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Abstract

Background: Understanding adolescents' mental health during lockdown and

identifying those most at risk is an urgent public health challenge. This study sur-

veyed school pupils across Southern England during the first COVID‐19 school

lockdown to investigate situational factors associated with mental health difficulties

and how they relate to pupils' access to in‐school educational provision.
Methods: A total of 11,765 pupils in years 8–13 completed a survey in June–July

2020, including questions on mental health, risk indicators and access to school

provision. Pupils at home were compared to those accessing in‐school provision on

risk and contextual factors and mental health outcomes. Multilevel logistic

regression analyses compared the effect of eight risk and contextual factors,

including access to in‐school provision, on depression, anxiety and self‐reported
deterioration in mental wellbeing.

Results: Females, pupils who had experienced food poverty and those who had

previously accessed mental health support were at greatest risk of depression,

anxiety and a deterioration in wellbeing. Pupils whose parents were going out to

work and those preparing for national examinations in the subsequent school year

were also at increased risk. Pupils accessing in‐school provision had poorer mental

health, but this was accounted for by the background risk and contextual factors

assessed, in line with the allocation of in‐school places to more vulnerable pupils.

Conclusions: Although the strongest associations with poor mental health during

school closures were established risk factors, further contextual factors of partic-

ular relevance during lockdown had negative impacts on wellbeing. Identifying

those pupils at greatest risk for poor outcomes is critical for ensuring that appro-

priate educational and social support can be given to pupils either at home or in‐
school during subsequent lockdowns.

K E YWORD S

adolescent, COVID‐19, mental health, school

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, pro-

vided the original work is properly cited.

© 2021 The Authors. JCPP Advances published by John Wiley & Sons Ltdon behalf of Association for Child and Adolescent Mental Health.

JCPP Advances. 2021;e12021. wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/jcv2 - 1 of 9

https://doi.org/10.1002/jcv2.12021

brought to you by COREView metadata, citation and similar papers at core.ac.uk

provided by Apollo

https://core.ac.uk/display/475647711?utm_source=pdf&utm_medium=banner&utm_campaign=pdf-decoration-v1
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcv2.12021
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0342-7926
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1666-3012
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9342-2365
mailto:Karen.mansfield@psych.ox.ac.uk
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0342-7926
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1666-3012
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9342-2365
http://wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/jcv2
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcv2.12021


INTRODUCTION

The impact of the COVID‐19 pandemic and resulting lockdowns on

the mental health of young people is a significant societal

concern (Courtney et al., 2020; Holmes et al., 2020; Lee, 2020;

O'Connor et al., 2020; Townsend, 2020). Young people might be

affected by the immediate consequences of full or partial

school closures and changes to daily routine, potentially leading to

reduced social contact, loneliness and negative impacts on

their wellbeing (Brooks et al., 2020; Courtney et al., 2020;

Orben et al., 2020). These detrimental effects are especially likely

for school pupils who are already at risk of mental health

difficulties.

In March 2020, the first UK COVID‐19 national lockdown

commenced and schools were closed except to children whose par-

ents were essential workers (also known as ‘critical’ or key workers),

or those who were considered ‘vulnerable’, such as those with mental

health needs or living in care (Cabinet Office, 2020; Department for

Education, 2020). All other pupils were provided with varying de-

grees of educational support while at home. From 1 June, pupils in

some year groups were also invited back to school, such as those

approaching key national examinations. This implies that those

offered places in school could be more at risk of mental health dif-

ficulties than those who remained at home for one or more reasons;

either because they met the criteria for ‘vulnerability’, because their

parents were performing essential roles outside the family home or

because they needed to prepare for national examinations in the

forthcoming academic year.

There was a concern that partial school closures may reinforce

or exacerbate pre‐existing inequalities by disproportionally

affecting young people who are already at increased risk of poor

mental health (Armitage & Nellums, 2020; Van Lancker &

Parolin, 2020; Viner et al., 2020). School closures might have some

unique benefits to those pupils who frequently experience behav-

ioural difficulties or peer victimisation at school, but it might be

detrimental for many others with mental health problems due to

loss of support (Courtney et al., 2020; Golberstein et al., 2020;

Lee, 2020; YoungMinds, 2020). Cumulative risk factors within

homes, such as domestic abuse, limited physical space, economic

challenges and single parenthood, may contribute to increased

adversity, potentially leading to both immediate and long‐term
consequences for mental health (Clemens et al., 2020; Cluver

et al., 2020; Courtney et al., 2020; Crawley et al., 2020; Gilbert

et al., 2009; Usher et al., 2020).

To inform practice and policy for future periods of school lock-

down and long‐term consequences, this study investigates which

young people were most at risk of negative impacts during school

closures on their mental health and wellbeing (Golberstein

et al., 2020; Holmes et al., 2020; Lee, 2020; O'Connor et al., 2020)

and how increased risk relates to whether or not pupils were getting

access to in‐school educational provision. We used a large cross‐
sectional survey of school pupils during June–July 2020 and

compared established factors and lockdown‐specific demographic

and situational factors on three different outcomes: clinical depres-

sion, clinical anxiety and pupils' self‐reported deterioration of their

mental wellbeing.

METHODS

Design

OxWell is an annual cross‐sectional survey of schools and further

education colleges (FECs) in Southern England (Mansfield &

Fazel, 2020). This study analyses responses from pupils in years 8–13

(age 12 years and over), for whom the survey included the 25‐item
Revised Children's Anxiety and Depression Scales (RCADS) (Ebesu-

tani et al., 2012) and multiple questions to assess the risk of mental

health disorders.

Population

School pupils in years 8–13 (age 12–25 years) at state‐maintained
and independent secondary schools and FECs (excluding special

schools) in Oxfordshire, Berkshire, Buckinghamshire, Gloucestershire

and Wiltshire, plus six schools in North Somerset and Bristol.

Recruitment

Head teachers were invited to sign up their school via an email from

their local authority in May–July 2020. All participating schools sent

study information and opt‐out instructions to parents/guardians

before providing information and login instructions directly to pupils

or in some cases via parents.

Ethical considerations

All participants included in these analyses gave active online assent

to participate. Ethical approval (Ref. R62366/RE0010) was obtained

Key Points

� Studies reporting the effects of school lockdown on ad-

olescents' wellbeing are limited and results depend on

the study sample

� This study assessed depression, anxiety, self‐reported
change in wellbeing and situational risk in a large,

diverse sample of pupils during the first UK COVID‐19
school closures. This is the first study to compare the

wellbeing of pupils who remained at home with those

who were accessing in‐school provision, adjusting for

background factors

� Pupils accessing in‐school provision had poorer mental

health, accounted for by background contextual factors.

Pupils most likely to report deteriorations in wellbeing

were female, reported socio‐economic deprivation and

had previous mental health support or upcoming

examinations

� The risk groups identified would benefit from a broad

curriculum of support for education and wellbeing
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from the University of Oxford Medical Sciences Division Research

Ethics Committee.

Measures

The OxWell survey includes over 200 core questions that are

asked in annual surveys and additional questions that vary ac-

cording to emerging hypotheses, described further in the study

protocol (Mansfield et al., Submitted). All measures and questions

selected for this study are detailed in online Tables S1 and S2. We

selected mental health outcomes of depression and anxiety using

RCADS (Chorpita et al., 2000; Ebesutani et al., 2012) and of the

impact of school closures on mental wellbeing using a single item

measure of pupils' perceived change to their wellbeing during

lockdown. Predictors were selected that were background factors

that could not have been influenced by the outcomes and were a

proxy for established risk factors (relating to deprivation and

vulnerability), or other characteristics relevant to the allocation of

school places (essential worker parents and having upcoming

exams). Accordingly, the indicators of socio‐economic deprivation

selected were access to free school meals and experience of food

poverty. The indicators of potentially increased vulnerability were

female gender; previous access to mental health support (including

within school support); and living circumstances (with both parents

in one house compared to other configurations). Measures rele-

vant to the situational risk factors especially relevant to lockdown

were how often parents were going out to work (a proxy

for essential workers) or being in school years 10 or 12

(approaching UK national examinations in 2021 and thus invited

back to school from June 2020). ‘School’ and ‘school year’ were

selected as control variables in order to adjust for the variance due

to these factors.

Analysis plan

For respondents who answered all 25 RCADS items, t‐scores for

depression, anxiety and combined depression and anxiety were

calculated (Chorpita et al., 2000). All p‐values were corrected for

multiple testing using the false discovery rate, a recommended

correction to minimise false positive rates for exploratory analyses in

health studies (Glickman et al., 2014), and interpreted at the 95%

confidence level.

Outcomes

To investigate which groups were most at risk of clinical depression

and anxiety, we created binary RCADS outcomes using the diagnostic

thresholds (t‐scores ≥ 70) (Chorpita, 2020). To investigate which

groups were most likely to perceive their wellbeing to have deteri-

orated during lockdown, we created a binary outcome defining par-

ticipants who reported their wellbeing to be ‘slightly worse’ or ‘much

worse’ during lockdown.

Predictors

All predictors assessed were modelled as binary indicators. Predictor

variables included demographic measures (female gender), socio-

economic indicators (free school meals, experience of food poverty),

contextual indicators (previous access to mental health support, not

living with both parents) and situational factors relevant to lockdown

(upcoming examinations, parents in essential roles). The binary var-

iable for year groups with upcoming examinations and invited back to

school from June (years 10 and 12) used the remainder of pupils

(years 8, 9, 11 and 13) as the reference group. Children of essential

workers were identified by how many days their parents left the

house to go to work (‘most days’ or ‘every day’), referenced against

those whose parents only went out to work ‘sometimes’, ‘once or

twice’ or ‘never’. A further binary variable compared pupils who were

‘in‐school’ during lockdown (those who had left the house to go to

school at least once or twice) versus those who were ‘at home’ (pupils

who had ‘never’ attended school during lockdown at the time of

participation). This allowed a comparison of odds ratios (ORs) for

those eligible (and taking up in‐school places) to the other individual

situational risk and contextual indicators.

Models

Multilevel logistic regression analysis (R; lme4 package) (Bates

et al., 2014; R Core Team, 2020) was used to calculate ORs for each

factor for the three outcomes. In order to adjust for the variance

across schools and year groups, accounting for the nested structure

of the data, school and year group were included as random in-

tercepts. The set of predictors was identical for each outcome

(model), such that the regression coefficients reflect the independent

contribution of each variable on the outcome, adjusted for all other

variables. As a robustness test, we ran a very preliminary sensitivity

analysis aiming to account for non‐response bias, which included

weights based on ranking and auxiliary information for a subset of

demographics that could be matched with the Office for National

Statistics census data. We have reported results from the sensitivity

analysis when this affected the interpretation of significance levels.

RESULTS

Participants

Of the 65,082 potentially eligible pupils in years 8–13 at the 84

secondary schools and 7 FECs, 14,352 accessed the survey. Pupils

who did not access the survey were either not contacted by their

school (some schools chose not to invite all relevant year groups),

opted out by their parents (schools kept these records), did not read

the survey information sent by their school (either due to lack of

engagement or limited access to digital media) or chose not to

participate. Participants were excluded from the analysis if they

spent less than 10 min completing the survey or gave unrealistic or

inconsistent responses, leaving 11,765 eligible participants (82% of
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those who accessed the survey). Of these, 10,095 answered all 25

RCADS questions, 10,633 reported perceived change to mental

wellbeing and 10,784 provided information on how often they

physically attended school, which defined the study population (see

Table 1). A further 1252 participants had missing data for one or

more of the remaining predictors and were not included in the lo-

gistic regression models. Sixty‐three percentage of the sample was

female and response rates declined for older year groups. Partici-

pants were aged 12–21, and 315 (3% of the study population) were

over 18 and technically adults. The prevalence in this sample of

above the clinical threshold depression was 14% and for anxiety it

was 10%, with 38% reporting their wellbeing to be worse during

lockdown.

Educational provision

Those at home were compared with those in‐school (unadjusted
frequencies) to assess the extent to which the group in‐school scored
higher on the individual risk and contextual indicators (Table 1).

2,908 (27%) of the sample reported that they had left their homes to

go to school, of which most were in years 10 (1136 = 39%) and 12

(568 = 20%). Of those receiving educational provision at home, 17%

were in year 10 and 12% were in year 12. Most of the risk and

contextual indicators were higher for those who had accessed in‐
school provision. Compared with pupils at home full‐time, a slightly

higher proportion of those in‐school reported ever experiencing food
poverty (11% vs. 9%, p = .0001), not living with both parents (23% vs.

19%, p < .0001), receiving previous mental health support (29% vs.

23%, p < .0001) and parents being essential workers (43% vs. 36%,

p < .0001). The prevalence of above the clinical threshold depression

in this sample was greater for the in‐school group (17% vs. 13%,

p < .0001), as was anxiety (13% vs. 9%, p < .0001). Pupils with in‐
school educational provision were also more likely to report that

their wellbeing was worse during lockdown (42% vs. 36%, p < .0001).

Risk factors for mental health difficulties

Depression and anxiety, and self‐reported deterioration to wellbeing,
were each modelled against the demographic and situational in-

dicators. Adjusted ORs and 95% confidence intervals were calculated

(see Table 2), where all indicators were accounted for together in

each model.

Depression and anxiety

Risk of depression was found to be higher for females (adjusted

OR = 3.62, p < .0001), pupils who had previously accessed mental

health support (adjusted OR = 3.91, p < .0001) and those who had

ever experienced food poverty (adjusted OR = 3.36, p < .0001).

Increased risk of depression was also found for pupils whose parents

were likely essential workers (adjusted OR = 1.34, p < .0001), pupils

who were approaching national examinations (adjusted OR = 1.46,

p < .0001) and a small increased risk for pupils not living with both

TAB L E 1 Sample characteristics according to home or in‐school educational provision

Variables

Educational provision: n (%)

At home In‐school Total n in

comparisonN = 7876 N = 2908 N = 10784

Demographics (years grouped as binary indicator in

models)

Gender (female) 4943 (63%) 1836 (64%) 6779 (63%) 10,709

School year 8 2399 (31%) 520 (18%) 2919 (27%) 2919

School year 9 2098 (27%) 562 (19%) 2660 (25%) 2660

School year 10 (upcoming exams) 1324 (17%) 1136 (39%) 2460 (23%) 2460

School year 11 794 (10%) 85 (3%) 879 (8%) 879

School year 12 (upcoming exams) 957 (12%) 568 (20%) 1525 (14%) 1525

School year 13 304 (4%) 37 (1%) 341 (3%) 341

Situational risk and contextual factors Not living with both parents 1465 (19%) 652 (23%) 2117 (20%) 10,607

Free school meals 584 (7%) 233 (8%) 817 (8%) 10,784

Ever experienced food poverty 647 (9%) 312 (11%) 959 (9%) 10,390

Past access to mental health

support

1821 (23%) 835 (29%) 2656 (25%) 10,696

Essential worker parents 2672 (36%) 1194 (43%) 3866 (38%) 10,266

Outcomes RCADS depression caseness 914 (13%) 447 (17%) 1361 (14%) 9786

RCADS anxiety caseness 623 (9%) 334 (13%) 957 (10%) 9786

Self‐reported worse wellbeing 2713 (36%) 1188 (42%) 3901 (38%) 10,415

Note: The term “n” refers to the total number included in each reported comparison between pupils at home versus those accessing in‐school provision;
percentages reported are of the pupils who were in the relevant group (columns: home/school) and provided data for the relevant question (rows:

factors).

Abbreviation: RCADS, Revised Children's Anxiety and Depression Scales.
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parents (adjusted OR = 1.20, p = .0294) that was not significant in

the sensitivity analysis that included non‐response weights

(OR = 1.18, p = .0565).

There was no association between self‐reported eligibility for

free school meals and depression. The group allocated to in‐school
educational provision did not show clear evidence of elevated risk

of depression in this adjusted model (adjusted OR = 1.16, p = .0640).

For the model predicting anxiety, the risk factors demonstrated a

similar pattern to that seen for depression (Figure 1). Pupils not living

with both parents were not at elevated risk of anxiety. Pupils

accessing in‐school provision had a small but significant increased

risk of anxiety (adjusted OR = 1.20, p = .0495), but this was not

significant in the weighted analysis (OR = 1.20, p = .0514).

Self‐reported deterioration to mental wellbeing

Factors associated with increased risk followed a similar pattern for

self‐reported deterioration of mental wellbeing during lockdown to

the pattern for depression and anxiety (Figure 1). For factors espe-

cially relevant to the school lockdown, namely having key worker

parents or preparing for key examinations in 2021, ORs for reporting

wellbeing to be worse during lockdown were similar in magnitude to

the clinical outcomes. For the deprivation and vulnerability pre-

dictors, ORs were smaller than those for the validated clinical

measures.

DISCUSSION

This study provides insight into the mental health and wellbeing of

different groups during the partial school closures of the first UK

COVID‐19 school lockdown in 2020 and how this relates to which

pupils took up in‐school places. The results show that those who

were accessing on‐site school were more likely to have depression or
anxiety and were more likely to report a deterioration in their

wellbeing. However, the poorer outcomes for the group in‐school
were accounted for by pre‐existing vulnerability (e.g. experiencing

TAB L E 2 Logistic regression of mental health and self‐reported worse wellbeing with adjusted odds ratios for all risk and contextual
factors

Outcome Predictor
Adjusted odds
ratio

95% Confidence
interval p‐Value

Depression (RCADS depression subscale t‐score ≥ 70)

(n = 8798)

In‐school provision 1.16 1.00, 1.35 .0640

Upcoming exams (year 10 or 12) 1.46 1.26, 1.69 <.0001

Not living with both parents 1.20 1.03, 1.40 .0294

Free school meals 1.03 0.81, 1.32 .7820

Ever experienced food poverty 3.36 2.79, 4.04 <.0001

Past access to mental health

support

3.91 3.42, 4.47 <.0001

Female gender 3.62 3.04, 4.32 <.0001

Essential worker parents 1.34 1.18, 1.54 <.0001

Anxiety (RCADS anxiety subscale t‐score ≥ 70) (n = 8798) In‐school provision 1.20 1.01, 1.42 .0495

Upcoming exams (year 10 or 12) 1.49 1.24, 1.77 <.0001

Not living with both parents 0.98 0.82, 1.17 .8151

Free school meals 1.04 0.79, 1.37 .8151

Ever experienced food poverty 3.03 2.48, 3.70 <.0001

Past access to mental health

support

3.83 3.29, 4.47 <.0001

Female gender 2.55 2.10, 3.10 <.0001

Essential worker parents 1.25 1.07, 1.46 .0063

Wellbeing got worse (n = 9309) In‐school provision 1.10 0.98, 1.22 .0977

Upcoming exams (year 10 or 12) 1.54 1.37, 1.73 <.0001

Not living with both parents 1.31 1.17, 1.47 <.0001

Free school meals 0.84 0.70, 1.00 .0515

Ever experienced food poverty 1.82 1.57, 2.11 <.0001

Past access to mental health

support

1.77 1.60, 1.96 <.0001

Female gender 1.88 1.70, 2.08 <.0001

Essential worker parents 1.25 1.14, 1.37 <.0001

Abbreviation: RCADS, Revised Children's Anxiety and Depression Scales.
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food poverty and previous access to mental health support), in line

with the practice during the first lockdown of trying to prioritise

in‐school places to the pupils who most needed them. Increased risk

for poor mental health was not only associated with the established

indicators of vulnerability and deprivation but also associated

with contextual factors especially relevant during the lockdown

measures – pupils approaching national examinations and parents

performing essential roles.

Pupils who were accessing on‐site school were hypothesised to

represent a higher risk group due to some of the criteria used to

allocate school places (especially vulnerability) and schools' knowl-

edge of which pupils met those criteria. As predicted, the group

accessing on‐site educational provision had both higher scores on

pre‐existing risk and vulnerability factors and poorer mental health

outcomes than their peers at home. However, with adjustment for

each of the individual indicators, effects of accessing in‐school pro-
vision on mental health outcomes were not robust and any differ-

ences between the groups should be interpreted with caution.

Besides the national criteria for vulnerable children and children of

essential workers, many schools used other information, at their

discretion, to allocate places to the most vulnerable (Husband, D.,

personal communication, 7 September 2020), which might have

included implicit or explicit knowledge of pupils' current mental

health. Further studies could aim to clarify how different adaptations

of in‐school provision might have impacted mental health either

positively or negatively.

Factors associated with the highest odds of a deterioration of

mental wellbeing, as well as depression and anxiety, were established

risk factors, confirming predictions that more vulnerable young

people would be at greater risk of mental health problems during the

partial school closures (Armitage & Nellums, 2020; Van Lancker &

Parolin, 2020). We found that pupils who had previously accessed

mental health support had almost four times the odds of reaching

clinical thresholds for depression and anxiety and were also more

likely to report a further deterioration of their wellbeing. This is

consistent with the finding by YoungMinds that 80% of the 2036

adolescents surveyed with pre‐existing mental health needs felt that

their mental health had become worse during the pandemic

(YoungMinds, 2020). This deterioration may be related to the

reduced school provision during lockdown, missing many of the usual

school rituals and structures, including interactions with peers and

school staff, structured and unstructured daytime activities and

systems of support (Courtney et al., 2020; Golberstein et al., 2020;

Lee, 2020; YoungMinds, 2020). Notably, female pupils were espe-

cially at increased risk of depression, consistent with other studies

(Altemus et al., 2014). Self‐reported food poverty was higher than

self‐reported eligibility for free school meals, and pupils reporting

food poverty had more than three times the odds of having

depression or anxiety. In contrast, self‐reported access to free school
meals was not reliably related to any of the mental health outcomes

and did not differ according to educational provision, possibly due to

pupils not being fully aware of which category they might fall into.

In addition to the established risk factors of vulnerability,

deprivation and gender, a slightly increased risk was identified on all

three mental health outcomes for factors especially relevant to

lockdown. The first of these is the increased risk for pupils in school

years 10 and 12, who were invited back to school from June to help

them prepare for key examinations in 2021. These pupils were

F I GUR E 1 Adjusted odds ratios and 95% confidence intervals for depression, anxiety and self‐reported worse wellbeing during school
closures
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hypothesised to represent a group at increased risk during lockdown

because they might experience longer term impacts of school clo-

sures on their educational and vocational outcomes, a hypothesis

which is in line with responses to some smaller surveys suggesting

that young people's mental health was impacted during lockdown by

concerns about academic performance (NHS Digital, 2020; Young-

Minds, 2020). These concerns might relate to reduced instruction

time for key components of the curriculum, which could be

more detrimental for pupils approaching national examinations. Pu-

pils whose parents were leaving the house to go to work most

days during lockdown were also more likely to report their wellbeing

to be worse, potentially reflecting concerns about their parents or

increased stress and reduced support at home (Clemens et al., 2020).

The fact that pupils of essential workers were at increased risk even

when controlling for other key characteristics, including in‐school
provision, supports the allocation of school places to these pupils

during lockdowns and has implications for targeting support.

Limitations

This survey reports cross‐sectional data and so causal interpretations
cannot be inferred. This limitation was mitigated to some extent by

addressing two issues. Firstly, demographic and situational predictors

that could not have been influenced by current mental health or

wellbeing (such as food poverty) were selected, and secondly, lock-

down‐specific outcome measures of pupils' perceived change to their
wellbeing were included. ORs for risk factors on pupils' perceived

change to their wellbeing (which was a single item subjective mea-

sure) were notably smaller than for the validated, composite mea-

sures of depression and anxiety using the RCADS, which are more

reliable. However, depression and anxiety measured by the RCADS

might reflect accumulated influences on mental health from before

and during lockdown. Therefore, in order to form an impression of

the extent to which mental wellbeing was impacted by school clo-

sures, both the validated RCADS outcomes and the subjective mea-

sure of change to wellbeing were considered together. This analysis is

also restricted to background situational factors that were predicted

to increase the negative impacts of school closures on mental health

for some adolescents and did not try to assess factors that might

have mediated effects on wellbeing over the course of lockdown,

such as relationships at home or school, which are even more difficult

to interpret in cross‐sectional data.
A number of considerations should be taken into account before

generalising these findings to broader school populations. This study

recruited only a selection of schools and FECs in Southern England

and excluded special schools. A small proportion of the study sample

was over 18, for whom the experience of lockdown might have been

moderated by increased access to some resources. It is important to

keep in mind that our findings represent the wellbeing of a broad

sample of school pupils and older students at FECs. Furthermore,

63% of respondents were female and, in order to protect partici-

pants' identity, neither ethnicity nor special educational needs pro-

vision were asked. The analysis sample did not include many pupils

who were at home during the lockdown period and less engaged

with their remote educational provision or did not have good access

to WiFi or equipment. The percentage of respondents who reported

being eligible for free school meals is comparable to the 2019 de-

mographic for the schools included in analyses, but lower than the

England statistic for 2019 (14%). However, this study does mitigate

some of the biases common to adolescent mental health research

carried out during the pandemic (Pierce et al., 2020), reaching

some of the more generalisable and vulnerable school‐aged pop-

ulations in a sample large enough to detect the effects of these

vulnerabilities. Also, we attempted to address the role of non‐
response bias on the results using a preliminary sensitivity analysis

that included weights based on a selection of demographics that

could be matched to the ONS census data, which did not affect our

main conclusions.

Further research is needed, utilising mixed methodology, so that

the experience of pupils attending in‐school educational provision, as
well as understanding the broader needs of the many stakeholders

involved, is fully explored. Young people will be key in identifying

many of the possible ways that some of the additional risks can be

addressed. Additional studies might be able to examine how school

closures impact different aspects of pupils' lives and how these relate

to mental health.

CONCLUSION

Our findings highlight how young people already at increased risk of

mental health difficulties due to existing deprivation and vulnera-

bilities were more likely to perceive their mental wellbeing to have

deteriorated during lockdown, amplifying existing inequalities. In

addition to the predicted vulnerabilities, two new risk groups were

identified as being affected by the pandemic: adolescents

approaching key examinations in the next academic year and those

whose parents were likely performing essential roles during lock-

down. This study raises awareness of the needs of those children

who are most likely eligible for in‐school places during periods of

national lockdown. Compared to their counterparts who are

accessing educational provision at home, those meeting the criteria

for in‐school places will likely need good access to a range of

educational and social activities to alleviate some of the additional

pressures experienced during national lockdown periods as well as

access to pastoral support.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The authors would like to thank all the pupils who took the time to

participate in the OxWell school survey, and their parents who

supported the survey and sent us helpful questions and feedback.

They also thank the many staff at all the participating schools for the

considerable time and planning they put into conducting the survey

at a hectic time and contacting parents and recruiting their pupils.

The authors also thank the many colleagues in local authorities and

clinical commissioning groups, including Donna Husband, Lajla

Johansson, Giovanni Ferri and Janette Fullwood, for all their time and

support in promoting the survey. They would also like to thank

Pauline Foster and Elaine Purse at Foster and Brown and Kate

Saunders for initial introductions. They thank Elise Sellars, Cameron

Bell and Kirsten Bell in their study team for their work communi-

cating with school partners. They also thank Tamsin Ford, Keith

Hawton, Andrea Cipriani, Cathy Creswell, John Geddes, Alejo

MANSFIELD ET AL. - 7 of 9



Nevado‐Holgado and Alan Stein for their generous advice. They

would also thank the University of Oxford Medical Sciences Division

Research Ethics Committee for their rapid responses to numerous

amendments.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT

The authors have declared that they have no competing or potential

conflicts of interest.

ETHICAL STATEMENT

Ethical approval was granted by the University of Oxford Medical

Sciences Division Research Ethics Committee (Reference R62366/

RE0010 and RE0011). Participating schools sent a detailed infor-

mation sheet to parents of school pupils under 16 years of age, with

contact details for the research team and instructions on how to

opt‐out by contacting the school. All pupils were asked to watch a

3‐min video about the survey content and how the responses

are stored and used. Pupils provided active assent to participate in

the research (for pupils under 16) or informed consent (for

those over 16) before starting the survey. It was made clear to

pupils both before and within the survey that the research was

voluntary and that they could skip any questions that they did not

want to answer.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Karen Mansfield and Mina Fazel conceptualised the study, acquired

funding, designed and carried out the investigation and coordinated

the research planning and project administration. Karen Mansfield,

Danielle Newby, Christoph Jindra and Galit Geulayov performed data

curation. Karen Mansfield, Danielle Newby, Christoph Jindra, Nem-

anja Vaci and John Gallacher developed the methodology and formal

analysis models. Danielle Newby developed the analysis code and ran

the models, including validation using a sensitivity analysis, with

support from Karen Mansfield and Galit Geulayov. Karen Mansfield,

Emma Soneson, John Gallacher and Mina Fazel prepared the original

draft of the manuscript and contributed to the general presentation.

Galit Geulayov, Danielle Newby, Christoph Jindra and Nemanja Vaci

critically reviewed and edited the draft. All authors checked and

approved the final version of the manuscript.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The data that support the findings of this study are available on

request from the corresponding author as an anonymised data

extract in accordance with research governance procedures. The

data are not publicly available due to privacy or ethical restrictions.

ORCID

Karen L. Mansfield https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0342-7926

Emma Soneson https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1666-3012

Mina Fazel https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9342-2365

REFERENCES

Altemus, M., Sarvaiya, N., & Neill Epperson, C. (2014). Sex differences in

anxiety and depression clinical perspectives. Frontiers in Neuroendo-
crinology, 35(3), 320–330. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.yfrne.2014.05.
004

Armitage, R., & Nellums, L. B. (2020). Considering inequalities in the

school closure response to COVID‐19. Lancet Global Health, 8(5),
e644. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2214‐109X(20)30116‐9

Bates, D., Mächler, M., Bolker, B., & Walker, S. (2015). Fitting Linear

Mixed‐Effects Models Using lme4. Journal of Statistical Software,
67(1). http://dx.doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01

Brooks, S. K., Webster, R. K., Smith, L. E., Woodland, L., Wessely, S.,

Greenberg, N., & Rubin, G. J. (2020). The psychological impact of

quarantine and how to reduce it: Rapid review of the evidence.

Lancet, 395(10227), 912–920. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140‐6736
(20)30460‐8

Cabinet Office. (2020). Critical workers who can access schools or educational
settings. Gov.UK. https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/

coronavirus‐covid‐19‐maintaining‐educational‐provision/guidance‐
for‐schools‐colleges‐and‐local‐authorities‐on‐maintaining‐educational‐
provision

Chorpita, B. F. (2020). Revised Children's Anxiety and Depression Scale: User's
guide. UCLA Child First Site. Retrieved June 30, 2021 from https://

www.childfirst.ucla.edu/wp‐content/uploads/sites/163/2021/
02/RCADSUsersGuide20210216.pdf (ucla.edu)

Chorpita, B. F., Yim, L., Moffitt, C., Umemoto, L. A., & Francis, S. E. (2000).

Assessment of symptoms of DSM‐IV anxiety and depression in

children: A Revised Child Anxiety and Depression Scale. Behaviour
Research and Therapy, 38(8), 835–855. https://doi.org/10.1016/

s0005‐7967(99)00130‐8
Clemens, V., Deschamps, P., Fegert, J. M., Anagnostopoulos, D.,

Bailey, S., Doyle, M., Eliez, S., Hansen, A. S., Hebebrand, J.,

Hillegers, M., Jacobs, B., Karwautz, A., Kiss, E., Kotsis, K.,

Kumperscak, H. G., Pejovic‐Milovancevic, M., Christensen, A. M.

R., Raynaud, J.‐P., Westerinen, H., & Visnapuu‐Bernadt, P.

(2020). Potential effects of ‘social’ distancing measures and

school lockdown on child and adolescent mental health. Euro-
pean Child & Adolescent Psychiatry, 29(6), 739–742. https://doi.

org/10.1007/s00787‐020‐01549‐w
Cluver, L., Lachman, J. M., Sherr, L., Wessels, I., Krug, E., Rakotomalala, S.,

Blight, S., Hillis, S., Bachman, G., Green, O., Butchart, A., Tomlinson,

M., Ward, C. L., Doubt, J., & McDonald, K. (2020). Parenting in a time

of COVID‐19. Lancet, 395(10231), e64. https://doi.org/10.1016/

S0140‐6736(20)30736‐4
Courtney, D., Watson, P., Battaglia, M., Mulsant, B. H., & Szatmari, P.

(2020). COVID‐19 impacts on child and youth anxiety and

depression: Challenges and opportunities. Canadian Journal of
Psychiatry, 65(10), 688–691. https://doi.org/10.1177/0706743720
935646

Crawley, E., Loades, M., Feder, G., Logan, S., Redwood, S., & Macleod, J.

(2020). Wider collateral damage to children in the UK because of the

social distancing measures designed to reduce the impact of COVID‐
19 in adults. BMJ Paediatrics Open, 4(1), e000701. https://doi.org/10.
1136/bmjpo‐2020‐000701

Department for Education. (2020). Supporting vulnerable children and young
people during the coronavirus (COVID‐19) outbreak – Actions for
educational providers and other partners. Gov.UK. https://www.gov.uk/
government/publications/coronavirus‐covid‐19‐guidance‐on‐vulnerable‐
children‐and‐young‐people/coronavirus‐covid‐19‐guidance‐on‐
vulnerable‐children‐and‐young‐people

Ebesutani, C., Reise, S. P., Chorpita, B. F., Ale, C., Regan, J., Young, J.,

Higa‐McMillan, C., & Weisz, J. R. (2012). The Revised Child

Anxiety and Depression Scale‐Short Version: Scale reduction via

exploratory bifactor modeling of the broad anxiety factor. Psy-
chological Assessment, 24(4), 833–845. https://doi.org/10.1037/

a0027283

Gilbert, R., Widom, C. S., Browne, K., Fergusson, D., Webb, E., & Janson, S.

(2009). Burden and consequences of child maltreatment in high‐
income countries. Lancet, 373(9657), 68–81. https://doi.org/10.

1016/S0140‐6736(08)61706‐7
Glickman, M. E., Rao, S. R., & Schultz, M. R. (2014). False discovery rate

control is a recommended alternative to Bonferroni‐type adjust-

ments in health studies. Journal of Clinical Epidemiology, 67(8),
850–857. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2014.03.012

8 of 9 - MANSFIELD ET AL.

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0342-7926
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0342-7926
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1666-3012
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1666-3012
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9342-2365
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9342-2365
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.yfrne.2014.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.yfrne.2014.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2214-109X%2820%2930116-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736%2820%2930460-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736%2820%2930460-8
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/coronavirus%2Dcovid%2D19%2Dmaintaining%2Deducational%2Dprovision/guidance%2Dfor%2Dschools%2Dcolleges%2Dand%2Dlocal%2Dauthorities%2Don%2Dmaintaining%2Deducational%2Dprovision%2520%2D%2520critical%2Dworkers
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/coronavirus%2Dcovid%2D19%2Dmaintaining%2Deducational%2Dprovision/guidance%2Dfor%2Dschools%2Dcolleges%2Dand%2Dlocal%2Dauthorities%2Don%2Dmaintaining%2Deducational%2Dprovision%2520%2D%2520critical%2Dworkers
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/coronavirus%2Dcovid%2D19%2Dmaintaining%2Deducational%2Dprovision/guidance%2Dfor%2Dschools%2Dcolleges%2Dand%2Dlocal%2Dauthorities%2Don%2Dmaintaining%2Deducational%2Dprovision%2520%2D%2520critical%2Dworkers
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/coronavirus%2Dcovid%2D19%2Dmaintaining%2Deducational%2Dprovision/guidance%2Dfor%2Dschools%2Dcolleges%2Dand%2Dlocal%2Dauthorities%2Don%2Dmaintaining%2Deducational%2Dprovision%2520%2D%2520critical%2Dworkers
https://www.childfirst.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/163/2021/02/RCADSUsersGuide20210216.pdf
https://www.childfirst.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/163/2021/02/RCADSUsersGuide20210216.pdf
https://www.childfirst.ucla.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/163/2021/02/RCADSUsersGuide20210216.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0005-7967%2899%2900130-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0005-7967%2899%2900130-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-020-01549-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00787-020-01549-w
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736%2820%2930736-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736%2820%2930736-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/0706743720935646
https://doi.org/10.1177/0706743720935646
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjpo%2D2020-000701
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjpo%2D2020-000701
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/coronavirus%2Dcovid%2D19%2Dguidance%2Don%2Dvulnerable%2Dchildren%2Dand%2Dyoung%2Dpeople/coronavirus%2Dcovid%2D19%2Dguidance%2Don%2Dvulnerable%2Dchildren%2Dand%2Dyoung%2Dpeople
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/coronavirus%2Dcovid%2D19%2Dguidance%2Don%2Dvulnerable%2Dchildren%2Dand%2Dyoung%2Dpeople/coronavirus%2Dcovid%2D19%2Dguidance%2Don%2Dvulnerable%2Dchildren%2Dand%2Dyoung%2Dpeople
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/coronavirus%2Dcovid%2D19%2Dguidance%2Don%2Dvulnerable%2Dchildren%2Dand%2Dyoung%2Dpeople/coronavirus%2Dcovid%2D19%2Dguidance%2Don%2Dvulnerable%2Dchildren%2Dand%2Dyoung%2Dpeople
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/coronavirus%2Dcovid%2D19%2Dguidance%2Don%2Dvulnerable%2Dchildren%2Dand%2Dyoung%2Dpeople/coronavirus%2Dcovid%2D19%2Dguidance%2Don%2Dvulnerable%2Dchildren%2Dand%2Dyoung%2Dpeople
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027283
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027283
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736%2808%2961706-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736%2808%2961706-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2014.03.012
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0342-7926
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1666-3012
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9342-2365


Golberstein, E., Wen, H., & Miller, B. F. (2020). Coronavirus disease 2019

(COVID‐19) and mental health for children and adolescents. JAMA
Pediatrics, 174(9), 819–820. https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.
2020.1456

Holmes, E. A., O'Connor, R. C., Perry, V. H., Tracey, I., Wessely, S.,

Arseneault, L., Ballard, C., Christensen, H., Cohen Silver, R., Everall, I.,

Ford, T., John, A., Kabir, T., King, K., Madan, I., Michie, S., Przybylski,

A. K., Shafran, R., Sweeney, A., … Bullmore, E. (2020). Multidisci-

plinary research priorities for the COVID‐19 pandemic: A call for

action for mental health science. Lancet Psychiatry, 7(6), 547–560.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215‐0366(20)30168‐1

Lee, J. (2020). Mental health effects of school closures during COVID‐19.
Lancet Child & Adolescent Health, 4(6), 421. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S2352‐4642(20)30109‐7

Mansfield, K. L., & Fazel, M. (2020). OxWell school survey. University of

Oxford. https://www.psych.ox.ac.uk/research/schoolmentalhealth

Mansfield, K. L., Puntis, S., Soneson, E., Cipriani, A., Geulayov, G., & Fazel,

M. (Submitted). Study Protocol: The OxWell annual school survey
investigating social, emotional and behavioural factors associated with
mental health and wellbeing.

NHS Digital. (2020). Mental health of children and young people in England,
2020: Wave 1 follow up to the 2017 survey. https://digital.nhs.uk/
data‐and‐information/publications/statistical/mental‐health‐of‐children‐
and‐young‐people‐in‐england/2020‐wave‐1‐follow‐up

O'Connor, D. B., Aggleton, J. P., Chakrabarti, B., Cooper, C. L., Creswell, C.,

Dunsmuir, S., Fiske, S. T., Gathercole, S., Gough, B., Ireland, J. L.,

Jones, M. V., Jowett, A., Kagan, C., Karanika‐Murray, M., Kaye, L. K.,

Kumari, V., Lewandowsky, S., Lightman, S., Malpass, D., … (2020).

Research priorities for the COVID‐19 pandemic and beyond: A call

to action for psychological science. British Journal of Psychology,
111(4), 603–629. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12468

Orben, A., Tomova, L., & Blakemore, S. J. (2020). The effects of social

deprivation on adolescent development and mental health. Lancet
Child & Adolescent Health, 4(8), 634–640. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S2352‐4642(20)30186‐3

Pierce, M., McManus, S., Jessop, C., John, A., Hotopf, M., Ford, T., Hatch, S.,

Wessely, S., & Abel, K. M. (2020). Says who? The significance of sam-

pling in mental health surveys during COVID‐19. Lancet Psychiatry,
7(7), 567–568. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215‐0366(20)30237‐6

R Core Team. (2020). R: A language and environment for statistical
computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing. https://www.R‐
project.org/

Townsend, E. (2020). Debate: The impact of school closures and lockdown

on mental health in young people. Child and Adolescent Mental Health,
25(4), 265–266. https://doi.org/10.1111/camh.12428

Usher, K., Bhullar, N., Durkin, J., Gyamfi, N., & Jackson, D. (2020). Family

violence and COVID‐19: Increased vulnerability and reduced op-

tions for support. International Journal of Mental Health Nursing, 29(4),
549–552. https://doi.org/10.1111/inm.12735

Van Lancker, W., & Parolin, Z. (2020). COVID‐19, school closures, and
child poverty: A social crisis in the making. Lancet Public Health, 5(5),
e243–e244. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468‐2667(20)30084‐0

Viner, R. M., Russell, S. J., Croker, H., Packer, J., Ward, J., Stansfield, C.,

Mytton, O., Bonell, C., & Booy, R. (2020). School closure and man-

agement practices during coronavirus outbreaks including COVID‐
19: A rapid systematic review. Lancet Child & Adolescent Health, 4(5),
397–404. https://doi.org/10.1016/S2352‐4642(20)30095‐X

YoungMinds. (2020). Coronavirus: Impact on young people with mental
health needs. https://youngminds.org.uk/media/3904/coronavirus‐
report‐summer‐2020‐final.pdf

SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Additional supporting information may be found online in the Sup-

porting Information section at the end of this article.

How to cite this article: Mansfield, K. L., Newby, D., Soneson,

E., Vaci, N., Jindra, C., Geulayov, G., Gallacher, J., & Fazel, M.

(2021). COVID‐19 partial school closures and mental health

problems: A cross‐sectional survey of 11,000 adolescents to

determine those most at risk. JCPP Advances, e12021. https://

doi.org/10.1111/jcv2.12021

MANSFIELD ET AL. - 9 of 9

https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2020.1456
https://doi.org/10.1001/jamapediatrics.2020.1456
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366%2820%2930168-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2352-4642%2820%2930109-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2352-4642%2820%2930109-7
https://www.psych.ox.ac.uk/research/schoolmentalhealth
https://digital.nhs.uk/data%2Dand%2Dinformation/publications/statistical/mental%2Dhealth%2Dof%2Dchildren%2Dand%2Dyoung%2Dpeople%2Din%2Dengland/2020%2Dwave%2D1%2Dfollow%2Dup
https://digital.nhs.uk/data%2Dand%2Dinformation/publications/statistical/mental%2Dhealth%2Dof%2Dchildren%2Dand%2Dyoung%2Dpeople%2Din%2Dengland/2020%2Dwave%2D1%2Dfollow%2Dup
https://digital.nhs.uk/data%2Dand%2Dinformation/publications/statistical/mental%2Dhealth%2Dof%2Dchildren%2Dand%2Dyoung%2Dpeople%2Din%2Dengland/2020%2Dwave%2D1%2Dfollow%2Dup
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12468
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2352-4642%2820%2930186-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2352-4642%2820%2930186-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366%2820%2930237-6
https://www.R-project.org/
https://www.R-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1111/camh.12428
https://doi.org/10.1111/inm.12735
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667%2820%2930084-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2352-4642%2820%2930095%2DX
https://youngminds.org.uk/media/3904/coronavirus%2Dreport%2Dsummer%2D2020%2Dfinal.pdf
https://youngminds.org.uk/media/3904/coronavirus%2Dreport%2Dsummer%2D2020%2Dfinal.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcv2.12021
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcv2.12021

	amalicsdk䠢
	amalicsdk䲔
	catch_httpiadrcomi4apagesindexcfmpageid4537શ
	catch_httpiadrcomi4apagesindexcfmpageid4537亄
	catch_httpsdoiorg101002capr12191䕭
	description䗬",
	catch_httpsdoiorg101111jnc14122䳲
	catch_httpsdoiorg101111jnc14122堮
	catch_httpsdoiorg101111jvim0006㵰
	catch_httpsdoiorg101111jvim0006䋷
	catch_httpsdoiorg101111jvim0006䏔
	catch_httpsdoiorg101111jvim0006嵼
	descriptio乹,",
	catch_httpsdoiorg101111jvim1006䡅
	catch_httpsdoiorg101111jvim1006䮒
	catch_httpsdoiorg101111jvim1006䯞
	catch_httpsdoiorg101111jvim1006慿
	catch_httpsdoiorg101111jvim9005䡵
	catch_httpsdoiorg101111jvim9005䵅
	catch_httpsdoiorg101111jvim9005䶢
	catch_httpsdoiorg101111jvim9005埖
	description䗪",
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000184810294䉫
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000184810294䒆
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000184810294䪪
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000185954994㫔
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000185954994㬟
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000185954994䈍
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000185954994䔭
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000185954994䘩
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000185954994䦊
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000185954994䨄
	catch_httpsorcidorg000000019933135XϢ
	catch_httpsorcidorg000000019933135X㭶
	catch_httpsorcidorg000000019933135X㲙
	catch_httpsorcidorg000000019933135X㵎
	catch_httpsorcidorg000000019933135X㹊
	catch_httpsorcidorg000000019933135X㾌
	catch_httpsorcidorg000000019933135X䄥
	catch_httpsorcidorg000000019933135X䋕
	catch_httpsorcidorg000000019933135X䎲
	catch_httpsorcidorg000000019933135X䢿
	catch_httpsorcidorg000000019933135X光
	catch_httpsorcidorg000000019933135X嵑
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000225290409ඓ
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000225290409බ
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000225290409䛌
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000225290409䜈
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000225290409䜬
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000229907808㹎
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000229907808䄑
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000229907808䆻
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000236734319ሥ
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000236734319㴥
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000236734319䊭
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000236734319䤦
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000236734319䩬
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000312674785㿈
	catch_httpsorcidorg0000000312674785䒯
	description
	catch_httpwwwgerodontologyeunextmeettngphpટ
	catch_httpwwwgerodontologyeunextmeettngphp亏
	davidwellergmailcom६
	davidwellergmailcom䙛
	mtakivetmedhokudaiacjp㲑
	mtakivetmedhokudaiacjp㾂
	COVID‐19 partial school closures and mental health problems: A cross‐sectional survey of 11,000 adolescents to determine th ...
	INTRODUCTION
	METHODS
	Design
	Population
	Recruitment
	Ethical considerations
	Measures
	Analysis plan
	Models


	RESULTS
	Participants
	Educational provision
	Risk factors for mental health difficulties
	Depression and anxiety
	Self‐reported deterioration to mental wellbeing


	DISCUSSION
	Limitations

	CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	ETHICAL STATEMENT
	AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT


