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ABSTRACT

As of October 2020, there are >1 million documented deaths with COVID-19. Excess deaths 

can be caused by both COVID-19 and the measures taken. COVID-19 shows extremely strong risk 

stratification across age, socioeconomic factors, and clinical factors. Calculation of years-of-life-lost 

from COVID-19 is methodologically challenging that can yield misleading over-estimates. Many 

early deaths may have been due to suboptimal management, malfunctional health systems, 

hydroxychloroquine, sending COVID-19 patients to nursing homes, and nosocomial infections; such 

deaths are partially avoidable moving forward. About 10% of the global population may be infected 

by October 2020. Global infection fatality rate is 0.15-0.20% (0.03-0.04% in those <70 years), with 

large variability across locations with different age-structure, institutionalization rates, socioeconomic 

inequalities, population-level clinical risk profile, public health measures, and health care. There is 

debate on whether at least 60% of the global population must be infected for herd immunity, or, 

conversely, mixing heterogeneity and pre-existing cross-immunity may allow substantially lower 

thresholds. Simulations are presented with a total of 1.58-8.76 million COVID-19 deaths over 5-years 

(1/2000-12/2024) globally (0.5-2.9% of total global deaths). The most favorable figures in that range 

would be feasible if high risk groups can be preferentially protected with lower infection rates than 

the remaining population. Death toll may also be further affected by potential availability of effective 

vaccines and treatments, optimal management and measures taken, COVID-19 interplay with 

influenza and other health problems, reinfection potential, and any chronic COVID-19 consequences. 

Targeted, precise management of the pandemic and avoiding past mistakes would help minimize 

mortality.
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Almost a year since the first known cases in November 2020 in Wuhan, COVID-19 has been 

linked to over 1 million deaths and active epidemic waves continue to spread. It is important to 

overview the emerging epidemiological footprint and understand the current situation and its 

implications for the future of the pandemic. It is unknown exactly how long a full cycle for the 

pandemic spreading worldwide may take, and this is likely to vary across different locations. 

Regardless, insights from the first year may help optimize responses to this ongoing crisis. 

Number of deaths

 Official COVID-19 deaths reached 1 million in late September 2020. Marked differences in 

overall mortality rates exist across countries and locations. As of early October 2020, 66 countries 

recorded <1 death per 100,000 population (including 21 mostly small countries without any deaths), 

while 17 countries exceeded 50 deaths per 100,000. These stark differences are mostly genuine, 

reflecting massive variability in viral spread, substantial variability in infection fatality rate (IFR), and 

both under- and overcounting of deaths across locations. Limited testing still leaves some COVID-19 

deaths undocumented. Conversely, many countries may count some spurious COVID-19 deaths. 

Death certificates are notoriously error-prone in general1 and may be even more error-prone with 

COVID-19. Adherence to stringent clinical case definitions plus imaging/pathology documentation 

for SARS-CoV-2 causal impact is often lacking.2 In high-income countries, almost all the deceased 

have known comorbidities, raising causality debates on whether some deaths are with rather than by 

COVID-19.3 Deaths in people without documented comorbidities are more frequent in low- and mid-

income countries,4 but perhaps comorbidities remained undetected in resource-poor settings. 

Excess deaths from COVID-19 versus from measures taken

Counting population-wide excess deaths offers complementary perspectives, but exhibits 

considerable year-to-year variation. More importantly, differentiating between COVID-19 deaths and 

those due to harmful response measures is challenging.5,6 Some of the deaths due to the measures 

taken happen acutely (e.g. due to people with acute myocardial infarction not coming to the hospital 

for care),7,8 but the majority may accrue over longer periods of time (Table 1). There is strong 

evidence on the adverse effects of unemployment, financial crises, depression, and social isolation on 

long-term morbidity and mortality,9-14 but caution is needed to extrapolate this evidence to the current 

situation which is unprecedented in terms of the acuteness and massive impact of the measures taken. A
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Some projections have been made for these excess deaths and evidence is already accumulating for 

some of these excess death causes.7,8, 15-25 Putting projections together, the excess deaths from the 

measures taken is likely to be much larger than the COVID-19 deaths, e.g. disruption of tuberculosis 

programs alone is expected to cause 1.4 million extra deaths over the next 5 years and the death toll 

from famine can be even more staggering. However, the exact impact of these major problems has 

very large uncertainty, and some projections may be exaggerated (as was the cause also for COVID-

19 projections).26 Their excess death toll will likely depend on our ability to address these problems 

early on and to avoid recurrent lockdowns and other draconian measures.         

Age and risk stratification

COVID-19 death risk shows tremendous risk stratification with over 1000-fold variability 

between children and elderly nursing home residents.4,27,28 Median age of death with COVID-19 

typically tracks average life expectancy in high-income countries. Life expectancy (median age of 

death with COVID-19) is 81 (82) in Germany, 84 (82) in Italy, 81(85) in the UK, and 79 (77) in the 

USA. Divergence may be larger in some low-income countries, e.g. India,29 perhaps because many 

extremely frail individuals survive to old age in high-income countries (and are candidates for 

succumbing to COVID-19) but not in low-income countries.   

Within several countries, disadvantaged minorities have a greater toll.30,31 E.g., in the USA, 

median age of COVID-19 death among Hispanic and nonwhite decedents (71 and 72 years, 

respectively) were 9–10 years lower than that of white decedents (81 years).32 The difference of 

median age of COVID-19 death from life expectancy is 11 years less for Hispanics, 3 years less for 

nonwhites, but 2 years more for white non-Hispanics.33 Similarly, UK has almost 5-fold higher 

COVID-19 death rate in blacks and Bangladeshi/Pakistani than in whites.34 Disadvantages minorities 

tend to have lower income, worse health care (or even no health care), and unfavorable circumstances 

where they cannot be protected as easily. The extent to which lifestyle, nutrition, genetics, and 

adverse social environment may interact needs better study. Regardless, COVID-19 is a disease of 

inequality and it also creates even more inequality. 

Besides age, socioeconomic factors, and doubling of risk in men versus women, several 

clinical risk factors predispose for unfavorable outcome.27 Substantial increases in death risk (1.5- to 

5-fold) are conferred by organ transplantation, severe obesity, uncontrolled diabetes, severe chronic A
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pulmonary obstructive disease, liver failure, kidney failure, hematological malignancy and recent 

cancer. There is no increased risk with hypertension or remote history of cancer and only small 

increases (<1.5-fold) with asthma, chronic heart disease, mild obesity, and cancer 1-5 years ago.27 

Further study is needed on possible effects of genetic and epigenetic factors, history of other 

vaccinations, air pollution, lifestyle choices, and previous infection with other coronaviruses on the 

susceptibility to SARS-COV-2 and the severity of the infection.

Years of life lost (YLLs)

Assuming that those dying with COVID-19 have the same profile of comorbidities as those of 

similar age in the general USA population, Goldstein and Lee estimated that on average a person 

dying with COVID-19 loses 11.7 years of life.35 However, this estimates is probably highly upward 

biased. Those who die with COVID-19 may have more comorbidities (and thus shorter life 

expectancy) than the general population at same age. Hanlon et al. adjusted for comorbidities36 and 

found that this adjustment decreases the estimated average YLLs only by one year. However, their 

correction is inadequate because they considered only 11 comorbidities and lacked information on 

comorbidity severity (which markedly affects life expectancy). Moreover, their model that considers 

correlated comorbidities did not even converge, apparently due to sparse data and dense correlation 

structure. Even then, they observed that YLLs markedly depend on the number of comorbidities, e.g. 

those >=80 years without comorbidities have over 10 YLLs while those with many comorbidities 

have only 2-4 YLLs.36 

Consideration of additional comorbid conditions and careful modeling of their correlation may 

further shrink YLLs estimates. Separate modeling is also needed for institutionalized and non-

institutionalized individuals, given their markedly different life expectancy. E.g. it is known already 

from the pre-COVID era that average length of stay in nursing homes is slightly over 2 years and 

those who died in nursing homes had spent there on median only 5 months.37 Moreover, it has long 

been known38 and pointed again recently39 that traditional YLLs calculations are by default inflated 

because inherently they count remaining life (based on life tables with or without risk adjustments) 

even for people dying at their expected time without any actual life loss. Finally, quality-adjusted 

YLLs and disability-adjusted life years (DALYs) would add valuable information, if computed 

A
cc

ep
te

d 
A

rt
ic

le



This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved

carefully for COVID-19. The quality of life of many deceased patients is limited and many have 

major disabilities in their pre-existing situation.

Avoidable deaths

Some/many of the first 1 million recorded deaths were potentially due to errors and 

mismanagement that might be avoidable moving forward. E.g., some health care systems were caught 

unprepared;3 widely-used hydroxychloroquine may have increased mortality;40 and suboptimal 

mechanical ventilation management may have worsened outcomes.  Some strategic choices, e.g. 

sending COVID-19 infected patients to nursing homes (in anticipation of predicted acute care bed 

shortages) probably caused many excess deaths41 and nosocomial infections contributed many deaths 

in some hard-hit locations like Lombardy.3 Hopefully, many of these problems can be avoided in the 

future. Some are more intractable than others, e.g. some health care systems may remain 

malfunctional and lack resources. Conversely, some deaths may be averted with the wider future use 

of dexamethasone that decreases the risk of death in severe illness.42  

Current extent of viral spread

Population seroprevalence studies published to-date43 show tremendous variability in evolving 

spread of the infection across countries, in locations withing countries, and within locations according 

to socioeconomic and other exposure risk features. All studies, however, agree that infections far 

exceed the documented PCR-positive numbers. Many infections (~40%) are entirely asymptomatic, 

and many more have limited symptoms and/or do not lead to testing. Underestimation may have been 

50-100-fold or more in the early days of the pandemic, especially in locations with limited testing.44,45 

The ratio total/documented infections has probably decreased as more testing is done. However, as of 

summer 2020 underestimation was apparently still 11-fold in the USA46 and about 30-fold in India.47 

With 36 million documented infections worldwide as of early October 2020, the true total number of 

infections is probably >20 times larger: about 10% of the global population is probably already 

infected. This estimate is in agreement also with a recent WHO statement.48 Rates of further current 

increase may vary markedly across locations, with some locations maintaining suppressed epidemic 

activity, several others showing clear decline of infections with sigmoid (Gompertz) epidemic 

waves,49 and some other experiencing continued waves or resurgence after suppressed first waves.     

Infection fatality rateA
cc

ep
te

d 
A

rt
ic

le



This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved

IFR in different locations can be inferred from seroprevalence studies. While these studies 

have caveats,43 they show IFR ranging from 0.00% to 1.31% across 82 study estimates.43 Median IFR 

across 51 locations is 0.23% for the overall population and 0.05% for people <70 years old. IFR is 

larger in locations with higher overall fatalities. Given that these 82 studies are predominantly from 

hard hit epicenters, IFR on a global level may be modestly lower. Average values of 0.15-0.20% for 

the whole global population and 0.03-0.04% for people <70 years old as of October 2020 are 

plausible. These values agree also with the WHO estimate48 of 10% global infection rate (hence, 

IFR~0.15) as of early October 2020. Earlier higher quotes of average IFR that were irresponsibly 

circulated widely in media and social media were probably extremely flawed, as they depended on 

erroneous modeling assumptions, and/or focused only on selecting mostly studies from countries high 

death burden (that indeed have higher IFRs), and/or were done by inexperienced authors who used 

overtly wrong meta-analysis methods in a situation where there is extreme between-study 

heterogeneity. For discussion of analytical issues, see ref. 43.      

The sharp age dependence of risk means that IFR is expected to vary substantially, other 

things being equal, across different countries. Median population age is 15-20 years for most African 

countries versus 43 years in the European Union. Globally, the median age is 30; 9% of the 7.7 billion 

people are >=65 years old, 50% are 25-64 and 41% are younger than 25. IFR estimates across 

different locations are expected (and observed)43 to vary many-fold based on differences in population 

age structure, presence of elderly institutionalized populations, socioeconomic inequalities, 

population-level clinical risk profile, measures taken and healthcare. It is unclear whether differences 

in host genetic susceptibility, viral clades and other unknown factors may also diversify IFR.      

Future potential pandemic spread

Per standard epidemic modeling, a basic reproductive number of 2.5 translates to 1-

(1/2.5)=60% of the population required to be infected to reach “herd immunity”. However, these 

estimates assume equal mixing within populations, while real world heterogeneity is the norm. 

Seroprevalence values approaching 60% have been documented in overcrowded urban areas in India50 

or South America51 and highly congested settings, e.g. aircraft carriers.52 With mixing heterogeneity, 

lower values, e.g. 43%53 or even 10-20%54 have been proposed as required thresholds to stop 

epidemic propagation. Moreover, multiple studies have identified pre-existing cellular immunity that A
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may be effective against SARS-CoV-2 in 20-50% of participant samples.55-57 If so, the proportion of 

people who need to be infected to reach herd immunity may be much lower than originally estimated. 

Thresholds for herd immunity remain a contested, but crucial issue as they determine the projected 

potential total fatalities.  

Total fatalities in a full-cycle pandemic

Table 2 shows illustrative projections for total global COVID-19 deaths for a full-cycle of the 

pandemic without considering modifications due to currently unavailable or unknown factors (e.g. 

vaccines, see next section). The time it takes for the pandemic to unfold may vary across locations, 

depending on original seeding load, timing of re-seedings, and real-world effectiveness of employed 

non-pharmaceutical interventions - a hotly debated topic beyond the scope of the current article. It is 

argued that 2-5 years may be needed for full cycling.58 However, some locations around the world 

may have already completed a largely full cycle, while others may remain mostly unscathed by the 

virus (but thus also continuously susceptible) for long even without effective vaccines, e.g. if they 

continue to block seeding from external sources.    

Table 2 simulations show that if eventually 60% of the global population is infected and there 

is the same risk of infection across all risk-strata, the total number of deaths is expected to be 8.76 

million for the full cycle. If one assumes a 5-year horizon, this represents 2.9% of all deaths globally 

in the period 2020-2024. If only 30% of the global population is infected (a more plausible 

expectation) without differentiation across risk strata, the total number of deaths (4.38 million) is 

1.5% of all deaths globally in 2020-2024. Further major reductions in total deaths can be achieved, if 

measures succeed to keep infection rates in high-risk groups at half or one-third of the rate in 

remaining populations: 2.28 and 1.58 million deaths, respectively, would represent only 0.8% and 

0.5% of all deaths globally. If the infection rate among high-risk groups can be kept at 10%, then even 

if 60% of the remaining population is infected, total COVID-19 death count would remain 1.76 

million. Given that >1 million deaths are already documented as of October 2020, if the minority of 

high-risk individuals can be preferentially protected with modest effectiveness, the remaining deaths 

would be fewer than those already accrued. The proportion of global quality-adjusted or disability-

adjusted life years lost due to COVID-19 may be even less than the proportion contributed in terms of 

death counts, as discussed above.   A
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In the first half of 2020, high-risk groups were not strongly preferentially protected in many 

locations. In fact, in some countries, some high-risk groups were probably infected at higher rates 

than low-risk groups. Horizontal lockdown protected several low-risk groups (e.g. wealthy healthy 

professionals working from home) more than high-risk groups who could not shelter effectively. This 

applies both to people at high risk because of socioeconomic inequalities (e.g. homeless, low-wage 

essential workers and minorities in the USA, poor urban dwellers and manual workers in Latin 

America), as well as age group and debilitation (e.g. with massive infections in nursing homes in 

USA and Europe). Large seroprevalence studies with sufficient participants in different age strata to 

allow meaningful comparisons suggest that, compared with younger people, non-institutionalized 

people >65 years were equally likely to be infected in Spain,59 slightly less likely to be infected in the 

USA,46 and substantially less likely to be infected in England.60 Moreover, as discussed above, 

minorities and poor people were often disproportionately infected.     

Additional factors that may shape the pandemic footprint

Box 1 summarizes several other factors that may affect the total pandemic toll.  Those that 

have the highest likelihood of occurring may have positive impact, further reducing the pandemic 

impact. Emergence of effective and safe vaccines and additional effective treatments, and avoidance 

of ineffective and detrimental management options are all highly desirable. As of October 2020, it is 

precarious to speculate about their exact impact, which may vary from very modest to paradigm-

changing.  Conversely, highly disruptive measures (e.g. lockdown) may drain resources and hinder 

responding to the pandemic, besides whatever other major adverse effects they may have on other 

health problems and society at large.61 

The co-existence of COVID-19 and seasonal influenza remains a major unknown as of 

October 2020. Preliminarily, there is some evidence that influenza seems suppressed while the 

COVID-19 pandemic is active.62 If true, this may reflect effectiveness of hygiene, masks and non-

pharmaceutical social distancing measures against influenza as well. In addition, one perspective is 

that there is a pool of frail, susceptible individuals who are at high-risk of succumbing to respiratory 

viruses. Thus a less severe season may be followed by a more severe one, and vice versa. Moreover, 

influenza and SARS-CoV-2 would be competing for the same pool of susceptible individuals. In the 

absence of COVID-19, influenza would be expected to kill 2.5 million people or more in 5 years, A
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including approximately 150,000 children <5 years old. It would be very interesting to note whether 

its death toll in 2020-2024 is actually smaller, given the advent of COVID-19. An optimistic scenario 

would be that influenza recedes during COVID-19 waves, and that total number of deaths during 

2021-2024 due to respiratory pathogens is cumulatively not much different from pre-COVID-19 4-

year periods. Conversely, the pessimistic scenario is that influenza and COVID-19 both strike heavily 

and concurrently with multiplicative adverse impact.     

Another unknown feature is the exact frequency, timing, and clinical severity of reinfections 

from SARS-CoV2. Data to-date do not suggest that this is a significant contributor to mortality, but 

the impact of re-infections needs long-term tracking. Long-term morbidity and mortality among 

COVID-19-infected patients is also poorly understood and systematic study is needed. 

Finally, both COVID-19 and the response measures (especially if they are too aggressive) can 

disrupt life, economy, civilization, and society at large. A catastrophic impact on mental health is 

already well documented.63 Catastrophic social meltdown and chaotic events such as riots, wars and 

revolutions have unpredictable dynamics but, if they happen, can be devastating. Many measures 

taken to halt the pandemic may be seriously destabilizing, adding hundreds of millions of people at 

the brink of starvation, skyrocketing unemployment, and resulting in recrudescence of other infectious 

diseases such as tuberculosis and childhood diseases from disrupted vaccination schedules.64 Learning 

to live with COVID-19 and using effective, precise, least disruptive measures is essential to avoid 

such disasters and to help minimize the adverse impact of the pandemic.
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Table 1. Possible non-COVID-19 causes of excess deaths compounded by aggressive measures 

taken for COVID-19

Cause of excess death Reason/comments Possible time horizon for 

excess deaths

People with AMI and other 

acute disease not given 

proper hospital care

Patients afraid to go to 

hospital and hospitals 

reducing admissions afraid of 

overload 

Acute, during pandemic

People with cancer having 

delayed treatment

Postponement of cancer 

treatment in anticipation of 

COVID-19 overload 

Next 5 years

Disrupted cancer prevention Inability to offer cancer 

prevention services under 

aggressive measures

Next 20 years

Other health care disruption Postponement or cancellation 

of elective procedures and 

regular care

Variable for different medical 

conditions

Suicides Mental health disruption Both acute and long-term

Violence (domestic, 

homicide)

Mental health disruption Acute, possibly long-term

Starvation Disruption in food production 

and transport

Acute, and possibly worse 

over next several years

Tuberculosis Disruption of tuberculosis 

management programs

Next 5 years

Childhood diseases Disruption of vaccination 

programs

Next 5 years

Alcoholism and other 

diseases of despair

Mental health disruption, 

unemployment

Next 10 years
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Multiple chronic diseases Unemployment, lack of 

health insurance, and poverty

Next 20 years

Lack of proper medical care Disruption of healthcare, as 

hospitals and health programs 

get financially disrupted, 

furlough personnel or even 

shut down services 

Next 20 years

AMI, acute myocardial infarction
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Table 2. Estimated COVID-19 deaths during the full cycle of the pandemic under different 

scenarios of population infection rate (PIR) that is the same across all risk strata or differs in 

high-risk (PIRH) and low-risk (PIRL) strata*

Global 

population 

(millions)

Infection 

fatality 

rate

Estimated COVID-19 deaths during the full cycle of the 

pandemic (millions)

PIR=60% PIR=30% PIRH=15%

PIRL=30%

PIRH=10%

PIRL=30%

PIRH=10%

PIRL=60%

Institutionalized frail 

elderly

10 25% 1.5 0.75 0.375 0.25 0.25

Other >75 years 250 2% 3 1.5 0.75 0.5 0.5

Other 65-74 years 450 1% 2.7 1.35 0.675 0.45 0.45

Upper-risk <65 years 1000 0.2% 1.2 0.6 0.3 0.2 0.2

Low-risk <65 years 6000 0.01% 0.36 0.18 0.18 0.18 0.36

All 7710 0.19% 8.76 4.38 2.28 1.58 1.76

COVID-19/total 5-

year global deaths**

2.9% 1.5% 0.8% 0.5% 0.6%

*Simulations are given for illustrative purposes and need to be seen with great caution. They should 

not be interpreted by any means that a “herd immunity” strategy is proposed where people are 

encouraged to become infected. It is also unknown whether a full-cycle would last 5 years, or less or 

more, and what the long-term behavior of SARS-CoV-2 would be (e.g. whether it may behave like 

the other four coronaviruses that cause sporadic outbreaks). The presented simulations correspond to a 

global infection fatality rate (IFR) of 0.19% if people in all risk-strata have an equal chance of 

infection, but this would vary across locations and countries, e.g. the same assumptions translate to 

IFR=0.37% in the USA (0.25% in non-institutionalized people) versus approximately 0.1% in India. 

IFR can be modulated to decrease sharply if high-groups are selectively protected, while it may 

increase sharply if high-risk groups are infected more frequently than low-risk groups. ** assuming 

300 million deaths in 1/2020-12/2024. 
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Box 1. Additional factors that may affect the toll from the COVID-19 pandemic

 Vaccines – successful development, availability, effectiveness, safety, uptake, coverage of 

high risk populations, impact on transmission, duration of protection

 Development and use of effective treatments and management options and avoidance of 

detrimental ones

 Impact of economic and social disruption on the course and management of the pandemic

 Public health and personal hygiene measures

 Interplay with other emerging health problems – respiratory infectious (e.g. influenza), other 

infectious (e.g. tuberculosis), other diseases induced/worsened by the epidemic response (e.g. 

competing for resources)

 Reinfection potential – loss of immunity and/or mutating virus

 Chronic COVID-19 disease consequences and long-term morbidity leading to late mortality

 Catastrophic chaotic events (e.g. wars, riots, revolutions, other social meltdown) 

A
cc

ep
te

d 
A

rt
ic

le



This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved

References

1. McGivern L, Shulman L, Carney JK, Shapiro S, Bundock E. Death certification errors and the 

effect on mortality statistics. Public Health Rep. 2017 Nov-Dec; 132(6): 669–675. doi: 

10.1177/0033354917736514

2. Spencer E, Jefferson T, Brassey J, Heneghan C. When is covid covid? 

https://www.cebm.net/covid-19/when-is-covid-covid/, accessed October 4, 2020

3. Boccia S, Ricciardi W, Ioannidis JPA. What other countries can learn from Italy during the 

COVID-19 pandemic. JAMA Intern Med. 2020;180:987-8. doi: 

10.1001/jamainternmed.2020.1447.

4. Ioannidis JPA, Axfors C, Contopoulos-Ioannidis DG. Population-level COVID-19 mortality 

risk for non-elderly individuals overall and for non-elderly individuals without underlying 

diseases in pandemic epicenters. Envir Res. 2020;188:109890.

5. Woolf SH, Chapman DA, Sabo RT, Weinberger DM, Hill L. Excess deaths from COVID-19 

and other causes, March-April 2020.  JAMA. 2020 Aug 4;324(5):510-513. doi: 

10.1001/jama.2020.11787.

6. VanderWeele TJ. Challenges estimating total lives lost in COVID-19 decisions: consideration 

of mortality related to unemployment, social isolation, and depression. JAMA. 2020 Aug 

4;324(5):445-446. 

7. De Filippo O, D’Ascenzo F, Angelini F, et al. Reduced rate of hospital admissions for ACS 

during covid-19 outbreak in northern Italy. N Engl J Med2020. doi:10.1056/NEJMc2009166.

8. Metzler B, Siostrzonek P, Binder RK, Bauer A, Reinstadler SJ. Decline of acute coronary 

syndrome admissions in Austria since the outbreak of COVID-19: the pandemic response 

causes cardiac collateral damage. Eur Heart J2020;41:1852-3.

9. Roelfs  DJ, Shor  E, Davidson  KW, Schwartz  JE.  Losing life and livelihood: a systematic 

review and meta-analysis of unemployment and all-cause mortality.   Soc Sci Med. 

2011;72(6):840-854. doi:10.1016/j.socscimed.2011.01.005

10. Holt-Lunstad  J, Smith  TB, Baker  M, Harris  T, Stephenson  D.  Loneliness and social 

isolation as risk factors for mortality: a meta-analytic review.   Perspect Psychol Sci. 

2015;10(2):227-237.A
cc

ep
te

d 
A

rt
ic

le

https://www.cebm.net/covid-19/when-is-covid-covid/


This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved

11. Case A. Deaton A. Deaths of despair and the future of capitalism. Princeton University Press, 

2020.

12. Wei  J, Hou  R, Zhang  X,  et al.  The association of late-life depression with all-cause and 

cardiovascular mortality among community-dwelling older adults: systematic review and 

meta-analysis.   Br J Psychiatry. 2019;215(2):449-455. doi:10.1192/bjp.2019.74

13. Laliotis I, Ioannidis JPA, Stavropoulou C. Total and cause-specific mortality before and after 

the onset of the Greek economic crisis: an interrupted time-series analysis. Lancet Public 

Health. 2016 Dec;1(2):e56-e65. doi: 10.1016/S2468-2667(16)30018-4.

14. Brooks SK, Webster RK, Smith LE, Woodland L, Wessely S, Greenberg N, Rubin GJ. The 

psychological impact of quarantine and how to reduce it: rapid review of the evidence. Lancet. 

2020 Mar 14;395(10227):912-920. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(20)30460-8.

15. Sud  A, Jones  M, Broggio  J,  et al.  Collateral damage: the impact on outcomes from cancer 

surgery of the COVID-19 pandemic.   Ann Oncol. Published online May 16, 2020. 

doi:10.1016/j.annonc.2020.05.009

16. Stephenson  J. Sharp drop in routine vaccinations for US children amid COVID-19 pandemic. 

JAMA Health Forum. Published May 12, 2020. Accessed October 4, 2020. 

https://jamanetwork.com/channels/health-forum/fullarticle/2766119

17. Docherty K, Butt J, de Boer R, et al. Deaths from covid-19: Who are the forgotten victims? 

medRxiv 2020 (preprint). 

https://www.medrxiv.org/content/10.1101/2020.04.21.20073114v2.abstract.

18. Moser DA, Glaus J, Frangou S, et al. Years of life lost due to the psychosocial consequences 

of covid-19 mitigation strategies based on Swiss data. medRxiv 2020 (preprint). 

https://www.medrxiv.org/content/10.1101/2020.04.17.20069716v2.abstract.

19. Roesch E, Amin A, Gupta J, García-Moreno C. Violence against women during covid-19 

pandemic restrictions. BMJ. 2020 May 7;369:m1712. doi: 10.1136/bmj.m1712.

20. Boman JH 4th, Gallupe O. Has COVID-19 changed crime? Crime rates in the United States 

during the pandemic. Am J Crim Justice. 2020 Jul 8:1-9. doi: 10.1007/s12103-020-09551-3.

A
cc

ep
te

d 
A

rt
ic

le



This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved

21. Picheta R. Coronavirus pandemic will cause global famines of “biblical proportions,” UN 

warns. CNN 2020. https://www.cnn.com/2020/04/22/africa/coronavirus-famine-un-warning-

intl/index.html.

22. Zumla A, Marais BJ, McHugh TD, et al. COVID-19 and tuberculosis-threats and 

opportunities. Int J Tuberc Lung Dis. 2020 Aug 1;24(8):757-760. doi: 10.5588/ijtld.20.0387.

23. Ribeiro F, Leist A. Who is going to pay the price of Covid-19? Reflections about an unequal 

Brazil. Int J Equity Health. 2020 Jun 8;19(1):91. doi: 10.1186/s12939-020-01207-2.

24. Fu SJ, George EL, Maggio PM, Hawn M, Nazerali R. The consequences of delaying elective 

surgery: surgical perspective. Ann Surg. 2020 Aug;272(2):e79-e80. doi: 

10.1097/SLA.0000000000003998.

25. Del Vecchio Blanco G, Calabrese E, Biancone L, Monteleone G, Paoluzi OA. The impact of 

COVID-19 pandemic in the colorectal cancer prevention. Int J Colorectal Dis. 2020 

Oct;35(10):1951-1954. doi: 10.1007/s00384-020-03635-6.

26. Ioannidis JP. Coronavirus disease 2019: The harms of exaggerated information and non-

evidence-based measures. Eur J Clin Invest. 2020; 2020 Apr;50(4):e13222. doi: 

10.1111/eci.13222.

27. Williamson EJ, Walker AJ, Bhaskaran K, et al. Factors associated with COVID-19-related 

death using OpenSAFELY. Nature. 2020 Aug;584(7821):430-436. doi: 10.1038/s41586-020-

2521-4. 

28. Arons MM, Hatfield KM, Reddy SC, Kimball A, James A, Jacobs JR, et al. Presymptomatic 

SARS-CoV-2 infections and transmission in a skilled nursing facility. N Engl J Med. 2020 

May 28;382(22):2081-2090. doi: 10.1056/NEJMoa2008457.

29. Laxminarayan R, Wahl B, Dudala SR, et al. Epidemiology and transmission dynamics of 

COVID-19 in two Indian states. Science  30 Sep 2020:eabd7672. DOI: 

10.1126/science.abd7672.

30. Pan D, Sze S, Minhas JS, et al. The impact of ethnicity on clinical outcomes in COVID-19: a 

systematic review. EClin Med. 2020; 23100404.

A
cc

ep
te

d 
A

rt
ic

le



This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved

31. Anderson G, Frank JW, Naylor CD, Wodchis W, Feng P. Using socioeconomics to counter 

health disparities arising from the covid-19 pandemic. BMJ. 2020 Jun 8;369:m2149. doi: 

10.1136/bmj.m2149.

32. Wortham JM, Lee JT, Athomsons S, et al. Characteristics of persons who died with COVID-

19 — United States, February 12–May 18, 2020. 2020, July 17:69(28);923-929. 

33.  In: https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr68/nvsr68_07-508.pdf, last accessed October 4, 

2020.

34. In: 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/healthandsocialcare/conditionsanddi

seases/articles/coronaviruscovid19in10charts/2020-09-24, last accessed October 4, 2020.

35. Goldstein JR, Lee RD. Demographic perspectives on the mortality of COVID-19 and other 

epidemics. Proc Natl Acad Science USA 2020:117(36):22035-22041.  

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2006392117

36. Hanlon P, Chadwick F, Shah A, et al. COVID-19 – exploring the implications of long-term 

condition type and extent of multimorbidity on years of life lost: A modelling study. 

Wellcome Open Res 2020: 10.12688/wellcomeopenres.15849.1.

37. Kelly A, Conell-Price J, Covinsky K, et al. Lengths of stay for older adults residing in nursing 

homes at the end of life. J Am Geriatr Soc. 2010 Sep; 58(9): 1701–1706.

38. Marshall RJ. Standard expected years of life lost as a measure of mortality: norms and 

reference to New Zealand data. Aust N Z J Public Health. 2004 Oct;28(5):452-7. doi: 

10.1111/j.1467-842x.2004.tb00027.x.

39. Rubo M, Czuppon P. Years of life lost estimates cannot always be taken at face value: 

Response to “COVID-19–exploring the implications of long-term condition type and extent of 

multimorbidity on years of life lost: A modeling study. Wellcome Open Res 2020: 

https://wellcomeopenresearch.org/articles/5-137.

40. Axfors C, Schmitt AM, Janiaud P, et al. Mortality outcomes with hydroxychloroquine and 

chloroquine in COVID-19: an international collaborative meta-analysis of randomized trials. 

medRxiv. 2020.

A
cc

ep
te

d 
A

rt
ic

le

https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/nvsr/nvsr68/nvsr68_07-508.pdf
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/healthandsocialcare/conditionsanddiseases/articles/coronaviruscovid19in10charts/2020-09-24
https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/healthandsocialcare/conditionsanddiseases/articles/coronaviruscovid19in10charts/2020-09-24
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2006392117
https://wellcomeopenresearch.org/articles/5-137


This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved

41. Ioannidis JPA, Cripps S, Tanner MA. Forecasting for COVID-19 has failed. Int J Forecast. 

2020 Aug 25. doi: 10.1016/j.ijforecast.2020.08.004. 

42. Horby P, Lim WS, Emberson JR, et al. Dexamethasone in Hospitalized Patients with Covid-

19 - Preliminary Report. New Engl J Med 2020;Epub ahead of print.

43. Ioannidis JPA. The infection fatality rate of COVID-19 inferred from seroprevalence data. 

Bulletin of the WHO 2020 (in press).

44. Bendavid E, Mulaney B, Sood N, et al. COVID-19 Antibody seroprevalence in Santa Clara 

County, California. medRxiv 2020. doi: 10.1101/2020.04.14.20062463.

45. Shakiba M, Nazari S, Mehrabian F, et al. Seroprevalence of COVID-19 virus infection in 

Guilan province, Iran. medRxiv 2020. doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.26.20079244.

46. Anand S, Montez-Rath M, Han J, et al. Prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 antibodies in a large 

nationwide sample of patients on dialysis in the USA: a cross-sectional study. Lancet. 2020 

Sep 25:S0140-6736(20)32009-2. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(20)32009-2.

47. Young J, Mitra E. More than 60 million people in India may have caught Covid-19, survey 

finds. https://edition.cnn.com/2020/09/30/asia/india-covid-antibody-study-intl-hnk-

scli/index.html, last accessed October 4, 2020

48. Coronavirus: WHO estimates 10% of global population infected with COVID-19. In: 

https://www.dw.com/en/coronavirus-who-estimates-10-of-global-population-infected-with-

covid-19/a-55162783, last accessed October 6, 2020.

49. Levitt M, Scaiewicz A, Zonta F. Predicting the trajectory of any COVID19 epidemic from the 

best straight line. medRxiv 2020. doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.26.20140814

50. Malani A, Shah D, Kang G, et al. Seroprevalence of SARS-CoV-2 in slums and non-slums of 

Mumbai, India, during June 29-July 19, 2020. medRxiv 2020. doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.27.20182741.

51. Figar S, Pagotto V, Luna L, et al. Community-level SARS-CoV-2 seroprevalence survey in 

urban slum dwellers of Buenos Aires City, Argentina: a participatory research. medRxiv 2020. 

doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.07.14.20153858.

A
cc

ep
te

d 
A

rt
ic

le

https://edition.cnn.com/2020/09/30/asia/india-covid-antibody-study-intl-hnk-scli/index.html
https://edition.cnn.com/2020/09/30/asia/india-covid-antibody-study-intl-hnk-scli/index.html
https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.06.26.20140814


This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved

52. Payne DC, Smith-Jeffcoat SE, Nowak G, et al. SARS-CoV-2 Infections and Serologic 

Responses from a Sample of U.S. Navy Service Members — USS Theodore Roosevelt, April 

2020. MMWR 2020:69(23);714–721. 

53. Britton T, Ball F, Trapman P. A mathematical model reveals the influence of population 

heterogeneity on herd immunity to SARS-CoV-2. Science 2020:eabc6810. DOI: 

10.1126/science.abc6810.

54. Gomes GM, Corder RM, King JG, et al. Individual variation in susceptibility or exposure to 

SARS-CoV-2 lowers the herd immunity threshold. medRxiv 2020. 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.04.27.20081893

55. Doshi P. Covid-19: Do many people have pre-existing immunity? BMJ. 2020 Sep 

17;370:m3563. doi: 10.1136/bmj.m3563.

56. Grifoni A, Weiskopf D, Ramirez SI, et al. Targets of T cell responses to SARS-CoV-2 

coronavirus in humans with COVID-19 disease and unexposed individuals. Cell 

2020;181:1489-1501.e15. 

57. Sekine T, Perez-Potti A, Rivera-Ballesteros O, et al. Robust T cell immunity in convalescent 

individuals with asymptomatic or mild COVID-19. Cell 2020; 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2020.08.017.

58. Kissler SM, Tedijanto C, Goldstein E, Grad YH, Lipsitch M. Projecting the transmission 

dynamics of SARS-CoV-2 through the postpandemic period. Science 2020 May 

22;368(6493):860-868. doi: 10.1126/science.abb5793. 

59. Pollán M, Pérez-Gómez B, Pastor-Barriuso R, et al. Prevalence of SARS-CoV-2 in Spain 

(ENE-COVID): a nationwide, population-based seroepidemiological study. Lancet. 

2020;396(10250):535-544. doi: 10.1016/S0140-6736(20)31483-5.

60. Ward H, Atchinson C, Whitaker M, et al. Antibody prevalence for SARS-CoV-2 following the 

peak of the pandemic in England: REACT2 study in 100,000 adults. medRxiv 2020. doi: 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.12.20173690.

61. Melnick ER, Ioannidis JPA. Should governments continue lockdown to slow the spread of 

covid-19? BMJ. 2020 Jun 3;369:m1924. doi: 10.1136/bmj.m1924.

A
cc

ep
te

d 
A

rt
ic

le



This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved

62. Klein A. Australia sees huge decrease in flu cases due to coronavirus measures. New Scientist 

2020, https://www.newscientist.com/article/2242113-australia-sees-huge-decrease-in-flu-

cases-due-to-coronavirus-measures/, last accessed October 4, 2020.

63. Czeisler MÉ, Lane RI, Petrosky E, et al. Mental health, substance use, and suicidal ideation 

during the COVID-19 pandemic - United States, June 24-30, 2020. MMWR Morb Mortal 

Wkly Rep. 2020 Aug 14;69(32):1049-1057. doi: 10.15585/mmwr.mm6932a1.

64. Ioannidis JP. The totality of the evidence. Boston Review 2020, 

http://bostonreview.net/science-nature/john-p-ioannidis-totality-evidence. Last accessed 

October 4, 2020.  

A
cc

ep
te

d 
A

rt
ic

le

https://www.newscientist.com/article/2242113-australia-sees-huge-decrease-in-flu-cases-due-to-coronavirus-measures/
https://www.newscientist.com/article/2242113-australia-sees-huge-decrease-in-flu-cases-due-to-coronavirus-measures/
http://bostonreview.net/science-nature/john-p-ioannidis-totality-evidence



