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Abstract

Objectives: Australia's public health restrictions (‘lockdown’) in 2020 successfully contained the spread of
COVID-19. Theseincluded anationa ‘initial’ lockdown (March-May), and ‘ongoing’ lockdown (July-
November) for metropolitan Victorian residents only. Australia’ s experience offers an opportunity to assess
impacts of lockdown on families with children, in the relative absence of disease morbidity and mortality. This
study (1) described the experience of initial lockdown and (2) evaluated the impact of ongoing lockdown, on
family finances and menta health.

M ethods: Data were drawn from the June and September 2020 Royal Children’s Hospital National Child Health
Polls. Caregivers of children from the states of Victoriaand New South Wales reported on job/income |0ss;
material deprivation (inability to pay for essential items); income-poverty; mental health (Kessler-6); impact on
caregiver/child mental health; and caregiver/child coping. Data from N=1207/902 caregivers in June/September
were analyzed; Aim (1) with weighted descriptives; Aim (2) with Difference-in-Difference adjusted linear
regression models (New South Wales provided the comparator).

Results: Following initial lockdown, one-quarter of families reported job/income | oss; one-third reported material
deprivation. Negative impacts on mental health were reported for half the caregivers and one-third of children.
Few caregivers or children had difficulties coping. During Victoria s ongoing lockdown, job/income loss
increased by 11% (95%Cl: 3-18%); Kessler-6 poor mental health by 6% (95%CIl: 0.3-12%) and negative mental
health impacts by 12% for caregivers (95%Cl: 6-23%) and 14% for children (95%Cl: 4-20%). Female (versus
male) caregivers, metropolitan (versus regional/rural) families, and families with elementary school-aged children
(versus pre-/high-school) were most affected.

Conclusions: Ongoing lockdown had negative impacts on mental health, employment, and income, but not
deprivation or poverty, likely because of the government income supplementsintroduced early in the pandemic.
Balancing the benefits and harms of lockdown requires planned responses to outbreaks, and evidence-informed
financial and mental health supports.
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| ntroduction

The coronavirus SARS-COV-2 (COVID-19) wasfirst identified in Australiain late January 2020. From March
2020 onwards, Australian governments at the federal and state levels implemented arange of public health
restrictions. These included stay-at-home orders, which are also known as 'lockdown’. At thetime, Austraia's
response was among the most stringent internationally.(1) By 31 December 2020, the measures successfully
contained infection to an overall incidence rate of 111 cases and 3.5 deaths per 100,000 people.(2) In contrast,
other high-income countries with more lenient public health restrictions, such as the United States (US) and
United Kingdom (UK), recorded rates of 5895 and 3730 cases per 100,000 people, respectively.(2) Reviews of
previous pandemics and the data emerging from COVID-19 show how quarantine and isolation can harm
household finances and individuals mental health.(3-9) Thisis particularly the case for families with children,
where there are mixed views on the balance of harms versus benefits of lockdown.(6, 10-12) Unlike many high-
income countries, Australia s low incidence of COVID-19 makes it possible to examine the effects of lockdown
mostly independent of the compounding disease impacts. We aimed to contribute to this evidence base using

nationally-representative survey data collected from Australian families in June and September 2020.

The evolution of Australia s COVID-19 public health restrictions is presented in S1 Fig. From 23 March to 1 June
2020, the national ‘initial’ lockdown included mandatory quarantine for returned travelers; travel bans; self-
isolation for suspected/confirmed cases; stay-at-home orders; and closure of schools and ‘ non-essential’
businesses.(13, 14) Five weeks after initial lockdown eased, a second wave of infections in the state of Victoria
rapidly surpassed active cases in the first wave, with the national peak reaching 721 new cases (2.8 per 100,000)
in 24 hours. From 8 July-23 November 2020, Victorian residents entered an ‘ongoing’ and more severe lockdown.
The public health measures were strictest for metropolitan areas (in the state's capital city of Melbourne)
compared with regiona and rural Victoria. Previous lockdown measures were reinstated, the stay-at-home orders

were further restricted, a night-time curfew was added, and early childhood education and care providers closed
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(see S1 Fig.). Compliance with Australia’ s lockdown measures was driven by state enforcement, through police

surveillance and fines.

To protect against the economic fallout of lockdown, the Australian federal government rapidly implemented a
suite of short-term financial supports.(15, 16) Shown in S1 Fig., they included an unemployment supplement

(‘ JobSeeker’) which doubled recipients’ social welfare benefits from $550 to $1,100 afortnight;(15) awage
supplement for eligible businesses to retain their workforce (* JobKeeper’);(16) allowing early accessto
superannuation;(17) and free childcare for working families.(18) Banks and creditors also allowed loan
repayments to be deferred for up to 10 months. These social policy changes represent some of the largest (albeit
temporary) in Australia’ s history. Indeed the JobKeeper and JobSeeker supplements were so significant that, by
September 2020, levels of poverty and housing stress in Australia were substantially lower than the levels directly

preceding COV1D-19.(15)

While these social policies buffered Australians from poverty, global data emerging on COVID-19 show that
lockdown has substantial and negative impacts on household finances and mental health. A cohort of over 70,000
UK adults surveyed from March to August 2020 found that anxiety and depression symptoms were highest in the
first weeks of lockdown, and worse for women and young adults.(19) An Australian cross-sectional survey of
1200 adults repeated weekly from March 2020 found similar patterns for self-reported financial stress and
material deprivation (unable to afford essential items).(20) The same survey data showed that mental distress
tripled for parents from 8% pre-COV1D-19 to 24% during the pandemic.(20) While children have been less
affected by COVID-19 morbidity and mortality,(21, 22) they are more developmentally vulnerable to their
socioeconomic environment than adults.(23, 24) Previous studies show that the stress and isolation of lockdown
can negatively impact children’s mental health for many months,(25) and school closures can compromise

children’s educational opportunities for years.(6, 10)

To our knowledge, no studies have investigated the impact of COVID-19 lockdown on both the financial and

mental health experiences of families with children, in the relative absence of disease morbidity and mortality.
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This evidence can inform economic and population health responses to the current pandemic as well as future
crises. This study uses the natural experiment that occurred in Australia, whereby the state of Victoria experienced
ongoing and more severe lockdown, to address this evidence gap. Data are drawn from the Royal Children’s
Hospital (RCH) National Child Health Pall, the only nationally representative survey to measure COVID-19
impacts for caregivers with children aged 0-17 years. The Poll was conducted in June (when the initial lockdown
had ended for all Australians) and in September 2020 (when only metropolitan Victorians were in ongoing,
stricter lockdown). Data from the neighboring state of New South Wales (NSW), which experienced only the
initial lockdown, provide the comparator. The two states are inherently similar in terms of their population, size,

and geographic location.

The specific study aims were to (1) describe families' financial and mental health experiences directly after the
initial lockdown and (2) evaluate the impact of ongoing lockdown on family finances and mental health (@)
overal and (b) by caregiver gender (female versus male), child age (0-4, 5-12 and 13-17 years), and metropolitan
(versus regional/rural) location. We hypothesized that the ongoing lockdown would be associated with increased
financial hardship and worse mental health. We anticipated that these impacts would be worse for female

caregivers and for metropolitan families.

M ethods

Design: The RCH National Child Health Poll is conducted by the Royal Children’s Hospital in Melbourne,
Australia. It collects periodic, cross-sectional surveys of nationally representative samples of approximately 2000
Australian caregivers of children aged 0-17 years. Each survey explores acurrent or emerging public health issue
of national relevance to child health. The process for selecting Poll topicsis responsive to and informed by
population health needs and the nation’ s social agenda. Research themes and questions are chosen viareview of

the scientific and grey literature in consultation with multidisciplinary experts across the country. Surveys are
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administered in English equivaent to a sixth-grade (elementary school) level. Surveys reported in this paper were
conducted during 15-23 June and 15-29 September 2020 with two different samples and focused on families
experience of financial hardship and mental health 3 and 6 monthsinto the COVID-19 pandemic. The Royal
Children’s Hospital Human Research Ethics Committee approved the research (HREC 35254). After the Polls
were conducted, we realized the opportunity to investigate the impact of ongoing lockdown relative to initia

lockdown on families' financial and mental health experiences.

Sampling frame and data collection methods: The surveys were conducted using web-based survey technology
provided by the private vendor, Online Research Unit (ORU), under contract to the RCH. ORU has an established
research panel of more than 200,000 Australian residents, with approximately 30% caring for a child in the target
range (less than 18 years of age). Recruitment involves offline and online methods to select a nationally
representative distribution by jurisdiction, caregiver gender and age. Panel members have a unique identifying
number that means they can only access and complete the Poll once. Only one person per household can join the
panel. To be digible for the RCH Poall, panel members must have internet access to complete the online surveys.
They must be living in Australiaand aged 18 years or older. The field period for each Pall is approximately two
weeks. Respondents are remunerated for their participation with points that can be exchanged for department store

gift vouchers. All responses are anonymous.

M easur es: Both Polls analyzed in this study captured demographic information including caregiver and child age
and gender, number of children in care, caring for a child with additional health needs (chronic illness, health
condition, disability), partner status, Healthcare Card status (identifies low-income), caregiver education level,
Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander status, country of birth, language spoken at home, living in

metropolitan/regional/rural areas and postcode. Family finances were assessed using:

1. Nineitems adapted from the CoRonavIruS Health Impact Survey (CRISIS) caregiver version (26): “What
changesin employment or income have occurred in your household due to coronavirus/COVID-197

(response options “yes’ versus “na”) including: “job loss by one caregiver”; “job loss by two caregivers’,
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140 “difficulty paying bills or for necessities’, “working longer hours’, “filing for unemployment”; “applying for
141 Government assistance”; “reduced work hours”; “reduced total household income” or “none of the above’. A
142 binary variable describing any job loss (by one or two caregivers) or reduction in income due to COVID-19
143 (versus not) was created to enable comparison with other Australian studies, e.g. (27)

144 2. Eight items adapted from the Household, Income and Labour Dynamicsin Australia (HILDA) Survey Wave

145 18 Household Questionnaire Material Deprivation Maodule (28) asking “In the last month, because of money
146 pressure did you miss or put off” (response options: “yes’ versus “no”): mortgage or rent repayments;

147 electricity, gas, water bills; food; healthcare; prescription medicines; home or car insurance; mobile phone
148 bills; and internet. Two summary variables were created: (a) a binary “any material deprivation” variable
149 identifying inability to pay for one or more essential items (versus “none”), and (b) a“total material

150 deprivation count” summing the number of essential items where payment was missed or put off (possible
151 range 0-8).

152 3. Current total household income before tax, categorized into 10 options ranging from “less than $500 p/week”

153 to “more than $3,000 p/week”, plus “ prefer not to say”. A binary variable was created to summarize low
154 income (“less than AU$1,000 p/week” versus more) based on Australian thresholds for HealthCare Card
155 eligibility and definitions of income-poverty.(29)

156  Mental health was assessed using:

157 4. 6itemsof the Kessler-6 (K6) assessing caregivers' self-reported anxiety and depressive symptoms

158 encountered in the last 4 weeks. Scored on a5-point Likert scale from 1 “none of thetime” to 5 “all of the
159 time”. Summarized into (&) a continuous total score, and (b) a binary variable indicating “ poor mental health”
160 (total score 19 or more) versus not (total score 6-18).(30)

161 5. A 5-pointitem adapted from UK Y oung Minds Matter 31) describing the impact of COVID-19 on mental
162 health, dichotomized into negative (“small negative/large negative™) versus positive (“none/small

163 positive/large positive”). Reported by caregiversfor (a) themselves and (b) each child.
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6. A 4-point study-designed item reported by caregivers and dichotomized into “struggling or not coping” versus

“coping or thriving”. Reported by caregivers for (a) themselves and (b) each child.

Analysis methods:

Data preparation: Familiesliving in the Australian states of Victoriaand NSW were retained in the analytic
sample. For each family, we assigned data from the Australian Bureau of Statistics Socio-Economic Indexes for
Areas (SEIFA) Index of Relative Disadvantage, a national area level index derived from census datafor al
individuals living in a postcode, with higher scores indicating greater advantage. To create a consistent analytic
sample, the 41 families (comprising 63 children) who preferred not to report their country of birth, and the 1
family (comprising 2 children) without SEIFA, were excluded (see S2 Fig.). To reduce the effects of non-
response and non-coverage, all demographics, financial hardship, and mental health experiences were weighted
using national demographic distributions for gender, state/territory, and SEIFA, as per the most recent Australian

Bureau of Statistics data.

Analysis: Demographics, family finances and menta health (Aim 1) were described using proportions for
categorical dataand mean and standard deviation (SD) for continuous data. The change in family finances and
mental health as related to lockdown (Aim 2a) was estimated using Difference-in-Difference analyses
implemented as an interaction term between time (September versus June) and treatment group dummy variables
(Victoriaversus NSW) using linear regression models. The Difference-in-Difference approach is appropriate
given our aim (to examine potential causal impacts) and because of the policy set-up. The ongoing lockdown was
introduced only for Victoria and not for NSW. This created a natural experiment that allowed comparison of a
group of families who were affected by ongoing lockdown (Victoria) with an unaffected group (NSW). The

Difference-in-Difference estimator compares families' outcomes before and after the policy implementation.

The Difference-in-Difference models were run unadjusted and adjusted for al potential confounding variables
available in the dataset: child and caregiver age and gender (male/female; noting no other genders were reported);

number of children; child with additional health needs (versus not); one-caregiver family (versus not); owns a
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Health Care Card (versus not); caregiver education (<Y ear 10/Y ear 10/Y ear 12/trade or apprenticeship/certificate
or diploma/undergraduate/postgraduate); Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander (versus not); caregiver born outside
of Australia (versusin Australia); Home language other than English (versus speaks English at home); lives
regionally or rurally (versus metropolitan); and SEIFA quintile. Caregiver mental health (total K6 score) and
effects of family cluster were accounted for in al child models using robust estimation. These models were
repeated for three subgroups (Aim 2b): (i) caregiver gender (female/male); (ii) child age (grouped at 0-4 years
(preschoal), 5-12 years (elementary school), 13-17 years (secondary/high school); (iii) and
metropolitan/regional/rural location as a proxy for severity of lockdown, noting that metropolitan Victorians
endured amore severe and longer lockdown than their regional and rural counterparts but also that the whole state
was affected. Subgroup models were adjusted for the same variables except the grouping variable, which provided

the stratafor analysis.

We chose to run linear regression models as interpretation is simpler than logistic regression and most of the
predicted y-values were bounded within 0-1. To check the robustness of these models, we ran marginal effects
probit models for the dichotomous outcomes for the whole sample (not presented), which confirmed the linear
regression output. For all models, the adjusted anal yses are presented as the main results (unadjusted analyses are
not included). As 293 caregivers preferred not to disclose their income, these analyses should be interpreted with

caution. Data were analyzed with Statav13.

Results

Sample characteristics. S2 Fig. presents the respondent flowchart for the analytic sample. In June, after the
initial lockdown ended, 2697 Australian caregivers were invited and 2020 (75%) completed the Poll. Of these,
1207 caregivers (604 Vic, 603 NSW) with 1992 children (985 Vic, 1008 NSW) were included in the analysis. In

September, during Victorid s ongoing lockdown, 1769 caregivers were invited and 1434 (81%) completed the
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Poll. Of these, 902 caregivers (460 Vic, 442 NSW) with 1584 children (786 Vic, 798 NSW) were included in the

analysis.

Table 1 presents the weighted estimates for participant characteristics. Caregivers were an average of 40 years
old, and threein five respondents were female. Each caregiver looked after an average of two children, and two in
five cared for children with additional needs. Onein five caregivers had a Health Care Card (an indicator of low
income) and one-quarter were sole caregivers. One-quarter of respondents were born outside of Australia, and a
similar proportion spoke alanguage other than English at home. Onein six identified as living in regional or rural
areas, compared with metropolitan capital cities. Ninety-five percent of respondents had completed high school
(compared with around 85% nationally)(32) and less than 1% identified as Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander

(compared with 3% nationally).(33)

Experiences after initial lockdown (Aim 1): Table 2 and S1 Table describe families’ financial and mental health
experiencesin June 2020, and Table 3 presents the adjusted mean differences (M Ds) between NSW and Victoria
(*Vic June column). Twenty-nine percent of NSW caregivers reported job or income loss due to the COVID-19
pandemic, compared with 24% of Victorians (MD=5%; 95%CI: 0.1 to 10%). Tables 2-3 show that financial and
mental health experiences were otherwise similar between statesin June. Fifteen percent of families reported low
income, and 30% reported materia deprivation (unable to pay for essential itemsincluding mortgage or rent;
electricity, gas, water bills; food; healthcare; prescription medicines; home or car insurance; mobile phone bills;
and internet). Caregivers averaged one missed payment out of the eight essential items. Onein five caregivers
reported poor mental health according to the K6; half said the pandemic negatively impacted their mental health;
and one-third said their child’s mental health was negatively impacted. Thirteen percent of caregivers and 10% of

children were struggling or not coping.

10
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232 Table 1. Demographic characteristics (weighted) of New South Wales and Victorian families surveyed after initial lockdown (June 2020) and
233 during Victoria’'s ongoing lockdown (September 2020) in proportions (95% confidenceintervals) unless specified.

: - New South Wales Victoria
Demographic characteristics June September June September
Caregiver N=603 N=442 N=604 N=460
Age (years), mean (CI) 40.7 (39.9-41.5) 40.1(39.3-40.9) 40.1 (39.4-40.8) 40.2(39.5-41.0)
Female 57.4(515-63.0) 61.5(55.6-67.0) 57.0(51.3-625) 57.8(51.6—-63.8)

Number of children in care, mean (CI)
Caregiver to child with additional health needs®
One-parent family
Health Care Card (identifies low income)
Education
Lessthan Year 10
Year 10
Year 12
Trade / apprenticeship
Certificate/ diploma
Undergraduate
Postgraduate
Aborigina or Torres Strait Islander
Bornin Australia
Home language other than English
Livesregionally or rurally (versus metropolitan)
SEIFA Index of Social Disadvantage Quintile
1 (most disadvantage)
2
3
4
5 (least disadvantage)
Child
Age (years), mean (CI)
Femae

1.8 (1.7-1.9)
41.8 (36.0 - 47.8)
28,5 (23.0-34.7)
18.3 (13.8 — 24.0)

0.9(0.3-2.2)
46(2.7-17.9)
8.9 (6.2 —12.7)
4.8(2.7-8.5)
21.1(17.1-25.7)
39.0 (33.6 — 44.6)
19.6 (15.9 — 24.0)
0.2(0.1-0.5)
77.2(72.6-81.2)
22.1(18.0—26.7)
18.8 (14.0 - 24.8)

19.4 (14.7 - 25.1)
24.3 (18.7 - 30.8)
18.7 (14.9 - 23.2)
15.0 (11.8—18.9)
22.6 (18.9 - 26.8)
N=1008
9.6 (9.2 - 10.1)
49.2 (44.9 —53.6)

1.9 (1.8-1.9)
47.2 (41.2-53.3)
20.2 (15.7 — 25.6)
20.9 (16.3 - 26.3)

1.2 (05-3.2)
6.3(3.9-9.9)
11.1 (7.6 - 16.1)
4.8(3.0-7.5)
24.2 (19.3-29.8)
32.6 (27.2—38.6)
19.8 (15.6 — 24.8)
0.3(0.2-0.4)
80.7 (75.8 — 84.7)
31.1 (25.6 - 37.1)
12.8 (9.2 - 17.6)

23.4 (18.1-29.8)
19.7 (15.4 - 24.9)
225 (17.7 - 28.3)
11.5 (8.5 — 15.4)
22.8(18.8 — 27.4)
N=798
8.6 (8.2-9.1)
49.6 (45.0 —54.1)

1.8 (1.7-1.9)
34.7 (29.5 - 40.3)
245 (19.5 - 30.1)
17.5 (13.4— 22.5)

0.5 (0.1-1.8)
32 (14-7.1)
12.9 (9.6 — 17.1)
2.4 (1.1-4.9)
23.4 (18.1-30.5)
37.8(32.4—43.5)
21.1 (16.3—26.8)
0.2 (0.06 —0.4)
72.1(66.5-77.1)
27.0 (22.0—32.8)
20.1 (15.8 - 25.2)

15.2 (11.0 - 20.7)
28.4(22.8—34.7)
20.5 (16,5 25.2)
18.7 (15.2 — 22.6)
17.3 (14.3-20.7)
N=984
8.9 (8.5-9.3)
49.6 (45.2 — 54.0)

1.8 (1.8—1.9)
43.2 (37.0 - 49.6)
14.4 (105 —19.4)
17.7 (13.3 -23.0)

1.2 (0.4—-3.1)
1.2 (0.5-2.6)
115 (8.4 - 15.7)
2.9 (1.4-6.0)
20.1 (155 - 25.6)
43.3(37.2-49.7)
19.8 (15.0 - 25.8)
0.3(0.1-0.5)
77.4(71.9-82.1)
20.2 (15.7 - 25.7)
14.2 (10.4-19.1)

17.1 (12,5 23.0)
23.6 (18.6 — 29.4)
20.7 (15.3 - 27.3)
205 (16.3 — 25.5)
18.1 (145 -22.3)
N=786
8.8(8.3-9.3)
49.0 (44.3—-53.7)
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235
236

237

238
239

240
241
242
243
244
245
246
247

Cl: 95% Confidence Interval. SEIFA: Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas. Data weighted using national demographic distributions for gender, state, and

SEIFA.

@ Examples of additional health needs include asthma, epilepsy, and diabetes; of disability includes hearing impairment, intellectua disability, and autism

Table 2. Financial and mental health experiences (weighted) of New South Wales and Victorian families surveyed after initial lockdown (June
2020) and during Victoria’s ongoing lockdown (September 2020) in proportions (95% confidenceintervals) unless specified.

Financial and mental health experiences

New South Wales

June

September

Victoria

June

September

1.  Joborincomelossdueto COVID-19°

2a.  Any material deprivation: unable to pay for essential items”
2b. Total material deprivation count °mean, (CI)

3. Low household income (<AU$1000 p/w) ©

4a.  Caregiver mental health (K6 total score), mean (ClI)

4b. Caregiver poor mental health (K6 cut-point) ¢

5a.  Negative impact of COVID-19 on caregiver mental health
5b.  Negative impact of COVID-19 on child mental health

6a.  Caregiver struggling or not coping °

6b.  Child struggling or not coping ®

285 (23.3—34.3)
31.2 (26.0 - 37.0)
1.10 (0.85 - 1.34)
14.7 (10.4 — 20.4)
12.9 (12.1-13.6)
20.6 (15.6 — 26.8)
50.2 (44.3 - 56.1)
32.1(27.0-37.8)
11.4 (8.3 —15.4)
10.2 (7.2—14.2)

25.2 (20.5 - 30.6)
30.4 (25.0 — 36.3)
1.23(0.92 - 1.53)
21.5 (15.2 — 26.0)
12.9 (12.2-13.8)
16.6 (12.3-22.1)
49.8 (43.9 —55.9)
39.2 (33.3—45.4)
16.3 (12.1-21.5)
145 (10.4—19.7)

23.6 (19.0—29.0)
29.5 (24.5 — 35.0)
1.12 (0.86 — 1.38)
15.2 (11.3-20.1)
12.9 (12.2-135)
17.3 (13.0-22.5)
48.3 (42.6 —54.1)
30.8 (26.0 — 36.1)
13.7 (9.9 - 18.6)
8.7 (5.7-13.3)

35.1(29.0-41.7)
25.9 (20.6 — 31.9)
0.93 (0.70 - 1.17)
215 (16.0 — 28.3)
13.6 (12.8 — 14.4)
22.2 (17.1-28.4)
58.6 (52.3 — 64.6)
47.6 (41.3 - 54.0)
19.2 (14.6 —24.7)
14.2 (10.4—19.0)

K6: Kessler-6, SEIFA: Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas Index of Relative Disadvantage. Data weighted using national demographic distributions for

gender, state, and SEIFA.

& Job loss by one or two adults, or reduction in income, due to COVID-19.
b Any one or more of mortgage or rent; electricity, gas, water hills; food; healthcare; prescription medicines;, home or car insurance; mobile phone bills;

internet.
¢ Missing 293 caregivers who preferred not to report income.

4 K6 dichotomized into a binary “poor mental health” (total score 19 or more) versus not (total score 6-18).

®Versus “coping/thriving” categories.
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Theimpact of ongoing lockdown (Aim 2): Fig. 1 and Table 3 present the fully-adjusted Difference-in-
Difference linear regression analyses testing the impact of ongoing lockdown on families' finances and mental
health. Over the June-September 2020 period, relative to their NSW counterparts, Victorians reported an 11%
increasein job or income loss (95% Cl: 3 to 18%). There was no evidence that ongoing lockdown was related to a
change in material deprivation or the proportion of households reporting low income. Ongoing lockdown was
associated with a 0.83 point increase (95% Cl: -0.08 to 1.74) in the K6 total score and a 6% increase (95% CI: 0.3
to 12%) in the binary K6 measure of poor mental health. The negative impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on
mental health was a so exacerbated by ongoing lockdown, affecting 14% (95% CI: 6 to 23%) more Victorian

caregivers and 12% (95% ClI: 4 to 20%) more children relative to their NSW counterparts.

Fig. 1. Adjusted mean Difference-in-Differ ence estimates (%) of the impact of ongoing lockdown on

families' finances and mental health (all binary), overall and by subgroups, data drawn from Table 3

Fig. 1 and Table 3 present the adjusted Difference-in-Difference analyses for the subgroups of caregiver gender
(female/male); child age (0-4 (pre-school), 5-12 (elementary school), 13-17 years (secondary/high-school)); and
location (metropolitan/regional -rural). The evidence for a negative impact of ongoing lockdown on job/income
loss and caregiver mental health was strongest for female caregivers, caregivers of elementary-school aged
children, and caregivers living in metropolitan areas. Notably, Table 3 (' NSW September’ column) shows that the
differences between initial and ongoing lockdowns in measures of job/income loss and K6 mental health werein
part due to worsening outcomes for Victorians as well asimproving outcomes for NSW families. The proportion
of NSW caregivers reporting job/income loss decreased by 6% (95% CI: 0.2-11%) from June to September. The
same reduction was evident in the poor mental health (K6) of female caregivers (mean difference=6%, 95% ClI:
0.3 to 12%). There was evidence that ongoing lockdown exacerbated the negative impact of the pandemic on
children’s mental health, for all subgroups except for familiesliving in regional/rural areas. There was no
evidence of arelationship between ongoing lockdown and whether the caregiver or their children were coping or

not, for the cohort overall or by subgroups.
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272
273

Table 3. Adjusted Difference-in-Difference linear regression models estimating the impact of ongoing lockdown on families finances and mental

health for the Total sample and by subgroups, using New South Wales (NSW) familiesin June 2020 asr efer ence group.

Financial and mental Group M ean Difference (95% confidenceinterval)
health experiences Subgroup category Vic ongoing lockdown effect Vic June NSW September
Total sample Al 2109 0.11 (0.03; 0.18)* -0.05 (-0.10; -0.001)*  -0.06 (-0.11; -0.002)*
1. Caregiver  femade 1084 0.12 (0.01; 0.23)* -0.06 (-0.13; 0.01)" -0.06 (-0.14; 0.02)
_ gender mde 1025 0.09 (-0.03; 0.20) -0.03 (-0.11; 0.04) -0.06 (-0.14; 0.02)
Job or income , 0-4 334 0.11 (0.09; 0.32) -0.11 (-0.5; -0.03) -0.12 (-0.28; 0.04)
L '(‘:’ésv‘]:‘l‘je_tlg . (Zyggd W 510 g 0.11 (0.0001; 0.23)* 007 (-0.14; -001  -0.03(-0.11; 0.05)
1317 853 0.11 (-0.02; 0.23) 0.01 (-0.09; 0.07) -0.07 (-0.16; 0.02)
2 Location metro 1836 0.12 (0.04; 0.21)* -0.06 (-0.12; -0.005)*  -0.07 (-0.13; -0.01)*
' regionad 273 0.06 (-0.14; 0.27) -0.02 (-0.14; 0.10) 0.03 (-0.12; 0.18)
Total sample Al 2109 0.008 (-0.06; 0.08) -0.04 (-0.08; 0.01) -0.03 (-0.09; 0.02)
1. Caregiver  femae 1084 0.04 (-0.07; 0.15) -0.05 (-0.12; 0.02) -0.06 (-0.13; 0.02)
Any material gender mde 1025 -0.02 (-0.12; 0.07) -0.03 (-0.09; 0.04) -0.02 (-0.09; 0.05)
., deprivation: ) child 0-4 334 -0.01 (-0.19; 0.18) -0.08 (-0.21; 0.05) -0.05 (-0.19; -0.20)
unabletopay for < “Nildage 5-12 922 -0.02 (-0.14; 0.08) -0.02 (-0.09; 0.05) 0.005 (-0.1; 0.08)
essential items®  (V€&S) 1317 853 0.06 (-0.05; 0.17) -0.05(-0.12,001)  -0.08 (-0.16; 0.005)
2 Loction metro 1836 0.01 (-0.07; 0.08) -0.04 (-0.09; 0.01) -0.04 (-0.10; 0.01)
' regiond 273 0.03 (-0.20; 0.25) 0.005 (-0.15; 0.15) 0.01 (-0.15; 0.18)
Total sample Al 2109 -0.06 (-0.40; 0.27) -0.06 (-0.27; 0.16) 0.02 (-0.27; 0.23)
1. Caregiver  female 1084 0.07 (-0.40; 0.53) -0.07 (-0.39; 0.25) -0.09 (-0.44; 0.26)
_ gender mde 1025 -0.15 (-0.39; 0.21) -0.09 (-0.39; 0.21) -0.004 (-0.36; 0.35)
Total material _ 0-4 334 -0.42 (-1.42; 0.56) 0.22 (-0.43; 0.87) 0.28 (-0.45; 1.01)
2b. Sgﬁgt"ftr:;gn - (Zye(;gd W 510 g -0.14 (-0.68; 0.38) -0.19 (-0.56; 0.17) 0.05 (-0.35; 0.44)
! 1317 853 0.21 (-0.25; 0.68) -0.08 (-0.38; 0.22) -0.23 (-0.57; 0.11)
. metro 1836 -0.06 (-0.43; 0.31) -0.07 (-0.30; 0.17) -0.01 (-0.28; 0.26)
3.Locdion \eviona 273 0.07 (-0.88; 1.02) 0.02 (-0.59; 0.64) -0.11 (-0.86; 0.64)
Tota sample Al 1816 0.02 (-0.04; 0.08) 0.01 (-0.02; 0.05) 0.02 (-0.02; 0.06)
Lowhousehold 1 cyegiver  female 922 0.005 (-0.09; 0.10) 0.01 (-0.05; 0.07) 0.04 (-0.03; 0.10)
3. '2‘2’8"51000 Ly gender mae 894 0.02 (-0.06; 0.09) 0.02 (-0.02; 0.06) 0.03 (-0.02; 0.08)
( PW) 5 child age 0-4 287 -0.02 (-0.19; 0.14) 0.04 (-0.07; 0.15) 0.08 (-0.03; 0.20)
(years) 5-12 810 0.02 (-0.07; 0.11) -0.001 (-0.06; 0.05) -0.01 (-0.05; 0.06)
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Financial and mental Group M ean Difference (95% confidence interval)
health experiences Subgroup category N Vic ongoing lockdown effect Vic June NSW September
13-17 719 0.02 (-0.08; 0.12) 0.02 (-0.03; 0.07) 0.01 (-0.06; 0.08)
_ metro 1577 0.02 (-0.04; 0.08) 0.01 (-0.03; 0.05) 0.02 (-0.02; 0.06)
3.Location \sional 239 -0.07 (-0.25; 0.12) 0.05 (-0.07; 0.18) 0.08 (-0.05; 0.22)
Total sample All 2109 0.83 (-0.08; 1.74)" 0.02 (-0.55; 0.58) -0.13 (-0.78; 0.52)
1. Caregiver  femae 1084 1.85 (0.56; 3.13)* -0.23 (-1.,06; 0.61) -0.76 (-1.65; 0.14)
_ gender male 1025 -0.14 (-1.45; 1.16) 0.24 (-0.54; 1.01) 0.44 (-0.51; 1.39)
Caregiver mental _ 0-4 334 0.47 (-1.98; 2.93) -0.75 (-2.35; 0.85) -0.47 (-2.39; 1.45)
da heath(Kbtotd ~ 2.Childage 515 g 152 (0.20; 2.85)* 0.22(-110;0.65)  -0.21(-1.12; 0.70)
score), mean (Cl)  (years) ) . .
13-17 853 0.37 (-1.14; 1.87) 0.56 (-0.30; 1.42) 0.10 (-0.97; 1.17)
_ metro 1836 0.68 (-0.31; 1.66) 0.03 (-0.59; 0.64) 0.03 (-0.68; 0.74)
3.Locdion \eviona 273 2,01 (-0.55; 457) 10.02 (-1.55; 1.52) -1.29 (-2.87; 0.30)
Total sample All 2109 0.06 (-0.003; 0.12)" -0.01 (-0.05; 0.03) -0.02 (-0.06; 0.02)
1. Caregiver ~ femae 1084 0.10 (0.02; 0.19)* -0.02 (-0.07;0.04)  -0.06 (-0.12; -0.003)*
_ gender male 1025 0.02 (-0.07; 0.10) -0.01 (-0.05; 0.04) 0.02 (-0.05; 0.08)
4 gzrn egl"here;%"EK 6 2 Child ece 0-4 334 0.06 (-0.11; 0.22) -0.09 (-0.20; -0.02) -0.06 (-0.19; 0.07)
" cutpoing ¢ a9 R 5-12 922 0.13 (0.03; 0.23)* -0.04 (-0.10; 0.02) -0.04 (-0.11; 0.02)
13-17 853 -0.01 (-0.10; 0.07) 0.05 (-0.002; 0.10)* 0.02 (-0.04; 0.08)
3. Location metro 1836 0.05 (-0.02; 0.11) -0.01 (-0.05; 0.03) -0.01 (-0.06; 0.04)
' regiond 273 0.15 (-0.01; 0.30)" -0.01 (0.11; 0.08) -0.10 (-0.20; -0.002)*
Total sample All 2109 0.14 (0.06; 0.23)* -0.05 (-0.11; 0.01)" -0.04 (-0.10; 0.02)
1 Caregiver ~ femde 1084 0.18 (0.07; 0.30)* -0.06 (-0.14; 0.02) -0.03 (-0.12; 0.05)
Negativeimpact ~ 9ender male 1025 0.09 (-0.04; 0.21) -0.03 (-0.11; 0.05) -0.04 (-0.13; 0.05)
of COVID-19 on _ 0-4 334 0.11 (-0.10; 0.33) 0.001 (-0.15; 0.15) -0.10 (-0.26; 0.06)
% Caegvermenta 2 Childage 545 gp 0.21 (0.08; 0.34)* -0.04(-013,004)  -0.09(-0.18; 0.003)"
health (years) 13-17 853 0.05 (-0.09; 0.005) -0.06 (-0.15; 0.03) 0.06 (-0.05; 0.16)
3. Location metro 1836 0.14 (0.05; 0.23)* -0.04 (-0.10; 0.02) -0.02 (0.09; 0.04)
' regiond 273 0.09 (-0.16; 0.34) -0.07 (-0.23; 0.09) -0.13 (-0.31; 0.05)
Negativeimpact  Total sample All 3576 0.12 (0.04; 0.20)* 0.02 (-0.03; 0.07) 0.04 (-0.02; 0.10)
5b. of COVID-190n 1. Caregiver  femae 1842 0.11 (-0.005; 0.22)* 0.02 (-0.05; 0.09) 0.10 (0.02; 0.18)*
child mental gender male 1734 0.13 (0.01; 0.24)* 0.04 (-0.03; 0.11) -0.01 (-0.09; 0.07)
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274
275
276
277
278
279
280
281
282
283

Financial and mental Group M ean Difference (95% confidence interval)
health experiences Subgroup category N Vic ongoing lockdown effect Vic June NSW September
health _ 0-4 710 0.17 (0.05; 0.29)* -0.02 (-0.10; 0.06) 0.01 (-0.08; 0.09)
(Zye(;gd e 51 1757 0.10 (-0.01; 0.21)" 0.05 (-0.03; 0.12) 0.06 (-0.02; 0.14)
1317 1109 0.17 (0.03; 0.30)* 0.01 (0.07; 0.09) 0.01 (-0.09; 0.10)
2 Location metro 3099 0.13 (0.05; 0.22)* 0.04 (-0.01; 0.09) 0.05 (-0.01; 0.11)
: regiond 477 0.02 (-0.21; 0.24) -0.09 (0.22; 0.05) 0.02 (-0.14; 0.18)
Totd sample Al 2109 0.03 (-0.03; 0.09) -0.01 (-0.04; 0.03) 0.02 (-0.02; 0.07)
1 Caegiver  femae 1084 0.03 (-0.05; 0.12) 0.02 (-0.04; 0.07) 0.02 (-0.04; 0.08)
_ gender mae 1025 0.02 (-0.07; 0.11) -0.03 (-0.08; 0.02) 0.04 (-0.02; 0.11)
Caregiver _ 0-4 334 0.03 (-0.13; 0.18) -0.11 (-0.23; 0.002) -0.07 (-0.20; 0.06)
6a fggﬁ%"?g or not (Zggd W 510 g 0.05 (-0.04; 0.15) -0.01 (-0.06; 0.05) 0.05 (-0.01; 0.12)
y 1317 853 0.02 (-0.07; 0.12) 0.03 (-0.02; 0.09) 0.03 (-0.04; 0.09)
. metro 1836 0.05 (-0.02; 0.11) -0.01 (-0.05; 0.03) 0.02 (-0.03; 0.07)
3.Locdion eviona 273 -0.07 (-0.24; 0.11) 0.04 (-0.05; 0.14) 0.06 (-0.06; 0.18)
Tota sample Al 3576 0.02 (-0.03; 0.07) 0.002 (-0.02; 0.03)  0.03 (-0.004; 0.07)"
1 Caegiver  femde 1842 0.04 (-0.03; 0.10) -0.02 (-0.05; 0.02) 0.03 (-0.02; 0.07)
gender mae 1734 -0.005 (-0.08; 0.07) 0.02 (-0.02; 0.05) 0.05 (-0.009: 0.10)
Child struggling _ 0-4 710 -0.00004 (-0.08; 0.08) 0.04 (-0.09; 0.02) 0.005 (0.06; 0.07)
0. ornotcoping® 2 Childage 545 4757 0.02 (-0.05; 0.10) 0.001 (-0.04; 0.04) 0.04 (-0.01; 0.09)"
(years) 1317 1109 0.04 (-0.03; 0.12) 0.01 (-0.03; 0.04) 0.02 (-0.04; 0.07)
2 Loction metro 3099 0.04 (-0.02; 0.09) -0.003 (-0.03; 0.02) 0.03 (-0.01; 0.06)
' regiond 477 -0.06 (-0.19; 0.07) 0.03 (-0.04; 0.10) 0.03 (-0.06; 0.13)

K6: Kessler-6, SEIFA: Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas Index of Relative Disadvantage.
Reference group isNSW in June. All differences are mean difference (MD); note, for binary outcomes thisis a proportion between 0-1.

Estimated Difference-in-difference interaction adjusted for: child and caregiver age and gender (male/female; noting no other genders were reported),
number of children, child with additional health needs (versus not); one-caregiver family (versus not); owns a Health Care Card (versus not); caregiver
education (<Y ear 10/Y ear 10/Y ear 12/trade or apprenticeship/certificate or diploma/undergraduate/postgraduate); Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander
(versus not); caregiver born outside of Australia (versusin Australia); Home language other than English (versus speaks English at home); lives regionally
or ruraly (versus metropolitan); and SEIFA quintile. Caregiver mental health (total K6 score) and effects of family cluster were accounted for in all child

models using robust estimation.
*p<0.05, "p<0.1
& Job loss by one or two adults, or reduction in income, due to COVID-19.

* 3SUB2I| [euoeWIBIU| 0 AN-DN-AG-DD € Japun 3|qejiene apeuw si |

‘Aimadiad ui uudaid ayy Aejdsip 01 asuadl| e Alxygpaw pajuelb sey oym ‘1apunyioyine ayl si (mainal 1aad Ag paljiliad 10U sem yaiym)
juudaud siyy Joy Japjoy wbuAdos ayl “Tzoz ‘0z 1snbny paisod uoisian SIY) /8029212 ST'80°T20Z/TOTT 0T/BJo 10p//:sdny :10p undaid Axypaw


https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.08.15.21262087
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/

284  ° Any one or more of mortgage or rent; electricity, gas, water bills; food; healthcare; prescription medicines; home or car insurance; mobile phone hills;
285  internet.

286  °Missing 293 caregivers who preferred not to report income.

287  “K6 dichotomized into a binary “poor mental health” (total score 19 or more) versus optimal (total score 6-18).

288  ®Versus*“coping/thriving” categories.
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Discussion

This study investigated the impacts of COVID-19 lockdown on family finances and mental health in the context
of Australia's minimal disease burden. In June 2020, after an initial national lockdown from March-May, a
quarter of Australian caregivers of children aged 0-17 years reported job or income loss due to the pandemic. One
in three reported material deprivation (being unable to afford essential items such as housing, food, amenities, or
healthcare). Onein five caregivers reported poor mental health; half said that the first three months of the
pandemic had negatively impacted their mental health; and a third reported the same negative impact for their
children. By September 2020, Victoria s ongoing lockdown from July onwards was associated with increased job
and income loss, and negative mental health impacts for caregivers and children, compared with neighboring
NSW. There was no evidence that ongoing lockdown affected families’ experiences of material deprivation or
income poverty. As anticipated, the evidence for the negative impacts of lockdown were strongest for female
caregivers and families living in metropolitan Victoria. While the negative impacts of ongoing lockdown affected
families across children’s ages, they were most pronounced for families with children of elementary school

compared with preschool or high school ages.

Although the RCH Poll does not have pre-pandemic data for comparison, the financial and mental health impacts
reported by the June cohort are consistent with national data. In April, the Australian Bureau of Statistics
estimated that 2.7 million Australians (almost 20% of the working population) lost their jobs or hours of
work.(34) The Australian Temperament Project survey of 498 families from March-September 2020,(27) and the
right@home trial survey of 319 mothers from May-December 2020 (unpublished), reported job/income | osses of
24% and 27% respectively, using the same questions as our study. The third of families reporting materia
deprivation is equivaent to pre-pandemic data from the Longitudinal Study of Australian Children.(35) In our
study, onein five families reported poor mental health in June 2020 according to the K6. This aligns with the
Australian ‘ Pulse of the Nation’ survey in which 24% of parents reported mental distress across the first months

of lockdown. Despite the global differences between countries’ infection rates and governments' approaches to
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public health restrictions, there are commonalities in the mental health data emerging from the pandemic.(36-39)
The Born in Bradford study found that 19% and 16% of mothers reported clinically-significant levels of
depression and anxiety, respectively, during the first lockdown in UK (April-June 2020).(40) In a nationally
weighted survey from the US in June, 27% of parents said their mental health had declined during the

pandemic.(41)

Given the negative economic and psychosocia impacts of lockdown,(36-41) it follows that ongoing lockdown
was associated with increased job and income | oss, and poor mental health. Our findings of alarger negative
impact on the mental health of female versus male caregiversis consistent with similar findings from the
aforementioned ‘Pulse’ data.(20) That families with elementary school-aged children were most affected islikely
due to the stress and disruption of home-schooling in July-September. More supervision is required for children in
elementary school than high school, and balancing home schooling with usual paid or unpaid work was a
substantial challenge for families.(42) Finally, metropolitan Victorians experienced stricter and ongoing lockdown
than their regional and rural counterparts. This explains the findings of increased job/income loss and greater

negative impacts on caregiver and child mental health for this subgroup, relative to their NSW counterparts.

Our findings for children are like other studies investigating the lockdown experiences of young people. Anaysis
by the Australian Human Rights Commission in the earliest months of the pandemic found that increased
numbers of older children reported first time mental health challenges or concerns of self-harm.(43) The COVID-
19 Unmasked Study which surveyed Australian families with young children (aged 1-5 years) also found that
Victorian caregivers exposed to ongoing lockdown reported increasing mental health symptoms for themselves
and their children.(44) Interestingly, in the Unmasked study, young children living outside of Victoria (exposed to
only theinitial lockdown) were still experiencing higher than average levels of anxiety symptoms by the time of
Victoria's ongoing lockdown. We found a similar pattern in our study. For the NSW families exposed to initia
lockdown only, caregivers reported improved mental health for themselves by September but not for their

children.
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This study has severa strengths. It builds on existing COVID-19 research to show the specific impacts of ongoing
lockdown on familiesin the rel ative absence of the virus, i.e., isolating the toll that widespread mortality has on
mental health. The RCH Poll isthe only nationally-representative survey of Australian families with children to
assess financial and mental health impacts of COVID-19. It comprised large cross-sectional and nationally
representative surveys, which employed strong methodology (surveys piloted and included the validated K6);
collected data on caregiver and child mental health; surveyed female and male caregivers; and achieved good
response rates. In other Polls, indicators (frequency/prevalence) across a range of topics are almost universally
consistent with more traditionally-obtained estimates, providing support for the sample selection and survey
administration methods. The Difference-in-Difference modeling is well-established method of analyzing policy
change (in our case, lockdown law differences). The natural experiment allowed us to gauge causal rel ationships

by simulating a counterfactual; that is, what would have happened in the absence of a second lockdown.

There were also limitations. The Poll only samples adults who are 18 years and older, so younger caregivers are
missing. As a subgroup who experience more adversity, this means results may be conservative. Measures were
caregiver-reported, by only one caregiver in the household. Ideally, information would be collected from all
caregivers and children directly. A significant proportion of caregivers did not report family income, and the
sample sizes for preschool-aged children and regional/rural subgroup analyses were small, limiting power for
detecting differences. There were also limitations to the analyses. The common trends' assumption of Difference-
in-Difference estimation supposes that the untreated units (NSW in September) provide the appropriate
counterfactual of the trend that the treated units would have followed if they had not been treated. However, our
results are defensible because the time between the first and second surveys was short (4 months); thus,
minimizing potential differential trends across NSW and VIC. We also controlled for al available and potentially

confounding socioeconomic and demographic variables in the analyses.

Thiswork extends the existing evidence base by trying to understand the specific impacts of ongoing lockdown in
the context of minimal disease burden. Based on our findings, we offer three considerations for pandemic

response and recovery planning. First, while job and income loss increased with ongoing lockdown, this did not
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translate to increased material deprivation or income poverty. This finding provides support for the effectiveness
of the Australian government’ s extraordinary income supplements, introduced early in the pandemic to offset the
anticipated economic fallout of lockdown. Thisinterpretation is supported by modeling demonstrating the
substantial reductionsin Australia s poverty levels resulting from these social policies.(15) Given that the income
supplements offered were temporary, the fundamental need for financial security must be considered when

enacting future lockdown measures in response to further outbreaks.

Second, for families who were unexposed to ongoing lockdown, there was some recovery in employment/income
and female caregivers' mental health. Population-level datafor UK adults demonstrated a similar pattern of
improved mental health after the initial sharp decline resulting from lockdown.(19) This suggests that many
caregivers can recover from the negative impacts of lockdown, provided they have effective financial buffers (and
presumably that the public health restrictions are also effective). While the Poll data were limited, they did not
suggest arecovery for children. It isimportant that children’s experiences and needs are prioritized during

response and recovery planning so that any persistent negative impacts are adequately redressed.(45, 46)

Third, the negative financial and mental health impacts of ongoing lockdown were substantial, and
disproportionately affected families with elementary school-aged children, and female caregivers. In a country
such as Australia, which has encountered relatively little viral impact, the negative impacts of lockdown,
especially for school-aged children and female caregivers, may outweigh the direct impact of the disease itself.
While this study was underpowered to investigate the experience of familiesliving in lower socioeconomic
environments, the evidence suggests that inequity islikely to be exacerbated and entrenched by the social and
economic disruption of COVID-19.(27, 46, 47) Ongoing follow-up of cohortsis necessary to understand if and
how caregivers and children recover from lockdown, and how best to support the population groups who are most
adversely affected. Balancing the benefits and harms of lockdown requires planned responses to future outbreaks,

and evidence-informed financial and mental health supports.
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