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Abstract: 

Background and Aims: The reported case and death numbers of the coronavirus disease (COVID-19) 

are often used to estimate the impact of COVID-19. We observe that during the second half of the 

first and second waves, the COVID-19 deaths are significantly higher than the excess mortality. We 

attribute the difference to the pre-dying effect. We then compare the excess mortality to the official 

COVID-19 death numbers and calculate the infection fatality rates (IFRs) and the percentage of 

infected individuals from excess mortality for different age bands. We also compare the impact of 

COVID-19 to past influenza waves and analyze the vaccination effect on excess mortality. 

Methods: We forecast the baseline mortality from official data on deaths in Germany. Distributing a 

part of excess mortality into the near future, we lower the baseline simulating the pre-dying effect. 

From there, we compare the excess mortality to official COVID-19 deaths. From the observed 

mortality deficit, we estimate the percentage of infected individuals and then estimate the age-

dependent IFRs.  

Results: In the first wave, we find an overall excess mortality of ca. 8 000. For the second wave, the 

overall excess mortality adds up to ca. 56 000. We find, that the pre-dying effect explains the 

difference between the official COVID-19 deaths and excess mortality in the second half of the waves 

to a high degree. Attributing the whole excess mortality to COVID-19, we find that the IFRs are 

significantly higher in the second wave. In the third wave, we find an excess mortality in mid-age 

bands which cannot be explained by the official COVID-19 deaths. For the senior band 80+, we find 

results in favor of a strong and positive vaccination effect for the third COVID-19 wave. 

Conclusions: We conclude that in the first and second COVID-19 waves, the COVID-19 deaths explain 

almost all excess mortality when the pre-dying effect is taken into account. In the third wave in 2021, 

the excess mortality is not very pronounced for the 80+ age band, probably due to vaccination. The 

partially unvaccinated 40-80 age group experiences a pronounced excess mortality in the third wave 

while there are too few official COVID-19 deaths to explain the excess. The no-vaccination scenario 

for the 80+ age band results in a similarly high excess mortality as for the more younger age bands, 

suggesting a very positive vaccination effect on reduction of COVID-19 deaths.  
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Introduction 
To assess the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, different metrics are used. Most prominent ones 

are the reported COVID-19 case and death numbers. Both metrics are problematic [1-3] as they 

strongly depend on the testing strategy (e.g. who and under which circumstances is tested), testing 

availability (e.g. expanding testing strategy) and the definition of COVID-19 deaths (PCR-confirmed or 

also only suspected).  

During the COVID-19 pandemic, the testing for the corona virus has been widely expanded in 

Germany. While only a few hundred thousand tests were performed for influenza in 2018/2019, 

around 35 million COVID-19 tests have been performed in 2020, see [4-5]. The increasing number of 

tests in the first half of 2020 makes it difficult to reveal the true development of the COVID-19 cases 

in Germany during that period.  

Due to these problems, we consider excess mortality as a more objective indicator to assess the 

impact of COVID-19 on the population. Excess mortality is defined as the difference between the 

actual mortality in a period (say a specific calendar week) and the expected mortality for this period. 

Whenever the difference is negative, the negative excess mortality is called mortality deficit.  

To reduce the spread of the COVID-19 disease, Germany, like many other countries, introduced so-

called non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs), including most restrictive NPIs (mrNPIs) policies like 

mandatory stay-at-home and business closure orders. Since the excess mortality may theoretically be 

not only due to COVID-19 but also due to the potentially harmful side effects of NPIs [6-15], in this 

work we want to compare the official deaths due to COVID-19 with the excess mortality for different 

age groups. We want to analyze whether the COVID-19 deaths explain the excess mortality, or 

whether they are smaller or bigger.  

If the excess mortality is much higher than the official COVID-19 death counts, it does however not 

necessarily mean that the difference is due to the real manifestation of the side effects of NPIs. The 

official COVID-19 death counts may be incomplete, or the difference in excess mortality may be due 

to additional circulating diseases. However, a substantial difference will require further investigation. 

If the official COVID-19 death counts are much higher than the excess mortality, then this may be 

explained by the following factors: the official COVID-19 death counts may include deaths where 

COVID-19 was not the cause of death (deaths with the disease) or the crisis-free base line needs to 

be modified. It may be modified by external factors like NPIs which potentially lower the base line as 

less people die in accidents. It may also be modified as, after a period of mortality excess, the 

mortality will be lowered due to the pre-dying (harvesting) effect [2-3, 16]. Since the mortality in 

weeks before the second wave is not lower than the baseline mortality, we focus on the pre-dying 

effect (observable also after past influenza waves) in this work, which is the dominating effect 

modifying the baseline mortality. 

Considering the pre-dying effect enables us to estimate the portion of infected people during the 

disease wave from the mortality deficit, which follows the mortality excess. Knowing the number of 

infected people and the excess deaths enables us to estimate the infection fatality rates (IFR) for 

each age group. We compare the IFR for each age group calculated with the pre-dying effect in the 

first wave (in spring 2020) and the second wave (autumn/winter 2020-2021) of COVID-19 in 

Germany. 

We also compare the official COVID-19 death counts amongst each other. Here, we rescale them to 

the highest number of deaths in the most senior age group. We would expect the death counts to 

more or less overlap when rescaled. We will discuss the substantial differences in the Results section. 
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Finally, we want to analyze the vaccination effect on mortality numbers. Here, we want to know at 

which point in time it may be responsible for the reduction of death numbers.   

Data 
We used the mortality data and the population structure data from the statistical bureau of Germany 

[17]. The official COVID-19 death counts are taken from the Robert Koch institute [5]. We used 

weekly data, as daily mortality data are not available for different age bands. In addition, the weekly 

data contain less noise compared to daily data, and potential reporting delays, especially on 

weekends and public holidays, are smoothed out.  

Methods 

Forecast of the baseline 
To calculate the excess mortality, the mortality baseline has to be subtracted from the actual death 

counts. The mortality baseline represents the background mortality (expected mortality) in absence 

of crises events like influenza or heat waves. Often, the expected deaths are calculated by taking the 

average of several past years of data [16-21]. It is important, however, to account for trends in data. 

The statistical bureau of Germany for example, in their weekly overview reports, calculates the 

baseline mortality by simply taking the average of 2016-2019 mortalities [17,21] without taking any 

trends into account. Since the total mortality numbers have been increasing on average since ca. 

2005 for Germany, this simple method leads to an overestimated excess mortality.  

More advanced methods apply sophisticated statistical models to past years of mortality data [22-

24]. However, these more advanced approaches may lead to a biased forecast of the baseline if 

influenza and heat waves are not properly treated. Since the influenza waves mostly occur around 

the beginning of the year and heat waves in the middle of the year, they do not cancel out. The 

statistical model interprets these waves as a regular pattern. Hence, their estimate of the expected 

deaths for such periods is higher leading to a smaller excess mortality.  

In addition, after the period of strong influenza waves, the mortality numbers experience a deficit 

due to the harvesting effect. Taking these points into account leads to too low a baseline. 

In this work, we construct the expected deaths from clean parts of the mortality data without strong 

influenza waves or heat waves, adjusted to the current level of deaths, accounting for a crisis-free 

baseline. We also exclude long mortality deficit periods after strong influenza waves. We use a hybrid 

model consisting of the average of two models. 

In the first model of the hybrid model, we fit a model having the trend and the first order Fourier 

components, for different age bands (AB): 

𝑚AB(𝑡) = 𝑖AB + 𝑠AB 𝑡 +  𝑎AB cos
2𝜋𝑡

52.2
+ 𝑏AB sin

2𝜋𝑥

52.2
+ 𝑟AB,𝑡 

In this formula, m is the mortality depending on time t (discrete weeks). The parameters are: the 

intercept i, the slope s which accounts for the trend in the data, a and b are the coefficients of the 

first Fourier harmonics pair and r is the residual. The index AB stands for the age band: 80+, 60-80, 

40-60 and 0-40.  

We fit the model to the available weekly data of 2016-2021. We exclude the strong influenza and 

COVID-19 waves as well as outliers due to heat waves from the data. We also exclude the period of 

the strong mortality deficit after such waves. In the Results section, we provide more details on 

which data points have been taken to fit the model. To reduce the effect of negative auto 
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correlations, we applied the moving average ma(5) model to the data prior to fitting the model. For 

the most noisy data of the 0-40 age band we apply ma(7).  

In the second model of the hybrid model, the baseline is constructed as the average of the influenza-

free years 2016 and 2019, adjusting them to the current mortality data [2,3] by rescaling. Here, the 

question arises of how to adjust the past data to the current level. One can either use the linear 

trend, as in the first part of the hybrid model, or to adjust the data using the age structure of the 

population (which can be found in [25]).  

The disadvantage of using the age structure is that the data is available until the year 2018 only. 

From 2019 on, it is based on a forecast. This forecast uses different scenarios for migration, life 

expectancy and birth rate. If we adjust the mortality of a clean year 2016 to the level of the clean 

year 2019 using the age structure under basic scenario (scenario nr. 2 in the age structure data), we 

find good agreement for some age bands. We however find big discrepancies for some other age 

bands, although the adjusted mortality curves of mild years should coincide on average. Therefore, 

we do not use age structure data. Instead, to adjust the mortalities for the second model, we just 

take the number of deaths in 52 weeks in 2016 and 2019 and extrapolate this trend to 2020 and 

2021. Here, instead of working with additive trends as in the first part, we work with rescaling to 

include multiplicative effects into the model.  

Both methods depend strongly on the extrapolation of the trend to 2020 and 2021. Here, we consult 

the actual data in the beginning of 2020 and between both COVID-19 waves, and also the forecast 

from the age structure data, to decide whether we continue the trend seen in 2016-2019 to 2020, or 

not. Since we do not expect to have large jumps in age structure from year to year, this approach is 

the most reasonable one in absence of reliable age structure data. More details are given in the 

Results section. 

The year 2020 started as a mild year, so we take the first weeks of mortality for 2020 before the first 

COVID-19 wave for the construction of the base year as well. Also, some influenza years are clean 

years if only younger age bands are considered. Therefore, we take more years of data into account 

for younger age bands. 

We find that both parts of the hybrid forecast agree very well. In the above formula, we restrict 

ourselves to the first Fourier harmonics pair. The higher harmonics would fit smaller scale 

fluctuations. Here, the question arises where to set a cut-off. One can use either significance tests or 

information criteria. Different approaches lead to different cut-off numbers. Inclusion of higher 

harmonics will fit our model more and more to the average of corresponding data points in each 

week. Therefore, instead of applying higher order harmonics, we just average both models, which 

motivates the hybrid model. Thus, also additive and multiplicative effects are averaged.  

The year 2020 started as a clean year, so the beginning of 2020 should correspond to the baseline.  

Therefore, we also adjust the baselines from each model to the first 10 data points of 2020 so that 

the baselines match the average mortality during the first 10 weeks. We include this adjustment into 

the error band around the baseline. We do not take the full adjustment however, but only 50%, since 

the beginning of 2020 may still start slightly below or slightly above the baseline. 

To summarize, we use a hybrid model which is the average of two models. Model one: the first 

Fourier harmonics pair (fitted with a trend line to past mortality data (excluding influenza waves)) 

and model two: the average of clean mortality years, adjusted to the current level and smoothed out 

using a low order moving average.  
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The pre-dying effect 
Analyzing the weekly mortality data, we notice short term (period length of 1-10 weeks) and mid 

term negative autocorrelations (period length of 10-50 weeks). For example, the mortality excess 

during a short heat wave is followed by a mortality deficit after the heat wave. The broad mortality 

excess during a strong influenza wave in the beginning of the years 2017 and 2018 is followed by a 

long mortality deficit for the remaining year.  

A natural interpretation is that during these excess mortality waves, a substantial part of excess 

deaths results from deaths from very weak individuals who would have died a few weeks later from 

other causes. Their deaths would form the baseline in the near future, but since they pre-die in the 

excess mortality wave, they fall out of the base line, which is then lowered for some period in the 

weeks following the mortality excess wave. The lowering occurs also during the excess mortality 

period leading to a greater mortality excess and greater number of people who die due to the 

disease or heat wave than actually seen when working with pure mortality excess. 

From the lowering of the baseline, the percentage of infected individuals and the infection fatality 

rate (IFR) can be estimated, see [3]. 

As an example, let us assume that 10 000 elderly individuals die per week on average. During a heat 

wave week, suddenly 15 000 die. However, in the week following the heat wave, only 6 000 die. Then 

we can estimate that out of 5 000 excess deaths, 4 000 resulted from weak individuals with life 

expectancy of around 1 week. The remaining 1 000 deaths resulted from individuals with life 

expectancy longer than 1 week. The ratio 5 000/10 000 = 0.5 tells us that around 50% of the elderly 

population suffered from the heat wave (for the other 50% of individuals, maybe the weather was 

milder or they had better air conditions at home etc.), considering that heat is very deadly (fatality 

rate around 1) to very weak people. The percentage of 50% for the hit individuals is actually a lower 

bound and the fatality rate is the upper bound. It can also be that 100% of the elderly population 

suffer from the heat wave, and the fatality rate is 50%. In any case, we get good estimates of the 

fatality and the portion of the affected population. 

To model the pre-dying effect for broader excess waves, we have to make two assumptions. One 

assumption is that the infection or heat wave causing the excess mortality is very deadly to very 

week individuals with short life expectancy. We assume a value of fatality close to 1. If the actual 

fatality is less, then the derived results for the number of infected and for the IFRs have to be 

rescaled like in the example above. The number of infected increases, the IFR decreases.    

The second assumption is that the fatality depends strongly on the crisis-free remaining life 

expectancy of the individual - it will be smaller for individuals with longer life expectancy. Thus, we 

can model different fatality decays. In a previous work [3], we assumed a step function for the 

fatality: a constant fatality of around 1 was assumed for individuals with life expectancy of less than 

20 weeks and a value much lower than 1 was estimated for individuals with longer life expectancy.  

In this work, we want to model a more realistic decaying fatality. We assume an IFR of 1 for 

individuals with life expectancy of 1 week. So the individual dies during the first or second week of 

the infection (week t) instead of dying one week later (week t+1) from other causes. Then we 

introduce a decaying parameter 0<d<1. The IFRs for individuals with life expectancy of 1, 2, 3, 4, … 

weeks are then: 1, d, d2, d3,… . We then distribute the excess mortality EM in a certain week t 

following this decaying pattern as  

𝐸𝑀 =
𝐸𝑀

1 − 𝑑
 +

𝐸𝑀

1 − 𝑑
𝑑 +  

𝐸𝑀

1 − 𝑑
𝑑2 +

𝐸𝑀

1 − 𝑑
𝑑3 + ⋯ 
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The first term then lowers the base line in week t+1 by EM/(1-d), in week t+2 by EM d/(1-d) and so 

on. 

The algorithm to lower the base line then reads: 

1. Start from week n0 where the excess mortality begins, lower the future base line using 

the formula given for a chosen parameter value 0.9 < d < 1. 

2. Go to the next week and lower the lowered baseline again using the excess mortality 

(with respect to the lowered baseline of the previous step) of the present week 

3. Repeat step 2 as long as the mortality excess is existent 

4. Fit the pre-dying baseline to the period with mortality deficit starting around 4 weeks 

after the end of the original mortality excess by varying the decaying parameter d. 

The following modifications may improve the result: Instead of working with the original mortality 

curve, it is better to work with a smoothed curve using a lower order moving average, especially in 

the mortality deficit period. If we know exact number of deaths due to the disease, we may also fit 

the (pre-dying baseline + disease deaths) to the mortality curve. In this work, we fit the (pre-dying 

baseline + official COVID-19 deaths) in the mortality deficit period of both waves in order to not rely 

too much on official COVID-19 death counts. Although it is possible that a part of official COVID-19 

deaths contains deaths “with” instead of from COVID-19, the number of deaths is much smaller in 

the mortality deficit period than in the middle of the disease wave.  

We also fit the baseline to the mortality deficit period without taking the official COVID-19 deaths 

into account. This is being done to estimate the range of the number of infected and the range for 

IFRs.  

It is also advisable to introduce a cut-off after about 30-50 weeks of baseline lowering, since the 

exact decay pattern may be different in the long term and additional effects may influence the excess 

mortality. 

After the fitting, the incremental portion of the infected in week n can be estimated from the excess 

mortality with respect to the lowered baseline as  

(excess mortality with respect to the lowered baseline in week n+2)/ (1-d)  

divided by 

(the value of the lowered baseline in week n+1). 

In this formula, we assume a lag of 2 weeks from infection to death. Then the first factor corresponds 

to the number of individuals with life expectancy of 1 week dying from the disease in week n+2. The 

second term approximates the total number of weak individuals with life expectancy of around 1 

week (here we can also use n instead of n+1, but the difference is negligible). For the younger age 

bands, the number of weak individuals are actually considerably smaller than the second factor, since 

the second factors also contains deaths from suicides and accidents which are proportionally bigger 

in the younger bands. So the calculated number of infected is in reality a lower bound and the 

calculated IFR the upper bound.  

In this work, we define individuals with life expectancy of < 20 weeks as weak, and those with life 

expectancy of > 20 weeks as healthy. This is done in order to compare the results of this study with 

our previous study [3]. In [3], this was motivated from the observation that the first COVID-19 

disease period lasted for about 10 weeks and the mortality deficit also for about 10 weeks. 
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The total IFR for the age group can be estimated from the total excess mortality with respect to the 

pre-dying baseline and total number of infected individuals in the disease wave period. The IFR for 

weak individuals is assumed to be close to 1 following the decaying pattern 1, d, d2  etc. depending 

on the remaining life expectancy. The IFR for healthy individuals can be estimated from the total 

mortality with respect to the pre-dying baseline multiplied by the factor of  d20, corresponding to the 

lowered base line in week 21, 22, … (see the formula for the sum of the tail of a geometric series) and 

the estimated total number of infected healthy individuals. The total excess mortality is then 

distributed with a factor of 1- d20 to weak individuals and with a factor of  d20 to healthy individuals. 

Of course, the number chosen (20) is a pure convention. We chose 20 because during the first wave 

the excess mortality lasted for around 10 weeks and was followed by a mortality deficit of around 10 

weeks and the IFR and total number of infected can be estimated with even simpler considerations 

like in [3]. Our model is a very simple one and the precise decay of the IFR may be different in the 

short and long term. However, we aim to estimate the IFR on average and derive qualitative and 

quantitative average results for the disease period, so that the exact dependence of IFR on life 

expectance is not very important.  We therefore also stop our calculation of the pre-dying base line 

after 30 weeks and calculate the pre-dying baseline for the first and second wave separately. 

Shape of the excess mortality and COVID-19 death numbers 
During a disease wave, we expect the weak elderly individuals to start to die earlier and we also 

expect their excess mortality to end earlier than that of other age groups. The younger individuals 

are stronger on average, so they fight against the disease longer. We therefore analyze the official 

COVID-19 deaths to see whether they share this pattern. If the pattern is reversed, than this may be 

explained for example as follows. Either the younger age group was infected much earlier, so they 

die much earlier – or a substantial part of official COVID-19 deaths contains deaths with the disease, 

meaning individuals most likely died from other causes but were classified as COVID-19 deaths 

because they were positively tested for COVID-19. Then the official COVID-19 deaths will correlate 

better with the background infection rate which lags the death numbers by a lag of around 2 weeks 

(1 week to show the symptoms after infection and 1 week to die after the symptoms started).     

Vaccination effect 
Vaccinations started first for the most senior age band 80+. We want to analyze how the vaccination 

may have influenced the excess mortality. In order to analyze the potential vaccination effect, we 

consider the following model: 

𝐸𝑀AB(𝑡) = 𝐼𝐹𝑅AB ∗ 𝑁AB ∗ 𝑏AB(𝑡 − 2) ∗ (1 − 𝜂AB ∗ 𝑞AB(𝑡 − 4)) 

Here, for each age band (AB) we consider the excess mortality EM, at time t (in weeks) which is the 

product of the following terms. IFR is the infection fatality rate, N is the size of the population of the 

age band, b  is the background newly infected ratio lagged with 2 weeks under the assumption of no 

vaccination, 𝜂 is the vaccine effectiveness. Finally, q is the ratio of the vaccinated in the age band 

lagged with 4 weeks. The formula basically says that the excess mortality depends on the lagged 

number of infected times the IFR. If the vaccine has positive effectiveness to reduce the death 

numbers and infections, then the number of infected is smaller (with the lag of 4)  and so the excess 

mortality gets reduced. 

In this formula, the only true unknown is b which may be estimated from the unvaccinated younger 

age bands. But we do not need to estimate b. Dividing the excess mortality by the vaccination factor, 

we can estimate the hypothetic excess mortality EM which would be present had the age band been 

not vaccinated which is the same as assuming zero effectiveness: 
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𝐸𝑀AB,𝜂=0(𝑡) =
𝐸𝑀AB,𝜂(𝑡)

1 − 𝜂AB ∗ 𝑞AB(𝑡 − 4)
 

Setting the effectiveness 𝜂 to 1, we can study the maximal possible vaccination effect, by applying 

this formula to the excess mortality of the most senior age band which was vaccinated first. 

Results 
We perform the same analysis for different age bands and present the results in this section. 

In Table 1, the results for the official COVID-19 death numbers, the excess mortality using the pre-

dying effect, the estimate for the percentage of infected and the IFR for different age bands for the 

first and second disease wave are summarized. The numbers in the table are obtained as follows.  

In the mortality deficit period, we fitted the pre-dying base line to the actual mortality data both by 

using official COVID-19 deaths and without using them. If the official COVID-19 deaths are used in the 

mortality deficit period, then the baseline has to be lowered more – compared to the case where the 

COVID-19 death numbers are not used. If they are used, the calculated portion of infected increases 

and IFR decreases. We calculate both ways in order not to underestimate the IFR for each age band 

and in order to get a confidence interval. In addition, due to a higher total number of infected people 

after the disease wave, chances to detect someone dying with COVID-19 are much higher, and so is 

the risk for underestimating the IFR. The realistic values are given in bold as average between the 

two values. 

The total deaths in the pre-dying model are calculated as the total deaths in the excess mortality 

period with respect to the lowered baseline, so there are more total deaths than in the original 

excess mortality.  

The aggregated excess mortality (using the pre-dying effect) for the first wave (week 10-22) is ca.    

10 000 while we see around 9 000 COVID-19 deaths. This is due to the fact that the excess mortality 

started increasing a few weeks earlier than the official COVID-19 deaths. The original excess mortality 

(without the pre-dying effect) is ca. 8 000 (week 10-18) and ca. -1 500 (deficit, week 19-22). Thus, the 

net excess mortality without the pre-dying effect is ca. 6 500 for the first wave. 

For the second wave, the excess mortality is ca. 75 000 while we have around 70 000 COVID-19 

deaths. Therefore, either not all COVID-19 deaths were discovered, or people died from other 

causes. The original excess mortality (without the pre-dying effect) is ca. 56 000 (week 41-7) and ca.  

-5 000 (deficit, week 8-12). Thus, the net excess mortality without the pre-dying effect is ca. 51 000 

for the second wave. 

In both waves, a large portion of deaths stems from 80+ individuals. The pre-dying effect explains the 

large difference between the original excess mortality and the official COVID-19 deaths by lowering 

the baseline. It also reveals that a large portion of COVID-19 deaths stem from weak individuals with 

short life expectancy of several weeks.   

In the subsequent sections, we give additional figures to understand how the numbers in Table 1 

were obtained. We also provided additional results and details. 
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Table 1 Official COVID-19 death numbers, estimated death numbers from excess mortality applying the pre-

dying effect, percentage of healthy individuals (life expectancy under normal conditions > 20 weeks) who died 

in the disease period, percentage of infected individuals and IFRs (total and for healthy individuals) for the first 

(calendar week 10-22 in 2020) and second COVID-19 waves (calendar week 41 in 2020 – 12 in 2021) in 

Germany. The confidence intervals are given in square brackets (calculated by shifting the baseline by 1 sigma 

up and down for the first wave and 2 sigma for the second wave). Larger shifts do not fit the mortality curve 

well in COVID-19-free times. The first line in each cell corresponds to the results taking the COVID-19 deaths 

into account in the mortality deficit period. The second line corresponds to not taking them into account. The 

values in bold correspond to the averaged values of the two methods. The values marked with * for the age 

band 0-40 and 40-60 are calculated by averaging the corresponding values from other bands since there was no 

pre-dying effect visible. For the age band “all” we calculate the numbers as for the other bands. The additional 

numbers in italic represent the “bottom-up” number calculated averaging the corresponding numbers of other 

bands. 

Age 
band 
and 
model 

Official 
COVID
-19 
Deaths 
(appro
x.) (in 
1000) 

Excess 
mortality 
(with pre-
dying effect) 
(in 1000) 

Deaths 
from 
healthy (%) 

Infected 
during the 
wave (%) 

IFR Total (%) IFR healthy (%) 

80+  
(1st 
wave) 
 

5.5 7.6 (7.5,7.9) 
6.8 (6.6,7.1) 
7.2 (6.8,7.6) 

27 (19,39) 
43 (33,56) 
35 (27,43) 

4.5 (3.4,5.5) 
2.6 (1.9,3.3) 
3.6 (2.6,4.5) 

2.9 (2.3,4.0) 
4.4 (3.4,6.5) 
3.7 (2.9,4.4) 

0.8 (0.45,1.6) 
1.9 (1.2,3.8) 
1.4 (0.8,1.9) 

80+  
(2nd 
wave) 

48 58 (57,60) 
49 (48,50) 
54 (49,58) 

46 (41,52) 
66 (60, 72) 
51 (46,66) 

21 (18,24) 
9.3 (7.3,11) 
15 (9,21) 

4.7 (4.1,5.6) 
8.9 (7.4,12) 
6.8 (4.7,8.9) 

2.2 (1.7,3.0) 
6.1 (4.6,8.8) 
4.2 (2.2,6.1) 

60-80 
(1st 
wave) 

2.8 3 (2.9,3.3) 
2.5 (2.5,2.5) 
2.8 (2.5,3) 

6.1 (0,30) 
17 (1.6, 54) 
12 (6,17) 

6.6 (2.7,15) 
3.4 (1.2,7.8) 
5 (3.4,6.6) 

0.26 (0.12,0.58) 
0.4 (0.18, 1.1) 
0.3 (0.26,0.3) 

0.016 (0,0.18) 
0.068 (0.003, 0.6) 
0.04 (0.016,0.068) 

60-80 
(2nd 
wave) 

18 20 (19,21) 
15 (14,16) 
18 (15,20) 

35 (21,47) 
71 (52,85) 
53 (35,71) 

17 (13,24) 
4.1 (2.2,7.2) 
11 (4,17) 

0.64 (0.44,0.9) 
2.0 (1.0,4.0) 
1.3 (0.6,2.0) 

0.22 (0.09,0.41) 
1.4 (0.54,3.4) 
0.8 (0.2,1.4) 

40-60 
(1st 
wave) 

0.4 0.44 24* (17,30) 4* (3.0,5.6) 0.05 (0.04,0.07) 0.01 

40-60 
(2nd 
wave) 

2 
 

2.6 (2.4,2.8) 
1.8 (1.6,1.9) 
2.2 (1.8,2.6) 

9 (1,19) 
36 (12,54) 
23 (9,36) 

21 (16,35) 
6 (4,11) 
14 (6,21) 

0.052 (0.03,0.075) 
0.12 (0.06,0.2) 
0.09 (0.052,0.12) 

0.0045 (0.0004,0.015) 
0.04 (0.008,0.1) 

0.02 (0.005,0.04) 

0-40 
(1st 
wave) 

0.04 0.01 24* (14,30) 4* (3.0,5.6) 0.003 
(0.002,0.004) 

0.001 

0-40 
(2nd 
wave) 

0.18 0.014 42*(30,58) 13*(6,20) 0.004 
(0.003,0.008) 

0.002 

all 
(1st 
wave) 

8.8 10.8 (10.7,11) 
9.2 (8.9,9.5) 
10 (9.2,10.8) 
10.4 (9.8,11) 

22 (12,31) 
41 (26,52) 
32 (22,41) 
22 (14,28) 

4.2 (3.3,5.8) 
2.2 (1.7,3.1) 
3.2 (2.2,4.2) 
4.2 (3,5.7) 

0.31 (0.22,0.4) 
0.51 (0.35,0.7) 
0.41 (0.31,0.51) 
0.30 (0.22,0.42) 

0.07 (0.027,0.13) 
0.20 (0.1,0.34) 
0.14 (0.07,0.2) 
0.07 

all 
(2nd 
wave) 

68 81 (79,83) 
66 (64,67) 
74(66,81) 
74 (68,80) 

42 (36, 47) 
67 (59,73) 
55 (42,67) 
40 (26,55) 

18.9 (17,22) 
7 (5.7,9) 
13 (7,19) 
13 (6,20) 

0.52 (0.43,0.59) 
1.12 (0.86, 1.4) 
0.82 (0.52,1.1) 
0.69 (0.44,1.5) 

0.22 (0.15,0.28) 
0.75 (0.51,1.0) 
0.49 (0.22,0.75) 
0.28 
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Model parameters 
For each age band, we fit the linear trend model with the first two Fourier harmonics using clean past 

years of mortality data as described in the Methods section (first part of the hybrid model). The data 

is smoothed using the ma(5) model to get rid of outliers and short term autocorrelations. For the age 

band 0-40 we use ma(7) since the data is noisier. For the second part of the hybrid model we use the 

average of rescaled clean parts of past years. We provide the parameter values and standard 

deviations. 

The raw data and the points used for fitting the first part of the hybrid model are shown in Figure 1. 

Both parts of the hybrid models were obtained as follows: 

Age band 80+:  

First part: intercept: 9271 (28), slope 5.0 (0.2), cosine amplitude 806 (24), sine amplitude 420 (25). 

Second part: the average of the clean parts of the past years scaled with 2.9% (0.15%) per year 

(average yearly rate from 2016 to 2019). All parameters are highly significant. 

The age structure data suggests a scaling of ca. 4% per year and leads to a too high baseline. Judging 

from the age structure forecast for 2020 and 2021, the positive trend should continue in 2020 and 

2021 since this part of the population increases [25], so we keep the trend in 2020-2021. 

Age band 60-80: 

First part: intercept: 6252 (16), slope -1.2 (0.1), cosine amplitude 332 (13), sine amplitude 228 (14).  

Second part: the average of the clean parts of the past years scaled with -0.74% (0.1%) per year 

(average yearly rate from 2016 to 2019). All parameters are highly significant.  

The age structure data suggests similar down scaling from 2016 to 2019, but then a stronger 

downscaling from 2020 onwards. We therefore continue the trend in 2020 and 2021. 

Age band 40-60: 

First part: intercept: 1499 (4), slope -0.62 (0.033), cosine amplitude 57 (3), sine amplitude 45 (3).  

Second part: the average of the clean parts of the past years scaled with -2.1% (0.13%) per year 

(average yearly rate from 2016 to 2019). All parameters are highly significant.  

The age structure data suggests a less negative trend between 2016 and 2019. We set the slope to 

zero from 2020 (in order to match the mortality better between the COVID-19 waves). We took more 

points for fitting compared to more senior age bands as there is only one pronounced influenza wave 

in 2018. In this age band, we see a slight mortality excess during all of 2020. This could be due to NPIs 

taken by Germany or to a change in age structure of the population, such that this band gets bigger 

in size. 

Age band 0-40: 

First part: intercept: 278 (1), slope -0.038 (0.008), cosine amplitude 1.32 (0.7), sine amplitude 5.4 

(0.7).  

Second part: the average of the clean parts of the past years scaled with -1.07% (0.24%) per year 

(average yearly rate from 2016 to 2019). All parameters (except for cosine amplitude, but it is small, 

so we keep it for consistency) are highly significant.  
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The age structure data suggests a positive trend between 2016 and 2021 (which however gets 

smaller), so we keep the negative slope in 2020 and 2021. We took all points from 2016-2019 for 

fitting, since there are no pronounced influenza waves in the data. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 The figures show the mortality curves for different age bands of the population (blue). The smoothed 

points used to construct the baseline are shown in orange. We clearly observe average mortality deficits after 

strong mortality excesses for senior age bands, motivating the pre-dying effect.  
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Comparing COVID-19 waves to past influenza waves in 2017 and 2018 
In Figure 1, we clearly observe that the mortality excess in 2017 and 2018 is followed by an average 

mortality deficit for some weeks, mostly pronounced in the more senior age bands, motivating the 

pre-dying effect.  

Let us now compare the mortality excess with respect to the unadjusted baseline for 2020 and 2021 

to the past influenza waves. For all age bands, the second COVID-19 wave was much bigger than the 

first one. We also see that the impact of COVID-19 on excess mortality correlates strongly with age. 

In the age band 0-40, no impact is directly visible. We also observe the mortality deficit after the 

second COVID-19 wave, but have to wait until the end of the year to see to which number it 

aggregates. 

Age band 80+:  

The excess mortality in the second COVID-19 wave is bigger than for those of the past influenza 

waves, but it has the same order of magnitude. So in 2017, the excess mortality period corresponded 

to ca. 25 000 deaths. In the mortality deficit period ca. 9 000 died less. In 2018, the excess period 

counts ca. 25 000 deaths and the mortality deficit ca. 12 000 deaths. In the second COVID-19 wave, 

despite the national lockdown, the mortality excess counts ca. 41 000 deaths.  

Age band 60-80:  

The excess mortality in the second COVID-19 wave is bigger but comparable to those of the past 

influenza waves. So in 2017, the excess mortality period corresponded to ca. 8 000 deaths. In the 

mortality deficit period ca. 3 000 died less. In 2018, the excess period counts ca. 11 000 deaths and 

the mortality deficit ca. 4 500 deaths. In the second COVID-19 wave, the mortality excess counts ca. 

13 000 deaths.  

Age band 40-60:  

The excess mortality in the second COVID-19 wave is comparable to those of the past influenza 

waves. So in 2017, the small excess mortality period corresponded to ca. 4 00 deaths. In the 

following mortality deficit period ca. 500 died less. In 2018, the excess period counts ca. 1 600 deaths 

with no substantial mortality deficit. In the second COVID-19 wave, the mortality excess counts ca.     

1 200 deaths.  

Age band 0-40:  

Here, no substantial mortality excess is directly visible. When looking at smoothed numbers, a small 

influenza wave is visible in 2018. In 2021, we have a pronounced mortality deficit for this age band, 

probably due to NPIs taken by Germany. 

We conclude that the mortality impact of the second COVID-19 wave for the 80+ age band was much 

higher than during the past two influenza waves, for the 60-80 the impact was comparable, and for 

the younger age bands the impact was smaller. In 2021, the age band 0-40 experiences a mortality 

deficit.  

Comparing the COVID-19 deaths with excess mortality for the first COVID-19 wave 
Now let us compare the official COVID-19 death numbers with the excess mortality in the first wave. 

For this, we add the COVID-19 death numbers to the baseline and also consider the pre-dying effect. 

The results are shown in Figure 2. 

We see that the excess mortality started to appear first for the most senior band around calendar 

week (cw) 9 whereas the official COVID-19 deaths all start in cw 12. The reason can also be that 
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another disease wave was circulating around cw 9-12 or in general the base line is slightly higher for 

this age band in that period. We have the same effect in the clean year 2016, where the mortality is 

higher than the base line in cw 9-12.  

Only the age bands 80+ and 60-80 experience a mortality deficit after the disease wave, so we only 

apply the pre-dying effect there. 

In cw 15 -25 the curve (baseline + COVID-19 deaths) is much higher than the actual mortality which 

actually experiences a mortality deficit from week 19 for the two most senior bands.  If the baseline 

is lowered using the pre-dying effect to fit the mortality in cw 19-29, the pre-dying baseline + COVID-

19 deaths explain the actual mortality curve much better in the excess period. Accounting the whole 

mortality excess to COVID-19 we can calculate the values in the corresponding rows in Table 1. 

We see that for the 3 senior age bands, the official COVID-19 deaths do not explain the excess 

mortality in the first half of the wave fully. Probably the testing was expanded a few weeks too late. 

Actually the COVID-19 deaths explain the excess mortality better if the latter is smoothed using the 

low order moving average model. Therefore, either the mortality data or the COVID-19 death 

numbers probably contain some reporting mismatches. 

Now let us calculate the mortality excess (around cw 9- 19), the mortality deficit (around cw 20 -30), 

and the number of deaths in the heat wave in 2020 (around 31-35 ) for the two senior age bands 

using the unadjusted baseline. The result reads: 

Age band 80+: mortality excess: ca. 6 000, mortality deficit: ca. 2 500, heat wave: ca. 4 000. 

Age band 60-80: mortality excess: ca. 2 000, mortality deficit: ca. 1 000, heat wave: ca. 1 000. 

We conclude that the net mortality excess was comparable to the number of additional deaths 

during the heat wave period. However, a larger number of people experienced the heat wave than 

were infected.  

At this point, let us take the pre-dying effect into account and calculate the mortality excess (in cw 

10- 22). Now the mortality excess is bigger than official COVID-19 death numbers: 

Age band 80+: mortality excess (using pre-dying effect): ca. 7 000, official COVID-19 death numbers: 

ca. 5 500. 

Age band 60-80: mortality excess (using pre-dying effect): ca. 3 000, official COVID-19 death 

numbers: ca. 3 000. 

We conclude that in the beginning of the wave, probably not all COVID-19 deaths were detected. 

Then in the second half of the wave, the COVID-19 deaths explain the excess mortality very well 

when the pre-dying effect is taken into account. Without the pre-dying effect, the COVID-19 deaths 

do not fit the much smaller excess mortality. The pre-dying effect also reveals that a large portion of 

COVID-19 deaths stem from weak individuals with short life expectancy of several weeks. The impact 

of the first COVID-19 wave on Germany was much smaller compared to other countries. The net 

number of deaths corresponded to the excess mortality during a regular heat wave. 
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Figure 2 The figure shows the mortality curves for the different age bands (blue), the unadjusted baselines 

(grey), and the baselines + COVID-19 deaths (dashed grey). We see that the grey dashed line exceeds the 

mortality numbers in the second half of the wave. Applying the pre-dying effect (in orange), modifies the 

baseline so that COVID-19 deaths fit the mortality excess much better in the second half of the wave. Here we 

fit the decay parameter by fitting the baseline with COVID-19 death numbers to the mortality data in the deficit 

period. For age bands 0-60 we do not observe any mortality deficit, so we do not apply the pre-dying effect. 
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Comparing the COVID-19 deaths with excess mortality for the second COVID-19 wave 
Now let us perform the same exercise we did in the previous section for the second COVID-19 wave, 

which hit Germany very strongly. In Figure 1, we observe that compared to the baseline, the excess 

mortality correlates with age. For more senior bands, the excess mortality is more pronounced. 

We compare the official COVID-19 death numbers with the excess mortality in the second wave. For 

this, we again add the COVID-19 death numbers to the baseline and also consider the pre-dying 

effect. The result is shown in Figure 3. 

We see that the excess mortality started to appear for 2 senior age bands (but not the junior ones) 

around week 43 simultaneously. For the age band 40-60, it started ca. 2 weeks later. The COVID-19 

deaths (all starting to increase around week 41) slightly exceed the excess mortality in the beginning. 

Here either our baseline has a small bias (is too high) or the COVID-19 deaths contain a small portion 

of regular deaths with COVID-19. Since this effect is observable for all age bands, we favor the 

second interpretation. 

If the baseline is not adjusted with the pre-dying effect, the COVID-19 deaths explain well the first 

half of the excess mortality, but in the second half, they are significantly higher than the actual 

excess mortality.  

Applying the pre-dying effect lowers the baseline, so that the COVID-19 deaths explain the second 

half of excess mortality much better. Again, we fit the curves in the mortality deficit period only. 

If a substantial portion of COVID-19 deaths in the mortality deficit period contain regular deaths with 

COVID-19, then our adjustment with the pre-dying effect is too big. We get too high numbers of 

infected and too low IFRs. In fact, these numbers can be considered as upper bounds for the number 

of infected and lower bounds for the IFR.  Therefore, we recalculate the pre-dying effect without 

taking the COVID-19 deaths into account, thus obtaining results shown in Figure 4. Not using COVID-

19 deaths provides us with lower bounds for the number of infected and upper bounds for the IFR. 

The results are listed in Table 1. 

In Figure 3 and Figure 4 the pre-dying effect reveals that the excess mortality is substantially greater 

than the COVID-19 deaths. Here an explanation is that either not all COVID-19 deaths were 

discovered or reported, or the difference is due to other causes like e.g. the overload in hospitals. 

In order not to underestimate the IFR, we account all excess mortality to COVID-19 however, 

calculating the values in Table 1. 

Now let us compare the excess mortality with respect to the unadjusted baseline, the excess 

mortality using the pre-dying effect and the official COVID-19 death numbers in week 41 (2020) – 12 

(2021): 

Age band 80+: mortality excess (week 41 -7, unadjusted): ca. 41 000, mortality deficit (week 8-12):  

ca. 4 000, excess mortality (with pre-dying): ca. 54 000,  COVID-19 death numbers: ca. 48 000. 

Age band 60-80: mortality excess (week 41 -7, unadjusted): ca. 13 000, mortality deficit (week 8-12):  

ca. 1 000, excess mortality (with pre-dying): ca. 18 000,  COVID-19 death numbers: ca. 18 000. 

Age band 40-60: mortality excess (week 41 -7, unadjusted): ca. 1 200, mortality deficit (week 8-12):  

ca. 300, excess mortality (with pre-dying): ca. 2 000,  COVID-19 death numbers: ca. 2 000. 

We conclude that the COVID-19 deaths explain the excess mortality very well when the pre-dying 

effect is taken into account. The pre-dying effect also reveals that a large portion of COVID-19 deaths 

stem from weak individuals with short life expectancy of several weeks.  
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Figure 3 The figures show the mortality curves for the different age bands (blue), the unadjusted baselines 

(grey), and the baselines + COVID-19 deaths (dashed grey). We see that the grey dashed line exceeds the 

mortality numbers in the second half of the wave. Applying the pre-dying effect (in orange), modifies the 

baseline so that COVID-19 deaths fit the mortality excess much better in the second half of the wave. In this 

figure, we fit the decay parameter by fitting the baseline with COVID-19 death numbers to the mortality data in 

the deficit period. For the age band 0-40 we do not observe any mortality deficit, so we do not apply the pre-

dying effect. 
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Figure 4 The figures show the mortality curves for the different age bands (blue), the unadjusted baselines 

(grey), and the baselines + COVID-19 deaths (dashed grey). We see that the grey dashed line exceeds the 

mortality numbers in the second half of the wave. Applying the pre-dying effect (in orange), modifies the 

baseline so that COVID-19 deaths fit the mortality excess much better in the second half of the wave. In this 

figure, we fit the decay parameter by fitting the baseline without COVID-19 death numbers to the mortality 

data in the deficit period. For the age band 0-40 we do not observe any mortality deficit, so we do not apply 

the pre-dying effect. 
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Comparing the excess mortalities for the third COVID-19 wave in spring 2021 
In spring 2021, a third mortality excess wave starting around week 13 is visible for the pandemic in 

Germany, see Figure 1, Figure 3 and Figure 4. With the pre-dying baseline, the third wave is visible even 

better since the baseline is lowered. The wave gets proportionally bigger for younger age bands. This 

can be a vaccination effect, as the most senior age band got vaccinated first.  

However, now there are not enough COVID-19 deaths to explain the excess mortality. Reasons can 

be undiscovered COVID-19 deaths in younger age bands, because less is tested or the COVID-19 

deaths are still to be reported to RKI or other causes beside COVID-19. 

Comparing the COVID-19 death numbers and excess mortality across different age 

bands 
Now let us compare the shape of the official COVID-19 death numbers and the excess mortality (with 

and without the pre-dying effect) for different age bands.  

In case some numbers are still uncertain for the official COVID-19 death numbers, the RKI writes “<4” 

meaning a value between 0 and 4. We replace such entries with the value in between, namely 2.  

In order to compare the numbers for different age bands, we rescale them to the age band for 80+ 

using the maximal number of deaths in the first wave. The result is shown in Figure 5. In this figure, 

we applied centered ma(2) smoothing to all age bands to reduce noise.  This procedure also smooths 

out small potential reporting uncertainties and holiday effects.  

Concerning the excess mortality with respect to the pre-dying baseline: If we use the COVID-19 

deaths in the fitting procedure, our adjusted baseline may get too low. If we do not use the COVID-19 

deaths, the base line may be too high. In order to reduce the bias, we work with the average baseline 

using two methods, i.e.: to construct the pre-dying baseline, we calculated the average between the 

model taking the COVID-19 deaths into account and the model which didn’t, while fitting the pre-

dying effect.   

We see that the shapes look very similar except for the youngest age band 0-40 (here is no apparent 

correlation between the excess mortality and the COVID-19 deaths).  

In the second COVID-19 wave, all other rescaled death numbers are smaller than the death numbers 

for the 80+ age band. This either means, that the second wave was more deadly to the senior 

population compared to the first wave, or that in the first wave, too few COVID-19 deaths from 

senior population were discovered.  

For the second half of the first wave, in Figure 5 we observe that the COVID-19 death numbers for the 

0-40 age band are higher than average. This could be due to individuals fighting longer against the 

disease. Then we observe that in the beginning of the second wave, the COVID-19 numbers for the 0-

40 age band start increasing ca. 2 weeks earlier than average, and also start falling ca. 2 weeks earlier 

than average. This suggests that some of the deaths could be deaths “with” COVID-19 so that the 

numbers correlate with the background infection rate which lags the death numbers by ca. 2 weeks.  

For the third wave, we again observe that the COVID-19 death numbers for the 0-40 age band start 

increasing ca. 2 weeks before the other bands on average start. We also observe a strong 

dependence of the numbers on age: all numbers are smallest for the 80+ band and biggest for the 0-

40 age band. This can be the manifestation of the vaccination effect. 
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Figure 5 The figure shows official COVID-19 deaths, the excess mortality without the pre-dying effect and the 

excess mortality with the pre-dying effect, for different age bands rescaled to the 80+ age band in the middle of 

the first COVID-19 wave. We see that the curves share the same shape in the first wave. In the second wave the 

80+ curve is highest. In the third wave, the COVID-19 deaths of the 80+ band are not very pronounced whereas 

the deaths for the 0-40 age band are proportionally highest. Yet, the third wave is better visible with the pre-

dying effect. We see that proportionally the 40-60 age band is affected most in the third wave. The highest 

value of the excess mortality is even higher than in the second wave. 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted July 8, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.07.06.21260105doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.07.06.21260105


 

 

For the second half of the second wave, in the figure with the pre-dying effect, the excess mortalities 

for the 3 senior bands fall almost identically for all age bands, although the age band 80+ gets more 

vaccinated, suggesting that vaccination of 80+ was not the main cause for the reduction of excess 

mortality in that period. 

For the second wave, we observe that the excess mortality for the 40-60 age band started to increase 

ca. 2 weeks later than the more senior bands, although the COVID-19 deaths start increasing in the 

same week for these age bands. This suggests that a part of the COVID-19 deaths for the 40-60 age 

band potentially contains deaths “with” COVID-19. Also, the highest point of the excess mortality for 

the 40-60 age band is ca. 2 weeks later as the ones for more senior bands. This could be due to 

factors like younger individuals fighting longer against the disease or hospitals working at their limits. 

For the COVID-19 deaths, all peaks occur in the same week.  

The excess mortality of the 0-40 age band is unaffected by COVID-19. Shortly after the first wave it 

experiences a mortality deficit which stopped in week 25. In a similar way, we have a mortality deficit 

in the beginning of 2021 which stops around week 18. 

Both age bands 40-60 and 60-80 experience a substantial mortality excess in the third wave where 

the highest value is ca. 50% less than for the second wave for the 60-80 age band, and where the 

highest value is bigger for the 40-60 age band in the third wave. 

The third wave is better visible using the pre-dying effect. We note that the 40-60 age band is 

affected most, followed by the age band 60-80. The excess mortality for the most senior band is low 

probably due to the vaccination effect which we want to analyze in the next section. 

The vaccination effect on excess mortality 
In this section, we want to analyze the largest possible effect of vaccination on the reduction of the 

excess mortality. We use the excess mortality with respect to the adjusted pre-dying baseline. 

We want to analyze the vaccination effect on the reduction of excess mortality in the second wave 

and the increase of excess mortality for the third wave. In Germany, the age band 80+ was 

vaccinated first. Unfortunately, we do not have detailed data on the vaccination progress for 

different age bands. In the daily reports of the Robert Koch Institute from 14 March of 2021 [26], we 

find that in calendar week 11, around 52% of the age band 80+ have been vaccinated for the first 

time. The vaccination started around week 53 in 2020. Assuming a linear vaccination progress, we 

can estimate the function q(t) (see Methods section) of the vaccination ratio starting with 0% in week 

53 in 2020 and being 52% in week 11. Assuming a vaccination effectiveness of 𝜂  = 1, we can estimate 

the upper bounds for the excess mortality, had the age band 80+ not been vaccinated: 

𝐸𝑀𝜂=0(𝑡) =
𝐸𝑀𝜂(𝑡)

1 − 𝜂 ∗ 𝑞(𝑡 − 4)
 

The result of the adjusted excess mortality for the age band 80+ is shown in Figure 6, together with 

other age bands. Under the assumption that the excess mortality was mainly caused by COVID-19 in 

weeks 1-11 in 2021, and assuming an effectiveness of 1 for the vaccination, the excess mortality of 

the age band 80+ would look like the dark blue line in Figure 6 without vaccination. We see that a few 

weeks after the start of vaccination, the modified excess mortality almost coincides with the original 

excess mortality because only a small portion of the age band had been vaccinated (q<<1). However, 

around week 12, assuming an effectiveness of 1, the vaccination effect becomes very strong. 

Without vaccination, the excess mortality would be proportionally similar to that of other age bands 

affected by the third wave. 
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To estimate the maximal number of lives potentially saved by vaccinations, we note that the excess 

mortality in week 4-12 in 2021 is ca. 12 000 using the pre-dying effect, see (Figure 6 yellow line). This 

number would increase by ca. 1 000 (assuming an effectiveness of 0.5) to 2 000 (assuming an 

effectiveness of 1) without vaccination (see dark blue line in Figure 6). Therefore, the vaccination 

would not have been the main cause of the reduction of excess mortality during the second wave, 

but it potentially prevented the age band 80+ from a stronger third wave and has an estimated 

effectiveness of 0.5-1 (if the excess mortality in the third wave is mainly caused by COVID-19). 

As noted in previous sections, we still do not have enough COVID-19 deaths to explain the excess 

mortality in the third wave with respect to the pre-dying baseline. This may be due to a reporting 

delay and has to be observed carefully. 

 

Figure 6 The figure shows scaled excess mortality curves for different age bands rescaled to the 80+ age band 

in the middle of the first COVID-19 wave. In addition, we have in dark blue the hypothetic scenario of the 

excess mortality for the unvaccinated 80+ age band assuming 100% effectiveness of the vaccine. We see that 

the excess mortality during the third wave for the age band 80+ gets significantly higher and is of the same 

order as for younger age bands. The vaccination effect on excess mortality in the second wave is very small, 

however.  

Unexplained mortality excess 
During our analysis, we noticed that the official COVID-19 death numbers probably start too late and 

do not capture the beginning of the first COVID-19 wave properly. We also noticed that during the 

second and third wave, not all excess mortality was explainable by COVID-19 death numbers. 

We therefore subtract from the excess mortality calculated with the pre-dying effect (average of 

taking and not taking COVID-19 death numbers into account for fitting) the official COVID-19 death 

numbers to estimate the extent of this effect. Where the difference is large, the COVID-19 death 

numbers are either incomplete or the individuals died from other causes. The result is shown in 

Figure 7 for all age bands except the most junior (where we do not have any substantial excess 

mortality). The data has been smoothed with the centered ma(2) model. Concentrating on values 

which are above the average noise level, we notice substantial excess mortality in several weeks of 

the years 2020-2021 not fully explained by COVID-19 death numbers: 

First COVID-19 wave 2020: age band 80+ in week 10-14 and age band 60-80 weeks 11-13. 

Heat wave 2020: all age bands in weeks 31 – 33.  
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Second COVID-19 wave:  Age band 80+ (week 50 - 6) and 60-80 (week 2 -6). 

Third COVID-19 wave: all age bands starting from week 16. 

The excess mortality during the heat wave does not have to be explained by COVID-19 numbers since 

we have similar outliers due to heat in past years in that period. The difference during the COVID-19 

waves requires further investigation; the COVID-19 death numbers are probably incomplete. 

 

 

Figure 7 The figure shows unexplained mortality excess with the pre-dying effect (mortality excess minus 

COVID-19 deaths). One observes the mortality excess not explained by COVID-19 deaths in the beginning of the 

first COVID-19 wave (around week 13 in 2020), then at the heat wave (around week 32 in 2020), in the second 

COVID-19 wave (week 49 in 2020 – week 6 in 2021) and during the third wave. The age band 40-60 (orange) 

has the axis on the left, the age bands 60-80 (grey) and 80+ (yellow) have the axis on the right.  

Conclusion 
We observed that mortality excess is followed by a mortality deficit which motivates the pre-dying 

effect. In this work, we therefore studied excess mortality adjusting the baseline with the pre-dying 

effect. To construct the baseline in the first place, we applied a hybrid model taking several methods 

into account. This resulted in a more precise baseline than just adjusting the past mortality data with 

imprecise age structure data.  

In the second halves of the first and second COVID-19 waves, we find a big discrepancy between the 

excess mortality with respect to the unadjusted baseline and the official COVID-19 death numbers. 

The COVID-19 death numbers are significantly larger than the net excess mortality. In this work, we 

explained the difference by the pre-dying effect. The net excess mortality in the first and second 

wave with respect to the unadjusted baseline is ca. 6 500 (ca. 8 000 excess, ca. 1 500 deficit) and 51 

000 (ca. 56 000 excess, ca. 5 000 deficit), respectively; with respect to the adjusted baseline (pre-

dying effect), the mortality excess is ca. 10 000 and ca. 75 000, respectively; while the COVID-19 

deaths amount to 9 000 and  70 000, respectively.  

Taking the pre-dying effect into account, we were able to show that the official COVID-19 deaths 

explain almost all excess mortality. However, there are a few differences where we proposed the 

following explanation: There are probably too few official COVID-19 deaths in the beginning of the 

first wave; in the beginning of the excess mortality period (second wave) the official COVID-19 deaths 

exceed excess mortality most probably due to a substantial portion of deaths “with” instead of from 
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COVID-19. However, as mortality excess increases, these deaths proportionally decrease and almost 

all excess mortality can be explained by the official COVID-19 deaths. During the second wave, the 

excess mortality is higher than the official COVID-19 death numbers however. This could be due to 

deaths from other causes and overload in hospitals or due to not detected COVID-19 deaths. In the 

end of the disease period (especially for the second wave), as in the beginning, a substantial portion 

of COVID-19 deaths are most probable due to deaths “with” COVID-19. 

In both waves, a large portion of deaths stems from 80+ individuals. While the numbers almost agree 

for the adjusted excess mortality and official COVID-19 numbers, a noticeable portion remains 

unexplained, which could be either due to undetected COVID-19 deaths or deaths from other causes.  

We analyzed past influenza waves and compared them to the COVID-19 waves. We found that 

COVID-19 in the second wave hit Germany stronger than past strong influenza waves.  

Using the pre-dying effect, we calculated the number of infected during the disease period and the 

IFR for the two COVID-19 waves. We find that IFRs are higher in the second wave, which could for 

example be due to a mutated virus or to the overload in hospitals. 

The obtained upper bound for the overall IFR (in %) for the first COVID-19 wave, 0.4 (0.3,0.5), agrees 

with IFRs found in the meta study [27]  (0.23-0.27) and two analyses for Germany [28-29] (0.26-0.41) 

using seroprevalence data. It also agrees with our previous result (0.3-0.5) using a different decaying 

pattern for the pre-dying effect [3].  

For the second wave, the upper bound for the overall IFR (in %) is estimated to be around twice as 

high, 0.8 (0.5,1.1),  compared to the first wave.  

For the first and second wave, the lower bound of the overall percentage of infected during the wave 

is estimated to be 3.2 (2.2,4.2) and 13 (7,19), respectively. 

The official COVID-19 deaths for the age band 0-40 are proportionally smallest compared to other 

age bands, and they lag the deaths of other bands by a lag of 2, most probably due to a portion of 

deaths with COVID-19. 

We find a mortality deficit in 2021 for the 0-40 age band and a slightly increased mortality for the age 

band 40-60 in 2020 between the waves. This could be due to the changing age structure of the 

population or NPIs. 

We notice a big mortality excess during the third COVID-19 wave which is much bigger than the 

official COVID-19 deaths for age bands 40-60, 60-80 and 80+. This may be due to the reporting 

delays, but has to be further investigated. 

We analyzed the vaccination effect for the 80+ age band. Vaccination most probably saved lives for a 

few thousands of individuals in the end of the second wave, but was not the main driver for the 

reduction of death numbers in that period. However, without vaccination, the death counts in the 

third wave would probably be proportionally as high as for the other bands, which suggests a very 

strong and positive vaccination effect with an estimated effectiveness of 0.5-1 for the 80+ age band.  
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