medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.20.24304645; this version posted March 24, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

Analyses of academician cohor ts gener ate biased pandemic excess death estimates

John P.A. loannidis®>*

(1) Department of Medicine, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305

(2) Department of Epidemiology and Population Health, Stanford University, Stanford,
CA 94305

(3) Department of Biomedical Data Science, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305

(4) Department of Statistics, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305

(5) Meta-Research Innovation Center at Stanford, Stanford University, Stanford, CA
94305

*To whom correspondence may be addressed. Email: jiocannid@stanford.edu

Funding: The work of JPAI is supported by an unrestricted gift from Sue and Bob O’ Donnell
to Stanford University. The funders had no role in study design, data collection and analysis,

decision to publish, or preparation of the manuscript.

Data sharing: All key data are in the manuscript and in databases that are already open to the

public.

Conflicts of interest: None.

Contributions: JPAI had the original idea, collected the data, analyzed the data and wrote the

paper.
Word count: 3000; abstract: 250 words; 36 references; 3 tables

ABSTRACT

1

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.20.24304645
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.20.24304645; this version posted March 24, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

Objective: Death data from cohorts of academicians have been used to estimate pandemic
excess deaths. We aimed to evaluate the validity of this approach.

Study design and setting: Data were analyzed from living and deceased member lists from
Mainland China, UK and Greece academies; and Nobel laureates (and US subset thereof).
Samples of early elected academicians were probed for unrecorded deaths; datasets overtly
missing deaths were excluded from further analyses. Actuarial risks were compared against
the general population in the same country in respective age strata. Relative incidence risk
increases in death in active pandemic periods were compared to popul ation-wide pandemic
excess death estimates for the same country.

Results: Royal Society and Academy of Athens datasets overtly missed desths. Pre-
pandemic death rates were 4-12-fold lower in the Chinese Academy of Engineering (CAE)
versus respective age strata of the Mainland China population. A +158% relative increase in
death risk was seen in CAE data during the first 12-months of wide viral spread. Both
increases (+34% in British Academy) and decreases (-27% in US Nobel laureates) in death
rates occurred in pandemic (2020-22) versus pre-pandemic (2017-2019) years; point
estimates were far from known excess deaths in the respective countries (+6% and +14%,
respectively). Published excess death estimates for urban-dwelling Mainland China
selectively analyzed CAE, but not another Chinese academy (Chinese Academy of Sciences)
with half the pandemic death rates.

Conclusion: Missingness, lack of representativeness, large uncertainty, and selective analysis
reporting make data from academy rosters unreliable for estimating general population excess

deaths.
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INTRODUCTION

Estimating pandemic excess death burden is difficult, even in countries with excellent
death registration systems, because estimates depend on many assumptions.? In countries
with deficient death registration, one option is to make inferences from cohorts where death
data are hopefully complete. One approach is to use cohorts of members of prestigious
academies, where birth and death dates are recorded for their members. This approach was
widely popularized when in 2023 a highly-read New Y ork Times article® noticed that deaths
of Chinese Academy of Engineering (CAE) and Chinese Academy of Sciences (CAYS)
members peaked during December 2022 and January 2023. Linked to explosive spread of
COVID-19 in Mainland China after removal of restrictive measures, deaths of academicians
were believed to reflect the magnitude of excess death toll across Mainland China. This
concept adopted in a meticulous epidemiological study concluded from CAE death data that
the urban-dwelling population of Mainland China had 917,000 excess deaths during these
two months.” The current analysis dissects the validity of this approach using data from
different academies and from Nobel laurestes.
METHODS
Evaluated cohorts

Academician cohorts comprise populations of high socioeconomic status with
maximal educational and scholarly achievement — by definition. They are also selected with
extreme survival bias, since to be elected in the academies, inducted members typically
should survive into advanced age. To estimate the magnitude of selectivenessin terms of age
structure and actuarial risk, data were analyzed from CAE (previously used by ref. 4 to
estimate excess deaths in Mainland China),>® the British Academy (BA),”® the Royal
Society,° and the Academy of Athens,™ national academies that maintain databases of

living and deceased members.” ™


https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.20.24304645
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/

medRxiv preprint doi: https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.20.24304645; this version posted March 24, 2024. The copyright holder for this preprint
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity.
It is made available under a CC-BY-NC 4.0 International license .

To obtain comparative information and insights for potential missingnessin
academies’ data, Nobel laureates'® were similarly evaluated. Nobel laureates are another
cohort of even more accomplished and privileged individuals. Death information on laurates
should be complete given their extremely famous public status, while less strong assurance
exists for academies’ data.

Validity checking for missing death data

To test for potential missing death data in assessed academies, online information was
perused on samples of their earliest elected members shown as living in their websites as of
March 2024. Online searches with their names aimed to identify their birth year and find any
potential obituary or other mention of death.

Actuarial risk

For cohorts without overt missingness based on the previous step, annual actuarial
risks were calculated. For CEA, in analogy to a previous analysis,” the 12-month periods start
on December 1, so as to capture in asingle 12-month period the impact the COVID-19 wave
in December 2022-January 2023; and 5-prepandemic years were also considered (December
2017-November 2022). For BA, only years of birth and death were available and calendar
years were considered (2017-2023). For each 12-month period or calendar year, death risk
was calculated overall and for the strata of academicians <80, 80-84 and >85 year old at the
beginning of the time interval. Calendar year death risks (2017-2023) was also calculated for
Nobel laureates and for the subset where USA is listed as a country in the Nobel Prize
webpage (regardless of other countries are also listed).**** Annual death risk in the 80-84 and
>85 dtrata (that comprise the vast majority of deaths) were compared with general population
actuarial risksin China, UK and USA, based on WHO 2019 lifetables for men.* In advanced
age strata, these academies and Nobel laureates include very small minorities of women.>

Excess death peaks
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The ability of the examined cohorts to provide insights about the excess deaths in the
general population (or urban-dwelling general population, as assumed in ref. 4) was evaluated
by examining the annual deaths in December 2022-November 2023 versus the average of the
5 years that preceded wide SARS-CoV -2 circulation (December 2017-November 2022) in
Mainland China; and the average annual deaths during three pandemic years (2020-2022)
versus three pre-pandemic years (2017-2019) in the BA and the Nobel laureate cohort (and
US subset). Incidence risk ratios were calculated along with 95% confidence intervals (CIs)
for the compared periods. For CAE, it isimpossible to juxtapose these relative changes
against reliable excess death estimates in the general population, since death registration is
deficient in Mainland China. ™ For the UK and US, they were juxtaposed to previously
published excess death estimates for 2020-2022 versus the average of 2017-2019 considering
weekly death data and changes in population age structure.’

Probefor selectivereporting

Previously published* inferences on excess deaths in Mainland Chinaused CAE. A
search was made online to examine if other academies in China have available death counts
in the periods of interest.

RESULTS
Missing death data

Of the first 16 members in alphabetical listing of the inaugural class of 1994 of CAE,
the CAE website listed 6/16 as deceased. For another 8, online information provided birth
years ranging from 1930 to 1935 and no mention of death was found; for 2 more not even a
birth year could be found. Inthe BA living Fellows list, among the 16 Fellows with the
earliest election years, online information listed birth years from 1927 to 1939 without any
mention of death. In the Royal Society, among the 19 earliest elected Fellows (elected in

1962-1973) who were listed in the dataset of alive Fellows, 3 were found to have died. For
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the other 16 (birth years 1923-1939), no death mention was found. Missingness in the Royal
Society datawas overtly obvious also in the Past Fellows dataset: 32 to 53 annual deaths
were recorded between 2016 and 2020, but recorded deaths implausibly declined to 12 in
2021, 5in 2022, and 0 in 2023 and 2024 (last access, March 18, 2024). In the Academy of
Athens, among the 14 earliest elected members (of all types, elected in 1970-1986) who were
listed in its website as alive, 5 were found to have died. Therefore, Royal Society and
Academy of Athens data were not trusted for in-depth analyses. Naive calculations of number
of deathsin 2020-2022 versus 2017-2019 based on information of their websites would have
spuriously suggested 35% relative decrease (70 versus 108 deaths) in the pandemic period for
the Royal Society and 32% relative decrease (15 versus 22 deaths) for the Academy of
Athens.

Actuarial risk

In the CEA, annual death rates during the 5 years before December 2022 varied
between 1.6% and 2.2% (Table 1). They varied between 1.0% and 2.1% among 80-84 years
old CAE members and between 4.4% and 6.4% for those >85 years old. According to the
WHO life tables for Chinain 2019, annual actuarial death risk for men in these two age strata
in the general population were 11.5% and 26.5%, i.e. 4-12 times higher than CAE members.
Even during the 12-month period that witnessed the extensive viral spread, CAE death rates
remained 2- to 5-fold lower than those of the general population in 2019 (Table 1).

Annual death rates for BA Fellows were 1.2-2.0% pre-pandemic (i.e. similar to CAE)
and 1.7-2.4% during pandemic years. BA is also a cohort of predominantly very elderly
people (age data are not publicly available for al Fellows, while age at death in years can be
calculated for those deceased). Actuarial death risks for 80-84 and 85+ year old male UK
general populations were 6.5% in the 80-84 year old and 15.9% in >85 year old people, i.e.

about half those of China.
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Pre-pandemic annual death rates for Nobel laureates were 3-6% overall and
specificaly 3.1-5.7% in the US subset (Table 2), i.e. higher that CAE and BA. In the US
subset, the number of Nobel laureates and annual deaths in the 80-84 years age stratum were
too limited to obtain reliable annual death rates (e.g. in 2023 it was 1/27=3.7% and all years
had 0-2 deaths each). Annual death rates in the US subset >85 years old strata were 11.4-
12.2% pre-pandemic and 5.0-12.8% in pandemic years (average 11.7% versus 8.7%).
Actuarial death risks for 80-84 and >85 years old male USA general populationsin 2019
were 6.6% and 14.7%, i.e. similar to the UK.

Excess death peaks

In CEA (Table 3), the relative increase in death rate during the 12-month period after
wide SARS-CoV-2 circulation started was very high (+158%, 95% Cl 80-269%). M ost
pandemic deaths happened in the >85 years age stratum (relative death rate pandemic
increase +158%, 95% Cl 78-274%). The CEA cohort became older over time (Table 1).

In BA (Table 3), the relative increase in the death rate in 2020-2022 versus 2017-2019
was 34% (95% CI -7% decrease to 93% increase). Data are unavailable to generate age strata
estimates. UK general population excess deaths in 2020-2022 were 6% overall, and smaller
in the elderly (e.g. 4% for >85 years old).

Nobel laureates (Table 3) had no discernible death peak during the pandemic. A
modest peak actually occurred in 2018. Annual deaths tended to be lower during the
pandemic years than pre-pandemic. The estimated relative decrease was -20% (95% Cl, -58%
decrease to 52% increase) in the US subset overall and -27% among its >85 years old
laureates (95% Cl, -66% decrease to 55% increase). Conversely, USA national data showed
14% excess deaths overall and 9% among those >85 years old.

Selectivereporting
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Mainland China has three mgjor national academies (CAE, Chinese Academy of
Sciences (CAS), Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS)). No information on birth and
death years was listed by CASS. Living members data were available for CAS,*® but the CAS
deceased members webpage was defunct as of March 12, 2024. Nevertheless, both CAE and
CAS death data were presented in the New Y ork Times story.®> CAE and CAS have
approximately the same number of members (currently 968 versus 866). CAS has slightly
lower average age, larger proportion of members >95 years old (probably because of its
earlier launch year) and substantially lower portion of members 90-94 years old than CAE.
Therefore, expected number of deaths would be slightly higher in CAE thanin CAS.
However, there were far more deaths of CAE members than CAS members in the window of
maximal interest (December 2022 to January 2023): 28 versus 12 (or 26 versus 11 when
limited to deaths >80 years old, as focused in ref. 4).2
DISCUSSION

Cohorts of academicians are, by definition, subject to extreme selection bias and
cover atiny proportion of the general population age structure. Extrapolating to the whole
general population, in particular younger strata, can thus be highly misleading. Empirical data
from BA and Nobel laureates also show that trends for both increases (BA) and decreases
(Nobel laureates and their US subset) were seen during the pandemic in the death rates of
these prestigious people. These point estimates were far from the annual excess deaths in the
general population of the respective country. BA Fellows' data point estimate would suggest
roughly 5-fold (or more) higher excess deaths than what really happened in the general
population, while inspecting Nobel laureate data naively would give the totally false
impression that a peak, if any, might had occurred in 2018, i.e. before the pandemic. Given
that all these cohorts have limited membership, the sample size is small and thus 95% Cls are

very wide. Given the potential biasesinvolved, uncertainty is even larger than what the
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aready impressive 95% Cls would suggest. The bias magnitude may vary across countries,
settings, and academician cohorts. Thus, using such data to infer excess deathsin countries
where excess deaths cannot be otherwise calculated in the population directly from reliable
desath registration, could lead to severe miscalculations.

Several hundreds of honorific academies exist. The major focus in public mediaon
the Chinese academies may herald selective reporting bias. Differences seemed too stark
even to non-scientist journalists® and thus worth writing a story about them. Modest or no
differencesin death rates (or even lower death rates during the pandemic versus pre-
pandemic years, as among Nobel laureates) would not have attracted journdistic interest.
Interestingly, selective analysis reporting bias was apparently worsened in the scientific peer-
reviewed literature versus the original journalistic investigation media coverage. E.g. the
analysis of ref. 4 included only CAE data, while the New Y ork Times article® that inspired
that analysis (as the authors admit)* had presented data on both CAE and CAS. Excess death
estimates using CAS might have been only about half those calculated using CAE data.

The combined effect of diverse biases cannot be generalized across all academy
cohorts. In the specific example where excess deaths in Mainland China were estimated,” the
most likely scenario is large over-estimation in the published calculations. Comparing cohorts
of academicians to the urban-dwelling subset of the general population (asin ref. 4),
diminishes this bias modestly. E.g. in Mainland China, there is a rural-urban life expectancy
gap; however, this gap is comparatively modest (1-2 years),™ thus most of the bias remains.

Excess death inferences using academician cohorts can be further markedly distorted,
if the academies’ datasets do not capture all deaths and if birth/death dates have errors. While
the latter error is hopefully uncommon for cohorts of famous people, there is no guarantee
that academies can keep perfect track of all their members' deaths. The very low death rates

described in the Chinese and British academies analyzed here may be partly explained also
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by unreported deaths. No overt cases of missed deaths were documented for CAE and BA, at
least in the fashion that missingness could be overtly documented for Royal Society and
Academy of Athens datasets. However, it is tantalizing that death rates in CAE and BA were
substantially lower than those of Nobel laureates who are likely to be at |east as protected and
privileged healthcare-wise. This may also reflect missing deathsin CAE and BA.
Extrapolating from very elderly cohorts poses further challenges. E.g., excess death
calculations for all Mainland China based on CAE” used death data on those >80 years old
and extrapolated to younger populations using also data from Hong Kong where death
registration is apparently more complete. In Mainland China, people >80 years old represent
only 2.5% of the population.”® In fact, recorded deaths in academicians aged 80-84 years
were too few; unsurprisingly the wide Cl of the excess deaths' estimate in that age stratum
included even a possibly large death deficit rather than excess.* Academician data offer
mostly information on deaths in the stratum of >85 years old, but only ~1% of the genera
population in Chinais >85 years old.” Different countries where death registration data are
reliably complete have shown variable rates of excess deaths across age strata.*” On average,
excess death (expressed in percentages above expected deaths, p%) have been higher in the
elderly than in non-elderly strata; particularly in France, Slovenia, and Poland, these
differences have been stark.™” Conversely, a few countries (USA, Canada, UK and Chile)
have shown higher p% in the nonelderly, probably boosted by non-COVID-19 causes during
the pandemic (e.g. increased overdose deaths or deaths from poor access to care)."*?? Also
during the pandemic there were no excess deaths but consistently reduced mortality for
children and adolescents.*”?® Inappropriate extrapolation of the mortality experience from
elderly frail populations to non-frail and younger populations was a major misunderstanding

perpetuated in various forms throughout the pandemic.?*%’
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Given the selective privileged status, cohorts of academicians probably include
several people with extreme frailty, who are nevertheless maintained alive because of access
to excellent care. Peak death burden during pandemic waves may be modulated from
mortality displacement (harvesting) effects, if previous years have seen lower or higher than
average death rates. Mortality displacement has been documented at a seasonal timeframe
(e.g. inverse coupling of summer heat-related deaths and winter deaths among frail
individuals)®®? or longer timeframes, as described previously specifically also with COVID-
19.%* However, in contrast to other frail populations (e.g. cohorts of long-term care residents)
where mortality displacement could be readily documented within months,® academician
cohorts are very heterogeneous. Heterogeneity cannot be characterized without concomitant
health data on the members. Moreover, lacking such data, one cannot adjust for comorbidities
and frailty.

Besides data from academicians, other cohorts related to universities have been used
for excess death calculations. Xiao et al.* used obituaries from 3 Chinese universities.
Populations of university professors and staff are also select groups with higher than average
socioeconomic status. Thus they may still be privileged in life expectancy versus the general
population, but the advantage is probably less pronounced than for prestigious academy
members. Therefore, smilar considerations, albeit to a smaller extent, apply to such cohorts.
Moreover, missingness may be more prominent in university cohorts, sinceit is very unlikely
that all deaths are captured through obituary collections. Worse, missingness may be uneven
over time, with heightened interest in obituaries (and thus more obituaries written and
captured) during a crisis or perceived crisis — as during active pandemic waves. Using

obituaries from a wider population®?%

makes the sample less selective, but missingness (and
uneven missingness over time) may become even more prominent. Reliability may be higher

in sharply defined populations with focused, exclusive venues for publishing obituaries, e.g.
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Amish and Mennonites.*** Using information from online searches for funeral services and
related terms®*** expands further the data collection, but the representativeness of collected
samplesis difficult to gauge. Moreover, online searches are probably affected by both real
and perceived crises and it is difficult to separate the two. E.g. if thereis a perception
(reinforced by media, social media, and or public health announcements) of amgor lethal
problem, more people may search online with terms related to that problem. Thus these
methods would tend to generate inflated estimates of excess deaths in the general population.
These estimates are accordingly higher than those obtained by standardizing population
structure and infection fatality rates against those of populations with accurate death
registration.**%

Overall, proper death registration is indispensable for estimating excess deaths. In its
absence, well-characterized cohorts may be meaningfully used, provided their participants are
representative of the general population - or can be properly adjusted to be representative
thereof - and information on deaths is complete. One should avoid using cohorts that may

suffer from major biases.
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Table 1. Death rates of member s of the Chinese Academy of Engineering

12 month period | Members Members Deathsin | Deaths 80-84 | Death rate
aive at 80-84/>85 | 12-month | />85years | among 80-
beginning of | yearsalive | period during 12- 84 />85+
12-month at beginning | (%) month period | years (%)
period of 12-month

period

12/2017-11/2018 | 874 188/ 180 16(1.8 |4/11 21/6.1

12/2018-11/2019 | 858 199/198 14(16) |2/10 10/5.1

12/2019-11/2020 | 919 190/ 229 19(21) |3/15 16/6.6

12/2020-11/2021 | 900 180/ 252 1517 |3/11 17/44

12/2021-11/2022 | 969 166 / 280 21(22) |2/18 12/6.4

12/2022-11/2023 | 948 158/ 287 45(4.8) |4/39 25/13.6

Data are compiled from references 4,5 and 6 and number of new academicians in each election year
are cross-verified from online announcements. New academicians are elected biennially, typically in
November or the early days of December and here they are considered as members starting December
1 of the year for consigtency (67 new members were elected in 2017, 75 in 2019, 84 in 2021,74 in
2023).

13
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Table 2. Annual deaths at differ ent age strata recorded among UK Fellows of the

British Academy (regular and emeritus), Nobel laur eates and the subset of US Nobel

laureates

Calendar Total deaths Death Deaths Deaths Deaths

year rate (%) @ <80years 80-84 years | >85 years

British

Academy

2017 20 2.0 5 5 10

2018 13 1.2 1 6 6

2019 15 14 4 4 7

2020 26 24 7 4 15

2021 24 2.1 7 7 17

2022 20 (3 unknown 17 4 2 11
age)

2023 17 (3 unknown 14 4 2 8
age)

Nobel

2017 9 3.0 1 1 7

2018 18 6.0 3 3 12

2019 9 3.0 1 1 7

2020 8 2.7 2 1 5

2021 13 4.3 1 1 11

2022 7 2.3 1 2 4

2023 11 3.7 0 1 10

Nobel (US

only)

2017 5 3.1 1 1 5

2018 9 5.7 2 2 5

2019 6 3.7 1 1 5

2020 6 3.8 1 0 5

2021 4 25 1 0 3

2022 4 25 0 2 2

2023 8 4.8 0 1 7

Data compiled from references 7 and 8 for British Academy and 12-14 for Nobel laureates. The
British Academy website on deceased Fellows provides only year of birth and death, thus age of death
is calculated without having the benefit of exact dates that would have allowed maximum accuracy
(e.g. with birth year 1940 and death year 2022, age at death is calculated to be 80 years, whileit could
actually be between 80 and 81). The British Academy has 1219 UK and UK emeritus Fellows listed
alive as of March 12, 2024 versus 1001 at the beginning of the examined period in the start of 2017
(42 new Fellows were elected in 2017 and 52 each year in 2018-2023). Even if data on deceased BA
Fellows are eventually complete, it is unknown whether there may be some time lag in recording
deaths (e.g. in 2024 one death has been recorded as of March 12, 2024), so datafor 2023 may not be
asreliable as datafrom other years. The number of Nobel laureates (and of the US subset thereof)
alive (at risk) at the beginning of each calendar year has shown little variability in 2017-2023. The
number of alive Nobel laurates has remained at about 300, with slightly more than half being US-
based. E.qg. for the US subset of Nobel laureates: 159 in sart-2017, 159 in start-2018, 162 in start-
2019, 159 in start-2020, 161 in start-2021, 162 in start-2022, 166 in start-2023. The number of very
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elderly Nobel laureates (overall and inthe US subset) has also remained relatively steady. E.g. for the
US subset of Nobel laureates: 44 in start-2017, 43 in start-2018, 41 in start-2019, 39 in start-2020, 36
in start-2021, 40 in start-2022, 44 in start-2023.
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Table 3. Death ratesin active pandemic period versus control period, calculated

incidencerisk ratio and juxtaposed excess death estimates

Cohort Active pandemic Age Average Incidence risk Excessdeathin
period versus control | group annual death | ratio (95% general
(years) rate (active | confidence population of
versus interval) same country*
control, %)
CAE 12/2022-11/2023 vs. | All 4.7vs. 1.9 2.58 (1.80-3.69) | Unknown
12/2017-11/2022
CAE 12/2022-11/2023 vs. | 80-84 25vs. 15 1.69 (0.56-5.06) | Unknown
12/2017-11/2022
CAE 12/2022-11/2023 vs. | >85 13.6vs. 5.7 | 258 (1.78-3.74) | Unknown
12/2017-11/2022
BA 2020-22 vs. 2017-19 | All 2.1vs. 16 1.34(0.93-1.93) | +6%
USNobel | 2020-22 vs. 2017-19 | All 3.3vs. 4.2 0.80 (0.42-1.52) | +14%
USNobel | 2020-22 vs 2017-19 | >85 8.7vs. 11.7 | 0.73(0.34-1.55) | +9%

CAE, Chinese Academy of Engineering; BA: British Academy. *Based on ref. 16.

No data are available for the British Academy age strata and death data are too sparse for the 80-84
years old US-based Nobel laureates.
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