Supplementary Appendix
Appendix A: VA, refraction procedures and measurement of the mechanism variable 
The Visual Acuity Scale used in this study came from Precision Vision, La Salle, Illinois, USA. And in the refraction procedure, children received cycloplegia, which involved administering up to 3 drops of cyclopentolate 1%. Automated refraction was carried out using Topcon KR 8900 with subsequent refinement by a refractionist trained by pediatric optometrists from ZOC.
We measured children’s perception of eyeglasses, knowledge about vision, standard math score, and communication between teachers and parents about children’s vision status at follow-up survey for mechanism analysis. Children responded to four items on their perception of eyeglasses: “1. Have your classmates teased you for wearing glasses? 2. Do you believe that wearing glasses can help with studying? 3. Is it easy for you to adapt to wearing glasses for free? 4. Are you worried that wearing glasses will make your vision worse? Please answer with yes or no.” Five items measured their knowledge of eyeglasses and vision care, on which Chinese participants were found to have low scores (Congdon et al., 2008; Li et al., 2010). Children are asked whether they agree or disagree with the following statements (1 = Agree; 2 = Disagree; 3 = Don’t know): “1. Eye exercises treat myopia; 2. Wearing glasses corrects myopia; 3. Wearing glasses helps one see clearly; 4. Wearing glasses worsens vision; 5. Primary school students are too young to wear glasses.” The correct answers were “1. Disagree; 2. Agree; 3. Agree; 4. Disagree; 5. Disagree”. Teachers reported whether they had communicated with parents regarding the children’s vision.
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Appendix B: Appendix Tables
	Table A1. Baseline basic characteristics and balance test

	VARIABLES
	Overall
	Control
	Treatment
	Difference
	P-Value

	
	Mean [SD]
	Mean [SD]
	Mean [SD]
	Diff (SE)
	

	Children characteristics
	
	
	
	
	

	Age (years)
	10.933
	10.949
	10.915
	0.034
	0.463

	 
	[0.903]
	[0.941]
	[0.861]
	(0.069)
	

	Gender (0 = female, 1 = male)
	0.510
	0.526
	0.494
	0.032
	0.362

	 
	[0.500]
	[0.500]
	[0.501]
	(0.038)
	

	LogMAR better
	0.416
	0.418
	0.414
	0.005
	0.819

	 
	[0.214]
	[0.205]
	[0.224]
	(0.016)
	

	Baseline standard math score
	0.116
	0.108
	0.124
	-0.016
	0.597

	 
	[1.001]
	[0.987]
	[1.016]
	(0.077)
	

	Family characteristics
	
	
	
	
	

	At least one parent completed high 
	0.305
	0.305
	0.305
	0.001
	0.709

	school or above (0 = no, 1 = yes)
	[0.461]
	[0.461]
	[0.461]
	(0.036)
	

	At least one parent wears glasses
	0.186
	0.179
	0.194
	-0.014
	0.500

	 (0 = no, 1 = yes) 
	[0.390]
	[0.384]
	[0.396]
	(0.030)
	

	Both parents live in the area
	0.861
	0.877
	0.844
	0.033
	0.183

	 (0 = no, 1 = yes) 
	[0.346]
	[0.329]
	[0.363]
	(0.027)
	

	Family wealth (0 = lower 50%; 
	0.550
	0.536
	0.577
	-0.051†
	0.053

	1 = upper 50%)
	[0.498]
	[0.500]
	[0.495]
	(0.040)
	

	Teacher characteristics
	
	
	
	
	

	Teacher's gender (0 = female, 1 = male)
	0.260
	0.193
	0.330
	-0.137
	0.195

	 
	[0.439]
	[0.395]
	[0.471]
	(0.033)
	

	Teacher completed college or above
	0.306
	0.241
	0.376
	-0.134
	0.118

	 (0 = no, 1 = yes)
	[0.461]
	[0.429]
	[0.485]
	(0.035)
	

	Teacher's age (years)
	35.096
	33.334
	36.964
	-3.629
	0.183

	 
	[11.160]
	[10.843]
	[11.204]
	(0.846)
	

	Mental health test score
	
	
	
	
	

	General MHT score
	37.101
	37.489
	36.688
	0.801
	0.494

	 
	[13.200]
	[13.258]
	[13.145]
	(1.012)
	

	Learning anxiety
	8.377
	8.281
	8.479
	-0.198
	0.352

	 
	[3.077]
	[3.170]
	[2.975]
	(0.236)
	

	Interpersonal anxiety
	4.085
	4.071
	4.100
	-0.029
	0.903

	 
	[2.235]
	[2.221]
	[2.253]
	(0.171)
	

	lonely tendency
	2.748
	2.929
	2.555
	0.374*
	0.024

	 
	[1.952]
	[2.050]
	[1.825]
	(0.149)
	

	Self-blame tendency
	5.499
	5.523
	5.473
	0.050
	0.874

	 
	[2.351]
	[2.368]
	[2.335]
	(0.180)
	

	Over-sensitive tendency
	5.078
	5.116
	5.036
	0.080
	0.776

	 
	[2.097]
	[2.095]
	[2.102]
	(0.161)
	

	Physical anxiety
	4.846
	4.969
	4.715
	0.254
	0.177

	 
	[2.741]
	[2.794]
	[2.681]
	(0.210)
	

	Panic anxiety
	3.953
	4.080
	3.818
	0.261
	0.175

	 
	[2.677]
	[2.655]
	[2.698]
	(0.205)
	

	Impulsive tendency
	2.516
	2.520
	2.512
	0.008
	0.864

	 
	[2.166]
	[2.216]
	[2.116]
	(0.166)
	

	Observations
	682
	352
	330
	
	

	Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the school level and presented in parentheses. Standard deviations are presented in brackets. *** p<0.001 ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1


	Table A2. Attrition analysis based on baseline characteristics  
	

	
	Attrition

	VARIABLES
	Coeff [C.I.]
	Coeff [C.I.]

	Treatment (0 = no, 1 = yes)
	0.004
	0.032†

	
	[-0.027, 0.035]
	[-0.003, 0.068]

	Baseline general MHT
	
	-0.137***

	
	
	[-0.192, -0.083]

	Treatment   Baseline general MHT
	
	-0.009

	
	
	[-0.068, 0.049]

	Control variables
	YES
	YES

	District FE
	YES
	YES

	Observations
	682
	669

	R-squared
	0.031
	0.330

	Total attrition rate
	4.84%
	4.94%

	Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the school level; 95% CI presented in parentheses. *** p<0.001 ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1




	Table A3. Differences in mental health risks between migrant children with poor and normal vision

	At Risk (0 = no, 1 = yes)
	Overall
	Normal Vision children
	Vision impairment children
	Difference
	P-Value

	
	% [SD]
	% [SD]
	% [SD]
	Diff (SE)
	

	General MHT
	0.075
	0.068
	0.093
	-0.024**
	0.006

	 
	[0.263]
	[0.252]
	[0.290]
	(0.009)
	

	Learning anxiety
	0.475
	0.461
	0.512
	-0.051***
	0.002

	 
	[0.499]
	[0.499]
	[0.500]
	(0.017)
	

	Interpersonal anxiety
	0.022
	0.020
	0.025
	-0.005
	0.187

	 
	[0.145]
	[0.141]
	[0.156]
	(0.005)
	

	lonely tendency
	0.007
	0.007
	0.007
	0.000
	0.453

	 
	[0.081]
	[0.081]
	[0.083]
	(0.003)
	

	Self-blame tendency
	0.100
	0.100
	0.099
	0.002
	0.572

	 
	[0.300]
	[0.301]
	[0.298]
	(0.010)
	

	Over-sensitive tendency
	0.045
	0.047
	0.039
	0.007
	0.853

	 
	[0.207]
	[0.211]
	[0.195]
	(0.007)
	

	Physical anxiety
	0.101
	0.102
	0.099
	0.003
	0.621

	 
	[0.301]
	[0.302]
	[0.298]
	(0.010)
	

	Panic anxiety
	0.044
	0.041
	0.050
	-0.008
	0.128

	 
	[0.205]
	[0.199]
	[0.218]
	(0.007)
	

	Impulsive tendency
	0.012
	0.013
	0.010
	0.003
	0.778

	 
	[0.110]
	[0.114]
	[0.101]
	(0.004)
	

	Observation
	4231
	3065
	1166
	
	

	Notes: Standard errors are clustered at the school level and presented in parentheses. Standard deviations are presented in brackets. *** p<0.001 ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1

	






	Table A4. The mechanism of the effect of vision care intervention on mental health of migrant children

	VARIABLES
	Endline perception of glasses
	Endline knowledge of glasses
	Endline math score
	Endline parents and teacher behavior

	
	Classmates be teased for wearing glasses
	Glasses help studying
	Easy to adapt to glasses
	Vision worsens after wearing glasses
	Eye exercise treats myopia
	Glasses correct myopia
	Glasses help one see clearly
	Glasses cause worse vision
	Pupils are too young to wear glasses
	Standard math score
	Parental support for glasses
	Teacher and parent
discuss 
child’s
vision 

	Treatment (0=no, 1=yes)
	1.018
	1.255***
	1.087† 
	0.876**
	0.741***
	1.265***
	1.131***
	0.845***
	0.948
	1.182
	1.180***
	1.093† 

	
	[0.924, 1.120]
	[1.146, 1.374]
	[0.987, 1.196]
	[0.799, 0.961]
	[0.674, 0.815]
	[1.167, 1.372]
	[1.076, 1.190]
	[0.793, 0.900]
	[0.885, 1.017]
	[0.950, 1.471]
	[1.080, 1.289]
	[0.997, 1.197]

	Baseline general MHT
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	District FE
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Observations
	625
	625
	410
	409
	624
	625
	624
	623
	623
	625
	625
	625

	R-squared
	0.062
	0.130
	0.057
	0.079
	0.148
	0.102
	0.093
	0.084
	0.047
	0.317
	0.084
	0.045

	Notes: Standardized coefficients with 95% CIs are reported; *** p<0.001 ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1. 







	Table A5-1. The heterogeneity effect of vision care service on perception of glasses by parental glasses wearing

	 VARIABLES
	Endline perception of glasses

	
	Classmates be teased for wearing glasses
	Glasses help studying
	Easy to adapt to glasses
	Worry that
vision worsens after wearing glasses

	Treatment
	0.026
	0.241***
	0.050
	-0.107†

	
	[-0.084, 0.136]
	[0.139, 0.343]
	[-0.066, 0.166]
	[-0.219, 0.006]

	Parental wear (0=no, 1=yes)
	-0.006
	0.047
	-0.051
	0.093

	
	[-0.138, 0.126]
	[-0.084, 0.177]
	[-0.297, 0.196]
	[-0.114, 0.301]

	Treatment  Parental wear
	-0.046
	-0.080
	0.154
	-0.118

	
	[-0.224, 0.133]
	[-0.265, 0.105]
	[-0.142, 0.451]
	[-0.339, 0.104]

	Baseline general MHT
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	District FE
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Observations
	625
	625
	410
	409

	R-squared
	0.062
	0.131
	0.061
	0.083

	Treatment effect among children with parent wear glasses
	-0.02
	0.161*
	0.204
	-0.224*

	
	[-0.170, 0.130]
	[0.000, 0.322]
	[-0.044, 0.453]
	[-0.406, -0.043]

	Notes: Standardized coefficients with 95% CIs are reported; *** p<0.001 ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1.



	Table A5-2. The heterogeneity effect of vision care service on knowledge of glasses by parental glasses wearing  

	 VARIABLES
	Endline knowledge of glasses

	
	Eye exercise treats myopia
	Glasses correct myopia
	Glasses help one see clearly
	Glasses cause worse vision
	Pupils are too young to wear glasses

	Treatment
	-0.282***
	0.220***
	0.126***
	-0.153***
	-0.039

	
	[-0.382, -0.182]
	[0.132, 0.308]
	[0.071, 0.181]
	[-0.224, -0.082]
	[-0.119, 0.041]

	Parental wear (0=no, 1=yes)
	0.098
	-0.031
	0.028
	0.093
	0.001

	
	[-0.037, 0.233]
	[-0.133, 0.072]
	[-0.065, 0.122]
	[-0.036, 0.221]
	[-0.151, 0.153]

	Treatment  Parental wear
	-0.099
	0.085
	-0.014
	-0.089
	-0.080

	
	[-0.288, 0.089]
	[-0.091, 0.262]
	[-0.112, 0.084]
	[-0.250, 0.072]
	[-0.265, 0.105]

	Baseline general MHT
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	District FE
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Observations
	624
	625
	624
	623
	623

	R-squared
	0.149
	0.104
	0.093
	0.086
	0.048

	Treatment effect among children with parent wear glasses
	-0.381***
	0.305***
	0.112*
	-0.242***
	-0.119

	
	[-0.562, -0.200]
	[0.143, 0.468]
	[0.023, 0.201]
	[-0.384, -0.099]
	[-0.278, 0.040]

	Notes: Standardized coefficients with 95% CIs are reported; *** p<0.001 ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1.






	Table A5-3. The heterogeneity effect of vision care service on math score and parents-teacher behavior by parental glasses wearing

	 VARIABLES
	Endline standard math score
	Endline parents and teacher behavior

	
	
	Parental support for glasses
	Teacher and parent discuss child’s vision

	Treatment
	0.203†
	0.162**
	0.085†

	
	[-0.017, 0.423]
	[0.064, 0.259]
	[-0.012, 0.182]

	Parental wear (0=no, 1=yes)
	0.190
	-0.011
	0.063

	
	[-0.098, 0.479]
	[-0.132, 0.111]
	[-0.084, 0.211]

	Treatment  Parental wear
	-0.199
	0.018
	0.021

	
	[-0.589, 0.191]
	[-0.167, 0.203]
	[-0.191, 0.233]

	Baseline general MHT
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES

	District FE
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Observations
	625
	625
	625

	R-squared
	0.319
	0.084
	0.045

	Treatment effect among children with parent wear glasses
	0.004
	0.180*
	0.106

	
	[-0.405, 0.413]
	[0.011, 0.349]
	[-0.094, 0.306]

	Notes: Standardized coefficients with 95% CIs are reported; *** p<0.001 ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1.








	Table A6-1. The heterogeneity effect of vision care service on perception of glasses by peer glasses wearing

	 VARIABLES
	Endline perception of glasses

	
	Classmates be teased for wearing glasses
	Glasses help studying
	Easy to adapt to glasses
	Worry that
vision worsens after wearing glasses

	Treatment
	0.001
	0.198**
	0.145*
	-0.136*

	
	[-0.112, 0.115]
	[0.079, 0.316]
	[0.028, 0.261]
	[-0.255, -0.016]

	Peer wear (0=no, 1=yes)
	-0.041
	0.016
	0.087
	-0.013

	
	[-0.130, 0.049]
	[-0.105, 0.137]
	[-0.086, 0.260]
	[-0.128, 0.101]

	Treatment  Peer wear
	0.044
	0.071
	-0.149
	0.010

	
	[-0.099, 0.187]
	[-0.087, 0.229]
	[-0.360, 0.062]
	[-0.132, 0.152]

	Baseline general MHT
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	District FE
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Observations
	622
	622
	409
	408

	R-squared
	0.063
	0.134
	0.062
	0.079

	Treatment effect among children with peer wear glasses
	0.046
	0.269***
	-0.004
	-0.126*

	
	[-0.082, 0.173]
	[0.151, 0.387]
	[-0.176, 0.167]
	[-0.237, -0.016]

	Notes: Standardized coefficients with 95% CIs are reported; *** p<0.001 ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1.



	Table A6-2. The heterogeneity effect of vision care service on knowledge of glasses by peer glasses wearing  

	 VARIABLES
	Endline knowledge of glasses

	
	Eye exercise treats myopia
	Glasses correct myopia
	Glasses help one see clearly
	Glasses cause worse vision
	Pupils are too young to wear glasses

	Treatment
	-0.308***
	0.248***
	0.155***
	-0.126**
	-0.070

	
	[-0.419, -0.198]
	[0.152, 0.345]
	[0.082, 0.229]
	[-0.206, -0.047]
	[-0.157, 0.018]

	Peer wear (0=no, 1=yes)
	0.025
	0.072*
	0.112*
	0.093
	0.045

	
	[-0.109, 0.159]
	[0.000, 0.143]
	[0.027, 0.197]
	[-0.022, 0.207]
	[-0.068, 0.159]

	Treatment  Peer wear
	0.015
	-0.029
	-0.088†
	-0.112†
	0.041

	
	[-0.155, 0.184]
	[-0.158, 0.101]
	[-0.189, 0.012]
	[-0.236, 0.011]
	[-0.105, 0.187]

	Baseline general MHT
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	District FE
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Observations
	621
	622
	621
	620
	620

	R-squared
	0.150
	0.110
	0.108
	0.092
	0.053

	Treatment effect among children with peer wear glasses
	-0.294***
	0.220***
	0.067*
	-0.239***
	-0.029

	
	[-0.440, -0.147]
	[0.110, 0.330]
	[0.007, 0.127]
	[-0.338, -0.140]
	[-0.147, 0.090]

	Notes: Standardized coefficients with 95% CIs are reported; *** p<0.001 ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1.






	Table A6-3. The heterogeneity effect of vision care service on math score and parents-teacher behavior by peer glasses wearing

	 VARIABLES
	Endline standard math score
	Endline parents and teacher behavior

	
	
	Parental support for glasses
	Teacher and parent discuss child’s vision

	Treatment
	0.139
	0.163**
	0.061

	
	[-0.108, 0.386]
	[0.052, 0.274]
	[-0.048, 0.171]

	Peer wear (0=no, 1=yes)
	-0.058
	0.082
	0.098

	
	[-0.232, 0.116]
	[-0.029, 0.193]
	[-0.025, 0.221]

	Treatment  Peer wear
	0.067
	-0.006
	0.060

	
	[-0.195, 0.328]
	[-0.167, 0.156]
	[-0.105, 0.225]

	Baseline general MHT
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES

	District FE
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Observations
	622
	622
	622

	R-squared
	0.319
	0.088
	0.062

	Treatment effect among children with peer wear glasses
	0.206
	0.157*
	0.121†

	
	[-0.060, 0.471]
	[0.027, 0.288]
	[-0.015, 0.257]

	Notes: Standardized coefficients with 95% CIs are reported; *** p<0.001 ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1.




	



	Table A7-1. The heterogeneity effect of vision care service on perception of glasses by severity of visual impairment

	 VARIABLES
	Endline perception of glasses

	
	Classmates be teased for wearing glasses
	Glasses help studying
	Easy to adapt to glasses
	Worry that
vision worsens after wearing glasses

	Treatment
	0.014
	0.264***
	0.150*
	-0.162*

	
	[-0.097, 0.125]
	[0.160, 0.368]
	[0.005, 0.296]
	[-0.298, -0.025]

	Severity of visual impairment (0=mild, 1= moderate/severe)
	-0.084†
	0.071
	0.108
	-0.185*

	
	[-0.168, 0.001]
	[-0.055, 0.196]
	[-0.116, 0.332]
	[-0.362, -0.008]

	Treatment  Visual impairment
	0.017
	-0.135
	-0.176
	0.070

	
	[-0.122, 0.157]
	[-0.300, 0.029]
	[-0.415, 0.063]
	[-0.126, 0.266]

	Baseline general MHT
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	District FE
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Observations
	625
	625
	410
	409

	R-squared
	0.066
	0.134
	0.063
	0.101

	Treatment effect among children with moderate/severe visual impairment
	0.031
	0.128†
	-0.025
	-0.092

	
	[-0.095, 0.158]
	[-0.015, 0.272]
	[-0.184, 0.134]
	[-0.213, 0.029]

	Notes: Standardized coefficients with 95% CIs are reported; *** p<0.001 ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1.



	Table A7-2. The heterogeneity effect of vision care service on knowledge of glasses by severity of visual impairment   

	 VARIABLES
	Endline knowledge of glasses

	
	Eye exercise treats myopia
	Glasses correct myopia
	Glasses help one see clearly
	Glasses cause worse vision
	Pupils are too young to wear glasses

	Treatment
	-0.311***
	0.227***
	0.135***
	-0.180***
	-0.093*

	
	[-0.412, -0.209]
	[0.144, 0.310]
	[0.073, 0.198]
	[-0.257, -0.104]
	[-0.180, -0.005]

	Severity of visual impairment (0=mild, 1= moderate/severe)
	0.030
	0.031
	0.029
	-0.055
	-0.026

	
	[-0.120, 0.179]
	[-0.111, 0.174]
	[-0.054, 0.113]
	[-0.170, 0.060]
	[-0.144, 0.091]

	Treatment  Visual impairment
	0.037
	0.027
	-0.044
	0.044
	0.142

	
	[-0.135, 0.209]
	[-0.131, 0.184]
	[-0.141, 0.052]
	[-0.083, 0.172]
	[-0.030, 0.315]

	Baseline general MHT
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	District FE
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Observations
	624
	625
	624
	623
	623

	R-squared
	0.149
	0.104
	0.094
	0.086
	0.053

	Treatment effect among children with moderate/severe visual impairment
	-0.274***
	0.254***
	0.091*
	-0.136*
	0.05

	
	[-0.438, -0.110]
	[0.101, 0.407]
	[0.017, 0.165]
	[-0.240, -0.032]
	[-0.090, 0.189]

	Notes: Standardized coefficients with 95% CIs are reported; *** p<0.001 ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1.






	Table A7-3. The heterogeneity effect of vision care service on math score and parents-teacher behavior by severity of visual impairment

	 VARIABLES
	Endline standard math score
	Endline parents and teacher behavior

	
	
	Parental support for glasses
	Teacher and parent discuss child’s vision

	Treatment
	0.170
	0.146**
	0.081

	
	[-0.059, 0.400]
	[0.042, 0.249]
	[-0.021, 0.183]

	Severity of visual impairment (0=mild, 1= moderate/severe)
	0.161
	0.110
	0.123† 

	
	[-0.129, 0.450]
	[-0.041, 0.261]
	[-0.017, 0.264]

	Treatment  Visual impairment
	-0.021
	0.063
	0.020

	
	[-0.335, 0.293]
	[-0.097, 0.223]
	[-0.141, 0.181]

	Baseline general MHT
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	YES
	YES
	YES

	District FE
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Observations
	625
	625
	625

	R-squared
	0.320
	0.095
	0.055

	Treatment effect among children with moderate/severe visual impairment
	0.149
	0.209***
	0.101

	
	[-0.174, 0.472]
	[0.078, 0.339]
	[-0.041, 0.244]

	Notes: Standardized coefficients with 95% CIs are reported; *** p<0.001 ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1.







	Table A8. Robustness checks for the effect of the vision care intervention on children’s mental health

	 
VARIABLES
	Endline standard score
	Endline standard score
	Endline standard score

	
	General MHT
	Learning anxiety
	Self-blame tendency
	Physical anxiety
	General MHT
	Learning anxiety
	Self-blame tendency
	Physical anxiety
	General MHT
	Learning anxiety
	Self-blame tendency
	Physical anxiety

	treatment
	0.135
	0.194†
	0.147
	0.06
	0.175†
	0.183†
	0.158
	0.112
	0.316*
	0.355*
	0.248
	0.174

	
	[-0.069, 0.338]
	[-0.034, 0.422]
	[-0.057, 0.352]
	[-0.104, 0.225]
	[-0.002, 0.352]
	[-0.029, 0.394]
	[-0.034, 0.350]
	[-0.029, 0.253]
	[0.012, 0.620]
	[0.045, 0.665]
	[-0.080, 0.576]
	[-0.071, 0.418]

	Baseline general MHT
	No
	No
	No
	No
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Control variables
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	District FE
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	YES
	YES
	YES
	YES

	Observations
	636
	636
	636
	636
	636
	636
	636
	636
	397
	397
	397
	397

	R-squared
	0.006
	0.012
	0.006
	0.001
	0.346
	0.201
	0.151
	0.294
	0.408
	0.302
	0.178
	0.343

	Notes: Robustness analyses using alternative specifications: unadjusted ITT, baseline-adjusted ITT, and IPW models. higher scores indicate poorer mental health. Standardized coefficients with 95% CIs are reported; *** p<0.001 ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, † p<0.1;




