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Abstract

The COVID-19 pandemic has forced the confinement of 

most populations worldwide, through stay-at-home or-

ders. Children have continued their education process 

at home, supervised by parents, who, in most cases, have 

adopted the role of prime drivers of their learning pro-

cesses. In this study, the psychological impact of con-

finement was explored, as well as the relationship of the 

forced homeschooling situation with psychological well-

being. During their confinement, 400 individuals resid-

ing in Spain—165 without children at home (Group 1), 

104 parents who dedicated little time to homeschooling 

(Group 2), and 131 who dedicated more time to home-

schooling (Group 3)—responded to an online question-

naire. The results show that confinement threatened the 

mental health of all the participants but especially Group 

3 individuals, who had the highest loneliness, anxiety, and 

stress levels. Moreover, loneliness, perception of discom-

fort due to homeschooling, and anxiety exacerbated the 

stress experienced during confinement. Discomfort due 

to the homeschooling situation was especially relevant 

in explaining anxiety and stress for Group 3 individuals. 

These results suggest that forced homeschooling could be 

associated with the negative consequences that confine-

ment has on individuals’ mental health. Moreover, the 
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INTRODUCTION

As of the date of this writing (June 24, 2020), a total of 9,266,021 cases of the new coronavi-
rus SARS-CoV-2 have been confirmed in the world—246,752 in Spain (Coronavirus Resource 
Center, 2020), the country in which this study was performed. SARS-CoV-2 has obligated most 
countries worldwide to adopt containment and mitigation measures (Cohen & Kupferschmidt, 
2020). Populations have been confined at home, with the closure or cancellation of national 
events, educational centers, facilities, and shops, as well as restrictions on national and interna-
tional movement (Cohen & Kupferschmidt, 2020). In Spain—one of the hardest hit European 
countries—on March 14, the government declared a state of alarm, with the forced confine-
ment of the population through a “stay-at-home” order and the closure of educational centers. 
These kinds of measures, resulting in extreme social distancing, have been effective in reducing 
the number of infections and deaths but have also had an impact on mental health, leading to 
feelings of loneliness, anxiety, stress, and depression, among other (Brooks et al., 2020; Hagger 
et al., 2020; Tull et al., 2020).

For many families, confinement implies that children must continue with their educa-
tional process through homeschooling. The obligation for parents to adopt the unexpected 
role of teacher in a forced homeschooling situation, in an attempt to slow down the effect of 
the unexpected educational disruption, is one more stressor that may have repercussions on 
mental health. Moreover, most individuals have had to continue working, with the added 
difficulty of reconciling work with the new forced role of the teacher. Although the psycho-
logical impact of the pandemic has been largely studied on the general population, there are 
still relatively few studies focused on parents and their adaptation to homeschooling. This 
study aims to explore the psychological impact of confinement for the Spanish population, 
and particularly in the population with children at home who are or are not involved with 
homeschooling.

Loneliness, anxiety, and stress in confined individuals

Because different studies have found a psychological impact from stay-at-home measures 
(Brooks et al., 2020; Hagger et al., 2020; Röhr et al., 2020; Tull et al., 2020), it is expected that 
loneliness, anxiety, and stress could increase during confinement. Lockdown orders could have 
an impact on feelings of loneliness, with isolation preventing a real connection with others, es-
pecially with the closest people with whom individuals share a sense of belonging (e.g., friends, 

results suggest that parents who dedicate more time to 

homeschooling feel more unprotected and more stressed 

due to the homeschooling in comparison to Group 2 in-

dividuals. Health professionals must pay special attention 

to parents who dedicate more time to homeschooling, and 

governments and schools must emphasize social support 

provision to families during homeschooling situations.

K E Y W O R D S

Loneliness, Anxiety, Stress, Perceived social support provided by 
school staff, Homeschooling stress, COVID-19
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families, and colleagues). Humans are social in nature, and belongingness is a relevant need for 
individuals (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). Thus, forced isolation—which prevents the expression 
of group membership—could boost the incidence of loneliness as well as anxiety and stress. 
In this sense, it has been demonstrated that being quarantined produces stress, posttraumatic 
stress, and psychological distress (Bai et al., 2004; Liu et al., 2012), anxiety (Bai et al., 2004; Tull 
et al., 2020), and loneliness (Röhr et al., 2020; Tull et al., 2020).

Nevertheless, as far as we know, no investigation has studied the potentially different im-
pact of social isolation measures in individuals without children at home and individuals with 
children at home. Some studies have found that the mental distress of parents increases during 
the pandemic (Gassman-Pines et al., 2020; Janssen et al., 2020; Patrick et al., 2020), but those 
studies have not compared this increment with the increase of distress potentially suffered 
by people without children. Moreover, those studies have not explored the impact of forced 
homeschooling due to the lockdown situation. Framed in Folkman's theoretical propositions 
(Folkman, 2013), homeschooling may present an additional stressor for families, who must 
face an unexpected situation that requires them to adopt a role for which they have not nec-
essarily been prepared, which can make them perceive that they do not have the necessary 
resources to cope with it effectively. Consequently, the enforcement of homeschooling could 
generate high levels of stress. Additionally, the adoption of this new role could create high lev-
els of anxiety. Thus, stress and anxiety could be lower in individuals without children at home 
than in individuals who are involved with homeschooling. Moreover, parents who spend more 
time with homeschooling could perceive higher anxiety and stress than those who spend little 
or no time with homeschooling.

But what about the loneliness of people with and without children at home during confine-
ment? In an unprecedented situation of social isolation, having children at home should pro-
tect individuals from loneliness. In this sense, previous studies have demonstrated that adults 
without children feel more lonely than adults with children (Beutel et al., 2017).

Homeschooling as a stressful situation

Another variable to consider regarding parents with school-age children at home during stay-
at-home orders is the appraisal of discomfort due to the experience of homeschooling. The 
lockdown derived from the pandemic has changed the educational experience, being remote 
and online rather than face to face (Verma et al., 2020). This new way of teaching may also af-
fect the perception of social support provided by teachers and school staff (SSbySchools) and 
the stress directly associated with parents’ new role (homeschooling stress). In fact, parents’ 
capacity to effectively provide and use the different structures and resources available for the 
new homeschooling situation and to cope effectively with homeschooling may vary greatly 
from one parent to another (Doyle, 2020; Oreopoulos et al., 2003). Furthermore, in this forced 
homeschooling situation, SSbySchools becomes increasingly necessary. In this sense, parents 
who perceive a lack of SSbySchools may increase their dedication to homeschooling, in an at-
tempt to supply the missing support from schools; thus, we might be expected to find higher 
levels of perceived lack of SSbySchools in parents who dedicate more time to homeschooling 
in comparison to those who spend little or no time on homeschooling. Moreover, considering 
that even parents who have chosen homeschooling in nonpandemic circumstances often suffer 
from “homeschooling burnout” (Lois, 2006, 2010), it is easy to think that the forced situation 
of homeschooling may induce parents to homeschooling stress. In this sense, homeschooling 
may result in a stressful event, especially for those who spend significant daily time taking care 
of homeschooling.
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Explaining stress and anxiety during confinement

As argued above, situations that imply social isolation, such as confinement, may affect feel-
ings of loneliness, stress, and anxiety (Bai et al., 2004; Liu et al., 2012; Tull et al., 2020). Also, 
the literature has established relationships among these factors. Loneliness affects mental 
health (Beutel et al., 2017; Heinrich & Gullone, 2006) by producing anxiety (Beutel et al., 2017; 
Kara et al., 2019; Muyan et al., 2016; Zawadzki et al., 2013), among other emotional outcomes. 
Thus, it is expected that more the people feel lonely during confinement, the more they would 
experience anxiety.

Moreover, there is a clear relationship between anxiety and stress, and this can be directed 
in both ways: stress as a predictor or a determinant of anxiety. Different studies have found 
that stressful situations may produce anxiety disorders (Campos et al., 2013; McEwen et al., 
2012; Zvolensky et al., 2002). Others have explained how the anxiety level displayed by indi-
viduals (which may be due to stressful situation exposure) interferes with the capacity to cope 
effectively with stress, being then related to acute stress levels (Fawzy & Hamed, 2017; Gillott 
& Standen, 2007; Phillips et al., 2015). Stress generation and stress causation reflect the fact 
that the links between anxiety and stress may be bidirectional. Thus, in a stressful confinement 
situation it can be expected that high anxiety could reduce the capacity to cope with stress, and 
thus cause a higher stress level, and also that high stress produced by confinement could make 
individuals more sensitive to anxiety.

Additionally, the appraisal of discomfort due to the experience of homeschooling is relevant 
in the experience of anxiety and stress during confinement. Effective social support has been 
consistently related to good mental health, including low rates of anxiety (Fasihi Harandi 
et al., 2017) and stress (Çivitci, 2015). Thus, parents who perceive a lack of SSbySchools during 
the homeschooling experience could perceive more anxiety and stress during confinement. 
Also, the homeschooling stress could influence anxiety and general stress during confinement. 
Lois (2006, 2010) has shown that voluntarily chosen homeschooling could produce stress in 
individuals. Thus, forced homeschooling due to confinement could interfere with the resource 
capacity perceived by individuals to manage the situation, resulting in more acute stress and 
anxiety.

Purpose of the study

The main aim of this study was to explore the psychological ramifications of confinement in 
individuals by comparing three population groups: those without children at home, those with 
children at home who are involved with homeschooling, and those who are not involved with 
homeschooling. Considering the reviewed literature, the following study hypotheses (H) are 
proposed:

•	 H1. Anxiety and stress are (a) higher during confinement than before confinement and (b) 
higher during confinement in people who spend more time with homeschooling than in peo-
ple who spend little or no time with homeschooling, and people without children at home.

•	 H2. Loneliness levels are (a) higher during confinement than before confinement and (b) 
higher both before and during confinement in people without children at home compared to 
people with children at home.

•	 H3. The perception of lack of SSbySchools and homeschooling stress is higher in people 
who dedicate more time to homeschooling than in people who spend little or no time on 
homeschooling.
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•	 H4. Different relations among loneliness, anxiety, and stress exist. Specifically, it is hypothe-
sized that (a) loneliness suffered during confinement is related to anxiety and (b) anxiety and 
stress levels during confinement are related to each other.

•	 H5. The perception of poor SSbySchools and high homeschooling stress is related to the 
stress and anxiety levels during confinement.

METHOD

Procedure

On April 25, 2020, by using a combination of convenience and snowball sampling methods, the 
researchers shared a link to an online questionnaire among their social networks and with dif-
ferent associations of parents of students throughout Spain. Both participation and diffusion 
of the questionnaire were solicited. Informed consent was obtained. The study was conducted 
in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki and was not reviewed by any ethics commit-
tee (the Spanish Ministry of Science and Innovation requires such approval only when studies 
involve human or animal experimentation). Respondents completed the questionnaire during 
confinement, in late April 2020 (82.5% of respondents) and the first two weeks of May 2020 
(17.5% of respondents). The Spanish population was confined as of March 14, and the con-
finement did not end before mid-June. Thus, the participants responded to the questionnaire 
about 4–6 weeks after the starting point of the confinement situation and in a confinement 
period in which the COVID-19 cases and deaths were declining.

Participants

The sample consisted of 400 participants residing in Spain during the study period. Depending 
on whether they had children living with them and whether they were involved with home-
schooling during this time, the sample was divided into three groups: Group 1 (G1) comprised 
165 individuals without children at home during this time; G2 comprised 104 individuals with 
children at home and who spent little or no time on homeschooling (1 h or less per day); and G3 
comprised 131 individuals with children at home and who spent more time with homeschool-
ing (2 h or more). The cut points of “less than 1 h per day” and “2 h per day or more” were 
selected because the aim was to observe and compare parents who spent little or no time versus 
parents who spent more time with homeschooling. Meanwhile, 1 h per day can seem rather low 
in comparison to the 5 h per typical school day for Spanish children. The mean of homeschool-
ing in our data was only 131.27 min per day (SD = 129.57), and 44.3% of the parents with chil-
dren at home (almost half of the parent sample) spent 1 h or less per day with homeschooling. 
Moreover, the rather low cut-point of 1 h or less per day allowed us to determine a group with 
a low level of involvement in homeschooling versus a group with higher dedication. Regarding 
the distribution of reported homeschooling dedication, for G2, 53.8% reported no dedication 
to homeschooling, 25% reported only 30 min per day, and 21.2% reported 1 h of dedication 
per day; and for G3, 25.2% reported 2 h of dedication, 27.5% reported 3 h, 19.1% reported 4 h, 
14.5% reported 5 h, 7.6% reported 6 h, and 13.2% reported a dedication of 7 or more hours 
per day. In participants with children at home, women (141.59 min, SD = 132.54) dedicated 
marginally (p = .056) more time to homeschooling than did men (105.92 min, SD = 119.12). The 
sociodemographic characteristics can be observed in Table 1.
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Measures

Appraisal of discomfort due to the homeschooling experience

To measure the extent to which individuals perceived poor SSbySchools and felt stress related 
to homeschooling, the Appraisal of Discomfort due to the Experience of Homeschooling 
Scale (ADEHS) was created. The scale, which can be provided by the authors upon request, 
consisted of six items (three for perceived lack of SSbySchools and three for homeschooling-
related stress). Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) performed with varimax rotation (Sample 1: 
105 randomly selected participants with children at home) identified the expected two factors 
(Factor 1: lack of social support due to homeschooling [α = 0.89]; Factor 2: homeschooling 
stress [α = 0.91]) that explained jointly 84.82% of the variance, with all the items loading in the 
expected factor. Confirmatory factor analysis (Sample 2: the remaining 130 participants with 
children at home) provided evidence for the bifactorial structure, indicating the model good 
fit indices: χ2(6) = 6.573, p = 0.362; goodness of fit index (GFI) = 0.98; comparative fit index 
(CFI) = 0.99; and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) with 95% confidence 
interval = 0.027 (0.001, 0.120).

Loneliness

A brief version (three items) of the Revised University of California Los Angeles Loneliness 
Scale (R-UCLA Loneliness Scale; Russell et al., 1980) was completed twice by participants. In 
the first iteration they assessed how much they felt lonely before the confinement, and in the 
second iteration how much they felt lonely during the confinement. Reliability was high for 
both iterations (αbefore = 0.81; αduring = 0.79). The items chosen for the short version were the 
three items of the original scale with higher loading in an EFA carried out by our team in a 
previous unpublished pilot study.

Stress

To measure the extent to which individuals suffered from stress, the stress scale of the 
Spanish Labor, Environment and Health Trade Union Institute (ISTAS) promoted by 
the Superintendency of Social Security (SUSESO), in its 21st version (SUSESO-ISTAS 21; 
Moncada et al., 2014), was completed twice by participants. Reliability was high for both itera-
tions (αbefore = 0.92; αduring = 0.93).

Anxiety

Anxiety was assessed using the validated Spanish version of the Hospital Anxiety and 
Depression Scale (HADS; Herrero et al., 2003), which was completed twice by participants. 
Reliability was high for both iterations (αbefore = 0.76; αduring = 0.85).

Design and data analyses

Changes in the variables were assessed with repeated measures analyses; pairwise compari-
sons were examined with the Bonferroni correction method to observe differences between 
groups and differences between before and during the confinement, depending on the group. 
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To compare G2 and G3 in terms of level of perceived SSbySchools and homeschooling stress, 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) was performed.

The relationships of the studied variables with both anxiety and stress, as well as the per-
centage of variance explained by them, were explored by performing linear regression anal-
yses (LRA) with two models. In the first model, the independent variables (IVs) inserted 
were those that were valid for the three samples (loneliness and stress or anxiety, depending 
on whether the dependent variable [DV] was anxiety or stress). In the second model, the 
variables that were valid uniquely for the two samples with homeschooling were added (lack 
of SSbySchools and homeschooling stress). Thus, only one model was examined for G1 but 
two models for G2 and G3. Changes in R2 and F were inspected. To control for the effect of 
the IV, some sociodemographic variables (age and gender) were included in the equation as 
covariates.

To confirm the different implications of the homeschooling variables on stress and anxi-
ety, depending on the time dedicated to homeschooling, multigroup analyses were performed 
using AMOS software. Because of the cross-sectional nature of our study, two different com-
peting models were explored by inversing the sense of the relation between stress and anxiety. 
In the first one the DV was anxiety, whereas in the second one it was stress. The goodness of 
the fits of each model was evaluated by checking the following parameters: chi-square (χ2), 
χ2/df, root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA), comparative fit index (CFI), good-
ness of fit index (GFI), adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI), normed fit index (NFI), Tucker–
Lewis index (TLI), and Akaike information criterion (AIC). Moreover, for each model (stress 
and anxiety), two different nested models were compared: in the first one (Model 0) all the 
hypothesized links were included, whereas in the second one (Model 1) the paths that were 
nonsignificant for both G2 and G3 were removed. If the difference in χ2 was significant be-
tween the nested models, the more parsimonious model (Model 0 or Model 1) of stress and of 
anxiety was selected by observing the parsimony-adjusted measures (RMSEA and AIC). Once 
the more parsimonious model of stress and of anxiety had been selected, the choice of one over 
the other was made by comparing the parsimony fit indices (RMSEA and AIC) for each one 
of the models.

RESULTS

Differences by time and group in study variables: assessment of Hypotheses 1 and 
2

As Figure 1 shows, significant changes were found between before and during confinement 
for each of the studied variables: loneliness: F(1, 397) = 48.183, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.108, ob-
served power (OP) = 1.00; stress: F(1, 397) = 91.433, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.187, OP = 1.00; anxiety: 
F(1, 397) = 251.020, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.387, OP = 1.00. Thus, H1a and H2a were supported for 
the general sample: confinement increased perceptions of stress, anxiety (H1a), and loneli-
ness (H2a) relative to pre-confinement. Additionally, an interactive effect between living 
without children at home/spending or not spending time on homeschooling and each of the 
studied variables was found: loneliness: F(2, 397) = 5.091, p = 0.007, η2 = 0.025, OP = 0.820; 
stress: F(2, 397) = 8.640, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.042, OP = 0.968; anxiety: F(2, 397) = 7.594, p = 
0.001, η2 = 0.037, OP = 0.945.

As seen in Table 2, the pairwise comparisons supported H1a (confinement increased per-
ceptions of stress and anxiety) and H1b (perceptions of stress and anxiety during the confine-
ment were higher in G3 than in G2). Nevertheless, H2a and H2b were only partially supported: 
the change in perceptions of loneliness (H2a) was statistically significant for G1 and G3, as ex-
pected, but not for G2; and differences between groups (H2b) during confinement were found 
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between G2 and both G1 and G3, but the expected differences between G3 and G1 were not 
found.

Differences in homeschooling variables between groups: Hypothesis 3

To confirm the hypothesized differences in homeschooling stress and lack of perceived social 
support from schools by parents due to homeschooling, ANOVA analyses were performed. 
The results showed significant differences in the level of both homeschooling stress—MG2 = 
1.47, SD = 0.93; MG3 = 2.76, SD = 1.12; F(1, 233) = 89.693, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.278, OP = 1.000—
and lack of perceived SSbySchools—MG2 = 1.57, SD = 1.02; MG3 = 2.46, SD = 1.19; F(1, 233) = 
36.906, p < 0.001, η2 = 0.137, OP = 1.000—between G2 and G3. Thus, H3 was supported in that 
homeschooling stress and lack of perceived social support were higher for G3.

Direct explanatory role of the variables on stress and anxiety

Correlation analyses showed the expected relationships between variables (correlation table 
is accessible upon request to the corresponding author). The LRA provided evidence for the 
direct explanatory role of the studied variables on anxiety and stress (Table 3). Regarding 
anxiety, for G1, Model 1 explained 67% of the variance, contributing all the variables (age, 

F I G U R E  1   Change in loneliness, negative affect, stress, and anxiety before and during confinement. 
G1 = Individuals without children; G2 = Individuals who spent little or no time with homeschooling; 
G3 = Individuals who spent more time with homeschooling
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loneliness, and stress) except gender to the equation. For G2, Model 1 explained 55% of the 
variance and Model 2 explained 54%; moreover, the introduction of the variables related to 
homeschooling (lack of perceived social support from schools and homeschooling stress) in 
Model 2 did not significantly increase the percentage of variance explained by the first model, 
contributing significantly only loneliness and stress to the equation in Model 2. In contrast, 
for G3, the introduction of these variables significantly increased the percentage of variance 
explained by the model (56% for Model 1 and 57% for Model 2), significantly contributing the 
perceived lack of social support provided by the school, loneliness, and stress to the equation 
for Model 2.

Regarding stress, for G1, Model 1 explained 65% of the variance, contributing age and anx-
iety but not gender and loneliness to the equation. For G2, Model 1 explained 50% of the 
variance and Model 2 explained 52%, contributing significantly only anxiety to the equation 
for both models. Thus, for G2, the introduction of the variables related to homeschooling in 
Model 2 did not significantly increase the percentage of variance explained by the first model, 
indicating a nonsignificant contribution of those variables. In contrast, for G3, the introduc-
tion of those variables significantly increased the percentage of variance explained by the 
model (51% for Model 1 and 60% for Model 2), contributing significantly both homeschooling 
stress and anxiety to the equation for Model 2. Thus, H4 (regarding the impact of loneliness 
on anxiety and the relation between anxiety and stress) and H5 (regarding the impact of the 
schooling-at-home variables on stress and anxiety) were supported.

TA B L E  2   Mean differences in the studied variables between the different groups and comparing before and 
during confinement

Loneliness Stress Anxiety

∆M p ∆M p ∆M p

Mean difference, before and during confinement

Group 1 −0.327 <0.001 −0.516 <0.001 −0.644 <0.001

Group 2 −0.090 0.238 −0.335 0.007 −0.566 <0.001

Group 3 −0.405 <0.001 −0.980 <0.001 −0.985 <0.001

Mean difference between groups before confinement

Between Group 1 and Group 2 0.238 0.052 −0.047 1.000 0.103 0.652

Between Group 1 and Group 3 0.251 0.022 −0.077 1.000 0.088 0.787

Between Group 2 and Group 3 0.013 1.000 −0.030 1.000 −0.016 1.000

Mean difference between groups during confinement

Between Group 1 and Group 2 0.476 0.001 0.134 0.929 0.181 0.327

Between Group 1 and Group 3 0.174 0.339 −0.541 <0.001 −0.253 0.051

Between Group 2 and Group 3 −0.302 0.043 −0.675 <0.001 −0.434 0.001

Difference in the change of the studied variables between groups

Between Group 1 and Group 2 0.357 0.001 0.044 1.000 0.142 0.245

Between Group 1 and Group 3 0.212 0.060 −0.309 0.002 −0.083 0.837

Between Group 2 and Group 3 −0.144 0.472 −0.353 0.002 −0.225 0.027

Note: Group 1 = Individuals without children; Group 2 = Individuals who spent little or no time with homeschooling; Group 3 = 
Individuals who spent more time with homeschooling.
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Explanatory model: assessment of Hypotheses 4 and 5

Competing explanatory models for G2 and G3 were examined by performing and comparing 
different nested and non-nested multigroup path analyses. Fit indices of all the resulting mod-
els (Figure 2) can be observed in Table 4. For both anxiety and stress, the fit indices of Model 0 
and Model 1 were excellent. Meanwhile the χ2 change showed that for both anxiety and stress 
the nested models (Model 0 and Model 1) were not significantly different, the fit indices indi-
cated that, for both anxiety and stress, Model 1 fit the data better (lower RMSEA and AIC 
values) than Model 0. Moreover, when comparing Model 1 of stress and Model 1 of anxiety, 
the parsimony-adjusted measures (RMSEA and AIC) showed that the stress model was more 
parsimonious. Thus, Model 1 of stress (Figure 2d) was the model finally retained.

As seen in Table 4, the results of the χ2 change between the unconstrained and fully con-
strained models of stress showed that G2 and G3 were different at the model level. When 
comparing G2 and G3 at the path level in Model 1 of stress by using the critical ratio for dif-
ferences between parameters, significant differences were observed in the link between lack of 
SSbySchools and anxiety during confinement (z score = −2.899, p < 0.001); this path was sig-
nificant for G3 but not for G2 (see Figure 2d). And even if the paths between anxiety and stress 
were both significant, a significant difference was found, showing that the relation between 
those two variables was stronger for G3 than for G2. Thus, H4 (regarding the impact of the 
schooling-at-home variables on stress and anxiety) and H5 (the impact of the homeschooling 
variables on stress and anxiety) were supported. Nevertheless, for G2 the lack of social support 
by schools did not explain the anxiety.

F I G U R E  2   Competing models of anxiety and stress examined in the study. Values represent standardized 
betas. G2 = individuals who spent little or no time with homeschooling; G3 = individuals who spent more time 
with homeschooling. The solid blue (dark) lines represent relationships that are significant for both G2 and G3. 
The dashed orange (dark grey) lines represent relationships that are significant only for G3. The dashed grey (light 
grey) lines represent relationships that are non-significant for both G2 and G3
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DISCUSSION

The sudden onset of the COVID-19 pandemic around the globe has challenged our under-
standing of parental well-being, given that never before have so many parents and their chil-
dren been confined to continue work and school from home. This study examined the impact 
of homeschooling in a Spanish context due to a stay-at-home order on the mental health out-
comes of parents with school-age children. The main objectives were to compare the differ-
ential impact of COVID-19 confinement on mental outcomes (loneliness, anxiety, and stress) 
in individuals without children at home and in parents who spent little versus more time on 
homeschooling and to explore the role played by loneliness and appraisal of discomfort due 
to homeschooling (perceived SSbySchools and homeschooling stress) in the rates of stress and 
anxiety of parents during confinement.

Loneliness, anxiety, and stress in confined individuals

The results provide evidence for the impact of confinement on mental health, with the rates of 
all the studied variables found to be significantly more elevated during than before confine-
ment, as other studies have shown (Brooks et al., 2020; Tull et al., 2020).

When looking at the three observed groups regarding perception of anxiety and stress, indi-
viduals in all three groups experienced significant increases during confinement. Furthermore, 
differences were found between the groups. As expected, for parents who spent more time 
dedicated to homeschooling, the perception of anxiety and stress rates were higher than for 
parents who spent little or no time dedicated to homeschooling and individuals without chil-
dren at home.

However, no differences were found between people without children at home and those 
with children at home who spent little time dedicated to homeschooling. Thus, framed in the 
definition of stress (Folkman, 2013), the results were congruent with the argument that forced 
homeschooling dedication could act as an additional stressor for parents; parents have had 
to adopt a new role for which they were not prepared, by assuming primary responsibility for 
their children's learning (Doyle, 2020). Thus, they may perceive that they do not have sufficient 
resources to face the new and unexpected homeschooling situation, under stress, during con-
finement. Consequently, their stress and anxiety levels may be acute in comparison to individ-
uals without children at home and parents who dedicate little time to homeschooling. These 
results are especially relevant for mental health and argue for the need to pay special attention 
to those parents who dedicate extra time to homeschooling in psychological interventions. 
In this sense, both teachers and health professionals should assist parents who are involved 
with homeschooling, maybe by developing parent support forums, virtual groups, or lists of 
resources for improving their mental health.

We were also interested in studying the evolution of the perception of loneliness between 
before and during the confinement. In line with previous studies (Röhr et al., 2020; Tull et al., 
2020), the increases were significant for individuals without children at home and for par-
ents who dedicated more time to homeschooling. Nevertheless, unexpectedly, for parents who 
spent little or no time on homeschooling, their perception of loneliness levels did not show any 
change.

Moreover, the expected differences between groups in the loneliness increase were only 
partially supported: as expected, loneliness levels perceived before confinement were higher 
in individuals without children at home than in the other two groups, in agreement with pre-
vious studies affirming that loneliness is lower in individuals with children (Beutel et al., 
2017). Nevertheless, even if, as expected, levels of loneliness during the confinement were 
higher for people without children at home than in parents who spent little time dedicated to 
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homeschooling, unexpectedly, no differences were found between people without children at 
home and parents who dedicated more time to homeschooling. In consequence, the levels of 
loneliness experienced during the confinement of parents who dedicated little time to homes-
chooling were significantly lower than in individuals without children at home (as expected), 
but also lower than in individuals who dedicated more time to homeschooling.

These results may be explained by the fact that having children at home—but not being 
overwhelmed with homeschooling tasks that may enhance the feeling of helplessness—could 
protect individuals from the implications of confinement on loneliness. Framed in the theory 
of belongingness (Baumeister & Leary, 1995), we argue that for individuals who have been 
forced to isolate themselves, having children at home may fulfill the need for belongingness, 
and thus loneliness could be prevented. However, for parents who spend more time dedicated 
to homeschooling this effect seems to disappear, maybe because homeschooling makes them 
feel that they need more social support to cope effectively with homeschooling, and then this 
feeling of lack of social support makes them feel lonely. They could also feel unprotected and 
helpless, needing more support to cope effectively with homeschooling, and such perceived 
helplessness may make them feel lonelier in the face of this adversity. In this sense, previ-
ous studies have demonstrated that helplessness is related to loneliness (Vasileiou et al., 2017). 
More studies are needed to explore whether the differences in the loneliness levels perceived 
by parents devoting more versus less time to homeschooling could be due to a perception of 
helplessness.

Homeschooling as a stressful situation

Homeschooling was perceived as a stressful situation. The new homeschooling situation 
implies modification in the teaching and family–teacher communication processes (Doyle, 
2020; Verma et al., 2020) and in the role of parents (who are not necessarily prepared) as the 
prime drivers of learning (Doyle, 2020). Thus, both the perception of SSbySchools and ho-
meschooling stress may be affected. As expected, parents who spent more versus less time 
on homeschooling experienced more homeschooling stress and perceived less SSbySchools. 
These results are relevant because the appraisal of discomfort due to homeschooling may be 
construed as a lack of resources to cope effectively with stress in the confinement situation, 
resulting in higher stress and anxiety.

Relations among variables in explaining stress and anxiety during confinement

The different analyses performed provided evidence for the expected relations among vari-
ables. In accordance with previous studies that have related loneliness (Beutel et al., 2017; Kara 
et al., 2019; Muyan et al., 2016; Zawadzki et al., 2013) and stress (Campos et al., 2013; McEwen 
et al., 2012; Zvolensky et al., 2002) to anxiety, the loneliness and stress experienced during con-
finement were associated with anxiety for all three groups. Moreover, integration of the vari-
ables related to homeschooling significantly increased the percentage of variance explained by 
the other variables in parents who dedicated more time to homeschooling but not in those who 
dedicated little time to it. In fact, for parents with more dedication to homeschooling, but not 
for those with less, the perceived lack of SSbySchools significantly explained anxiety. A simi-
lar pattern occurred with stress: in accordance with previous studies that had related anxiety 
(Fawzy & Hamed, 2017; Gillott & Standen, 2007; Phillips et al., 2015) to stress, in our study 
the anxiety experienced during confinement significantly explained the stress, and integration 
of the variables related to homeschooling significantly increased the percentage of variance 
explained by the other variables in parents who dedicated more time to homeschooling, versus 
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less. This time, homeschooling stress was the variable that significantly explained the stress 
for parents with more homeschooling dedication but not for parents with less, for whom the 
relation was only marginal.

These results were supported in the explanatory models explored, in which the lack of 
SSbySchools was relevant in the explanation of anxiety and stress during confinement only 
when parents dedicated more time to homeschooling. In contrast, when dedication to homes-
chooling was limited, the perceived SSbySchools was not relevant for anxiety during confine-
ment (nor for stress in the anxiety model). Regarding homeschooling stress, this was relevant 
in the explanation of stress for parents who dedicated both little and more time to homeschool-
ing. Then, another practical implication is framed in the schooling context. At this time, the 
effect of COVID-19 on future education is uncertain: in the near term, it is not known whether 
students will return to school or learn remotely or partially online. If homeschooling is fully 
or partially maintained, educators and schools may wish to emphasize the social support pro-
vided to families because this could affect the quality of student learning and the mental health 
of parents, and thus indirectly children's well-being.

In a forced homeschooling situation, responsibility for the learning processes must not fall 
excessively or exclusively on parents. Teachers must still be the principal drivers of the learning 
processes, and they must accompany and support parents, thus requiring resources from the 
government and schools. Moreover, our results supported the idea that the less parents per-
ceive SSbySchools, the more they dedicate time to homeschooling. For parents who dedicated 
less time to homeschooling, their perception of SSbySchools was probably not too low, and 
thus it did not explain their mental health. In contrast, for parents who dedicated more time, 
the perception of social support was directly related to mental health. Thus, this variable could 
be relevant in protecting parents from anxiety and subsequently from stress.

Because of the cross-sectional nature of our study, conclusions about causation and direc-
tion cannot be made, but the results suggest that both directions are plausible; the literature 
agrees with this affirmation, with studies demonstrating both stress-induced anxiety (Campos 
et al., 2013; McEwen et al., 2012; Zvolensky et al., 2002) and anxiety-induced stress (Fawzy & 
Hamed, 2017; Gillott & Standen, 2007; Phillips et al., 2015). Our results suggest that two-way 
feedback is possible. Furthermore, the results imply that psychologists must attend to the lone-
liness levels experienced during confinement because they affect mental health outcomes and 
are strongly related to parental stress and anxiety experienced during confinement. Moreover, 
for parents with children at home who dedicate much time to homeschooling, health profes-
sionals should also attend to the discomfort with homeschooling, which seems to be related to 
their stress and anxiety.

Limitations and future research

Although the results of this study are promising, some limitations must be highlighted. The 
major limitation is probably the sampling procedure. Sharing the questionnaire with social 
networks (chosen due to the State of Alarm in Spain) produced a disproportionately high 
number of participants from Andalusia, a region with more than 8 million citizens and where 
residents show high identity as Spaniards and Andalusians (Huici et al., 2008). Moreover, dif-
ferences were found in the percentages of Andalusian and Castilian-Leonese in the three com-
pared groups. Thus, the generalization of results should be done with caution, and the different 
proportions of residents from different regions and their unequal incidence of COVID-19 in 
each group may have affected the results. Similarly, the results of this study refer to fami-
lies that have not chosen homeschooling because this option is not legal in Spain; thus the 
generalization of results to other countries should be done with caution, especially in those 
countries where homeschooling is regulated and thus could be freely elected by some families. 
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Nevertheless, there is no reason to think that people of other countries who have not chosen 
homeschooling should process and manage their mental health differently when faced with 
forced homeschooling and confinement.

Another limitation refers to the sample discrimination. More data could have been gath-
ered from respondents in all three groups about the amount of time working, the kind of job, 
and the socioeconomic situation. Also, more information such as age and school grades, the 
potential help provided at home (e.g., older family members), technology and Internet access, 
etc., could be relevant. Those sociodemographic variables might have affected the relation-
ships among the key study variables and should be analyzed in the future.

However, it can be observed that, as a whole, the sociodemographic variables were similar 
in the three groups. Regarding the job situation, a similar percentage of participants was work-
ing in each of the three groups. Nevertheless, the percentage of jobless participants was higher 
for participants without children at home than for participants with children at home who ded-
icated more time to homeschooling. In this sense, as obviously expected, in the group without 
children at home there were more retired people than in the other two groups. Nevertheless, 
the number of retired people was not high enough to include this variable in the analyses. 
Differences between groups were also observed in terms of age: individuals with children at 
home who dedicated more time to homeschooling were significantly older than individuals in 
the other two groups. Moreover, participants without children at home reported having no 
partners more frequently than participants with children at home, regardless of their dedi-
cation to homeschooling. Also, as expected, individuals with no children at home reported 
sharing their homes with fewer individuals than the other groups. Finally, individuals who 
dedicated more time to homeschooling reported having more children than individuals who 
dedicated little or no time to homeschooling. Again, in future research and with a greater 
and more heterogeneous sample, it would be interesting to analyze how the sociodemographic 
variables could influence the relationships observed in this study, as they might have partially 
explained the study findings.

Another limitation refers to the fact that levels of the studied variables before the con-
finement were collected from retrospective report. Then, results about the evolution of the 
variables should be interpreted with caution. Finally, depression was not assessed. However, 
given the associations of all of our variables related to distress and lockdowns consequent to 
COVID-19 with depressive symptoms and diagnoses, future research is needed on the relation 
between lockdown and depression by comparing parents with and without children at home 
and also their dedication to homeschooling. Similar differences to those found between groups 
may be found in the depression levels and also similar associations between variables. Future 
studies could benefit by including depression as a dependent variable and comparing the dif-
ferent associations between variables for the observed groups.

CONCLUSIONS

This study explored the differential impact from confinement due to COVID-19 on the mental 
health of individuals without children at home and parents who dedicated little versus more 
time to homeschooling. Anxiety and stress perceptions increased in the three observed groups 
during confinement, providing evidence for the impact of the confinement on health. Moreover, 
this effect was higher for parents who dedicated more time to homeschooling than for parents 
who dedicated less time and also for individuals without children at home. Additionally, with 
regard to loneliness, parents who dedicated little time to homeschooling were protected from 
the confinement effect, whereas the other two groups suffered an increase in loneliness. These 
results suggest that homeschooling is associated with the negative effect that confinement has 
on mental health outcomes. Moreover, parents who dedicated more time to homeschooling felt 
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unprotected due to the confinement and stressed due to homeschooling compared to parents 
who dedicated little time to homeschooling. Finally, loneliness and discomfort due to home-
schooling explained the anxiety and stress levels suffered by parents during confinement, with 
the variables related to homeschooling particularly relevant for parents who dedicated more 
time to homeschooling.

The significance of this study relies both on the fact that the relation of homeschooling due 
to COVID-19 with parental mental health outcomes has not been explored before, as well as 
findings about the differential impact of confinement in the three observed groups. The major 
implications are that health professionals must pay special attention to parents who dedicate 
more time to homeschooling due to pandemic confinement. Moreover, the government, health 
services, and schools must emphasize social support provision for families in a forced homes-
chooling situation.

CON F LICT OF I N T ER E ST
The authors report no conflict of interest.

AU T HORS’ CON TR I BU T ION
Esther Cuadrado has conceived and designed the study; analyzed and interpreted the data; 
written the paper; and supervised the study. She has full access to all the data and take re-
sponsibility to the integrity of the data and the accuracy of the data analysis. Alicia Arenas 
has helped to collect the data and has revised the manuscript. Manuel Moyano has helped to 
collect the data and has revised the manuscript. Carmen Tabernero has helped to collect the 
data, to interpret the data, and has revised the manuscript.

DATA AVA I LA BI LI T Y STAT EM EN T
Data will be available through request to the corresponding author.

ORCI D
Esther Cuadrado   https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9903-0052 

R E F ER E NC E S
Bai, Y., Lin, C.-C., Lin, C.-Y., Chen, J.-Y., Chue, C.-M., & Chou, P. (2004). Survey of stress reactions among health 

care workers involved with the SARS outbreak. Psychiatric Services, 55(9), 1055–1057. https://doi.org/10.1176/
appi.ps.55.9.1055

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary, M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire for interpersonal attachments as a fundamental 
human motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117(3), 497–529. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497

Beutel, M. E., Klein, E. M., Brähler, E., Reiner, I., Jünger, C., Michal, M., Wiltink, J., Wild, P. S., Münzel, T., 
Lackner, K. J., & Tibubos, A. N. (2017). Loneliness in the general population: prevalence, determinants and 
relations to mental health. BMC Psychiatry, 17(1), 97. https://doi.org/10.1186/s1288​8-017-1262-x

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

Campos, A. C., Fogaca, M. V., Aguiar, D. C., & Guimaraes, F. S. (2013). Animal models of anxiety disorders and 
stress. Revista Brasileira De Psiquiatria, 35(suppl 2), S101–S111. https://doi.org/10.1590/1516-4446-2013-1139

Çivitci, A. (2015). The moderating role of positive and negative affect on the relationship between perceived so-
cial support and stress in college students. Educational Sciences: Theory & Practice, 15(3), 565–573. https://doi.
org/10.12738/​estp.2015.3.2553

Cohen, J., & Kupferschmidt, K. (2020). Countries test tactics in ‘war’ against COVID-19. Science, 367(6484), 1287–
1288. https://doi.org/10.1126/scien​ce.367.6484.1287

Coronavirus Resource Center. (2020). COVID-19 Dashboard by the Center for Systems Science and Enginee. Johns 
Hopkins University & Medicine. https://coron​avirus.jhu.edu/map.html

Doyle, O. (2020). COVID-19: Exacerbating educational inequalities? http://publi​cpoli​cy.ie/paper​s/covid​-19-exace​
rbati​ng-educa​tiona​l-inequ​aliti​es/

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9903-0052
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9903-0052
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ps.55.9.1055
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ps.55.9.1055
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12888-017-1262-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(20)30460-8
https://doi.org/10.1590/1516-4446-2013-1139
https://doi.org/10.12738/estp.2015.3.2553
https://doi.org/10.12738/estp.2015.3.2553
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.367.6484.1287
https://coronavirus.jhu.edu/map.html
http://publicpolicy.ie/papers/covid-19-exacerbating-educational-inequalities/
http://publicpolicy.ie/papers/covid-19-exacerbating-educational-inequalities/


22  |      FAMILY PROCESS

Fasihi Harandi, T., Mohammad Taghinasab, M., & Dehghan Nayeri, T. (2017). The correlation of social support 
with mental health: A meta-analysis. Electronic Physician, 9(9), 5212–5222. https://doi.org/10.19082/​5212

Fawzy, M., & Hamed, S. A. (2017). Prevalence of psychological stress, depression and anxiety among medical stu-
dents in Egypt. Psychiatry Research, 255, 186–194. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psych​res.2017.05.027

Folkman, S. (2013). Stress: Appraisal and coping. In M. D. Gellman, & J. R. Turner (Eds.), Encyclopedia of behavioral 
medicine (pp. 1913–1915). Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-1005-9_215

Gassman-Pines, A., Ananat, E. O., & Fitz-Henley, J. (2020). COVID-19 and parent-child psychological well-being. 
Pediatrics, 146(4), e2020007294. https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2020-007294

Gillott, A., & Standen, P. J. (2007). Levels of anxiety and sources of stress in adults with autism. Journal of Intellectual 
Disabilities, 11(4), 359–370. https://doi.org/10.1177/17446​29507​083585

Hagger, M. S., Keech, J. J., & Hamilton, K. (2020). Managing stress during the COVID-19 pandemic and beyond: 
Reappraisal and mindset approaches. Stress and Health, smi.2969, 36(3), 396–401. https://doi.org/10.1002/
smi.2969

Heinrich, L. M., & Gullone, E. (2006). The clinical significance of loneliness: A literature review. Clinical Psychology 
Review, 26(6), 695–718. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2006.04.002

Herrero, M. J., Blanch, J., Peri, J. M., De Pablo, J., Pintor, L., & Bulbena, A. (2003). A validation study of the hospi-
tal anxiety and depression scale (HADS) in a Spanish population. General Hospital Psychiatry, 25(4), 277–283. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0163​-8343(03)00043​-4

Huici, C., Gómez, Á., & Bustillos, A. (2008). La identidad comparativa veinte años después: Repercusión en el do-
minio de las relaciones intergrupales. Revista De Psicología Social, 23(3), 297–313. https://doi.org/10.1174/02134​
74087​85843042

Janssen, L. H. C., Kullberg, M.-L.-J., Verkuil, B., van Zwieten, N., Wever, M. C. M., van Houtum, L. A. E. M., 
Wentholt, W. G. M., & Elzinga, B. M. (2020). Does the COVID-19 pandemic impact parents’ and adolescents’ 
well-being? An EMA-study on daily affect and parenting. PLoS One, 15(10), e0240962. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journ​al.pone.0240962

Kara, M., Baytemir, K., & Inceman-Kara, F. (2019). Duration of daily smartphone usage as an antecedent of no-
mophobia: Exploring multiple mediation of loneliness and anxiety. Behaviour & Information Technology, 40(1), 
85–98. https://doi.org/10.1080/01449​29X.2019.1673485

Liu, X., Kakade, M., Fuller, C. J., Fan, B., Fang, Y., Kong, J., Guan, Z., & Wu, P. (2012). Depression after expo-
sure to stressful events: Lessons learned from the severe acute respiratory syndrome epidemic. Comprehensive 
Psychiatry, 53(1), 15–23. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compp​sych.2011.02.003

Lois, J. (2006). Role strain, emotion management, and burnout: Homeschooling mothers’ adjustment to the teacher 
role. Symbolic Interaction, 29(4), 507–530. https://doi.org/10.1525/si.2006.29.4.507

Lois, J. (2010). The temporal emotion work of motherhood. Gender & Society, 24(4), 421–446. https://doi.
org/10.1177/08912​43210​377762

McEwen, B. S., Eiland, L., Hunter, R. G., & Miller, M. M. (2012). Stress and anxiety: Structural plasticity and epi-
genetic regulation as a consequence of stress. Neuropharmacology, 62(1), 3–12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuro​
pharm.2011.07.014

Moncada, S., Llorens, C., Andrés, R., Moreno, N., & Molinero, E. (2014). Manual del método CoPsoQ-istas21 
(versión 2) para la evaluación y la prevención de los riesgos psicosociales.

Muyan, M., Chang, E. C., Jilani, Z., Yu, T., Lin, J., & Hirsch, J. K. (2016). Loneliness and negative affective con-
ditions in adults: Is there any room for hope in predicting anxiety and depressive symptoms? The Journal of 
Psychology, 150(3), 333–341. https://doi.org/10.1080/00223​980.2015.1039474

Oreopoulos, P., Page, M., & Stevens, A. H. (2003). Does Human Capital Transfer from Parent to Child? The 
Intergenerational Effects of Compulsory Schooling. https://doi.org/10.3386/w10164

Patrick, S. W., Henkhaus, L. E., Zickafoose, J. S., Lovell, K., Halvorson, A., Loch, S., Letterie, M., & Davis, M. 
M. (2020). Well-being of parents and children during the COVID-19 pandemic: A national survey. Pediatrics, 
146(4), e2020016824. https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2020-016824

Phillips, A. C., Carroll, D., & Der, G. (2015). Negative life events and symptoms of depression and anxiety: Stress 
causation and/or stress generation. Anxiety, Stress, & Coping, 28(4), 357–371. https://doi.org/10.1080/10615​
806.2015.1005078

Röhr, S., Müller, F., Jung, F., Apfelbacher, C., Seidler, A., & Riedel-Heller, S. G. (2020). Psychosoziale Folgen von 
Quarantänemaßnahmen bei schwerwiegenden Coronavirus-Ausbrüchen: ein Rapid Review. Psychiatrische 
Praxis, 47(04), 179–189. https://doi.org/10.1055/a-1159-5562

Russell, D., Peplau, L. A., & Cutrona, C. E. (1980). The revised UCLA Loneliness Scale: Concurrent and discrimi-
nant validity evidence. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 39(3), 472–480. https://doi.org/10.1037/00
22-3514.39.3.472

Tull, M. T., Edmonds, K. A., Scamaldo, K. M., Richmond, J. R., Rose, J. P., & Gratz, K. L. (2020). Psychological 
outcomes associated with stay-at-home orders and the perceived impact of COVID-19 on daily life. Psychiatry 
Research, 289, 113098. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psych​res.2020.113098

https://doi.org/10.19082/5212
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2017.05.027
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4419-1005-9_215
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2020-007294
https://doi.org/10.1177/1744629507083585
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2969
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2969
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2006.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0163-8343(03)00043-4
https://doi.org/10.1174/021347408785843042
https://doi.org/10.1174/021347408785843042
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0240962
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0240962
https://doi.org/10.1080/0144929X.2019.1673485
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.comppsych.2011.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1525/si.2006.29.4.507
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243210377762
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243210377762
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropharm.2011.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropharm.2011.07.014
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2015.1039474
https://doi.org/10.3386/w10164
https://doi.org/10.1542/peds.2020-016824
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2015.1005078
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2015.1005078
https://doi.org/10.1055/a-1159-5562
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.39.3.472
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.39.3.472
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2020.113098


       |  23CUADRADO et al.

Vasileiou, K., Barnett, J., Barreto, M., Vines, J., Atkinson, M., Lawson, S., & Wilson, M. (2017). Experiences of lone-
liness associated with being an informal caregiver: A qualitative investigation. Frontiers in Psychology, 8(585), 
1–11. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00585

Verma, G., Campbell, T., Melville, W., & Park, B.-Y. (2020). Science teacher education in the times of the COVID-19 
pandemic. Journal of Science Teacher Education, 31(5), 483–490. https://doi.org/10.1080/10465​60X.2020.1771514

Zawadzki, M. J., Graham, J. E., & Gerin, W. (2013). Rumination and anxiety mediate the effect of loneliness on 
depressed mood and sleep quality in college students. Health Psychology, 32(2), 212–222. https://doi.org/10.1037/
a0029007

Zvolensky, M. J., Goodie, J. L., Ruggiero, K. J., Black, A. L., Larkin, K. T., & Taylor, B. K. (2002). Perceived stress 
and anxiety sensitivity in the prediction of anxiety-related responding: A multichallenge evaluation. Anxiety, 
Stress & Coping, 15(3), 211–229. https://doi.org/10.1080/10615​80021​00002​0699

How to cite this article: Cuadrado, E., Arenas A., Moyano M., Tabernero C. (2021). 
Differential impact of stay-at-home orders on mental health in adults who are 
homeschooling or “childless at home” in time of COVID-19. Family Process, 00, 1–23. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12698

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.00585
https://doi.org/10.1080/1046560X.2020.1771514
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029007
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029007
https://doi.org/10.1080/1061580021000020699
https://doi.org/10.1111/famp.12698

