
Title: Measuring voluntary social distancing behavior during the COVID-19 pandemic 

Authors: *Youpei Yan,1 Amyn A. Malik,2,3 Jude Bayham,4 Eli P. Fenichel,1 Chandra Couzens,5 

and Saad B. Omer2,3,5,6 

Affiliations: 

1 Yale University, School of Forestry and Environmental Studies, New Haven, CT, USA 06511 

2 Yale Institute for Global Health, New Haven, CT, USA 06510 

3 Yale School of Medicine, New Haven, CT, USA 06510  

4 Colorado State University, Fort Collins, CO, USA 80523 

5 Yale School of Public Health, New Haven, CT, USA 06510 

6 Yale School of Nursing, Orange, CT, USA 06477 

*Correspondence to: youpei.yan@yale.edu 

 

Short title: Voluntary response to COVID-19 cases 

One Sentence Summary: People respond to COVID-19 risk and to state orders, though the 

response to orders crowds out some of the voluntary response. 

 

Abstract: Staying home is an important part of the effort to contain COVID-19 and limit deaths. 

Every state in the United States has enacted policies to encourage distancing and staying home. 

An important question is how these policies interact with individuals’ voluntary responses to 

COVID-19 cases and deaths. We find evidence of a non-trivial voluntary response to local and 

nationally reported COVID-19 cases and deaths.  



Main Text:  

Worldwide, people are staying home to reduce transmission of the SAR-CoV-2, the virus that 

causes COVID-19. Economic theory has long suggested that people may alter behavior to avoid 

becoming sick.(1, 2) Yet, many people are under government orders to reduce time in public 

involuntarily. As governments begin to ease these restrictions, it is important to disentangle the 

extent that the observed shifts in behavior are voluntary. This information is critical for assessing 

the epidemiological risk and potential short-run economic benefits of relaxing stay-at-home 

orders. The United States provides a good case study because all 50 States and the District of 

Colombia in the United States have issued emergency orders, and 40 (39 States and the District 

of Colombia) have issued stay-at-home orders. However, stay-at-home orders were not all issued 

at the same time or in response to the same number of reported cases (Figure 1). 

 

Here, we use the variation in policy responses along with cell phone data to measure the amount 

of time Americans stayed home and show a strong voluntary avoidance behavior. This behavior 

is largely crowded out and replaced by state-of-emergency orders, though stay-at-home orders 

lead to substantially more time spent at home. Americans also respond to local and national 

information differently. Those living in well-connected metro counties put greater weight on 

national information than those is remote and less connected non-metro counties. The voluntary 

response to COVID-19 cases and deaths locally and nationally suggests that relaxing restrictions 

and relying on greater voluntary action carries some risk, but we should not expect people to 

revert to pre-epidemic behavioral patterns. However, relying on voluntary behavior depends on 

clear and accurate information and consistent messaging. 

 



During the 2003 SARS epidemic, people in Beijing and Hong Kong took voluntary actions to 

avoid public places with tourism as well as local and international transport.(3, 4) A survey in 

England, Scotland and Wales found 38% of the participants practicing recommended behavior 

with a subset practicing avoidance behavior during the 2009 H1N1 pandemic.(5) Empirical 

evidence from the 2009 H1N1 shows that Americans reduced the amount of time spent in public 

voluntarily enough to have affected peak prevalence and cumulative H1N1 cases.(6, 7) Early 

evidence from the current pandemic supports the theory that people take defensive action to 

avoid illness.(8, 9) 

US states declared a series of orders to keep people home and encourage physical (social) 

distancing. We explore emergency and stay at home orders, which include shelter-in-place 

orders. The implementation of the state-of-emergency declaration and the stay-at-home, 

including shelter-in-place, order vary over time (Figure 1). Only 14 counties reported the first 

case before February 24. We exploit the variation in policy implementation to identify the impact 

of policy and infection risk influence the time Americans spent at home. 

 

We use SafeGraph smart device median home dwell time data at the census block group level 

averaged to the county level for all counties in the United States and Washington DC between 

January 01, 2020, and April 09, 2020. Of the 3,142 counties(10), 1,116 were classified as 

metropolitan counties, which generally have higher shares of urban and suburban communities 

then non-metropolitan counties. The median time spent at home on January 1 was 740.2 mins 

(IQR: 674.4, 791.6). There was a gradual decline in time at home from January 1 to late 

February (minimum of 403.2 mins (IQR: 357.5, 435.6) on February 24). In late February time 

spent at home increased and reached a median of 735.5 mins (IQR: 659.4, 795.4) on April 9 



(Figure 2). Time spent at home peeked on April 4, 829.3 mins (IQR: 743.1, 902.2). There was a 

dip in the time spent at home the weekend of March 21 and 22, which was the weekend that state 

and some local governments began asking people to stay at home. The SafeGraph retail 

visitation data suggest that people congregated in stores like Costco, Walmart, and Target to 

prepare for restrictive policies.  This preparation event may have led to more transmission 

undermining the very goal of distancing policies.(11) 

 

People began to decrease their time spent at home prior to government orders (Figure 3). 

However, time spent at home was at its lowest level and began to rise prior to emergency 

declarations. Median time at home continued to increase following emergency declaration 

(Figure 3). 

 

We regressed the log of time spent at home on the log of local and national case (or death) 

reports and the presence of distancing policies to disentangle voluntary avoidance behavior from 

the effect of policies. We merge county-level COVID-19 case and death data from the New York 

Times (NYT) Daily Reports with the SafeGraph time at home measure and a detailed dataset on 

policies to examine the role of policy and risk on avoidance behavior. We provide point 

estimates and lower bound estimates. The lower bound is less dependent on temporal variation of 

voluntary response. We focus on case reports, because are correlated with death reports (Table 

S1 and S2). We limit the data to case reports starting on February 25th, three days before the 

earliest emergency declaration. In the supplemental material we show the results are robust to 

this choosing an earlier start date. 

 



Americans increased time at home in direct response to local and national case reports, to 

emergency orders, and to stay at home orders. The voluntary and mandatory response have not 

been additive (Table 1). The magnitude of voluntary response is partially crowded out or offset 

by policies. Americans more strongly responded to local case reports than national case reports. 

We estimate that doubling county reported cases leads Americans on average to spend 2.3% (CI: 

1.4%, 3.1%) more time at home.  However, 72.1% of the increase in time at home was crowded 

out by the response to the declaration of the state of emergency (Column 2 in Table 1). A lower-

bound estimate for the voluntary response to cases reported in one’s own county a 1.7% (CI: 

0.8%, 2.6%) increase in voluntary time at home, and that 64.2% of this time is offset by the 

declaration of the state of emergency (Column 4 in Table 1).  

 

Americans also respond to national case reports with a similar magnitude to county case reports 

(Table 1).  Doubling national cases leads Americans to increase time at home by 4.6% (CI: 4.3%, 

5.0%), but 31.8% of the increase is crowed out by the declaration of state-of-emergency 

(Column 2 in Table 1). The response to national case reports, conditional on the lower bound of 

the response to county case reports, is 4.9% (CI: 4.6%, 5.1%), with 35.1% offset by the 

declaration of the state of emergency. Results are generally robust to a variety of model 

specifications (Table S3-S11). 

 

The emergency and stay home orders led Americans, on average, to increase time at home by 

12.4% (CI: 9.9%, 14.9%) and 23.6% (CI: 18.4%, 28.8%), but similar to the declaration of state 

emergency, the stay-at-home order also has a crowding out effect to the response of county case 



reports (44.2% from Column 1 in Table 1) and national case reports (69.0% from Column 2 in 

Table 1), which is also robust to alternative model specifications (Table S3).   

 

Local context matters, and we examined metropolitan counties and non-metropolitan counties 

separately. Doubling county reported cases in non-metropolitan counties increases the reported 

time at home in those counties by 15.5% (CI: 5.5%, 25.5%), which is 2.3 times greater than the 

6.6% (CI: 3.3%, 9.9%) increase reported in metropolitan counties (Table S4). These non-

metropolitan counties are less responsive to national case counts. Rural counties may be more 

disconnected from national trends, so people rationally put more weight on local information. 

Conversely, well connected metropolitan areas are more responsive to national trends. Table 2 

shows an accounting of effects for metropolitan and non-metropolitan counties with the 

corresponding lower bound estimates.    

 

Putting our results in context, a representative metropolitan county, 20 days after an emergency 

order experienced an average of 131 local cases and spent an additional 291.4 (CI: 133.7, 476.9) 

minutes at home in response. In contrast, a representative non-metropolitan county experienced 7 

cases 20 days after an emergency order and increased time at home by 252.9 (CI: 80.0, 465.9) 

minutes with only 7 cases. It would take 10 additional local county cases reports to exceed the 

corresponding response in a metropolitan county with 299.36 (CI: 93.11, 561.71) mins. The 

response to national reports in a non-metro county was half of the corresponding response in a 

metropolitan county. We find that this voluntary response was largely crowded out by a 

declaration of emergency. The final net effects are positive for both types of representative 

counties, but we estimate that 71.5% (for the nonmetropolitan county) and 84.7% (for the 



metropolitan county) of the time reallocation is induced by the response to county and national 

cases. 

Americans may still have adapted and increased time at home in response to the increasing 

county and national reports of COVID19 cases, even if no orders were issued. We use the 

regression results to predict the counterfactual time at home in the absence of both orders (Figure 

4). Americans in both types of counties exhibited voluntary avoidance behavior in response to 

the COVID19 pandemic. Voluntary behavior would have led to about a 200-minute increase in 

time spent at home conditional on the case trajectory, with the order adding about another 150-

200 minutes. However, if Americans had spent less time at home, then there may have been 

more cases and more death, which could have led to a stronger avoidance response than the 

current prediction. Yet, given testing constraints, it is unlikely more cases would have been 

reported, and there is mounting evidence that the number of cases is many times the reported 

amount.(12, 13) 

Our results show that Americans have increased time at home during the COVID-19 epidemic 

and that a non-trivial share of this response was voluntary. Governments have imposed 

restrictive policies to encourage distancing during this pandemic. Now some governments are 

considering relaxing some of these restrictions. It is important to understand the individual 

actions that people take to protect themselves from risk in order to understand the public health 

benefit and tradeoffs of such policies.  

Evidence from a recent poll (e.g., https://poll.qu.edu/images/polling/us/us04082020_uksb19.pdf) 

appears to corroborate our results. The voluntary nature of a substantial share of the response is 

robust to model specification, but ultimately challenging to measure precisely. Emergency 



orders, school closures, and stay at home orders may increase the salience of case and death data. 

This increase in voluntary social distancing behavior can be grounded in availability 

heuristic.(14) With increased media coverage of morbidity and mortality associated with 

COVID-19 along with emergency and stay at home orders, individuals may easily recall the 

adverse effects of spending too much time in public leading to voluntary social distancing. On 

the hand, public policies may have encouraged employers to allow greater flexibility to work 

from home and diminish cultural presentism in the workplace. We did not test this hypothesis 

explicitly, and it would be difficult to separate such a signaling or salience effect from a 

voluntary effect. The national-wide trends and preparation behavior suggests there may be 

spillovers from orders in one state to voluntary behavior in another.  

Our results cast doubt on the dichotomy between public health and the economy. If people 

voluntarily spend less time in public, they are choosing to forgo economic activity. While 

businesses may not have closed as suddenly as they did when forced by policy, it is unlikely that 

they would have experienced the same level of patronization necessary to sustain their 

workforce.  Future research may quantify these impacts by integrating economic data into the 

current analysis. 

Our results are consistent with previous analyses of voluntary distancing during pandemics.  

Bayham and colleagues found that Americans spent 2.4 additional minutes at home per 1000 

cases confirmed by the CDC during the H1N1 pandemic in 2009.(6) The current pandemic has 

appeared to generate significantly more concern as headlines are dominated by COVID-19 news. 

Our results are also consistent with the 3.4% reduction in city mobility per day controlling for 

implementation of social distancing policies across 41 cities found by Malik and colleagues in 



their analysis of Citymapper data during this pandemic.(8) These result how that humans respond 

to risk and adapt their behavior voluntarily during disease outbreaks.   

Public policies led to greater levels of time spent at home, but have not been completely additive 

to voluntary efforts. This additional distance may be necessary, since private behavior may not 

fully internalize the costs of infecting others or congesting hospitals. Still, the public measures 

appear to be crowding out a substantial amount of the voluntary effort. Our results suggest that 

relaxing policies will not result in people returning to pre-epidemic behavior as long as people 

perceive a risk of infection.  However, behavioral change as cases decline may be different than 

as they rose, given the diminishing response to cases and deaths. Nevertheless, testing must 

produce clear, accurate, and locally relevant information for people to make decisions about 

behavior. 

The importance of local information is highlighted by the information that residents of metro and 

non-metro counties are using to make decisions. Non-metro residents are placing relatively 

greater weight on local information, whereas urban residents are putting greater weight on 

national information. Recent efforts have attempted to paint this as a political divide, which may 

correlate with the metro and non-metro divide. Yet, the weighting of information differently may 

be a rational response to what is the most relevant information as function of general 

connectivity. The implication, however, is that in order to rely on a voluntary response it may be 

important to ensure testing, and perhaps oversample, rural counties in order to provide locally 

relevant information.  
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Materials and Methods 

Data on emergency declarations and stay at home orders, which includes shelter in place orders, 

came from Julia Raifman and colleagues at Boston University.(15) Reported case and death data 

came from the New York Times.(16) All orders took place between January 1, 2020 and April 9, 

2020. Counties were classified as metropolitan or non-metropolitan following the US 

Department of Agriculture Economic Research Service classification. Data on time spent at 

home is based on anonymized and aggregated mobile device location data from SafeGraph.(17) 

We used two distinct but related products to quantify behavior during the epidemic. First, we 

used median home dwell time reported at the Census block group on each day. Dwell time is the 

time that a device is present within a home. We aggregated to the county and normalize 

visitation by the devices present in the home summarized at the county level. The normalization 

was required to compare estimates over time as the panel of devices changes over time. Finally, 

we construct a set of county-level weather controls by aggregating 4km gridded estimates of 

maximum and minimum daily temperature, maximum and minimum relative humidity, 

precipitation amount, surface sun radiation, and wind speed. Observation are county � on day �. 

We regress time spent at home measured as county means of median Census Block Group home 

dwell time in minutes, ��� , on reported cases (and deaths) in one’s own county ���, reported cases 

(and deaths) nationally ��. We consider the influence of policy signals and include level effects 

for whether a county is under a state of emergency order ��� or a stay at home order, ��� . We 

condition the regression on county-level weather, ���, day of week fixed effects 	� and country-

specific fixed effects 
� . Finally, cases and deaths grow exponentially during an epidemic. 

Therefore, we work in log minutes and log cases and deaths. We cluster standard errors at the 



state level to account for state-level serial correlation and heteroscedasticity caused by the phase-

in orders.  

 

The general specification is 

(1) ln���� � � � �� ln��� � 1� � �� ln�� � 1� � ����� � ����� � ���� �	� � 
� � ���      

We interact government orders with county and national case or death reports in our primary 

specification to determine whether the orders complement or crowd out private behavior. We 

also add days of orders issued, ���� and ����, to explore if order effects may change over time.  

(2) ln���� � � � �� ln��� � 1� � �� ln�� � 1� � ������ � ������ � ������� � ������� �

������ ln��� � 1� � ������ ln��� � 1� � ������ ln�� � 1� � ������ ln�� � 1� � 	� � 
� � ���      

In an epidemic, connectivity is important. We examined how well-connected metro counties and 

relatively remote non-metropolitan counties responded differently to different information by 

splitting the sample along by metropolitan and non-metropolitan classification.  

There are two potential concerns with our empirical approach. First, time spent out of the home 

may lead to cases leading to reverse causality. This has been a concern in research in response 

other infectious agents.(18) However, in daily resolution of the data separates how actions taken 

influence cases by over about weeks, which is sufficient to avoid the reverse causality problem. 

The second and more important concern with our empirical approach is that county cases, or 

deaths are correlated with when governments enact orders. To address this, we estimate a lower 

bound of the effect of county cases by including day fixed effects. National cases are perfectly 

correlated with the day fixed effects so we do not include national case reports at this stage. We 

leverage the variation across counties within a day to conservatively estimate the effect of county 



cases on time spent at home.  We argue that this is a conservative estimate because the daily 

fixed effects likely capture some of the behavioral response to changing risk as more cases are 

reported. We use Manski’s partial-identification strategy to estimate the response to national case 

reports and policies conditional on the lower bound effect of county case (or death) reports.(19) 

Since the response to county case reports is the main voluntary behavioral effect, this gives us a 

conservative measure of the role voluntary behavior. We, then impose the lower bound estimate 

for the behavioral response to county case reports and re-estimate the main specification, 

conditional on the imposed response to county case reports. 

In the supplemental material we perform a series of robustness checks. We consider the response 

to reported deaths (Table S1), a level-log and interaction specifications (Table S2, S3, S5, S6, 

S7, S8), extending the data series back to January 1st (Table S1, S2, S8, S9), and lagging cases by 

one day (Table S9, S10, S11). Deaths may be a stronger and clear signal, but they are also 

delayed. The main results are robust to focusing on the signal from deaths. The second 

robustness check shows that the results are robust to functional form assumptions. The third test 

shows the results are robust to our truncated data. The reason for the truncated data is that the 

earlier data should not be helping identify the coefficients as behavior varied for reasons 

unrelated to policy. We are using the data from the New York Times, so it is likely that the 

people are receiving and acting on the information a day later. Our results are robust to this 

concern.    

 

 

 



Fig. 1. Time distribution of states issuing orders and counties reporting a first COVID19 case.  

 

 



 

Fig. 2. Average of the median time spent at home in a census block group per day in the US 

(January 1, 2020 and April 9, 2020). 

 



 

Fig. 3. Median time spent at home per day in the US by days from the emergency order by state 

governments. 



 

 

Fig. 4. Predicted and lower bound voluntary and order-enforced staying home behavior. The 

counterfactual lines are setting both orders and the interaction terms to zero. 

 

 

  



Table 1. Influences of COVID19 policies to case reports and policies (log-log model – February 

25 to April 10, 2020). 

Dep: log(median dwelling time) Response Lower Bound Response 

log(case per county) 0.0633*** 0.0226*** 0.0173*** 

  (0.00844) (0.00417) (0.00456) 

log(1000 case nationwide) 0.0182*** 0.0462*** 0.0198*** 0.0485*** 

  (0.00264) (0.00184) (0.00271) (0.00111) 

state of emergency 0.131*** 0.124*** 0.129*** 0.124*** 

  (0.0130) (0.0128) (0.0130) (0.0128) 

log(case per county) * state of emergency -0.0366*** -0.0163** 0.00544 -0.0111* 

  (0.00705) (0.00558) (0.00519) (0.00430) 

log(1000 case nationwide) * state of 

emergency   -0.0147***  -0.0170*** 

    (0.00310)  (0.00228) 

stay-at-home order 0.180*** 0.236*** 0.177*** 0.236*** 

  (0.0227) (0.0263) (0.0230) (0.0263) 

log(case per county) *stay-at-home order -0.0280*** 0.00559 -0.0263*** 0.00569 

  (0.00607) (0.00411) (0.00610) (0.00411) 

log(1000 case nationwide) * stay-at-home 

order   -0.0319***  -0.0320*** 

    (0.00434)   (0.00434) 

N 139680 

Clustered standard errors (state level) in parentheses * p<0.05 ** p<0.01  *** p<0.001 

County-level fixed effects model. Week-day fixed effects, county-level weather controls are included. 

The first row of coefficients for lower bound estimation have additional daily fixed effects included. The 

rest of the lower bound results are conditional on the lower bound response to county reported cases.  

 



Table 2. Accounting for the effect with an example of representative counties’ responses 20 days 

after emergency declarations, with 146,153 case reported nationally. Results base on Table S4. 

Accounting Response 

Time 

The representative  

Metropolitan County  

131 county reported cases 

The A representative  

Non-metropolitan County 

7 county reported cases 

  point estimate lower bound point estimate lower bound 

Effect to stay at home 

(in mins) 

credit 

(+) 

debit 

(-) 

credit 

(+) 

debit 

(-) 

credit 

(+) 

debit 

(-) 

credit 

(+) 

debit 

(-) 

Baseline home time in 

minutes 
765 765 765 765 665 665 665 665 

Response to county 

case 
291 

 
90 

 
253 

 
93 

 

Response to national 

case 
29 

 
45 

 
10 

 
12 

 

Initial and gradual 

response to emergency 

order 

212 
 

205 
 

263 
 

263 
 

Crowding out from 

emergency order  
172 

 
50 

 
179 

 
216 

Initial and gradual 

response to stay-at-

home order 

34 
 

31 
 

31 
 

31 
 

Crowding out from 

stay-at-home order 
  17   8   10   9 

Total Effect 567 188 370 58 557 189 399 225 

Net effect 378   311   368   173   

 



Supplementary Tables  

Table S1. Impacts of COVID19 case and death reports and COVID19 orders using a log-log specification. 

Dep: log(median dwelling time) case case & death case - orders case & death - orders 

log(case per county) 0.0193*** 0.0165*** 0.0112*** 0.00888** 

  (0.00209) (0.00238) (0.00228) (0.00256) 

log(1000 case nationwide) 0.0396*** 0.0389*** 0.0243*** 0.0315*** 

  (0.00222) (0.00278) (0.00195) (0.00308) 

log(death per county)   0.00819*  0.00665 

    (0.00368)  (0.00381) 

log(1000 death nationwide)   0.00400  -0.0195* 

    (0.00442)  (0.00897) 

state of emergency    0.0601*** 0.0588*** 

     (0.0119) (0.0122) 

stay-at-home order    0.126*** 0.130*** 

      (0.0155) (0.0164) 

N 310400 

Clustered standard errors (state level) in parentheses * p<0.05 ** p<0.01  *** p<0.001 

County-level Fixed Effects Model. Week-day fixed effects, county-level weather controls are included. 

 

 

  



Table S2. Impacts of COVID19 case and death reports and COVID19 orders using a level-log specification. 

Dep: median dwelling time case case & death case - orders case & death - orders 

log(case per county) 18.78*** 15.34*** 14.22*** 11.13*** 

  (1.815) (1.643) (1.712) (1.663) 

log(1000 case nationwide) 21.01*** 18.93*** 12.51*** 14.91*** 

  (0.763) (1.103) (1.102) (1.524) 

log(death per county)   9.784***  8.904** 

    (2.735)  (2.920) 

log(1000 death nationwide)   8.336**  -4.806 

    (2.596)  (4.951) 

state of emergency    32.20*** 32.09*** 

     (6.003) (6.224) 

stay-at-home order    71.91*** 72.40*** 

      (8.006) (8.450) 

N 310400 

Clustered standard errors (state level) in parentheses * p<0.05 ** p<0.01  *** p<0.001 

County-level Fixed Effects Model. Week-day fixed effects, county-level weather controls are included. 

 

  



Table S3. Influences of COVID19 policies to the endogenous response behavior from the case reports using a level-
log specification (February 25 to April 10, 2020). 

Dep: median dwelling time Emergency Both Orders 

log(case per county) 26.06*** 20.39*** 33.22*** 13.88*** 

  (1.699) (2.073) (4.390) (3.068) 

log(1000 case nationwide) 17.56*** 21.72*** 11.18*** 24.38*** 

  (0.699) (1.338) (1.194) (1.829) 

state of emergency 70.21*** 70.26*** 63.22*** 59.72*** 

  (4.504) (4.511) (5.223) (5.238) 
log(case per county) * state of 

emergency -6.809*** -1.123 -11.18** -2.708 

  (1.839) (2.088) (3.701) (3.064) 
log(1000 case nationwide) * 

state of emergency   -4.205**  -6.075** 

    (1.375)  (1.978) 

stay-at-home order     88.60*** 118.5*** 

      (7.771) (6.933) 
log(case per county) * stay-at-

home order     -10.86*** 7.121*** 

      (2.190) (1.641) 
log(1000 case nationwide) * 

stay-at-home order      -17.07*** 

        (1.116) 

N 139680 

Clustered standard errors (state level) in parentheses * p<0.05 ** p<0.01  *** p<0.001 

County-level Fixed Effects Model. Week-day fixed effects, county-level weather controls are included. 



Table S4. Influences of COVID19 orders issued days to the heterogeneous voluntary response from the county case 
reports using a log-log specification (February 25 to April 10, 2020). 

Dep: log(median dwelling 
time) Response Lower Bound Response 

 full sample metro non-metro full sample metro non-metro 

log(case per county) 0.0793*** 0.0661*** 0.155** 0.0250*** 0.0227*** 0.0629*** 

  (0.0186) (0.0169) (0.0512) (0.00536) (0.00512) (0.0143) 

log(1000 case nationwide) -0.000260 0.00745** 0.00313 0.00183 0.0114* 0.00367 

  (0.00214) (0.00268) (0.00197) (0.00310) (0.00495) (0.00206) 

state of emergency 0.0372*** 0.0407*** 0.0233* 0.0363*** 0.0385*** 0.0231* 

  (0.00857) (0.00777) (0.00985) (0.00851) (0.00757) (0.00985) 

days of emergency issued 0.0133*** 0.0102*** 0.0155*** 0.0132*** 0.00993*** 0.0155*** 

  (0.00131) (0.000683) (0.00164) (0.00135) (0.000902) (0.00164) 
log(case per county) * state 

of emergency -0.0696*** -0.0520** -0.150** -0.0198*** -0.0139** -0.0600*** 

  (0.0186) (0.0176) (0.0516) (0.00531) (0.00449) (0.00903) 

stay-at-home order 0.0721** 0.0623*** 0.0557* 0.0696** 0.0574** 0.0553* 

  (0.0228) (0.0171) (0.0261) (0.0231) (0.0182) (0.0261) 
days of stay-at-home order 

issued -0.00376* -0.000930 -0.000516 -0.00376* -0.000910 -0.000521 

  (0.00158) (0.00110) (0.00287) (0.00159) (0.00114) (0.00287) 
log(case per county) * 

stay-at-home order -0.0131* -0.00456 -0.00731 -0.0111 -0.00217 -0.00678 

  (0.00589) (0.00284) (0.0118) (0.00599) (0.00341) (0.0118) 

N 139680 46360 77800 139680 46360 77800 

Clustered standard errors (state level) in parentheses * p<0.05 ** p<0.01  *** p<0.001 

County-level Fixed Effects Model. Week-day fixed effects, county-level weather controls are included. 
The first row of coefficients for lower bound estimation have additional daily fixed effects included. The rest of the results are 
from the partial effects by removing the lower bound effect in Equation (3) 

 

  



Table S5. Influences of COVID19 orders issued days to the heterogeneous voluntary response from the county and 
national case reports using a log-log specification (February 25 to April 10, 2020). 
 

Dep: log(median dwelling time) full sample metro non-metro 

log(case per county) 0.00566 0.0126 0.0120 

  (0.00925) (0.00944) (0.0276) 

log(1000 case nationwide) 0.0531*** 0.0507*** 0.0642*** 

  (0.00329) (0.00349) (0.00834) 

state of emergency 0.0371*** 0.0392*** 0.0235* 

  (0.00841) (0.00772) (0.00985) 

days of emergency issued 0.0130*** 0.0107*** 0.0153*** 

  (0.00133) (0.000670) (0.00164) 

log(case per county) * state of emergency -0.00351 0.000895 -0.0163 

  (0.00927) (0.00934) (0.0310) 

log(1000 case nationwide) * state of emergency -0.0483*** -0.0445*** -0.0576*** 

  (0.00397) (0.00393) (0.00836) 

stay-at-home order 0.0961*** 0.0784** 0.0628* 

  (0.0266) (0.0224) (0.0271) 

days of stay-at-home issued -0.00300 -0.000710 -0.000196 

  (0.00168) (0.00122) (0.00294) 

log(case per county) * stay-at-home -0.000411 -0.00203 0.0105 

  (0.00379) (0.00257) (0.00834) 

log(1000 case nationwide) * stay-at-home -0.0129** -0.00560 -0.00823* 

  (0.00396) (0.00467) (0.00393) 

N 139680 46360 77800 

Clustered standard errors (state level) in parentheses * p<0.05 ** p<0.01  *** p<0.001 
County-level Fixed Effects Model. Week-day fixed effects, county-level weather controls are 
included. 

 



Table S6. Influences of COVID19 orders issued days to the heterogeneous voluntary response from the county case 
reports using a level-log specification (February 25 to April 10, 2020). 

Dep: median dwelling time full sample metro non-metro 

log(case per county) 41.45*** 36.02*** 70.94*** 

  (9.695) (9.697) (19.87) 

log(1000 case nationwide) 1.719** 4.467* 3.861*** 

  (0.599) (1.761) (0.691) 

state of emergency 14.89** 18.19*** 6.859 

  (4.631) (4.831) (4.904) 

days of emergency issued 6.882*** 6.723*** 7.870*** 

  (0.343) (0.473) (0.482) 

log(case per county) * state of emergency -28.16** -24.28* -64.31** 

  (9.497) (10.06) (19.45) 

stay-at-home order 34.09*** 30.86** 25.09* 

  (9.393) (11.15) (10.62) 

days of stay-at-home issued -2.217*** -0.154 0.0860 

  (0.548) (0.812) (1.052) 

log(case per county) * stay-at-home -2.915 0.643 -2.083 

  (1.709) (1.940) (3.563) 

N 139680 46360 77800 

Clustered standard errors (state level) in parentheses * p<0.05 ** p<0.01  *** p<0.001 
County-level Fixed Effects Model. Week-day fixed effects, county-level weather controls are 
included. 

 

  



Table S7. Influences of COVID19 orders issued days to the heterogeneous voluntary response from the county and 
national case reports using a level-log specification (February 25 to April 10, 2020). 
 

Dep: median dwelling time full sample metro non-metro 

log(case per county) 5.196 5.705 17.63 

  (6.041) (5.717) (13.09) 

log(1000 case nationwide) 27.94*** 28.93*** 26.58*** 

  (2.605) (2.512) (2.964) 

state of emergency 14.90** 17.35*** 7.005 

  (4.537) (4.794) (4.925) 

days of emergency issued 6.697*** 6.921*** 7.791*** 

  (0.361) (0.476) (0.487) 

log(case per county) * state of emergency 3.861 5.214 -16.06 

  (5.848) (5.624) (13.87) 
log(1000 case nationwide) * state of 

emergency -23.34*** -24.67*** -20.77*** 

  (2.662) (2.949) (3.304) 

stay-at-home order 47.40*** 44.36** 28.97** 

  (9.439) (15.55) (10.42) 

days of stay-at-home order issued -1.792** 0.0831 0.262 

  (0.547) (0.861) (1.070) 

log(case per county) * stay-at-home order 4.101* 3.025 7.690* 

  (1.611) (1.733) (3.228) 
log(1000 case nationwide) * stay-at-home 

order -7.181*** -4.884 -4.514** 

  (1.207) (3.485) (1.582) 

N 139680 46360 77800 
 

 

  



Table S8. Influences of COVID19 orders issued days to the heterogeneous voluntary response from the county case 
reports (January 1st to April 10, 2020). 

Dep: median dwelling time level-log model log-log model 

log(case per county) 29.56* 31.78** 0.0526** 0.0584** 

  (11.26) (11.42) (0.0180) (0.0183) 

log(1000 case nationwide) 2.925** 1.704 0.00666*** 0.00360* 

  (0.902) (0.887) (0.00149) (0.00148) 

state of emergency -18.48** -19.95*** -0.0312** -0.0359*** 

  (5.819) (5.286) (0.0103) (0.00943) 

days of emergency issued 6.772*** 6.512*** 0.0123*** 0.0118*** 

  (0.296) (0.401) (0.000810) (0.00111) 
log(case per county) * days of 

emergency issued -15.43 -12.49 -0.0419* -0.0326 

  (11.02) (11.17) (0.0180) (0.0181) 

stay-at-home order   45.31***  0.0892*** 

    (11.71)  (0.0224) 

days of stay-at-home order issued   -3.059***  -0.00552*** 

    (0.786)  (0.00143) 
log(case per county) * days of stay-at-

home order issued   -7.125**  -0.0208*** 

    (2.230)  (0.00489) 

N 310400 

Clustered standard errors (state level) in parentheses * p<0.05 ** p<0.01  *** p<0.001 

County-level Fixed Effects Model. Week-day fixed effects, county-level weather controls are included. 

 

  



Table S9. Impacts of COVID19 lagged case and death reports and COVID19 orders using a log-log specification 
(January 1 to April 10, 2020). 
 

Dep: log(median dwelling 
time) case case & death case - orders 

case & death - 
orders 

log(case per county) 0.0195*** 0.0167*** 0.0112*** 0.00853** 

  (0.00211) (0.00241) (0.00228) (0.00262) 

log(1000 case nationwide) 0.0404*** 0.0467*** 0.0242*** 0.0375*** 

  (0.00222) (0.00287) (0.00200) (0.00322) 

log(death per county)  0.00843*  0.00733 

   (0.00387)  (0.00407) 
log(1000 death 

nationwide)  -0.0167***  -0.0388*** 

   (0.00473)  (0.00952) 

state of emergency   0.0652*** 0.0629*** 

    (0.0118) (0.0122) 

stay-at-home order   0.128*** 0.135*** 

    (0.0157) (0.0161) 

N 307296 

Clustered standard errors (state level) in parentheses * p<0.05 ** p<0.01  *** p<0.001 
County-level Fixed Effects Model with one-day lagged case reports. Week-day fixed effects, 
county-level weather controls are included. 

 
  



 
Table S10. Influences of COVID19 policies to the endogenous response behavior from the lagged case reports using 
a log-log specification (February 25 to April 10, 2020). 
 

Dep: log(median dwelling time) Emergency Both Orders 

log(case per county) 0.0473*** 0.0331*** 0.0665*** 0.0241*** 

  (0.00310) (0.00462) (0.00818) (0.00391) 

log(1000 case nationwide) 0.0322*** 0.0423*** 0.0181*** 0.0465*** 

  (0.00195) (0.00131) (0.00264) (0.00171) 

state of emergency 0.151*** 0.151*** 0.134*** 0.127*** 

  (0.0118) (0.0118) (0.0129) (0.0127) 
log(case per county) * state of 

emergency -0.0323*** -0.0181** -0.0380*** -0.0184** 

  (0.00329) (0.00534) (0.00668) (0.00542) 
log(1000 case nationwide) * state of 

emergency  -0.0103***  -0.0137*** 

   (0.00252)  (0.00315) 

stay-at-home order   0.181*** 0.233*** 

    (0.0220) (0.0248) 
log(case per county) * stay-at-home 

order   -0.0306*** 0.00595 

    (0.00604) (0.00428) 
log(1000 case nationwide) * stay-at-

home order    -0.0332*** 

     (0.00426) 

N 139680 

Clustered standard errors (state level) in parentheses * p<0.05 ** p<0.01  *** p<0.001 
County-level Fixed Effects Model with one-day lagged case reports. Week-day fixed effects, county-level 
weather controls are included. 
 
 
  



 
 

32 
 
 

Table S11. Influences of COVID19 orders issued days to the heterogeneous voluntary response from the lagged 
county case reports using a log-log specification (February 25 to April 10, 2020). 
 

Dep: median dwelling time full sample metro non-metro 

case per county 0.0844*** 0.0699*** 0.168** 

  (0.0181) (0.0172) (0.0529) 

1000 case nationwide -0.000387 0.00916*** 0.00320 

  (0.00214) (0.00256) (0.00200) 

state of emergency 0.0371*** 0.0420*** 0.0233* 

  (0.00857) (0.00780) (0.00988) 

days of emergency issued 0.0716** 0.0626*** 0.0555* 

  (0.0224) (0.0167) (0.0255) 

case per county * state of emergency -0.0742*** -0.0564** -0.163** 

  (0.0182) (0.0179) (0.0534) 

stay-at-home order -0.0137* -0.00532 -0.00798 

  (0.00593) (0.00288) (0.0118) 

days of stay-at-home order issued 0.0134*** 0.0101*** 0.0155*** 

  (0.00130) (0.000659) (0.00162) 

case per county * stay-at-home order -0.00373* -0.000973 -0.000556 

  (0.00159) (0.00109) (0.00286) 

N 139680 46360 77800 

Clustered standard errors (state level) in parentheses * p<0.05 ** p<0.01  *** p<0.001 
County-level Fixed Effects Model with one-day lagged case reports. Week-day fixed effects, 
county-level weather controls are included. 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 


