemic’s early wave might be different from states that were affected later. For example, mask shortages
were present during the early stages of the pandemic [67H69] which might affect the proportion of people who
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wear masks (mask adherence) following a mask mandate for early states compared to later states. Therefore,
as a robustness check, we recompute our treatment effect estimates but this time looking separately at the
first 15 states to have the highest number of cases per 100K during the month of April (namely, NY, NJ,
MA, CT, MI, DC, RI, IL, WA, PA, GA, VT, MD, FL, LA) compared to the rest of the states (i.e. later
wave states). As shown in appendix fig. [§|in appendix [C] masks mandates took more time to have an effect
on earlier states (around 20 days) whereas they had a faster effect on later states but the trajectory and
magnitude of the treatment effect overall is consistent with our previous main result, suggesting that our
specification is not sensitive to subsets of earlier wave, later wave or all states.

Recent work has shown that declines COVID-19 outcomes are not only due to the introduction of policies
such as mask mandates but are also a result of private behavioral responses to observations of increased
outcome numbers [70]. To investigate if our treatment effect is confounded by behavioral responses, we
control for past outcome values and growth rates (conditioning on the delayed outcome and growth rate will
result in the confounding path to be blocked - see [70] for more details about the causal graphical model).
As shown in supplementary figure [7] including a 14-day delayed outcome and growth rate as control does
not significantly change the magnitude and trajectory of our associated treatment effect, suggesting that
confounding due to behavioral responses does not play a strong role.

As a last robustness check, we investigate if we are seeing decreases in COVID-19 outcomes because the
number of new COVID-19 tests done might be decreasing leading us to observe, erroneously, a lower rate
of COVID-19 outcomes. Although we already control for the testing rate in our event study specification,
here, we also investigate if testing rates were themselves decreasing during the period of observation, in a
way that is associated with the introduction of mask mandates. We do so in two ways: first, we look at the
per-state and mean (over all states) testing rate (daily new tests per 100K) every week, and as shown in
appendix fig. [9]in appendix D] it does not decrease but instead increases over our period of investigation. As
a further test, we conduct an event study estimation to investigate a confounding treatment effect associated
with mask mandates on testing rate. As shown in fig. [I0} there is no associated treatment effect of mask
mandatse on testing rate. Therefore, it is unlikely that our estimates of decreasing COVID-19 outcomes
after the introduction of a mask mandate are due to decreased detection of COVID-19 outcomes.

Overall, our analysis shows that the introduction of mask mandates at the state-level is associated with
a statistically significant and large decrease of cases, hospitalizations, and deaths.

1.2 Mask Mandate and Mask Adherence

Here, we investigate whether the introduction of mask mandates is associated with a significant increase in
mask adherence i.e., do mask mandates lead to more people wearing masks? Although there are significant
on-going efforts to estimate mask adherence at a population level such as by leveraging computer vision
on social media data [34-37|, data that tracks mask usage at a county or state level over time has is only
now starting to be available: as of September 8, 2020, the Delphi project [29] has started publicly releasing
mask adherence data that measures the estimated percentage of people who wore a mask most or all of
the time while in public in the past 5 days by asking the question “In the past 5 days, how often did you
wear a mask when in public?” in an on-going Facebook online survey ran on millions of people in the US.
We therefore use their weighted state-level estimates of mask adherence as our dependent variable. Their
weighting strategy to obtain representative samples is described briefly in the[State-level COVID-19 Outcome]|
[and Mask Adherence Datalsection, and comprehensively described in their technical report [33].

During the period between September 8 (when adherence data started being available) and November
30, 2020 (present), only 4 states have enacted new state level requirements: Hawaii and Iowa on November
16, North Dakota on November 14 and New Hampshire on November 20. Although some of these states
had county-level mask mandates, had memos encouraging mandates at county or state-level, or had mask
requirements in certain businesses, they did not have a state-wide requirement with implementation until the
dates we outline. We run a similar treatment effect estimation as earlier but this time using mask adherence
as the outcome variable and for at most 13 days after mandate introduction because this is the longest time
horizon we have simultaneously for all four states.

As shown in fig. there is a flat pre-treatment trend up to 8 days before the introduction of a mask
mandate followed by an uptick in mask adherence after the introduction of mask mandates with a maximum
increase in adherence of 23.4 [12.0,34.8] percentage points (adjusted R? is 0.925 and p < 0.001) 13 days
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Effect of Mask Mandates on Mask Adherence

301

N
o
1

(percentage points)
)

Estimated Change in Mask Adherance

_lo.

-5 0 5 10
Days after mandate

Figure 2: Event study estimates of the treatment effect of mask mandates on mask adherence in the only
four states (Hawaii, Iowa, North Dakota and New Hampshire) which had late mask mandates (Nov 14,
16, and 20) during the period we have daily state-level mask adherence data. We find that there is a flat
pre-treatment trend up to 13 days before the introduction of a mask mandate followed by a 23.4 [12.0,34.8]
percentage points increase in mask adherence following introduction (adjusted R? is 0.925 and p < 0.001).
This result suggests the strong effect of mask mandates on mask adherence. We expect our results to be
a fair estimate of treatment effect in the US due to the fact that these four states are very geographically,
culturally and politically diverse.

after mask mandate introduction. It is important to note that we observe a delay of about 6 days before we
observe a statistically significant increase in mask adherence. We hypothesize that if we had adherence data
for earlier states, we would observe an even larger delay because of the mask shortages that were present
during the early stages of the pandemic [67H69].

Again, we include state and time fixed effects, and control for a number of factors: testing rate due to
its potential effect on mask usage as more people might wear masks if they are more regularly tested, and
mobility as we want to control for the fact that perhaps the more people leave their house, the more they
might wear masks. Additionally, we control for the number of deaths and confirmed cases because we want
to control for the fact that the more cases and deaths people know about, the more they might be likely to
wear masks (although in practice, omitting these two controls leads to very little difference.

As a robustness test, we investigate if our estimation changes significantly if we remove testing rate, cases
and deaths as controls. As seen in appendix fig. [[1]in appendix [E] our estimation is robust to these controls:
the treatment effect is noisier but consistent with our current result (when controlling for cases, deaths and
testing rate). Full regression results are shown in table

As an additional result, because we have a limited window of time where we have both COVID-19 out-
comes (only cases and deaths, no hospitalization data as access ended in September) and mask adherence
data, we can use it to investigate if mask adherence is more directly associated with a positive effect on
COVID-19 outcomes. To do so, we implement a multi-linear regression of COVID-19 outcomes on compli-
ance, controlled, as before, by a number of factors as specified in equation [3.:2.2] Note that we use all states
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(including D.C.) here, not just the four states that had mandates after Sep. 8th. As shown in appendix
table [13|in appendix [F} an increase of 1% in mask adherence leads to a decrease of -1.63 [-1.76, -1.50] new
confirmed cases per 100K (adjusted R? is 0.502 and p < 0.001), and -0.016 [-0.015, -0.018] new deaths per
100K (adjusted R? is 0.343 and p < 0.001), controlling for test rates, weather and mobility. For reference,
the rate of COVID-19 outcomes was 25.4 new daily cases per 100K and 0.95 daily new deaths per 100K,
suggesting that even a 1% increase in masking adherence can have a significant positive effect.

Although we only estimate the effect of mandates on adherence in these 4 states due to the fact that they
are the only ones that implemented mask mandates late enough that we have adherence data for them, we
expect this result to support our main result that mask mandates are associated with a significant decrease
in COVID-19 outcomes, especially due to the fact that these four states (Hawaii, Iowa, North Dakota and
New Hampshire) are very geographically, culturally and politically diverse.

1.3 International Mask Adherence and Attitudes

Effect of Community Mask Adherence and
Attitude on COVID-19 Outcomes
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Figure 3: Using a novel survey-based dataset of more than half a million online Facebook survey respondents
in 51 languages from 68 countries, we estimate that a 1% increase in mask adherence is associated with
a decrease of -0.45 [-0.70,-0.29] cases per 100K and a decrease of -0.042 [-0.046,-0.037| deaths per 100K.
Similarly, we find that a 1% increase in attitude about the importance of wearing masks leads to a decrease
of -0.53 [-0.64,-0.42] cases per 100K and a decrease of -0.035 [-0.038,-0.032] deaths per 100K. For reference,
the current COVID-19 outcomes in the world as of December 14, 2020 is 10 daily new cases per 100K and
0.17 daily deaths per 100K, which suggest that mask adherence and attitudes are associated with a strong
positive impact on COVID-19 outcomes worldwide. Samples are expected to be representative because we
use a unique weight for each sample which corrects for a variety of biases.

Here, as a supporting result of the effect of mask mandates on COVID-19 outcomes, we expand the
scope of our analysis and look at the effect of mask adherence internationally. Additionally, we also look at
attitudes towards mask wearing. We do so by using the novel survey-based ‘COVID-19 Beliefs, Behaviors
& Norms Survey’ dataset which asks more than 150 questions (see [32] for the complete survey instrument)
about COVID-19 to more than half a million online Facebook survey respondents in 51 languages from 68
countries. The survey has currently been deployed in 8 waves starting on July 7, 2020 and is still on-going.
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Because the 68 countries (full list in the section) we include in our analysis are from very different
parts of the world and were in various stages of the pandemic (first wave, second waves, before mandates,
after mandates, etc.) during the 4 months of our observation period, we expect that our estimates are fairly
representative.

We focus on the two questions most relevant to the effect of masks on COVID-19 outcomes: a question
about mask adherence: “Out of 100 people in your community, how many do you think wear a face mask
or covering when they go out in public?”; and a question about mask norms: “Out of 100 people in your
community, how many do you think believe the following because of COVID-19: People should wear a face
mask or covering when out in public?”. The first question is a self-reported sample estimate of the percentage
of a respondent’s community that wears masks in public, and the second question provides a sample estimate
of the percentage of the community that believes masks to be important to wear in public.

We use a weighted survey regression approach to regress each country’s new daily deaths per 100K
and cases per 100K (both smoothed) against the self-reported mask adherence and mask attitude weighted
response sample with countries as survey strata and individual anonymized survey responses as survey
clusters. Samples are expected to be representative because we use a unique weight for each sample which
correct for a variety of biases including demographics (age bracket and sex) of the respondents compared to
the census data in each country and compared to Facebook’s online population (through post-stratification),
and for response and non-response drivers (the estimated design effects was below four as detailed in [32]).
The dataset’s weighting strategy to obtain representative samples is described more in the
[Mask Norm and Adherence Datal section, and comprehensively described in their technical report [32]. We
also control for mobility, new test rate, population density and the country’s human development index. The
regression specification is described in equation [3.2.3

As shown in fig. the associated effect coefficients suggest that a 1% increase in mask adherence is
associated with a decrease of -0.45 [-0.70,-0.29] cases per 100K and a decrease of -0.042 [-0.046,-0.037] deaths
per 100K. Similarly, we find that a 1% increase in attitude about the importance of wearing masks leads
to a decrease of -0.53 [-0.64,-0.42] cases per 100K and a decrease of -0.035 [-0.038,-0.032] deaths per 100K.
For reference, the current statistics in the world as of December 14, 2020 is 10 daily new cases per 100K
and 0.17 daily deaths per 100K, which suggest that even a 1% increase in mask adherence and attitudes
is associated with a strong positive impact on COVID-19 outcomes worldwide. Full regression results are
shown in appendix fig. [I4] in appendix [G]

As a robustness check, we perform the same weighted survey regression but this time dis-aggregating
by survey waves. As shown in appendix fig. [I2) and [I3] in appendix [G] the regression coefficients of mask
adherence and attitudes on deaths and cases are overwhelmingly negative, which supports our results that
mask adherence and attitudes have a positive impact on COVID-19 cases and deaths across waves. Full
regression results tables are shown in appendix [G]

2 Discussion

Our main result is that mask mandates are associated with a significant improvement in COVID-19 outcomes
(corresponding to 13% of the highest recorded number of daily new cases, 20% of deaths, and 7% of hospital
admissions). In support of our main result, we also observe that mask mandates are associated with a 23.4
percentage point increase in mask adherence in four geographically, culturally and politically diverse states,
and that mask adherence is itself associated with a significant decrease in COVID-19 cases and deaths.
Finally, we observe that community mask adherence and attitudes towards masks are associated with fewer
cases and deaths in 68 countries. Taken together, these results strongly suggest the positive effect of mask
mandates, mask adherence and mask attitudes on COVID-19 cases, hospitalizations and deaths.

As a limitation, we acknowledge that these treatment effects are potentially overestimates of the effect
of mandates and that our estimation is not causal — both limitations are shared by recent work investigating
the role of mandates on COVID-19 outcomes [7H12]. For instance, although we use mobility data as a proxy
to control for other NPI policies such as stay-at-home orders (since such policies strongly affect mobility), we
expect that without a proper study design that aims to estimate the marginal effect of different NPI policies
simultaneously, our estimands are potentially overestimated. Another potential source of over-estimation is
that although we observe flat pre-treatment anticipatory policy effects before the mask mandates were put
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in place and that we control for past outcomes and growth rates to minimize confounding due to behavioral
responses [70], some bias from behavioral changes might still persist. On the other hand, it is possible that
our treatment effects are underestimates due to the peer effects caused by neighboring states’ mask mandates
affecting other states [49]. We leave to future work the design and estimation of such causal, marginal, and
peer-effect estimations, and expect that our findings will still provide new insights into the long-term effect
of mask mandates, mask adherence and mask attitudes on COVID-19 cases, hospitalizations and deaths.

Another limitation is that although our survey-based sample estimates of mask adherence and mask
attitudes include weights aimed to to correct for a number of biases (including demographics of the respon-
dents compared to the census data in each country and compared to Facebook’s online population through
post-stratification, and response and non-response drivers [32}33]) in order to obtain more representative
samples, it is possible that there is still some bias in our sample estimates. Ongoing efforts using computer
vision to estimate mask adherence from social media images and videos [34H37] should soon provide new
data on mask adherence, perhaps going back to beginning of the pandemic. Additionally, we do not account
for public health messaging |71] or the effect of daily updates on cases, deaths and hospitalizations from the
news [72]. We leave to future work the incorporation and modeling of such factors on COVID-19 outcomes.

Our results have potential policy implications by reinforcing the need for maintaining and encouraging
mask-wearing by the public. These results are especially significant in light of some states starting to remove
their mask mandates and attempts by state governments to prevent local governments from implementing
mask orders [264/28]. Removal of mask-mandates or a decrease in mask adherence could result in signifi-
cant increases in COVID-19 cases, hospitalizations and deaths. Maintaining mask mandates is especially
important given our observation of their positive health impact, while previous research has shown their
minimal economic impact (especially compared with other measures such as stay-at-home orders or business
closures) [73].

From a behavioral perspective, more research is needed to investigate the optimal incentives, community
health communication, and regulations to increase mask-adherence [74-78|, especially in a climate where
conspiracy theories are emerging to discourage mask-adherence |79]. More research is also needed to probe
potential improvements in public health communication strategies to encourage mask-adherence, including
harm-reduction frameworks [80] and policies tailored to help disadvantaged communities’ lived experiences
[81]. For example, lockdowns and business closures have not significantly decreased the infection rates
of people from poorer communities as they cannot stop going to work [65] while unfortunately having a
disproportionate impact on their financial health |73]. This is especially important as similar demographic
drivers behind mask avoidance [17H19,82| might impact successful deployment of vaccines.

3 Methods
3.1 Data

As detailed in the [3:1] section in the appendix, we obtain data from a large variety of data sources. For the
main event study investigating the effect of mask mandates on COVID-19 outcomes, we start with de-trended
(for day of the week variations), smoothed and normalized daily state-level values for all variables (cases,
hospitalizations, deaths, mobility, test rate, weather). We careful select an observational time period where
we have data for all variables, Feb 1st to September 27th (which is when access to hospital data ended). For
the event study of the effect of mask mandates on adherence, and for the multi-linear regression of adherence
on COVID-19 outcomes, we do the same but at a daily level. For the survey regression of mask adherence
and attitudes on COVID-19 outcomes, we do a similar data fusion exercise as before, but this time merging
daily at the international level.

3.2 Analysis
3.2.1 Event study of mask mandates on COVID-19 Outcomes

We obtain COVID-19, mobility, new test rate and weather data at the daily level as outlined in the
section. We then calculate the number of weeks between each day of data (in the time interval from Feb 2,
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2020 to September 27, 2020) and the start of mask mandate implementation for each state. We do not use
data past the end date of when a state has lifted mask mandate.
Our specification is:

50
Co,t,s ~ Z Vr X ]l(rs,t = T) +as+ o+ Ck;t + Xt,s + €5 (1)
y=—6

where the outcome is C, ¢ s (0 € {new deaths due to COVID-19, new confirmed cases of COVID-19, hospital-
ization proportion due to COVID-19}) for each day t in state s. The goal is to estimate treatment effects 7,
where 7 is the number of days before or after the start of a mask mandate. 1 is the delta function such that
Y- is non-zero only when the number of weeks 7, ; relative to the start of mask implementation is 7, o5 and
ay are state and time fixed effects, ot is a state-specific trend coefficient multiplying the time trend variable
to allow for the fact that different states had different outcome trajectories (see [46] for more details), X; s
are our controls, and ¢; s represent the model residuals.

Because some states such as New York had a much higher COVID-19 incidence than other states, we
used population-scaled (per hundred thousand people) outcomes, and we further Z-scored the daily value
of each outcome variable using state-specific means and standard deviations. Due to these transformations,
our treatment effect estimates are expressed in units of standard deviations.

While political affiliation has been shown to correlate the propensity to wear a mask [83], this effect
should captured in the state fixed effect since we do not expect political affiliation to change significantly
during our observational period.

We normalize v,—-_1 = 0 and cluster standard errors at the state level. We use the R package’s 1fe’s
regression function felm to run this specification as it uses the method of alternating projections to speed
up regression on our large datasets [34].

As a robustness check, we repeat employ a similar event study specification to verify that the decrease
in COVID-19 outcomes we observe is not due to a decrease in test rate (per 100K of population. We use the
following specification:

20
TRy s ~ Z Yr X L(rge :T)Jroszrothra;tJrX;’SJretvs (2)
y=-5

where TRy  is the daily new test rate, and all other variables are similar to above, with X; ; being our
controls without test rate (since it is now the dependent variable).

3.2.2 Mask Mandate and Mask Adherence

Using daily mask adherence data from September 8 to November 30, 2020, we estimate a similar event
study specification to the above using mask adherence A;; as the dependent variable. Additionally, we
control for deaths and confirmed cases because we want to control for the fact that the more case and
deaths people see, the more they might be likely to wear masks (although in practice, omitting these two
controls leads to practically no difference), and we do not add state and time fixed effect due to the very
small number of states considered and the very short time interval without noticeable difference). As before,
we also control for restaurant and recreation, grocery and pharmacy, parks, transit stations, workplace and
residential percentage change from baseline (using the median day-of-the-week value from the first 5 weeks
of January and February) mobility data.

We implement a multi-linear regression of COVID-19 outcomes on compliance, controlled by a number
of factors, as specified below:

Co,t,s ~ As,t + X,;:é + €t,s (3)

where C, ;s are the daily ¢ COVID-19 outcomes o € {deaths, cases} and X', are the mobility, new test
rate and weather controls.
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3.2.3 International Mask Adherence and Norms

Here, we use multi-linear regression to estimate the effect of mask norms or mask adherence on COVID-19
case and death outcomes for each wave w:

Cotke ~ Qe + Xtms + €t s (4)

where C, ;1 are the daily ¢ COVID-19 outcomes o € {deaths, cases} for each country k, for question g,
controlling for mobility and new test rate X;”.. One separate model estimation is run for each wave w, each
outcome o and each question ¢ € {mask norms, mask adherence}.

More details about survey weights and the dataset can be found in the [3.I] section. We also verify that
the weighted average mask adherence, weighted average mask attitude and total number of responses did
not change significantly over time during the survey as shown in appendix figures and |14 in appendix
(e}

We use a complex survey regression (using R’s survey package) with countries as survey strata and
individual anonymized survey responses as clusters. We only select responses that finished the whole survey
(including several attention check questions), and we remove responses with missing values for the questions
under consideration, and also those with missing weights (<1% of responses).

The 68 countries in our dataset are: United Kingdom, Poland, Italy, Germany, Japan, Argentina, France,
Turkey, Mexico, Colombia, United States, Pakistan, Romania, Indonesia, Philippines, Egypt, Malaysia,
Bangladesh, Nigeria, Brazil, Thailand, Vietnam, India, Netherlands, Azerbaijan, Australia, South Africa,
Canada, Estonia, Senegal, Afghanistan, Tanzania, Angola, Ecuador, Georgia, Mongolia, Peru, Algeria,
Mozambique, Bolivia, Portugal, Iraq, Cameroon, Morocco, South Korea, Uruguay, Honduras, Nepal, Sri
Lanka, United Arab Emirates, Spain, Cote d’Ivoire, Myanmar, Chile, Venezuela, Guatemala, Trinidad &
Tobago, Sudan, Kenya, Jamaica, Ghana, Uganda, Ukraine, Taiwan, Singapore, Cambodia, and Kazakhstan.
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Appendix

A Data

A.1 State-level Mandate Introduction Dates and Types

To code the start (and, if any, the end) of a state’s mask mandate, we start with publicly available mask
mandate datasets |26/28] and use their references to official state government memos. We use these memos
to define the starting date of a state mandate to be the one that requires the wearing of masks either in
public or in businesses — as opposed to using county-level mask mandates, or using mandates that merely
encouraging people to wear masks. Some states had several memos within a couple of days requiring mask
mandates (e.g., when mask mandates are bundled with other NPI’s) in which case we choose the earliest
memo’s dates. Some states also had memos announcing the future start of a mask mandate and we use
the start of the implementation of the mask mandates as the start date. Finally, some states had memos
requiring all employees of all businesses to wear masks, and, typically later, memos requiring all members
of the public to wear masks. We investigate all three possibilities of which type of mandates count as the
start of a treatment: just mandates requiring business employees, just memos asking the public, or using
whichever came first as the start date of a mandate.
Our table of mask mandate start and end dates is shown in supplementary table [B] in appendix

A.2 State-level COVID-19 Outcome and Mask Adherence Data

State-level COVID-19 outcome data was obtained from the Delphi project [29]: we use the daily new
confirmed cases per 100K population, new confirmed deaths per 100K population, percentage of new hospital
admissions with COVID-associated diagnoses, and the percentage of outpatient doctor visits primarily about
COVID-related symptoms. In all cases, we use the smoothed outcomes measures using 7-day averages and
with systematic day-of-week effects removed. Our outcome data covers all 50 states in addition to the District
of Columbia, and runs from Feb 2, 2020 to September 27, 2020 (we cannot obtain data past September for
some some outcomes such as hospitalization). 43 states and the District of Columbia had a required state-
level mask mandates during this period of data. We make sure not to use any outcome data that was after
a state’s mask mandate was officially lifted to prevent end-of-treatment effects from biasing our treatment
estimates. Overall, this dataset contains 9,483 data points used for regression.

Outcome
% of new hospital % of people who wore
New confirmed New confirmed deaths admissions with & 12?11; ef():: n;ostl (?ll'e‘all
COVID-19 cases due to COVID-19 COVID-associated (O e e e
dinenoses in public in the past
€ ° 5 days
Delphi COVIDcast Delphi COVIDcast . o . . e S
Source Epidata APT Epidata APT Delphi COVIDcast Epidata API | Delphi COVIDcast Epidata API
Frequency Daily Daily Daily Daily
ngggiﬂtil;ial State-level State-level State-level State-level
Geographical All States and D.C. All States and D.C. All States and D.C. Hawaii, lowa, North‘
Coverage Dakota, New Hampshire
Date Range Feb. 1 - Sep 27 2020 Feb. 1 - Sep 27 2020 Feb. 1 - Sep 27 2020 Sep 8 - Nov 27, 2020
Smoothing 7-day average signal 7-day average signal Sysfg;i?scIiiz;iig‘rmk Seven day pooling
Adjusted Per 100K population Per 100K population Per total admissions that day \Velght({d to COI?OCt
for a variety of biases
Normalization Z-scored state-specific Z-scored state-specific Not Needed (already Z-scored state-specific
“ means and standard deviations | means and standard deviations normalized as a percentage) means and standard deviations

Table 1: Characteristics of COVID-19 outcome variables

State-level mask adherance data (how much people are wearing face masks) was not available until the
Delphi project [29] made it accessible on September 8, 2020. This data was obtained by the Delphi Project
via online surveys of more than 1 million U.S. residents and we use their weighted state-level estimates as
our indicator of state-level mask adherance. Their survey weighing 33| accounts for various factors including
adjusting estimates so that they are representative of the US population according to a state-by-age-gender
stratification, adjusting for the US Facebook user population, and adjusting for the propensity of a Facebook
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user to take the survey. For the regression of the effect of mask mandates on adherence, we have 323 data
points for the four states, and for the regression of adherence on COVID-19 cases and deaths, we have 4,111
data points for all states (including D.C.).

A.3 International Mask Norm and Adherence Data

International mask norm and adherence data was obtained from the COVID-19 Beliefs, Behaviors and Norms
Surve [32] which collected more half a million online Facebook survey responses in 51 languages, from 68
countries. The survey was deployed in 8 waves starting on July 7, 2020 and is still on-going. Each survey
response comes with a weight that allows for reprensentativeness of estimates at the country and wave-
level. Weights are calculated to account for a variety of biases including demographics (age bracket and
gender) of the respondents compared to the census data in each country (through post-stratification), and
response or non-response behaviors. The reported design effects due to both the non-response and post-
stratification weighting was below four. In our analysis, we only use survey responses where the full survey
was completed (including the demographic part) and where the mask-related questions we use in our analysis
were completed. Overall, we have 479,917 data points covering 8 waves of analysis.

A.4 Controls

We control for a number of variables in our analyses: we use restaurant and recreation, grocery and pharmacy,
parks, transit stations, workplace and residential percentage change from baseline (using the median day-
of-the-week value from the first 5 weeks of January and February) mobility data from Google’s COVID-19
Community Mobility Reports [51]; new tests per 100K population from the COVID Tracking Project [30],
and temperature and precipitation data from NOAA’s Weather and Climate Toolkit [52]. For international
mask norm and adherance, we obtain COVID-19 country-level confirmed cases and confirmed deaths from
the Our World in Data initiative [31].

Because we also include the squared values of each mobility indicator as a proxy for social contacts
(165,/66]), we first re-scale the Google mobility index [51] as such: re-scaled mobility = (mobility + 100)/100.
This is done to prevent the issue of Google’s the square of negative mobility indicator values to be the same
as the positive values.

*See https://covidsurvey.mit.edu for more details.
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Geograph. s
Source Freq. Resolution Date Range | Normalization
. . Google .
Retail+recreation o . Feb 1-Sep 27 | Median day of
mobility Mobility Daily | State-level 2020 the week baseline
Reports
Google .
Grocery+pharmacy | .~ . . Feb 1-Sep 27 | Median day of
mobility Mobility Daily | State-level | o the week baseline
Reports
Google .
o1s R . Feb 1-Sep 27 | Median day of
Parks mobility Mobility Daily | State-level 2020 the week baseline
Reports
. . Google .
Transit stations PR . . Feb 1-Sep 27 | Median day of
mobility Mobility Daily | State-level 2020 the week baseline
Reports
Google .
‘Workplaces P . Feb 1-Sep 27 | Median day of
mobility Mobility Daily | State-level 2020 the week baseline
Reports
. . Google .
Residential P . Feb 1-Sep 27 | Median day of
mobility Mobility Daily | State-level 2020 the week baseline
Reports
. Feb 1-Sep 27 | Avg daily
Temperature NOAA Daily | State-level 2020 temperature
T . Feb 1-Sep 27 | Avg daily
Precipitation NOAA Daily | State-level 2020 precipitation
. . Oxford World . Feb 1-Sep 27
Population Density in Data Daily | State-level 2020 Per square. km
Human Develop. Oxford World Dail Countrv-level Feb 1-Sep 27 | Relative to
Index in Data ALY | HORIELYTEVEL | 909 UNDP limits
COVID
New Test Rate Tracking Daily | Country-level gggol—Sep 2 Per 100K population
Project

Table 2: Characteristics of control variables
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B State-level Mask Mandates Dates

State Public Mask Mandates Business Mask Mandates State Ended Mask Mandates
Alabama 7/16/20 5/11/20 -
Alaska 4/24/20 4/24/20 5/22/20
Arizona - 5/8/20 -
Arkansas 7/20/20 5/11/20 -
California 6/18/20 5/5/20 -
Colorado 7/16/20 4/23/20 -
Connecticut 4/20/20 4/3/20 -
Delaware 4/28/20 5/1/20 -
District of Columbia 4/17/20 4/15/20 -
Florida - 5/11/20 -
Georgia - 4/27/20 -
Hawaii 11/16/20 4/16/20 -
Idaho - - -
Illinois 5/1/20 5/1/20 -
Indiana 7/27/20 5/1/20 -
Towa - 11/16/20 -
Kansas 7/3/20 7/3/20 .
Kentucky 5/11/20 5/11/20 -
Louisiana - 5/1/20 -
Maine 5/1/20 5/1/20 -
Maryland 4/18/20 4/18/20 -
Massachusetts 5/6/20 5/6/20 -
Michigan 4/27/20 4/26/20 -
Minnesota 7/24/20 6/1/20 -
Mississippi 8/5/20 5/7/20 9/30/20
Missouri - - -
Montana - - -
Nebraska - 5/4/20 -
Nevada 6,/26/20 5/9/20 .
New Hampshire 11/20/20 5/1/20 -
New Jersey 4/8/20 4/8/20 -
New Mexico 5/15/20 5/6/20 -
New York 4/17/20 4/17/20 -
North Carolina 6/26/20 6/26,/20 -
North Dakota 11/14/20 4/28/20 -
Ohio 7/23/20 4/29/20 .
Oklahoma - - -
Oregon 7/1/20 5/9/20 -
Pennsylvania 7/1/20 4/19/20 -
Rhode Island 4/18/20 4/18/20 -
South Carolina - 8/3/20 -
South Dakota - - -
Tennessee - - -
Texas 7/3/20 5/8/20 -
Utah 4/10/20 4/10/20 5/1/20
Vermont 8/1/20 4/17/20 -
Virginia 5/29/20 5/29/20 -
Washington 6,/26/20 5/4/20 -
West Virginia 7/7/20 5/4/20 -
Wisconsin 8/1/20 8/1/20 -
Wyoming - 5/1/20 -

Table 3: Mask mandate start and end dates as of Nov 30, 2020
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C Event Study Results

Effect of Mask Mandates on COVID-19 Outcomes
Cases per 100K

0.44

o
=}
y

Standard Deviations’ Change
|
o
=

|
o
®

0 10 20 30 40 50
Hospitalization proportion

o N
L N

Percentage Points Change
!
n

0 10 20 30 40 50
Deaths per 100K

Estimated Change in COVID-19 Outcome

1

o o o

& o 3
L

Standard Deviations’ Change

i
o
.

0 10 20 30 40 50
Days after mandate

Figure 4: Robustness check of main event study results (section fig. where we only consider mask
mandates that require business employees to wear masks. Because the trajectory and magnitude of the
treatment effect is consistent with our previous main result under this new specification, this demonstrates
that our main result is not sensitive to our definition of mask mandate start dates. Full regression results
are shown in table
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Figure 5: Robustness check of main event study results (section fig. where we only consider mask
mandates that require all members of the public to wear a mask outside. Because the trajectory and
magnitude of the treatment effect is consistent with our previous main result under this new specification,
this demonstrates that our main result is not sensitive to our definition of mask mandate start dates. Full
regression results are shown in table
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Effect of Mask Mandates on COVID-19 Outcomes
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Figure 6: Robustness check of main event study results (section fig. [I)) where we compare the effect of
mask mandates on deaths and hospitalization with and without controlling for cases. Because the trajectory
and magnitude of the treatment effect is consistent with our previous main result under either specification
(with and without controlling for cases), this demonstrates that our main result is not sensitive to whether
we account for the cases underlying the more severe outcomes. Full regression results are shown in table [7}
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Figure 7: Robustness check of main event study results (sectionﬁg. where we control for past outcome
values (with a delay of 14 days) and growth rates as a way to minimize confounding due to peoples private
behavioral changes to COVID-19 . As can be see in the figure, the overall trajectory and magnitude of
the treatment effect is consistent with our previous main result. Full regression results are shown in table 8]
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Earlier Wave States Only Later Wave States Only
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Figure 8: Robustness check of main event study results (section fig. (1)) where we compare the effect of
mask mandates on cases, deaths and hospitalization for earlier wave states only (i.e. states who had early
spikes of COVID-19 peaks in the pandemic, namely, NY, NJ, MA, CT, MI, DC, RI, IL, WA, PA, GA, VT,
MD, FL and LA) vs later wave states. Masks mandates took more time to have an effect on earlier states
whereas they had a faster effect on later states. However, because the trajectory and magnitude of the
treatment effect overall is consistent with our previous main result, this demonstrates that our main result
is applicable to both earlier and later waves. Full regression results are shown in tables [J] and
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Table 4: Event Study regression summary statistics for main result

(section [1.1] fig.

Dependent variable:

confirmed cases deaths hospitalization
(1) (2) (3)
new test rate 65.681*** 8.213 167.056**
(19.291) (13.156) (63.404)
precipitation avg —0.001 —0.003* 0.005
(0.001) (0.002) (0.008)
temperature avg 0.013*** —0.002 0.017
(0.005) (0.007) (0.023)
retail and recreation —8.090** 0.926 —35.976*
(3.355) (2.942) (20.413)
grocery and pharmacy 3.973 —4.685 17.138
(3.967) (3.525) (24.066)
parks 0.518*** 0.311** 1.791%**
(0.138) (0.134) (0.504)
transit stations —1.189 —0.069 —6.080*
(0.850) (0.679) (3.540)
workplaces —0.825 0.264 7.698
(1.077) (0.931) (5.462)
residential —79.713*** —51.855%** —418.697***
(12.106) (10.847) (76.307)
grocery and pharmacy square —1.910 2.116 —7.803
(1.759) (1.592) (10.485)
retail and recreation square 3.778** —1.427 15.659
(1.814) (1.568) (10.762)
parks square —0.130*** —0.051* —0.336***
(0.028) (0.027) (0.105)
transit stations square 0.906 0.024 3.626*
(0.546) (0.469) (1.935)
workplaces square 0.007 —0.397 —9.185**
(0.741) (0.645) (3.701)
residential square 36.758*** 24.7437** 192.422%**
(5.356) (4.897) (34.627)
day -6 0.509*** 0.762*** 2.729%**
(0.125) (0.151) (0.733)
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day -5 0.477* 0.758"** 2.583"*
(0.116) (0.152) (0.706)
day -4 0.525"** 0.826"** 2.835%**
(0.129) (0.139) (0.690)
day -3 0.574"** 0.916"** 3.436"*
(0.133) (0.143) (0.801)
day -2 0.540"** 0.8347** 3.307*
(0.126) (0.135) (0.786)
day -1 0.563"** 0.909"** 3.5047**
(0.134) (0.147) (0.785)
day 1 0.621%** 1.065"* 3.833%**
(0.150) (0.169) (0.816)
day 2 0.622"** 1.013*** 3757
(0.151) (0.170) (0.749)
day 3 0.669*** 0.966"** 3.875%*
(0.155) (0.173) (0.824)
day 4 0.638"** 0.985"** 3.684%**
(0.163) (0.168) (0.853)
day 5 0.568"** 0.934*** 3.201%*
(0.148) (0.166) (0.727)
day 6 0.580"** 0.883"** 3.129%**
(0.147) (0.167) (0.742)
day 7 0.508"** 0.785"** 2.950"*
(0.156) (0.164) (0.776)
day 8 0.592"** 0.928"** 3.188"**
(0.154) (0.165) (0.775)
day 9 0.586"** 0.943"** 3.093"**
(0.146) (0.163) (0.703)
day 10 0.618*** 0.954*** 3.143"*
(0.151) (0.173) (0.769)
day 11 0.605"** 0.966"** 3.148"**
(0.162) (0.175) (0.860)
day 12 0.502"** 1.015%** 2.763"*
(0.145) (0.173) (0.745)
day 13 0.497"** 0.9227** 26227
(0.149) (0.174) (0.764)

28


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.19.21250132

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.19.21250132; this version posted January 25, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

day 14 0.405"* 0.860"** 2.285"*
(0.167) (0.188) (0.874)
day 15 0.514"** 0.876"** 2.6947**
(0.153) (0.168) (0.820)
day 16 0.540*** 0.896"** 2.640"*
(0.162) (0.183) (0.823)
day 17 0.502"** 0.897*** 2.638"**
(0.176) (0.183) (0.866)
day 18 0.470*** 0.895"** 2.450"*
(0.168) (0.190) (0.779)
day 19 0.450** 0.764*** 2.228%**
(0.181) (0.179) (0.768)
day 20 0.498"** 0.788"** 2.245%*
(0.177) (0.193) (0.776)
day 21 0.391** 0.732"%* 1.812%
(0.183) (0.183) (0.715)
day 22 0.488"** 0.803"** 2.278%**
(0.180) (0.175) (0.765)
day 23 0.493"** 0.804*** 2.116"*
(0.172) (0.175) (0.712)
day 24 0.411%* 0.708"** 1.760"*
(0.171) (0.182) (0.767)
day 25 0.449"* 0.735"** 2.258"*
(0.175) (0.179) (0.823)
day 26 0.330"* 0.682*** 1.938"*
(0.149) (0.162) (0.754)
day 27 0.268* 0.666"* 1.816*
(0.139) (0.164) (0.687)
day 28 0.259* 0.633*** 1.904**
(0.142) (0.163) (0.742)
day 29 0.275"* 0.700"** 22477+
(0.136) (0.153) (0.809)
day 30 0.254* 0.642"** 2,115+
(0.129) (0.142) (0.747)
day 31 0.284* 0.662"** 2.102"**
(0.142) (0.149) (0.734)
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day 32 0.282* 0.640*** 1.985%*
(0.142) (0.157) (0.732)
day 33 0.174 0.546*** 1.625"
(0.135) (0.143) (0.618)
day 34 0.151 0.564*** 1.610**
(0.131) (0.143) (0.631)
day 35 0.146 0.520%** 1.466"*
(0.129) (0.149) (0.601)
day 36 0.186 0.506"** 1.566"*
(0.135) (0.146) (0.635)
day 37 0.087 0.476"** 1.253*
(0.117) (0.142) (0.586)
day 38 0.034 0.438*** 1.247%
(0.118) (0.149) (0.588)
day 39 0.072 0.462*** 1.270**
(0.130) (0.150) (0.616)
day 40 0.023 0.438*** 1.048**
(0.109) (0.142) (0.512)
day 41 0.042 0.415*** 1.023**
(0.107) (0.135) (0.489)
day 42 0.063 0.368** 0.942*
(0.114) (0.138) (0.496)
day 43 0.093 0.487%** 1.150"
(0.116) (0.172) (0.516)
day 44 0.086 0.463*** 0.974**
(0.111) (0.171) (0.463)
day 45 0.185 0.343** 1.099*
(0.121) (0.151) (0.457)
day 46 0.147 0.323** 1.039**
(0.124) (0.153) (0.487)
day 47 0.046 0.212 0.762*
(0.119) (0.137) (0.448)
day 48 0.090 0.192 0.834*
(0.115) (0.123) (0.450)
day 49 0.083 0.166 0.804*
(0.121) (0.138) (0.469)
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day 50 0.109 0.105 1.037**
(0.113) (0.108) (0.472)
Constant 42.748%** 27.633*** 236.021***
(7.496) (6.439) (47.186)
Observations 9,813 9,813 9,813
R? 0.439 0.313 0.518
Adjusted R? 0.431 0.304 0.511
Residual Std. Error (df = 9689) 0.753 0.832 3.395
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Table 5: Event Study regression summary statistics for robustness
check (fig. o)) where we only consider mask mandates that require
all members of the public to wear a mask outside

Dependent variable:

confirmed cases deaths hospitalization
(1) (2) (3)
new test rate 68.939*** 10.026 173.569***
(18.368) (12.426) (58.627)
precipitation 0.0001 —0.001 0.009
(0.001) (0.002) (0.008)
temperature 0.006 —0.004 —0.001
(0.004) (0.007) (0.024)
retail and recreation —0.001 —0.018*** —0.036*
(0.004) (0.005) (0.021)
grocery and pharmacy 0.001 —0.003 0.014
(0.005) (0.006) (0.032)
parks 0.004*** 0.005*** 0.017***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.004)
transit stations —0.001 —0.007 —0.015
(0.004) (0.004) (0.013)
workplaces 0.003 0.004 —0.066**
(0.005) (0.005) (0.025)
residential —0.016 0.019 —0.175**
(0.017) (0.014) (0.072)
grocery and pharmacy square —0.0002 0.0002 —0.001
(0.0001) (0.0002) (0.001)
retail and recreation square 0.0002 —0.0003* 0.001
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.001)
parks square —0.00002%** —0.00001*** —0.00005***
(0.00000) (0.00000) (0.00001)
transit stations square 0.0003** 0.0002** 0.001*
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.001)
workplaces square 0.00002 —0.0001 —0.001**
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0004)
residential square 0.002*** 0.001*** 0.014***
(0.0005) (0.0005) (0.003)
day -6 0.682*** 0.372** 3.6467**
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(0.144) (0.180) (1.016)
day -5 0.713*** 0.445** 3,727+
(0.139) (0.176) (0.982)
day -4 0.725*** 0.509*** 3.735%**
(0.143) (0.183) (0.975)
day -3 0.792*** 0527+ 4,198+
(0.141) (0.190) (1.103)
day -2 0.818*** 0.608*** 4.320%**
(0.152) (0.184) (1.073)
day -1 0.856*** 0.612** 4,285+
(0.148) (0.188) (1.051)
day 1 0.913*** 0.671%* 4.319%*
(0.153) (0.203) (1.028)
day 2 0.961*** 0.583*** 4371
(0.158) (0.196) (1.000)
day 3 0.946*** 0.443** 4,157+
(0.161) (0.208) (1.066)
day 4 0.959*** 0.546*** 4,168
(0.162) (0.201) (1.058)
day 5 0.941%** 0.550%** 4177
(0.150) (0.200) (1.003)
day 6 0.9427* 0.534** 3.991%*
(0.144) (0.200) (1.007)
day 7 0.921*** 0.520** 3.940%**
(0.147) (0.197) (1.004)
day 8 0.982%** 0.641%** 41217
(0.168) (0.209) (1.067)
day 9 1.006%** 0687+ 4.255%*
(0.144) (0.191) (0.938)
day 10 0.970*** 0.693*** 4.019***
(0.152) (0.193) (0.997)
day 11 0.087*** 0.646*** 4,073+
(0.156) (0.202) (1.022)
day 12 0.941%** 0.649*** 3.831%*
(0.141) (0.204) (0.972)
day 13 0.964*** 0.585%** 3.549%**
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(0.141) (0.193) (0.962)
day 14 0.933"* 0.630"** 3.413"*
(0.169) (0.201) (0.996)
day 15 0.9747* 0.631%* 3.779"**
(0.161) (0.205) (0.969)
day 16 0.975"** 0.6247** 3.682"**
(0.164) (0.191) (0.900)
day 17 1.007*** 0.543"** 3.630"*
(0.168) (0.196) (0.946)
day 18 0.936"* 0.590"** 3.3417%*
(0.167) (0.208) (0.883)
day 19 0.948"** 0.464** 3.058"*
(0.165) (0.190) (0.864)
day 20 0.977"* 0.487"* 3.116"*
(0.173) (0.201) (0.866)
day 21 0.936"** 0.504** 28417+
(0.175) (0.189) (0.782)
day 22 1.008*** 0.536"** 3.114%**
(0.192) (0.197) (0.750)
day 23 0.997"* 0.568*** 3.068"**
(0.191) (0.183) (0.700)
day 24 0.898"** 0.533%** 2.823"**
(0.176) (0.178) (0.738)
day 25 0.869"** 0.560"** 2.9947**
(0.173) (0.185) (0.747)
day 26 0.847"** 0.591*** 2,947+
(0.172) (0.194) (0.749)
day 27 0.693"** 0.579"** 2.716"*
(0.165) (0.192) (0.688)
day 28 0.649"** 0.533%** 2.662"*
(0.168) (0.187) (0.764)
day 29 0.648"* 0.6517** 3.055"**
(0.158) (0.188) (0.761)
day 30 0.610"* 0.586"** 2.830"*
(0.163) (0.177) (0.700)
day 31 0.5647** 0.518"** 25247
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day 32

day 33

day 34

day 35

day 36

day 37

day 38

day 39

day 40

day 41

day 42

day 43

day 44

day 45

day 46

day 47

day 48

day 49

(0.169)

0.605***
(0.161)

0.514***
(0.173)

0.535"**
(0.167)

0.428"*
(0.163)

0.457**
(0.172)

0.415**
(0.175)

0.402**
(0.160)

0.326"*
(0.158)

0.345"
(0.139)

0.287**
(0.140)

0.310"*
(0.154)

0.362**
(0.147)

0.357**
(0.147)

0.330"*
(0.157)

0.312**
(0.135)

0.178
(0.134)

0.190
(0.131)

0.152
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(0.166)

0.546"**
(0.179)

0.434*
(0.181)

0.415**
(0.175)

0.384**
(0.171)

0.412**
(0.163)

0.491%**
(0.168)

0.427**
(0.163)

0.357**
(0.170)

0.348**
(0.160)

0.307*
(0.158)

0.296*
(0.175)

0.442**
(0.204)

0.387*
(0.214)

0.344*
(0.193)

0.340*
(0.192)

0.206
(0.178)

0.202
(0.165)

0.211

(0.730)

2,447+
(0.735)

2.078***
(0.709)

2.040"*
(0.717)

1.604**
(0.665)

1.815*
(0.722)

1.609**
(0.679)

1.549*
(0.673)

1.281*
(0.719)

1.189*
(0.618)

0.854
(0.565)

0.798
(0.575)

1.089*
(0.565)

1.044
(0.554)

0.694
(0.588)

0.816
(0.527)

0.549
(0.500)

0.481
(0.487)

0.421
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(0.137) (0.173) (0.504)
day 50 0.116 0.173 0.629

(0.144) (0.147) (0.573)
Constant —2.978*** —2.235%%* —2.736***

(0.160) (0.223) (1.005)
Observations 9,813 9,813 9,813
R2 0.504 0.276 0.542
Adjusted R? 0.497 0.267 0.536
Residual Std. Error (df = 9689) 0.708 0.854 3.307

Note:
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Table 6: Event Study regression summary statistics for robustness
check (fig. [4) where we only consider mask mandates that require
business employees to wear masks.

Dependent variable:

confirmed cases deaths hospitalization
(1) (2) (3)
new test rate 69.538*** 11.046 178.980%**
(19.460) (12.597) (60.971)
precipitation —0.0004 —0.002 0.007
(0.001) (0.002) (0.008)
temperature 0.012** —0.003 0.013
(0.005) (0.007) (0.023)
retail and recreation —0.002 —0.017*** —0.036*
(0.004) (0.004) (0.020)
grocery and pharmacy 0.003 —0.004 0.019
(0.005) (0.005) (0.033)
parks 0.005%** 0.004*** 0.018***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.005)
transit stations 0.003 —0.003 0.004
(0.005) (0.004) (0.011)
workplaces —0.0004 0.001 —0.084***
(0.005) (0.005) (0.026)
residential —0.031* 0.001 —0.249***
(0.017) (0.013) (0.078)
grocery and pharmacy square —0.0003* 0.0002 —0.001
(0.0002) (0.0001) (0.001)
retail and recreation square 0.0003 —0.0002 0.001
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.001)
parks square —0.00002*** —0.00001*** —0.00017**
(0.00000) (0.00000) (0.00002)
transit stations square 0.0003*** 0.0002* 0.001*
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.001)
workplaces square —0.00001 —0.0001 —0.001**
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0004)
residential square 0.003*** 0.002*** 0.017***
(0.001) (0.0005) (0.003)
day -6 0.458*** 0.734*** 2.609***
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(0.118) (0.148) (0.723)
day -5 0.461%** 0.748*** 2.461%**
(0.124) (0.149) (0.705)
day -4 0.528*** 0.826** 2.784%**
(0.133) (0.138) (0.696)
day -3 0.588*** 0.900%** 3.300%*
(0.143) (0.145) (0.768)
day -2 0.499*** 0.798*** 3.132%*
(0.125) (0.134) (0.747)
day -1 0.521%** 0.883*** 3.206%**
(0.129) (0.148) (0.727)
day 1 0.572%** 1.028%** 3.635%**
(0.141) (0.168) (0.762)
day 2 0.553*** 0.971%* 3,557
(0.142) (0.172) (0.699)
day 3 0.609*** 0.939"** 3.736"*
(0.145) (0.176) (0.798)
day 4 0.554*** 0.952*** 3.511%*
(0.149) (0.168) (0.826)
day 5 0.530%** 0.895** 3.116**
(0.141) (0.164) (0.685)
day 6 0.544%** 0.837** 2.932%**
(0.143) (0.165) (0.704)
day 7 0.490*** 0.752*** 2.723%**
(0.149) (0.162) (0.721)
day 8 0.545%** 0.893*** 2.984***
(0.148) (0.162) (0.738)
day 9 0.531%** 0.905*** 2.912%**
(0.140) (0.163) (0.679)
day 10 0.597%** 0.919"** 3.035"*
(0.151) (0.174) (0.767)
day 11 0.564*** 0.915*** 2.963**
(0.159) (0.176) (0.834)
day 12 0.466*** 0.987** 2.632%**
(0.138) (0.173) (0.722)
day 13 0.461%** 0.909*** 2.555%**
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(0.145) (0.174) (0.764)
day 14 0.347"* 0.825"** 2.170"*
(0.156) (0.185) (0.853)
day 15 0.4547** 0.837%** 25227+
(0.148) (0.170) (0.800)
day 16 0.478"** 0.8547** 2.406"*
(0.155) (0.185) (0.777)
day 17 0.467"* 0.882"** 2.466"*
(0.174) (0.185) (0.839)
day 18 0.429"* 0.859"** 22347
(0.166) (0.190) (0.747)
day 19 0.391** 0.711%** 1.994***
(0.174) (0.177) (0.731)
day 20 0.441** 0.732"** 2.073"**
(0.171) (0.190) (0.756)
day 21 0.340"* 0.6847** 1.687
(0.169) (0.174) (0.681)
day 22 0.410** 0.730"** 2.170"**
(0.166) (0.171) (0.757)
day 23 0.422"* 0.729"** 1.959***
(0.160) (0.174) (0.700)
day 24 0.359** 0.651%* 1.627
(0.165) (0.183) (0.744)
day 25 0.406™* 0.685"** 2.108"*
(0.169) (0.177) (0.801)
day 26 0.268* 0.639"** 1.772%
(0.143) (0.162) (0.728)
day 27 0.222 0.638"** 1.716*
(0.135) (0.161) (0.684)
day 28 0.172 0.585"** 1.638*
(0.130) (0.161) (0.683)
day 29 0.206 0.650"** 1.995%*
(0.126) (0.150) (0.759)
day 30 0.179 0.600"** 1.861%**
(0.118) (0.141) (0.688)
day 31 0.241* 0.6347** 1.931%*
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(0.135) (0.147) (0.699)
day 32 0.215 0.593*** 1.764*
(0.133) (0.154) (0.680)
day 33 0.118 0.489*** 1.386**
(0.128) (0.139) (0.557)
day 34 0.096 0.526*** 1.384**
(0.126) (0.141) (0.584)
day 35 0.084 0.470"* 1.230"*
(0.120) (0.143) (0.542)
day 36 0.106 0.456*** 1.327%
(0.121) (0.144) (0.577)
day 37 0.028 0.425*** 1.060*
(0.109) (0.138) (0.539)
day 38 —0.007 0.408*** 1.104*
(0.116) (0.148) (0.565)
day 39 0.019 0.428*** 1.063*
(0.124) (0.149) (0.572)
day 40 —0.041 0.392*** 0.801*
(0.103) (0.143) (0.475)
day 41 0.005 0.382*** 0.841*
(0.104) (0.132) (0.458)
day 42 0.060 0.330** 0.803*
(0.110) (0.134) (0.473)
day 43 0.031 0.427** 0.935*
(0.110) (0.171) (0.489)
day 44 0.037 0.420** 0.815*
(0.107) (0.170) (0.431)
day 45 0.124 0.313* 0.944**
(0.121) (0.152) (0.441)
day 46 0.115 0.277* 0.909*
(0.121) (0.150) (0.461)
day 47 0.011 0.164 0.622
(0.117) (0.137) (0.425)
day 48 0.067 0.158 0.735*
(0.115) (0.123) (0.438)
day 49 0.085 0.148 0.735
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(0.119) (0.133) (0.457)
day 50 0.060 0.072 0.870*

(0.107) (0.107) (0.443)
Constant —3.190*** —2.508"** —3.768***

(0.162) (0.194) (1.008)
Observations 9,813 9,813 9,813
R? 0.452 0.322 0.523
Adjusted R? 0.445 0.314 0.517
Residual Std. Error (df = 9689) 0.744 0.826 3.376

Note:
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*p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Table 7: Event Study regression summary statistics for robustness
check (fig. [6) where we compare the effect of mask mandates on
deaths and hospitalization with and without controlling for cases.

Dependent variable:

deaths deaths hospitalization hospitalization
(1) (2) 3) (4)
confirmed cases 0.507*** 2.746%*
(0.033) (0.340)
new test rate 11.046 —24.204** 178.980*** —12.161
(12.597) (10.831) (60.971) (52.943)
precipitation —0.002 —0.002 0.007 0.008
(0.002) (0.002) (0.008) (0.007)
temperature —0.003 —0.009 0.013 —0.019
(0.007) (0.006) (0.023) (0.022)
retail and recreation —0.017*** —0.016*** —0.036* —0.031*
(0.004) (0.004) (0.020) (0.016)
grocery and pharmacy —0.004 —0.005 0.019 0.012
(0.005) (0.004) (0.033) (0.025)
parks 0.004*** 0.002** 0.018*** 0.005
(0.001) (0.001) (0.005) (0.003)
transit stations —0.003 —0.004 0.004 —0.005
(0.004) (0.004) (0.011) (0.014)
workplaces 0.001 0.001 —0.084*** —0.083***
(0.005) (0.005) (0.026) (0.021)
residential 0.001 0.016 —0.249*** —0.164**
(0.013) (0.014) (0.078) (0.066)
grocery and pharmacy square 0.0002 0.0003** —0.001 —0.0003
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.001) (0.001)
retail and recreation square —0.0002 —0.0004*** 0.001 0.001
(0.0002) (0.0001) (0.001) (0.001)
parks square —0.00001*** —0.00000 —0.0001*** —0.00000
(0.00000) (0.00000) (0.00002) (0.00001)
transit stations square 0.0002* 0.00002 0.001* 0.0002
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.001) (0.0004)
workplaces square —0.0001 —0.00005 —0.001** —0.001***
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0004) (0.0003)
residential square 0.002*** 0.0004 0.017*** 0.009***
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day -6

day -5

day -4

day -3

day -2

day -1

tl

day 2

day 3

day 4

day 5

day 6

day 7

day 8

day 9

day 10

day 11

day 12
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(0.0005)

0.734%**
(0.148)

0.748***
(0.149)

0.826"**
(0.138)

0.900***
(0.145)

0.798***
(0.134)

0.883***
(0.148)

1.028***
(0.168)

0.971%**
(0.172)

0.939***
(0.176)

0.952%**
(0.168)

0.895%**
(0.164)

0.837%**
(0.165)

0.752%**
(0.162)

0.893***
(0.162)

0.905"**
(0.163)

0.919***
(0.174)

0.915"**
(0.176)

0.987***
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(0.0005)

0.492***
(0.139)

0.502***
(0.135)

0.551%**
(0.128)

0.615***
(0.133)

0.546"**
(0.121)

0.612%**
(0.123)

0.732***
(0.147)

0.679***
(0.144)

0.617%*
(0.151)

0.652***
(0.145)

0.636***
(0.145)

0.573***
(0.148)

0.518***
(0.137)

0.609***
(0.143)

0.635%**
(0.151)

0.631***
(0.149)

0.644**
(0.147)

0.748***

(0.003)

2.609%*
(0.723)

24617
(0.705)

27847
(0.696)

3.300%**
(0.768)

3.132%**
(0.747)

3.206"*
(0.727)

3.635%**
(0.762)

3.557"*
(0.699)

3.736**
(0.798)

3,511
(0.826)

3.116**
(0.685)

2.9327*
(0.704)

2.723"*
(0.721)

2.9847**
(0.738)

2.912%*
(0.679)

3.035%**
(0.767)

2.963"*
(0.834)

2.632%**

(0.002)

1.316*
(0.581)

1.263*
(0.583)

1.387
(0.553)

1.8477%
(0.627)

1.813**
(0.628)

1.945%**
(0.627)

2.107***
(0.609)

2.029%**
(0.569)

2.025%**
(0.603)

1.922%+*
(0.598)

17217
(0.559)

1,524+
(0.546)

1.542%*
(0.546)

1.540%*
(0.485)

1.465"*
(0.443)

1.4347%
(0.481)

1.473%%
(0.515)

1.366*~
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day 13

day 14

day 15

day 16

day 17

day 18

day 19

day 20

day 21

day 22

day 23

day 24

day 25

day 26

day 27

day 28

day 29

day 30
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(0.173)

0.909***
(0.174)

0.825%**
(0.185)

0.837%**
(0.170)

0.854***
(0.185)

0.882%**
(0.185)

0.859"**
(0.190)

0.711%**
(0.177)

0732+
(0.190)

0.6847**
(0.174)

0.730%**
(0.171)

0.729%**
(0.174)

0.651%**
(0.183)

0.685***
(0.177)

0.639***
(0.162)

0.638***
(0.161)

0.585%**
(0.161)

0.650"**
(0.150)

0.600***
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(0.144)

0.657"**
(0.138)

0.639***
(0.138)

0.593***
(0.125)

0.601***
(0.136)

0.628"**
(0.129)

0.642**
(0.153)

0.516"*
(0.138)

0.518"**
(0.148)

0.527%**
(0.133)

0.538"**
(0.134)

0.533***
(0.137)

0.487"**
(0.139)

0.488***
(0.136)

0.498"**
(0.130)

0.513"**
(0.123)

0.483**
(0.123)

0.536***
(0.115)

0.490***

(0.722)

2.555%*
(0.764)

2.170**
(0.853)

2,522+
(0.800)

2.406***
(0.777)

2.466"*
(0.839)

2.2347
(0.747)

1.994%+
(0.731)

2.073"*
(0.756)

1.687*
(0.681)

2.170%*
(0.757)

1.959%*
(0.700)

1.627*
(0.744)

2.108**
(0.801)

1772+
(0.728)

1.716**
(0.684)

1.638**
(0.683)

1.995**
(0.759)

1.861***

(0.476)

1.243*
(0.490)

1.156*
(0.539)

1.263*
(0.508)

1.137*
(0.501)

1.240"*
(0.505)

1.143*
(0.465)

0.972**
(0.447)

0.863*
(0.452)

0.723
(0.460)

0.919**
(0.457)

0.740
(0.444)

0.619
(0.489)

1.009*
(0.530)

1.013*
(0.533)

1.062**
(0.490)

1.172%
(0.500)

1471+
(0.526)

1.390**~
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day 31

day 32

day 33

day 34

day 35

day 36

day 37

day 38

day 39

day 40

day 41

day 42

day 43

day 44

day 45

day 46

day 47

day 48
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(0.141)

0.634***
(0.147)

0.593***
(0.154)

0.489"**
(0.139)

0.526%**
(0.141)

0.470%**
(0.143)

0.456***
(0.144)

0.425***
(0.138)

0.408***
(0.148)

0.428***
(0.149)

0.392%**
(0.143)

0.382%**
(0.132)

0.330**
(0.134)

0.427**
(0.171)

0.420**
(0.170)

0.313**
(0.152)

0.277*
(0.150)

0.164
(0.137)

0.158

45

(0.109)

0.502***
(0.108)

0.475%**
(0.114)

0.437"*
(0.105)

0.468***
(0.105)

0.425***
(0.118)

0.388"**
(0.116)

0.411%*
(0.113)

0.409***
(0.120)

0.408***
(0.124)

0.406**
(0.127)

0.380**
(0.120)

0.323**
(0.126)

0.415**
(0.158)

0.399**
(0.162)

0.240*
(0.139)

0.236
(0.144)

0.175
(0.130)

0.135

(0.688)

1.931%%
(0.699)

1.764%*
(0.680)

1.386*
(0.557)

1.384**
(0.584)

1.230**
(0.542)

1.327*
(0.577)

1.060*
(0.539)

1.104*
(0.565)

1.063*
(0.572)

0.801*
(0.475)

0.841*
(0.458)

0.803
(0.473)

0.935*
(0.489)

0.815*
(0.431)

0.944**
(0.441)

0.909*
(0.461)

0.622
(0.425)

0.735*

(0.519)

1.302**
(0.525)

1.195*
(0.506)

1.125"
(0.488)

1.178*
(0.490)

1.047*
(0.492)

1.031**
(0.477)

0.996**
(0.462)

1.139*
(0.455)

1.053**
(0.475)

0.957**
(0.448)

0.886**
(0.436)

0.752*
(0.440)

0.873**
(0.417)

0.718*
(0.371)

0.573
(0.355)

0.611
(0.370)

0.607
(0.363)

0.562


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.19.21250132

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.19.21250132; this version posted January 25, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

(0.123) (0.130) (0.438) (0.388)
day 49 0.148 0.113 0.735 0.553
(0.133) (0.137) (0.457) (0.394)
day 50 0.072 0.034 0.870* 0.705*
(0.107) (0.115) (0.443) (0.392)
Constant —2.508%** —0.891*** —3.768*** 4.988***
(0.194) (0.191) (1.008) (1.252)
Observations 9,813 9,813 9,813 9,813
R? 0.322 0.463 0.523 0.698
Adjusted R? 0.314 0.456 0.517 0.695

Residual Std. Error

0.826 (df = 9689)

0.735 (df = 9688)

3.376 (df = 9689)

2.684 (df = 9688)

Note:
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*p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Table 8: Event Study regression summary statistics for robustness
check (fig. [7)) where we control for past outcome values (with a de-
lay of 14 days) and growth rates as a way to minimize confounding
due to peoples private behavioral changes to COVID-19 [70].

Dependent variable:

confirmed cases deaths hospitalization
(1) (2) (3)
confirmed cases (delayed) 0.471***
(0.030)
confirmed cases growth rate —0.0002
(0.0004)
deaths (delayed) 0.497***
(0.031)
deaths growth rate 0.0003
(0.0002)
hospitalization (delayed) 0.548***
(0.030)
hospitalization growth rate 0.126***
(0.042)
new test rate 57.527*** 28.759** 151.287***
(14.749) (10.839) (43.681)
precipitation avg —0.001 —0.004*** 0.005
(0.001) (0.001) (0.007)
temperature avg 0.019*** 0.005 0.055%**
(0.003) (0.005) (0.017)
retail and recreation —8.015"** —2.485 —36.169***
(1.920) (1.699) (11.764)
grocery and pharmacy 5.897** 0.058 14.051
(2.401) (2.333) (14.450)
parks 0.391*** 0.249*** 1.292%**
(0.106) (0.079) (0.329)
transit stations —1.455** —0.349 —4.779**
(0.578) (0.367) (2.091)
workplaces 1.941** 2.6577** 12.466***
(0.858) (0.751) (3.653)
residential —51.003*** —36.688*** —295.018***
(7.879) (8.129) (52.779)
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grocery and pharmacy sq —2.808** —0.254 —6.342
(1.092) (1.075) (6.400)
retail and recreation sq 3.621%** 0.368 16.493**
(1.062) (0.940) (6.278)
parks sq —0.084*** —0.035** —0.233***
(0.021) (0.017) (0.066)
transit stations sq 1.076%** 0.361 3.138**
(0.363) (0.233) (1.214)
workplaces sq —1.876*** —2.003*** —11.392%**
(0.572) (0.532) (2.468)
residential sq 24.116*** 18.157*** 137.123***
(3.443) (3.637) (23.895)
day -6 0.442%** 0.576*** 1.682**
(0.113) (0.124) (0.641)
day -5 0.408*** 0.576*** 1.539**
(0.111) (0.124) (0.623)
day -4 0.416*** 0.601*** 1.678***
(0.122) (0.113) (0.619)
day -3 0.446*** 0.662*** 2.154***
(0.123) (0.119) (0.702)
day -2 0.4471*** 0.596** 2.139***
(0.117) (0.108) (0.721)
day -1 0.449*** 0.630*** 2.252%**
(0.118) (0.120) (0.716)
day 1 0.442%** 0.710*** 2.243***
(0.131) (0.146) (0.774)
day 2 0.437*** 0.636*** 2.049***
(0.135) (0.148) (0.719)
day 3 0.433*** 0.528*** 1.937*
(0.138) (0.155) (0.798)
day 4 0.377** 0.544*** 1.688**
(0.143) (0.151) (0.804)
day 5 0.349** 0.515*** 1.373*
(0.139) (0.156) (0.731)
day 6 0.329** 0.449*** 1.160
(0.135) (0.150) (0.694)
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day 7 0.224 0.292* 0.917
(0.138) (0.153) (0.733)
day 8 0.301** 0.456*** 1.063
(0.128) (0.147) (0.693)
day 9 0.314** 0.481%** 0.941
(0.125) (0.144) (0.595)
day 10 0.202** 0.425** 0.841
(0.117) (0.159) (0.606)
day 11 0.289** 0.428** 0.727
(0.123) (0.165) (0.638)
day 12 0.222* 0.524*** 0.395
(0.111) (0.169) (0.594)
day 13 0.199* 0.394** 0.127
(0.112) (0.158) (0.616)
day 14 0.112 0.332* —0.103
(0.111) (0.165) (0.658)
day 15 0.214** 0.297** 0.163
(0.101) (0.142) (0.571)
day 16 0.230* 0.351** 0.114
(0.117) (0.148) (0.559)
day 17 0.172 0.361** 0.144
(0.118) (0.154) (0.545)
day 18 0.147 0.335"* 0.040
(0.111) (0.160) (0.429)
day 19 0.170 0.215 —0.025
(0.131) (0.152) (0.492)
day 20 0.207* 0.300* 0.132
(0.118) (0.164) (0.448)
day 21 0.124 0.276* —0.271
(0.129) (0.159) (0.419)
day 22 0.218" 0.302* 0.195
(0.121) (0.157) (0.457)
day 23 0.230* 0.295* 0.099
(0.118) (0.153) (0.424)
day 24 0.161 0.234 —0.073
(0.110) (0.149) (0.443)
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day 25 0.174 0.229 0.283
(0.107) (0.147) (0.444)
day 26 0.126 0.161 0.152
(0.093) (0.133) (0.420)
day 27 0.073 0.191 0.114
(0.081) (0.128) (0.366)
day 28 0.038 0.155 0.169
(0.084) (0.123) (0.419)
day 29 0.086 0.287** 0.577
(0.071) (0.117) (0.431)
day 30 0.070 0.219* 0.508
(0.075) (0.111) (0.400)
day 31 0.072 0.214** 0.435
(0.082) (0.106) (0.355)
day 32 0.077 0.221** 0.446
(0.076) (0.106) (0.343)
day 33 —0.002 0.173* 0.261
(0.083) (0.102) (0.354)
day 34 —0.027 0.179* 0.269
(0.069) (0.098) (0.350)
day 35 —0.061 0.116 0.189
(0.076) (0.103) (0.371)
day 36 0.013 0.142 0.321
(0.085) (0.093) (0.384)
day 37 ~0.059 0.137 0.109
(0.072) (0.088) (0.360)
day 38 ~0.115 0.093 0.110
(0.072) (0.093) (0.340)
day 39 —0.098 0.116 0.018
(0.076) (0.096) (0.350)
day 40 —0.073 0.124 —0.070
(0.071) (0.095) (0.334)
day 41 —0.065 0.091 —0.124
(0.073) (0.093) (0.353)
day 42 —0.055 0.045 ~0.301
(0.084) (0.100) (0.366)
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day 43 0.033 0.209 —0.009
(0.086) (0.147) (0.381)
day 44 0.036 0.220 —0.040
(0.088) (0.144) (0.375)
day 45 0.081 0.069 0.031
(0.083) (0.116) (0.306)
day 46 0.055 0.043 0.014
(0.086) (0.121) (0.293)
day 47 0.028 —0.009 —0.084
(0.090) (0.111) (0.318)
day 48 0.059 —0.045 —0.017
(0.092) (0.093) (0.296)
day 49 0.032 —0.091 —0.049
(0.101) (0.120) (0.272)
day 50 0.091 —0.109 0.223
(0.098) (0.077) (0.305)
Constant 25.469*** 17.781%** 164.2177**
(4.933) (4.880) (32.700)
Observations 9,813 9,813 9,813
R? 0.612 0.514 0.693
Adjusted R2 0.607 0.507 0.689
Residual Std. Error (df = 9687) 0.626 0.700 2.711

Note:

o1

*p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Table 9: Event Study regression summary statistics of fig. [§] (for
earlier states only, i.e. NY, NJ, MA, CT, MI, DC, RI, IL, WA, PA,
GA, VT, MD, FL, LA).

Dependent variable:

confirmed cases deaths hospitalization
(1) (2) (3)
new test rate 85.967** 8.442 231.198**
(31.091) (8.333) (106.750)
precipitation avg 0.002 0.002 0.012
(0.002) (0.003) (0.015)
temperature avg —0.003 —0.021* —0.102*
(0.006) (0.012) (0.051)
retail and recreation —0.005 —0.010 —0.025
(0.005) (0.007) (0.041)
grocery and pharmacy 0.004 —0.003 0.061
(0.006) (0.005) (0.043)
parks 0.008*** 0.004** 0.030**
(0.002) (0.002) (0.013)
transit stations 0.025* —0.009 0.001
(0.012) (0.008) (0.052)
workplaces —0.015 —0.009 —0.106*
(0.012) (0.008) (0.058)
residential 0.008 —-0.012 —0.187
(0.028) (0.020) (0.154)
grocery and pharmacy square —0.0003 —0.0001 —0.002
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.002)
retail and recreation square 0.001*** 0.0002 0.004**
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.001)
parks square —0.00002*** —0.00001* —0.0001*
(0.00001) (0.00000) (0.00004)
transit stations square 0.001** —0.0001 0.001
(0.0002) (0.0001) (0.001)
workplaces square —0.0003 —0.0001 —0.001
(0.0002) (0.0001) (0.001)
residential square 0.002** 0.001** 0.016***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.005)
day -6 0.349 0.575* 2.354
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(0.231) (0.280) (1.398)
day -5 0.081 0.474 1.447
(0.249) (0.287) (1.528)
day -4 0.569** 0.682** 3.225%*
(0.255) (0.252) (1.201)
day -3 0.562** 0.715** 3.722%*
(0.248) (0.266) (1.320)
day -2 0.489** 0.609** 3.532**
(0.218) (0.237) (1.305)
day -1 0.561** 0.761*** 3.950***
(0.238) (0.228) (1.085)
day 1 0.433 0.956*** 4,561+
(0.257) (0.279) (1.139)
day 2 0.455 1.025%* 4,664
(0.302) (0.288) (1.111)
day 3 0.630** 1.099%** 5.367**
(0.255) (0.250) (1.083)
day 4 0.618" 1.119% 5.156***
(0.298) (0.259) (1.246)
day 5 0.427 1.133%* 4.249*"
(0.309) (0.240) (1.205)
day 6 0.450 1.113%% 42517
(0.295) (0.242) (1.271)
day 7 0.551 1.080%** 4.582%"*
(0.324) (0.247) (1.410)
day 8 0.641* 1157+ 4781
(0.328) (0.236) (1.483)
day 9 0.518 10407 4.251%
(0.353) (0.228) (1.459)
day 10 0.711% 1,127+ 4.894*"
(0.314) (0.244) (1.528)
day 11 0.733** 1.085%** 5.016***
(0.299) (0.270) (1.659)
day 12 0.578" 1.272%* 4.166**
(0.291) (0.307) (1.540)
day 13 0.592* 11747 4,032
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(0.281) (0.297) (1.519)
day 14 0.571* 11717 4.186™*
(0.302) (0.356) (1.809)
day 15 0.556* 1.160%** 4.206**
(0.313) (0.340) (1.795)
day 16 0.613* 1.208"* 4.085**
(0.316) (0.347) (1.795)
day 17 0.808** 1.276%* 4.689**
(0.305) (0.301) (1.720)
day 18 0.673** 11517 3.847**
(0.290) (0.325) (1.575)
day 19 0.589 0.859** 3.119*
(0.335) (0.319) (1.645)
day 20 0.625* 0.978** 3.372*
(0.328) (0.331) (1.701)
day 21 0.597* 1.006*** 2.908"*
(0.304) (0.314) (1.488)
day 22 0.647* 0.973*** 3.388*
(0.318) (0.319) (1.738)
day 23 0.528 0.914** 2.900
(0.310) (0.319) (1.690)
day 24 0.564* 0.836** 2.905
(0.310) (0.316) (1.726)
day 25 0.579* 0.873** 3.569*
(0.310) (0.306) (1.795)
day 26 0.433 0.824** 3.071*
(0.248) (0.280) (1.608)
day 27 0.345 0.781** 2.914*
(0.240) (0.289) (1.457)
day 28 0.262 0.708** 2.918"*
(0.273) (0.301) (1.520)
day 29 0.329 0.763** 3.494*
(0.242) (0.276) (1.659)
day 30 0.272 0.720** 3.348"
(0.227) (0.262) (1.569)
day 31 0.397 0.766*** 3.592**
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(0.229) (0.255) (1.509)
day 32 0.371 0.716** 3.359**
(0.231) (0.245) (1.411)
day 33 0.225 0.636** 2.492*
(0.244) (0.232) (1.198)
day 34 0.240 0.727*** 2.449*
(0.233) (0.236) (1.244)
day 35 0.211 0.636** 2.011
(0.223) (0.231) (1.166)
day 36 0.252 0.638*** 2.069
(0.232) (0.212) (1.213)
day 37 0.159 0.481* 1.458
(0.217) (0.225) (1.176)
day 38 0.117 0.472* 2.137*
(0.212) (0.228) (1.188)
day 39 0.226 0.615** 2.363**
(0.187) (0.210) (1.062)
day 40 0.124 0.585"* 1.862
(0.165) (0.206) (1.020)
day 41 0.061 0.523** 1.533
(0.192) (0.197) (1.003)
day 42 0.069 0.443** 1.324
(0.198) (0.206) (0.975)
day 43 0.039 0.639* 1.382
(0.205) (0.334) (1.080)
day 44 0.074 0.642* 1.160
(0.198) (0.326) (0.999)
day 45 0.209 0.669** 1.611*
(0.205) (0.292) (0.815)
day 46 0.160 0.620** 1.658*
(0.211) (0.272) (0.806)
day 47 0.055 0.522* 1.390
(0.217) (0.252) (0.806)
day 48 0.030 0.473* 1.358
(0.187) (0.232) (0.874)
day 49 —0.042 0.508" 1.181
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(0.218) (0.265) (0.857)
day 50 0.005 0.327* 1.327

(0.195) (0.155) (0.898)
Constant —2.996*** —1.603*** —5.029***

(0.352) (0.385) (1.075)
Observations 3,027 3,027 3,027
R? 0.463 0.471 0.622
Adjusted R? 0.447 0.456 0.611
Residual Std. Error (df = 2939) 0.742 0.736 3.943
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Table 10: Event Study regression summary statistics of fig. |8 (for
later states only, i.e. all states except NY, NJ, MA, CT, MI, DC,
RI, IL, WA, PA, GA, VT, MD, FL, LA).

Dependent variable:

confirmed cases deaths hospitalization
(1) (2) (3)
new test rate 80.041*** 29.200 194.994***
(25.677) (18.794) (71.512)
precipitation avg —0.004** —0.005** —0.006
(0.001) (0.002) (0.007)
temperature avg 0.015** 0.001 0.060***
(0.006) (0.008) (0.020)
retail and recreation —0.005 —0.021%** —0.053**
(0.005) (0.004) (0.022)
grocery and pharmacy —0.009* —0.015%** —0.064**
(0.005) (0.006) (0.024)
parks 0.003* 0.003** 0.009***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.003)
transit stations 0.001 —0.003 0.007
(0.006) (0.005) (0.012)
workplaces 0.004 0.004 —0.066**
(0.005) (0.006) (0.028)
residential 0.002 0.025 —-0.073
(0.018) (0.019) (0.097)
grocery and pharmacy square —0.00005 0.001*** 0.001
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.001)
retail and recreation square —0.0002 —0.001*** —0.001*
(0.0002) (0.0001) (0.001)
parks square —0.00001*** —0.00001* —0.00002**
(0.00000) (0.00000) (0.00001)
transit stations square 0.0002 0.0001 0.0005
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0005)
workplaces square 0.00004 —0.00004 —0.001**
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0003)
residential square 0.001 0.001 0.007*
(0.001) (0.001) (0.004)
day -6 0.337** 0.696*** 2.034**
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(0.135) (0.160) (0.811)
day -5 0.371%** 0.725%* 2.073**
(0.136) (0.162) (0.805)
day -4 0.309"* 0.717+ 1.823"
(0.122) (0.167) (0.784)
day -3 0.335"* 0.812%** 2.247"
(0.141) (0.173) (0.978)
day -2 0.394** 0.804*** 2.461**
(0.163) (0.168) (0.967)
day -1 0.363** 0.818** 2.400**
(0.151) (0.187) (0.924)
day 1 0.439** 0.928*** 2.432"*
(0.183) (0.217) (0.990)
day 2 0.441** 0.826"** 2.258**
(0.185) (0.224) (0.888)
day 3 0.417** 0.669*** 1.938**
(0.196) (0.240) (0.892)
day 4 0.357* 0.684*** 1.761*
(0.197) (0.222) (0.959)
day 5 0.374** 0.665** 1.781%
(0.180) (0.223) (0.869)
day 6 0.363"* 0.556"* 1.390*
(0.171) (0.209) (0.780)
day 7 0.246 0.440** 1.126
(0.158) (0.199) (0.755)
day 8 0.264 0.597%** 1.296*
(0.161) (0.205) (0.756)
day 9 0.299* 0.693*** 1.322
(0.156) (0.220) (0.699)
day 10 0.256* 0.609*** 1.031
(0.151) (0.219) (0.670)
day 11 0.199 0.618** 0.846
(0.172) (0.218) (0.759)
day 12 0.195 0.695*** 0.949
(0.151) (0.214) (0.682)
day 13 0.179 0.564*** 0.728
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(0.155) (0.201) (0.646)
day 14 0.077 0.475** 0.284
(0.167) (0.193) (0.651)
day 15 0.169 0.488** 0.690
(0.168) (0.184) (0.662)
day 16 0.172 0.479** 0.580
(0.184) (0.207) (0.671)
day 17 0.068 0.449** 0.440
(0.173) (0.202) (0.689)
day 18 0.040 0.496** 0.378
(0.182) (0.225) (0.661)
day 19 0.065 0.456** 0.460
(0.193) (0.209) (0.660)
day 20 0.132 0.443* 0.335
(0.190) (0.225) (0.573)
day 21 0.040 0.377* 0.091
(0.199) (0.205) (0.556)
day 22 0.099 0.460** 0.401
(0.191) (0.210) (0.564)
day 23 0.183 0.533** 0.598
(0.203) (0.228) (0.627)
day 24 0.079 0.409* 0.035
(0.169) (0.218) (0.586)
day 25 0.057 0.382* 0.203
(0.184) (0.215) (0.704)
day 26 0.011 0.385* 0.205
(0.175) (0.207) (0.708)
day 27 ~0.039 0.379* 0.082
(0.157) (0.198) (0.618)
day 28 ~0.023 0.370* 0.194
(0.150) (0.188) (0.703)
day 29 —0.048 0.444** 0.471
(0.138) (0.180) (0.693)
day 30 —0.015 0.416** 0.525
(0.151) (0.169) (0.641)
day 31 —0.023 0.397** 0.351
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(0.150) (0.165) (0.596)
day 32 —0.025 0.382** 0.294
(0.150) (0.183) (0.617)
day 33 —0.067 0.347* 0.418
(0.146) (0.172) (0.581)
day 34 ~0.130 0.295* 0.294
(0.136) (0.167) (0.567)
day 35 ~0.142 0.263 0.215
(0.134) (0.179) (0.583)
day 36 ~0.093 0.238 0.332
(0.139) (0.183) (0.568)
day 37 —0.181 0.287 0.226
(0.128) (0.180) (0.546)
day 38 —0.204 0.272 0.127
(0.122) (0.190) (0.508)
day 39 —0.235* 0.195 —0.046
(0.118) (0.189) (0.533)
day 40 —0.214* 0.222 0.076
(0.110) (0.187) (0.489)
day 41 ~0.177 0.220 0.035
(0.111) (0.173) (0.442)
day 42 —0.180 0.148 —0.186
(0.117) (0.174) (0.482)
day 43 ~0.131 0.213 0.138
(0.115) (0.194) (0.482)
day 44 ~0.133 0.191 0.078
(0.122) (0.197) (0.416)
day 45 ~0.062 ~0.031 —0.094
(0.126) (0.160) (0.430)
day 46 —0.095 —0.041 —0.217
(0.129) (0.179) (0.455)
day 47 ~0.125 —0.089 —0.104
(0.124) (0.152) (0.452)
day 48 —0.077 —0.097 ~0.123
(0.140) (0.148) (0.416)
day 49 —0.074 —0.192 —0.234
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(0.139) (0.137) (0.454)
day 50 —0.056 —0.178 0.070

(0.132) (0.130) (0.486)
Constant —2.909*** —2.465%** —1.389

(0.173) (0.183) (0.910)
Observations 6,786 6,786 6,786
R? 0.551 0.340 0.491
Adjusted R? 0.543 0.329 0.483
Residual Std. Error (df = 6677) 0.675 0.816 2.709
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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D Robustness Check: Test Rate
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Figure 9: Per state (each state a different color) and average (over all states, thicker black line) testing rate
increased during our period of investigation.
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Figure 10: Event study of testing rate over all states controlling for a number of factors showing that
mask mandates are not associated with changes in testing rate during our period of investigation. This
suggests that testing rate decreases are not behind the decrease in COVID-19 outcomes we observe after the
introduction of mask mandates. Full regression results are shown in table

62


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.19.21250132

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.19.21250132; this version posted January 25, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

Table 11: Event Study regression summary statistics of testing rate
event study shown in fig.

Dependent variable:

Daily Test Rate

precipitation 0.00000
(0.00000)

temperature 0.00001
(0.00001)
retail and recreation —0.00000
(0.00001)
grocery and pharmacy 0.00001**
(0.00000)

parks 0.00000
(0.00000)
transit stations 0.00001***
(0.00000)

workplaces 0.00000
(0.00001)

residential 0.00005*
(0.00003)

grocery and pharmacy square —0.00000
(0.00000)

retail and recreation square 0.00000
(0.00000)
parks square —0.000***

(0.000)

transit stations square —0.00000
(0.00000)

workplaces square —0.00000
(0.00000)

residential square —0.00000
(0.00000)

day -6 —0.0001

(0.0001)

day -5 —0.0001

(0.0001)
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day -4

day -3

day -2

day -1

day 1

day 2

day 3

day 4

day 5

day 6

day 7

day 8

day 9

day 10

day 11

day 12

day 13

day 14

64

0.0001
(0.0001)

—0.00004
(0.0001)

0.0001*
(0.0001)

—0.0001
(0.0001)

—0.00001
(0.0001)

—0.0001
(0.0001)

—0.00004
(0.0001)

0.0002
(0.0001)

0.0001
(0.0001)

0.0001
(0.0001)

0.00005
(0.0001)

0.0001
(0.0001)

—0.00000
(0.0001)

0.00003
(0.0001)

0.0002
(0.0002)

0.0001
(0.0001)

0.0001
(0.0001)

0.00003
(0.0001)


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.19.21250132

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.01.19.21250132; this version posted January 25, 2021. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission.

day 15 —0.0001
(0.0001)
day 16 —0.0001
(0.0001)
day 17 —0.0001
(0.0001)
day 18 0.0002
(0.0002)
day 19 0.0004*
(0.0002)
day 20 —0.00001
(0.0001)
day 21 —0.0001
(0.0001)
day 22 —0.0002
(0.0001)
day 23 —0.0002*
(0.0001)
day 24 —0.0002**
(0.0001)
day 25 —0.0001
(0.0001)
day 26 0.0001
(0.0001)
day 27 0.0001
(0.0001)
day 28 —0.0003**
(0.0001)
day 29 —0.0001
(0.0001)
day 30 —0.0002*
(0.0001)
day 31 —0.0002**
(0.0001)
day 32 —0.0001
(0.0001)
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day 33 0.0001
(0.0003)
day 34 0.0001
(0.0001)
day 35 —0.0002**
(0.0001)
day 36 —0.0003***
(0.0001)
day 37 —0.0002
(0.0001)
day 38 —0.0001
(0.0001)
day 39 —0.00003
(0.0001)
day 40 —0.0001
(0.0001)
day 41 —0.0002
(0.0001)
day 42 —0.00004
(0.0001)
day 43 0.00001
(0.0002)
day 44 —0.0002
(0.0001)
day 45 —0.0002
(0.0001)
day 46 —0.00000
(0.0002)
day 47 —0.0001
(0.0001)
day 48 —0.0001
(0.0001)
day 49 0.0003
(0.0002)
day 50 0.0002
(0.0001)
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Constant —0.002%**

(0.0002)
Observations 9,813
R? 0.493
Adjusted R? 0.486
Residual Std. Error 0.001 (df = 9690)
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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E Mask Adherence following mask enforcement

Effect of Mask Mandates on Mask Adherence
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Figure 11: Event study of mask adherence when not controlling for cases, deaths and testing rate. As
expected, the treatment effect becomes noisier but reamins consistent to when controlling for cases, deaths
and testing rate. Full regression results are shown in table [I2}

Table 12: Event Study regression summary statistics for robustness
check comparing controlling for cases, deaths and testing rate (fig.

1i).

Dependent variable:

Mask Adherence Mask Adherence
(all controls) (no cases, deaths and tests)
deaths 7.552
(3.519)
confirmed cases 0.113
(0.073)
new test rate —25.681
(14.831)
grocery and pharmacy 0.160 0.184
(0.074) (0.096)
parks 0.005 0.012
(0.009) (0.017)
transit stations —0.014 —0.028
(0.030) (0.055)
workplaces 0.024 0.129
(0.121) (0.155)
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residential 0.603 1.522*
(0.388) (0.587)

grocery and pharmacy square —0.001 —0.002
(0.002) (0.002)

retail and recreation square 0.003** 0.004**
(0.001) (0.001)

parks square 0.0001 0.0002*
(0.00004) (0.0001)

transit stations square 0.002 0.003*
(0.001) (0.001)

workplaces square —0.003 —0.001
(0.003) (0.004)

residential square —0.010 —0.050
(0.022) (0.039)

day -8 —2.754 0.075
(2.695) (0.923)

day -7 —4.122 —0.786
(3.912) (1.331)

day -6 —3.599 0.447
(3.670) (1.733)

day -5 —3.251 0.905
(4.414) (1.795)

day -4 —3.774 0.340
(4.184) (1.224)

day -3 —3.953 0.706
(3.944) (0.890)

day -2 —3.885 —0.341
(3.836) (1.161)

day -1 —2.264 0.756
(2.695) (0.866)

day 0 -3.137 —0.280
(3.065) (1.281)

day 1 —2.550 0.678
(2.372) (0.527)

day 2 —3.244 —0.279
(2.511) (1.276)
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day 3 —-2.915 —0.197
(2.247) (1.010)
day 4 —2.293 0.936
(2.602) (1.573)
day 5 —1.656 1.048
(1.836) (1.336)
day 6 —1.150 1.626
(2.238) (2.135)
day 7 1.319 3.889
(1.827) (2.240)
day 8 2.357 5.019
(1.220) (2.431)
day 9 3.295 5.668
(1.560) (3.124)
day 10 5.259* 7.243
(1.716) (4.020)
day 11 8.908** 10.077*
(2.656) (3.937)
day 12 9.934 7.471
(4.691) (6.907)
day 13 21.114** 16.732*
(5.825) (6.980)
Constant 70.346*** 62.648***
(6.894) (8.436)
Observations 323 323
R?2 0.934 0.903

Adjusted R?

Residual Std. Error

0.925

2.538 (df = 281)

0.890

3.070 (df = 284)

Note:
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F Daily Mask Adherence and COVID-19 Outcomes

Table 13: Regression summary statistics of mask adherence on confirmed new cases (1) and deaths (2)

Dependent variable:

confirmed cases deaths
(1) 2)
compliance —1.675%** —0.017***
(0.064) (0.001)
new test rate 1,528.504*** 14.615%**
(108.597) (1.225)
precipitation —0.419*** —0.003***
(0.056) (0.001)
temperature —1.060*** —0.004***
(0.058) (0.001)
grocery and pharmacy 0.453*** 0.002***
(0.066) (0.001)
parks —0.170*** —0.002***
(0.016) (0.0002)
transit stations —0.237*** —0.005***
(0.043) (0.0005)
workplaces 2.261%** 0.015***
(0.158) (0.002)
residential 5.755%** 0.021***
(0.420) (0.005)
grocery and pharmacy square 0.008*** 0.0002***
(0.002) (0.00003)
retail and recreation square 0.0002 —0.00002
(0.001) (0.00002)
parks square 0.0004*** 0.00000***
(0.0001) (0.00000)
transit stations square —0.013*** —0.0002***
(0.001) (0.00001)
workplaces square 0.017*** 0.0001***
(0.003) (0.00003)
residential square —0.012 0.001***
(0.025) (0.0003)
Constant 191.442%** 1.874%**
(5.384) (0.061)
Observations 3,841 3,841
R? 0.502 0.343
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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G International Community Mask Adherence and Attitudes

Effect of Community Mask Adherance on COVID-19 Cases Effect of Community Mask Adherance on COVID-19 Deaths
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Figure 12: Disaggregated (by wave) survey estimates of the effect of community mask adherence on COVID-
19 cases and deaths in a 68-country survey with 479K responses. Error bars show a 95% confidence interval.
Full regression statistics are shown in tables [I5] and [17]
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Figure 13: Disaggregated (by wave) survey estimates of the effect of community mask norms on COVID-19
cases and deaths in a 68-country survey with 479K responses. Error bars show a 95% confidence interval.
Full regression statistics are shown in tables [I6] and [I§]
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Figure 14: Number of responses per wave of survey.
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Figure 15: Average (weighted) community mask adherence response per wave.
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Figure 16: Average (weighted) community mask attitude response per wave.
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Table 14: Multi-linear survey regression statistics of community mask adherence and community mask
attitudes on COVID-19 Deaths and Cases in 68 countries over all waves.

Dependent variable (per 100K):

Cases Deaths Cases Deaths
(1) (2) (3) (4)
Community Mask Attitudes —0.530%** —0.035%**
(0.055) (0.002)
Community Mask Adherence —0.497*** —0.042***
(0.106) (0.002)
population density —0.577*** —0.021*** —0.574%** —0.021***
(0.009) (0.0003) (0.013) (0.0004)
human development index 309.005*** 34.078*** 238.798*** 33.000***
(16.045) (0.427) (24.962) (0.618)
new tests smoothed per thousand 453.869*** 1.206*** 460.777*** 1.256***
(3.267) (0.050) (6.254) (0.073)
retail and recreation —4.134%** —0.154%** —4.653*** —0.162***
(0.178) (0.005) (0.259) (0.008)
grocery and pharmacy 3.294%** 0.033*** 2.966*** 0.033***
(0.148) (0.004) (0.212) (0.006)
transit stations —2.170%** 0.004 —1.877"** 0.007
(0.129) (0.004) (0.202) (0.005)
workplaces 13.075*** 0.186*** 12.518*** 0.170***
(0.203) (0.005) (0.315) (0.007)
residential 32.767*** 0.862*** 30.551*** 0.814***
(0.491) (0.012) (0.754) (0.017)
Constant —65.551*** —14.552%** —18.362 —13.298***
(12.087) (0.309) (19.673) (0.437)
Observations 216,663 216,663 97,802 97,802
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
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Table 15: Multi-linear survey regression statistics of community mask adherence on COVID-19 Cases in 68
countries per wave.

Dependent variable:

new cases

(¢)) 2 ®B) O] Q) (6) ) ®
Community Mask Adherence —0.014 —0.051*** —0.104*** —0.137*** —0.080*** —0.103*** 0.012* 0.008
(0.014) (0.016) (0.018) (0.017) (0.015) (0.018) (0.007) (0.033)
population density —0.053*** —0.056™** —0.057*** —0.091** —0.067* —0.071%** —0.033** —0.017***
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.005) (0.001) (0.001)
human development index 67.153** 13.143** 47.7217 75.832** 160.982*** 198.787** —4.387 —1.285
(4.875) (3.502) (4.136) (4.204) (5.244) (8.666) (3.002) (4.790)
new tests smoothed per thousand 63.066** 66.997** 53.548"** 40.492%* 14.530%** 242747 39.538%* 59.118***
(0.654) (0.426) (0.504) (0.529) (0.677) (0.719) (0.316) (1.353)
retail and recreation 0.545"** 0.234** 0.064* —0.394"** —2.577* —1.464"* —1.403"** —1.913*
(0.035) (0.029) (0.034) (0.059) (0.057) (0.096) (0.040) (0.129)
grocery and pharmacy 0.217%* 0.323"* 0.818*** 1.447 3.237* 1.188"** 0.212%** —0.3477
(0.026) (0.031) (0.038) (0.059) (0.076) (0.108) (0.036) (0.038)
transit stations —0.647 —1.124*** —0.409*** —0.567* 0.312%* 0.499*** 0.730*** 1.050***
(0.035) (0.034) (0.025) (0.035) (0.036) (0.079) (0.042) (0.050)
workplaces 2.289** 1.316*** 1.759*** 1.874*** —0.471%* 2.200%* 0.326™* 0.175***
(0.060) (0.052) (0.052) (0.048) (0.063) (0.061) (0.037) (0.052)
residential 6.463** 3157 6.4277 712277 2467 5.959** 1.120*** —0.205
(0.182) (0.146) (0.172) (0.157) (0.198) (0.213) (0.048) (0.263)
Constant —55.461** —8.636™* —24.4407 —46.732%* —122.869*** —122.170*** 8.818** 0.589
(3.459) (2.518) (3.259) (3.060) (3.754) (6.643) (2.351) (4.311)
Observations 25,666 31,614 28,066 22,971 21,006 7.802 18,554 17,658
Note: *p<0.1; *p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Table 16: Multi-linear survey regression statistics of community mask attitudes on COVID-19 Cases in 68
countries per wave.

Dependent variable:

new cases
1) 2) () (4) (©) (6) (7) (8)
Community Mask Attitudes —0.043"* —0.046™* —0.105"** —0.103*** —0.082%* —0.077* —0.006 —0.001
(0.016) (0.015) (0.016) (0.016) (0.013) (0.013) (0.004) (0.014)
population density —0.048** —0.058*** —0.055*** —0.087*** —0.068*** —0.070*** —0.031%** —0.016™**
(0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) (0.001) (0.001)
human development index 70.177* 15.275%* 46.990*** 68.568*** 170.880*** 200.450*** —1.349 0.290
(4.932) (3.486) (4.171) (4.407) (5.192) (5.549) (1.852) (3.125)
new tests smoothed per thousand 62.866*** 66.708*** 53.623*** 39.920*** 13.285%** 23.600*** 39.678 58.457**
(0.662) (0.440) (0.487) (0.578) (0.705) (0.473) (0.211) (0.709)
retail and recreation 0.498*** 0.250%** 0.069* —0.401*** —2.588*** —1.487%* —1.375*** —1.755***
(0.036) (0.031) (0.036) (0.061) (0.058) (0.060) (0.026) (0.072)
grocery and pharmacy 0.196** 0.298*** 0.812%* 1.470*** 3.328" 1.202*** 0.266™* —0.363"*
(0.027) (0.032) (0.038) (0.067) (0.073) (0.065) (0.025) (0.022)
transit stations —0.668*** —1.152%** —0.375*** —0.604*** 0.331*** 0.513*** 0.677*** 0.970***
(0.034) (0.035) (0.026) (0.035) (0.036) (0.045) (0.028) (0.032)
workplaces 2.263** 1.405** 1.712%* 1.793*** —0.378"* 2.1247* 0.308** 0.150%**
(0.060) (0.054) (0.053) (0.051) (0.065) (0.037) (0.025) (0.034)
residential 6.326** 3.258%** 6.429** 6.968*** 2763 5847 1.082%** —0.084
(0.182) (0.148) (0.173) (0.166) (0.200) (0.125) (0.032) (0.147)
Constant —57.361*** —8.805** —24.143** —44.760** —128.983*** —125.463*** 6.501%** 0.781
(3.533) (2.670) (3.361) (3.215) (3.847) (4.293) (1.508) (2.592)
Observations 25,359 31,058 27,689 22,663 20,804 15,721 37,708 35,650
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; **p<0.01
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Table 17: Multi-linear survey regression statistics of community mask adherence on COVID-19 cases in 68
countries per wave.

Dependent variable:

new deaths

(1) @) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Community Mask Adherence —0.003*** —0.005"** —0.006™** —0.006™** —0.004** —0.005"* —0.002*** —0.003***
(0.0005) (0.0005) (0.001) (0.001) (0.0004) (0.001) (0.0003) (0.0003)
population density —0.002*** —0.002*** —0.003*** —0.003*** —0.002*** —0.002*** —0.002*** —0.001***
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0001)
human development index 4.854** 3.953* 4.324* 4.407 5.486*** 6.819*** 2.659*** 4.644*
(0.141) (0.116) (0.131) (0.144) (0.156) (0.318) (0.101) (0.157)
new tests smoothed per thousand 0.173*** 0.527*** 0.473** 0.318*** —0.310*** —0.164*** 0.075*** —0.066***
(0.024) (0.016) (0.020) (0.020) (0.018) (0.031) (0.012) (0.017)
retail and recreation —0.003** —0.001 —0.010*** —0.017*** —0.052*** —0.042*** —0.043*** —0.086***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.001) (0.002)
grocery and pharmacy —0.006*** —0.004** 0.004** 0.023** 0.043** 0.020** 0.005*** 0.004**
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.001) (0.001)
transit stations —0.007*** —0.020*** —0.007*** —0.015*** 0.004*** 0.014*** 0.027*** 0.060***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002)
workplaces 0.040** 0.029*** 0.032%** 0.034* —0.016™** 0.023*** 0.002* —0.021%**
(0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002)
residential 0.142% 0.099*** 0.140** 0.155%** 0.052%** 0.121% 0.038*** 0.015%**
(0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.006) (0.002) (0.003)
Constant —2.919 —2.121% —2.144* —2.526"* —3.428** —3.845"* —1.123*** —2.618"*
(0.100) (0.080) (0.091) (0.103) (0.110) (0.231) (0.075) (0.112)
Observations 25,666 31,614 28,066 22,971 21,006 7.802 18,554 17,658
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Table 18: Multi-linear survey regression statistics of community mask attitudes on COVID-19 deaths in 68
countries per wave.

Dependent variable:

new deaths

1) 2 (3) (4) (5) (6) (7 8)
Community Mask Attitudes —0.004*** —0.003*** —0.005*** —0.005*** —0.004*** —0.004*** —0.002*** —0.003***
(0.001) (0.0005) (0.001) (0.001) (0.0004) (0.001) (0.0002) (0.0002)
population density —0.002*** —0.002*** —0.002*** —0.003*** —0.002*** —0.002*** —0.002*** —0.001***
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.00004) (0.00003)
human development index 5.058*** 3.885%** 4.076*** 4.168*** 5.635** 6.819*** 2.655%** 4.494***
(0.144) (0.116) (0.126) (0.154) (0.150) (0.203) (0.063) (0.098)
new tests smoothed per thousand 0.146*** 0.524** 0.504** 0.293*** —0.351%* —0.188*** 0.082%** —0.071**
(0.026) (0.016) (0.019) (0.021) (0.018) (0.019) (0.008) (0.011)
retail and recreation —0.006*** 0.001 —0.010*** —0.016*** —0.053*** —0.045*** —0.042*** —0.086***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)
grocery and pharmacy —0.008*** —0.005*** 0.005*** 0.024*** 0.045*** 0.019*** 0.006*** 0.004***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001)
transit stations —0.007*** —0.019*** —0.006*** —0.017%** 0.005*** 0.017*** 0.026*** 0.060***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
workplaces 0.037*** 0.031** 0.032%* 0.032*** —0.015*** 0.021*** 0.003*** —0.023***
(0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
residential 0.136** 0.107*** 0.135*** 0.152*** 0.056*** 0.118*** 0.039%** 0.013***
(0.005) (0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004) (0.002) (0.002)
Constant —3.078*** —2.121%** —2.033*** —2.450*** —3.553*** —3.922%** —1.167* —2.539***
(0.102) (0.084) (0.091) (0.111) (0.111) (0.148) (0.048) (0.070)
Observations 25,359 31,058 27,689 22,663 20,804 15,721 37,708 35,650
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; **p<0.01
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