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Supplementary material 

eTable 1 - Study population characteristics, incidence rates of mental health diagnoses and medications by year (3 years) 

a. Diagnoses 

 



b. Medications 

 



Supplementary Methods 1 – Interrupted Times Series Analysis  

The main analysis of this study compared incidence in 2021 to that in 2019, to obtain the 

risk ratio between a pre- COVID-19 year to one where the pandemic was ongoing. To 

understand to what extent the increase in risk ratio should be attributed to the pandemic, 

and to what extent it is part of an ongoing trend, the risk ratio between 2019 and 2017 was 

computed as reference. 

The year 2020 was skipped, since it overlaps both the pre-pandemic period and the 

pandemic one. The first case of COVID-19 in Israel occurred 4 months into this period (recall 

that we start each year in Nov. 1st of the previous year). Moreover, initial lockdowns after 

the pandemic hit made health services less available. Hence, a reduction in diagnoses and 

prescriptions during the initial pandemic period may reflect a reduction access to health 

services rather than in mental distress. 

The downside of this approach is that it is based on only three (albeit aggregated) values – 

incidence rates in 2017, 2019 and 2021. To analyze the data more fully we employ herein 

Interrupted Times Series (ITS) Analysis. Data points correspond to the beginning of each 

week, from Nov. 1st 2016 to Oct. 3rd 2021, and denote the incidence rate per 1,000 

adolescents during the four weeks that follow. Two Fourier terms were included in the 

analysis to model seasonality and ordinary least-squares was used to fit the model to the 

data. 

Importantly, this analysis depends on the modeling choices for the interruption and the 

changes that might follow – several alternatives are examined here: 

1. The interruption is defined as occurring on Feb. 27th 2020, the day the first case of 

COVID-19 was detected in Israel. The model allows for both a level change and a 

trend change (figure S1). In this modeling, most resultant models fit the data with an 

initial negative level change, followed by a significant positive trend change. The 

exception to this is diagnoses of eating disorder, for which, even though there is a 

decrease in incidence during the lockdown period, the model yields a significant 

increase in both level and trend. 

2. The interruption is defined as occurring on Feb. 27th 2020, but the data between that 

date and Apr. 30th (end of the first lockdown) is not taken to fit the model. This 

mitigates the reduction in diagnoses and prescriptions that is apparent during the 

lockdown, and which probably does not reflect a reduction in mental distress (figure 



S2). In this modeling there is a negative level change in incidence of antipsychotic 

and ADHD medication and diagnoses, and a positive level change in the other 

measures. This change is then followed by an increase in trend, in all measures 

except eating disorders, where the trend decreases (not statistically significant) after 

an initial level change of more than 50%. 

3. The interruption is defined as occurring on Feb. 27th 2020, and the data between 

Feb. 27th and May 31st 2020 is not taken to fit the model. This mitigates the potential 

effect of a “bounce” occurring in May, once health services became more readily 

available (figure S3). Resultant models are qualitatively similar to those in (2). The 

exceptions are the incidence of antipsychotic medication, which displays a positive 

level change in this case, and the incidence of depression diagnoses, which displays a 

negative change in trend (both not statistically significant). 

4. The interruption and gap are defined as in (3). However, observing that for most 

diagnoses and prescriptions the incidence rate in June 2020 is similar to that in 

previous years we examine a model which allows only for trend change (figure S4). In 

this modeling, there is a positive and significant trend change in the incidence of all 

the examined medication and diagnoses. Note that this model is appropriate when 

the incidence during June 2020 is similar to what is expected by the trend of 

previous years. Namely, it is probably inappropriate for modeling the incidence of 

eating disorders, which increases well above previous years, but might be 

appropriate for the other measures. 

5. The interruption and gap are defined as in (3). However, for some diagnoses and 

medications, such as those for ADHD, the periodicity of prescription and diagnoses 

incidence is strongly influenced by the school cycle. Namely, incidence is low during 

the summer break (July-August), and peaks in the winter months. School closures 

have apparently disrupted this cycle, and, accordingly, we examine a model where 

there are different coefficients for the Fourier terms, before and after the 

interruption (figure S5). This modeling suggests that the cycle of the ADHD incidence 

was indeed disrupted during the COVID-19 era, and, to a lesser extent, also in the 

prescription of antipsychotic medication. 

6. The interruption is defined as occurring on Feb. 27th 2020, and a second interruption 

on March 7th 2021, the data between Feb. 27th and May 31st 2020 is not taken to fit 



the model. As in (5), both level-change and trend-change are included after this 

interruption (figure S6). Vaccination efforts in Israel started relatively early, during 

the “third wave” of COVID-19 in December 20201. By March 2021 it seemed that 

these efforts were very successfully. The third wave was curbed, and restrictions 

were mostly lifted. We examine a model where we allow a second interruption on 

March 7th, 2021, the day all schools resumed regular classes. We examined this 

setting without a level-change covariate, as we expected this effect to be gradual. 

We allow for one set of coefficients for the period before Feb 27th 2020 and after 

March 7th 2021, and a second set of coefficients for the intermediate period, May 

31st 2020 – March 7th 2021 (trend-covariate is denoted as “vaccination trend” in 

eTable 2). In this modeling there is a significant positive level change for the 

incidence of depression, eating disorders, and ADHD diagnoses and medication. In 

addition, there is a significant increase in the trend for antidepressants, stress 

diagnoses, and ADHD diagnoses and medication. Interestingly, after the full 

reopening of schools on March 7th 2021, the trend decreases. Though this decrease 

is based on a relatively small number of data points, it is statistically significant for 

anxiety, stress and eating disorder diagnoses as well as antidepressants and 

antipsychotic medication and gives hope that the sharp increase in mental distress 

that is reflected in the data may be slowing down now that schools are once again 

open, and that the availability of vaccines gives us greater confidence in our ability to 

deal with the pandemic. 

7. During May 2021 the Israeli-Palestinian conflict escalated into violent outbreaks 

throughout the country. The crisis started on the 6th of May, and is considered to be 

over by May 21st. Since this crisis may have further exacerbated the mental health 

situation is Israel, a final analysis in this venue is similar to (6), with the exception 

that data between May 6th and June 21st was excluded when fitting the model 

(allowing for an additional month in which the effect might be apparent). Results are 

nearly identical to (6) above, suggesting that the crisis did not have a direct effect on 

the underlying trend. 

The parameters for these seven models are listed in the eTable 2. 

 



eFigure 1: ITS analysis with an interruption on Feb. 27th, 2020, with level and trend change and no gap*   
 

 
 
Legend: Interruption date indicated by a magenta dotted line. Ps denotes the p-value for the change in trend, Pi the p-value for change in level. Orange line 
depicts the fit of the ITS model. 
* This figure is similar to Figure 3 in the main manuscript 
 



eFigure 2 - ITS analysis with an interruption on Feb. 27th, 2020, with gap in fitting the model between Feb. 27th and Apr. 30th, 2020 
 

 
 
Legend: Left magenta line indicates the interruption date, after which data is ignored in modeling until the date corresponding to the right magenta line. Ps 
denotes the p-value for the change in trend, Pi the p-value for change in level. Orange line depicts the fit of the ITS model.



eFigure 3 - ITS analysis with an interruption on Feb. 27th, 2020, with gap in fitting the model between Feb. 27th and May 31st, 2020 
 

 
 
Legend: Left magenta line indicates the interruption date, after which data is ignored in modeling until the date corresponding to the right magenta line. Ps 
denotes the p-value for the change in trend, Pi the p-value for change in level. Orange line depicts the fit of the ITS model. 



eFigure 4 - ITS analysis with an interruption on Feb. 27th, 2020, with gap in fitting the model between Feb. 27th and May 31st, 2020, model does not include 
level-change at the interruption point 
 

 
 
Legend: Left magenta line indicates the interruption date, after which data is ignored in modeling until the date corresponding to the right magenta line. Ps 
denotes the p-value for the change in trend, Pi the p-value for change in level. Orange line depicts the fit of the ITS model. 



eFigure 5 - ITS analysis with an interruption on Feb. 27th, 2020, with gap in fitting the model between Feb. 27th and May 31st, 2020, model includes different 
seasonal coefficients for the Fourier terms before and after the interruption point 
 

 
 
Legend: Left magenta line indicates the interruption date, after which data is ignored in modeling until the date corresponding to the right magenta line. Ps 
denotes the p-value for the change in trend, Pi the p-value for change in level. Orange line depicts the fit of the ITS model. 



eFigure 6 - ITS analysis with an interruption on Feb. 27th, 2020 and a second interruption on Mar. 7th 2021, with gap between Feb. 27th and May 31st 2020. 
Model includes level-change and trend-change at the first interruption point and only trend-change after the second interruption point. Model allows for 
different coefficients for the Fourier terms. 
 

 
 
Legend: Left magenta line indicates the interruption date, after which data is ignored in modeling until the date corresponding to the right magenta line. 
Green line indicates the second interruption point. Ps denotes the p-value for the change in trend after the first interruption, Pi the p-value for change in 
level. Ps* denotes the p-value for the change in trend after the second interruption. Orange line depicts the fit of the ITS model. 
 
 



eFigure 7 - ITS analysis with an interruption on Feb. 27th, 2020 and a second interruption on Mar. 7th 2021, with gap between Feb. 27th and May 31st 2020, 
and between May 6th 2021 and June 21st 2021. Model includes level-change and trend-change at the first interruption point and only trend-change after the 
second interruption point. Model allows for different coefficients for the Fourier terms. 

 
 
Legend: Left magenta line indicates the interruption date, after which data is ignored in modeling until the date corresponding to the right magenta line. 
Green line indicates the second interruption point. Cyan lines indicate the second gap period. Ps denotes the p-value for the change in trend after the first 
interruption, Pi the p-value for change in level. Ps* denotes the p-value for the change in trend after the second interruption. Orange line depicts the fit of the 
ITS model. 



eTable 2: Parameters for the ITS models with different modeling choices for data gap and interruption points 
 

 
 
 



Supplementary Methods 2 - Distributions of new diagnoses and prescriptions according to 

physician’s profession 

 

Mental health diagnoses and prescriptions can be given not only by psychiatrists, but also by 

doctors with other types of specializations, such as general practitioners or pediatricians. 

eFigure 7 depicts the distribution of new diagnoses and prescriptions according to the 

physician’s profession. This data is not always listed, and cases where it was missing were 

discarded. It is important to note that some patients may be initially diagnosed in a private 

practice, and in such cases the entry that we see in the EHR may actually be a reaffirmation 

of a diagnoses, rather than a new one. 

 



eFigure 8 - Distribution of new diagnoses and prescriptions according to physician’s profession, during the periods of November 1, 2016 -

October 31, 2017 (a), November 1, 2018 -October 31, 2019 (b), November 1, 2020 – October 31, 2021 (c). 

 
 

a. Period November 1, 2016 -October 31, 2017 
 

 



b. Period November 1, 2018 -October 31, 2019 
 

 
 
 
 
 



c. Period November 1, 2020 – October 31, 2021 
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eTable3 COVID-19 Israel Policy Restrictions 
 
Interval Date begins Date ends Restrictions 

Lockdown 1 March 14, 2020 May 04, 2020 All schools closed, workplaces closed, gatherings 

banned, out-of-home distance restrictions, 

international travel banned 

Lockdown 2 September 18, 2020 October 17, 2020 

Lockdown 3 December 27, 2020 February 07, 2021 

 
All schools closed except nurseries. Workplaces closed for all but essential workplaces

2 



Reference 
 
1.  Rosen B, Waitzberg R, Israeli A, Hartal M, Davidovitch N. Addressing vaccine hesitancy and access barriers to achieve persistent progress in Israel’s COVID-

19 vaccination program. Israel Journal of Health Policy Research. 2021;10(1):43. doi:10.1186/s13584-021-00481-x 

2.  Health.Gov.Il. https://datadashboard.health.gov.il/COVID-19/general 

 
 

 


