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In this Appendix, Section 1 describes simulations of heavy-tailed counts that give evidence that TL with slope 2 holds for
the largest means and variances. One simulation assumes independent observations, which is mathematically convenient but
empirically implausible. A second simulation considers moderately and highly dependent observations. Section 2 states three
theorems inspired by the simulations and gives an example as a special case of one of the theorems. Section 3 proves the
theorems. Section 4 gives some examples of other empirical data that could be, but have not yet been, analyzed using our
approach in this paper.

1. Simulating multiple samples from heavy-tailed distributions

Here we report simulations that strongly suggest that TL (Main text Eq. [2]) with slope b &~ 2 holds in the extreme upper tail
of a heavy-tailed (including but not limited to Pareto) distribution of counts with tail index « between 0 and 2. Our idealized
statistical model assumes ¢ > 1 states, each with » = ¢ counties. This idealization ignores that, in reality, different states have
different numbers of counties and that the number of states only approximates the average number of counties per state.

We consider a general setting of a data matrix for our simulations and theoretical results. Specifically, let X := (X;;)rxc be
an 7 X ¢ matrix. (Mnemonic: r for rows, here the number of counties per state; ¢ for columns, here the number of states.)
We interpret the jth column X.; of X as the counts in the counties of state j, for j = 1,...,c. Collectively, the columns of
X give a collection of ¢ samples (one sample per state), each sample containing r observations, here COVID-19 counts (one
observation per county). To study the asymptotic theory behind TL, we let the sample size in each column grow without limit,
r — 00, and ¢ converges to infinity with r. We emphasize this relation by writing ¢ = ¢(r). We have one such matrix for cases,
another for deaths. We assume that the element (or count) Xj; in row ¢ and column j is a positive regularly varying (RV) rv
with (upper tail) index a between 0 and 2.

By definition, X is regularly varying with index a (and we write X € RV («)) if and only if

Pr(X > tzx) 1

v 0, lim S = 1]

The RV rvs include the lognormal-Pareto, the Pareto, the stable, and many other distributions.
The sample mean and the sample variance of the jth column X.; of X are, by definition,

r

Xyo=r' Y Xy, var(Xy) = (-1 (X - Xp)% i=1.e 2]

i=1

If this collection of ¢ sample means and ¢ sample variances approximates Main text Eq. [2], then we say that TL holds.

We simulate RV («) rvs in four ways to confirm that the extreme upper tail index is independent of the regularly varying
distribution being simulated. Let N be normally distributed with mean 0 and variance 1 and let U, Uy, Uz, Us be independent
rvs uniformly distributed on (0,1). For every element X;; of the r X ¢ matrix X independently, we compute

d

Xy LNV € RV(a) (power of |N]) 5)
Xi; 2UV* € RV(a) (Pareto with domain [1, 00)) [4]
Xi; 2 (U,Us)"V € RV (a) (product of two iid Paretos) [5]
Xij < (UhUsUs) "V € RV (a) (product of three iid Paretos) [6]

We first verify that all four methods are in RV (a). Method Eq. (3) is in RV (a) by (1, p. 10, Corollary 4.4). The product
Eq. (5) of two iid Pareto rvs X, Y with left threshold 1 and tail index « is in RV (a) because P(XY > z) = (alogz + 1)z~¢
The product Eq. (6) of three (or any finite number of) iid Pareto rvs with tail index « is in RV (a) by (2, p. 4499, Lemma 3).

For the simulations in Figure S1, we set « = 1/2,1,3/2 and r = ¢ = 100 and 1000. In general, the estimated slope on log-log
coordinates of the five largest (mean, variance) pairs is close to 2, and is closer to 2 for the larger sample size and the smaller a.

This model assumes statistical independence both among observations within columns (counts of counties within states) and
among observations in different columns (counts of counties in different states). This mathematically convenient assumption
seems empirically implausible.

In the next simulation, instead of rc independent modeled counts X;;, we simulate dependent modeled counts X;;. As for
the simulations in Figure S1, we set o =1/2, 1, 3/2 and r» = ¢ = 100, 1000. In Figure S2, each observation is the product of a
Pareto rv with tail index « times the exponential of a Normal(0,1) rv that is correlated with every other Normal(0,1) rv in
the same simulation with correlation p = 0, 0.5, 0.9. This model is analyzed in Theorem 2 in Section 2 below.

The simulation results in Figure S2 suggest, as before, that regardless of the correlation p € [0, 1), regardless of a € (0,2), in
some limit as r = ¢ — oo, the extreme upper tail of the variance function is increasingly well approximated by TL (Main text
Eq. [2]) with intercept a = log;, 7 and slope b = 2. The following mathematical results make this claim more precise and prove
it (apart from the special case a = 1).
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Fig. S1. For independent observations (counts), the empirical survival curves (rows 1, 3) of one simulation of rc = 10* (row 1) or rc = 10 (row 3) observations by each of
four methods of simulation Eq. (3)-Eq. (6); and sample variance functions (rows 2, 4) of one simulation of X of size r x ¢ = 102 x 10 (row 2) or  x ¢ = 10% x 10®
(row 4) by each of the same four methods of simulation. The vector of rc simulated values used for each empirical survival curve is rearranged into an r X ¢ matrix X for each
variance function, but each method, sample size, and value of « is simulated independently. Straight lines are fitted to the five observations with the largest means. The
intercept a and slope b of each line are in the top left corner of each variance-function panel in the same order as the four methods of simulation are listed in the top right corner
of each empirical survival curve panel.

Joel E. Cohen, Richard A. Davis and Gennady Samorodnitsky 3 of 11



c=10% samples each of size r=102 for varying o

a=1
0 crcmmmy
p=0 —<—p=0
p=0.5 1 p=05|
p=0.9 ° p=0.9
2
-3 1)
oy
8 10 -2 0 2 4 6 2 0 2 4
Iogmx Iogmx Iogmx
15 10 . 5
10 ™ 3=178 b=2.030 107 " 3=1.551 b=2.158 10 ™ 3=3.699 b=7.034
a=1.951 b=2.008 a=1.363 b=2.273 a=-0.07634 b=3.273
2=2.055 b=1.989 a=1.856 b=2.042 a=0.2365 b=3.95
10
o 10 (
g 5
8 10
e
10°
10° 10°
10° 10° 10° 10? 10
mean mean mean
c=10° samples each of size r=103 for varying «
=1
0 e @
——p=0.5
N 2 0.9
<
a
o
2 -4 - -4
-6 -6
-5 -2 0 2 4 6
log 10X Iog1 0 X
30 15 6
107 a5 =2 o 107 a2 793 b=2.062 107 I o=17176 b=3.257
2=2.985 b=2.002 a=2.937 b=2.014 a=0.9727 b=3.514
2=3.001 b=2 ; a=2.901 b=2.038 a=2.157 b=2.499
g 1020 100 10*
C
©
g
100 - 10° 102
A
10° : : 10° 10° : :
10° 10° 100 10° 10° 5 10 15

mean mean mean

Fig. S2. For dependent observations (counts), the empirical survival curves (rows 1, 3) of one simulation of ¢ = 10* (row 1) or r¢ = 10° (row 3) observations and sample
variance functions (rows 2, 4) of one simulation of X of size » x ¢ = 102 x 102 (row 2) or X ¢ = 10 x 10° (row 4). In each panel, each observation is the product of a
Pareto rv with tail index o times the exponential of a Normal(0, 1) rv that is correlated with every other Normal(0, 1) rv in the same X with correlation p = 0, 0.5, 0.9.
This model is analyzed in Theorem 2. The vector of rc simulated values used for each empirical survival curve is rearranged into an » x ¢ matrix X for each variance function,
but each correlation, sample size, and value of « is simulated independently. Straight lines are fitted to the five observations with the largest means. The intercept a and slope
b of each line are in the top left corner of each variance-function panel in the same order as the correlations listed in the top right corner of each empirical survival curve panel.
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2. Mathematical theorems and example

This mathematical section supports, clarifies, and extends the conjectures based on the simulations just reported. The theorems
demonstrate that TL (Main text Eq. [2]) with slope b = 2 describes the variance function of (log mean, log variance) pairs
with the largest sample means in a sufficiently large matrix of observations of nonnegative RV (a) rvs, o € (0,1) U (1,2),
asymptotically as the sample size and the magnitude of the sum of the observations get large.

The case a = 1 remains open mathematically, although the simulation results suggest that @ = 1 is not qualitatively
different from « € (0,1) U (1,2). The theorems also show that TL describes the variance function of the upper tails of means
and variances in the presence of certain forms of dependence and heterogeneity of marginal distributions between and within
samples. Proofs are in Section 3.

In this Section 2, log refers to the natural logarithm. The base of the logarithm has no effect on the slope b in TL (Main
text Eq. [2]), though the intercept does depend on the base. We assume the background on regularly varying and stable laws
in (1). The sample mean and the sample variance of the jth column X.; of X are defined in Eq. (2) in Section 1.

Theorems 1 and 2 assume 0 < a < 1. Theorem 1 assumes that the elements of the matrix X are identically distributed,
that different columns are identically distributed, and that elements within each column are, conditionally on a o-field G,
independent. Theorem 1, Eq. (9), guarantees that, with probability converging to one, TL (Main Text Eq. [2]) holds with
b=2as r — oo for those columns X.; of X with sample sums 7X.; that exceed some large threshold z(r). The theshold x(r)
will converge to infinity at some rate as specified in the theorems.

Theorem 3 assumes 1 < a < 2, an assumption consistent with our analysis of COVID-19 counts, so the expectation of any
one observation is finite. Then Eq. (12) guarantees the same version of TL when the sum of the sample elements is sufficiently
larger than the expectation of any one observation.

Theorem 1. Let every element X;;,i =1,...,1;5 =1,...,c of the array X be nonnegative and have the same distribution in
RV (a), 0 < a <1, and assume that all columns are equally distributed. Assume also that the entries within each column are,
conditionally on a o-field G, independent. Let x(r) be a sequence of thresholds satisfying

lim z(r) = co and lim rPr(Xi; > z(r)) = 0. [7]

T— 00 T—00

Let the number ¢ of columns depend on the number r of rows in such a way that the function ¢ = ¢(r) — oo and satisfies

z(r) 2
Z:rrllaxr <LCELT)/0 Pr(Xi,1 > | g) dz] >] =0. 8]

lim ¢(r)r’E

T— 00
Then for any € > 0,
lim Pr( |log var g ) > ¢ for some j=1,...,c(r) such that rX; > x(r) | = 0. 9]
r—oo (X )
Remark: As noted above, Eq. (9) implies that With probability approaching one, log var(X.;) = log(r) 4+ 2log(X.;) for those
columns j in which the sample mean is large, i.e., z(r)/r.

Example: a special case of Theorem 1. For 0 < a < 1, let X be Pareto with survival function Pr(X > z) = 2~ for
xz > 1. Let every element X;;,i =1,...,7;5 =1,...,c of the array X be iid as X. Then an example of z(r) is z(r) = r? for
any p > 1/a > 1, because if p > 1/«, then 0 > 1 — ap and

rPr(X > z(r)) = rPr(X > rP) =r(?) " =77 5 0 as r — oco.

This satisfies Eq. (7). An example of ¢(r) is ¢(r) = r? for any 0 < ¢ < 2ap — 2 (and here 2ap — 2 > 0 because p > 1/a), since
under these assumptions, in Eq. (8) we have, with G being the trivial o-field, Pr(Xm > | Q) = Pr(X;,1 > x) and hence

z(r) 2
b <L_Hlla‘x7 [x(lr)/o Pr(Xi,l >z | g) dm} )
z(r) 2 P
= [m(lr)/ Pr(X > m) dac:| = [:p/ x @ dx:|
11— ppla=1) 2
- [ (1 — a)ree :|

_ ppla-1)7? ay(p2)(y—20P a+2(1—ap))
1-r N(T)(T)(T ):T — 0asr — oo.
(1 — a)rpe (1—a)? (1—a)?

2

and

c(r)r2 |:

This satisfies Eq. (8).
The next theorem is another illustration of Theorem 1.
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Theorem 2. Let {Z;; |i=1,...,7; j=1,...,c} be iid Pareto-distributed with tail index o € (0,1). Let {Gi;} be Gaussian
with mean 0 and covariance function v(-,-), i.e., Cov(Gij, Giryr) = v(i — ', — j'), independent of the Pareto random variables.
Given G =0(Gyj,i=1,...,r; j=1,...,¢), the process X;j := ZijeGij is conditionally independent. Then X;; are identically
distributed and regularly varying with index o. Moreover, if x(r) and c(r) are chosen as in the Example above, then Eq. (9)
holds.

The process X;; := Zi;e%ii is sometimes referred to as a stochastic volatility (SV) random field. In this case, the volatility
process 0;; = e%ii is assumed to be a stationary log-Gaussian random field, while the noise terms Z;; are iid and heavy-tailed.
The random field version generalizes the notion of a SV process that is commonly used for modeling financial time series such
as log-returns, e.g., (3). Basic properties of heavy-tailed SV processes can be found in (4) and extensions of these models to
the spatial (random field) setting in (5) and (6); the latter includes environmental applications. The idea is to scale the noise
Z;; by a random process 0;; = €% that allows dependence among the rows and columns of the data matrix X. While the SV
random field is strictly stationary, the sample paths can have very non-stationary looking realizations. This feature makes
them flexible models for many phenomena.

Theorem 3. Suppose the elements X;j of the r X ¢ matriz X are nonnegative, iid, and in RV (a), 1 < a < 2. Let z(r) satisfy

lim z(r) = oo and lim rPr(Xi; > z(r)) = 0. [10]

T—00 T— 00

Let the number ¢ of columns depend on the number r of rows in such a way that the function ¢ = c¢(r) — oo and satisfies

lim ¢(r)r? (Pr(Xn > z(r)))” = 0. [11]
T—00
Then for any € > 0,
lim Pr( {log —=—2| > € for some j=1,...,¢c(r) such that T(X;j — EX11) >z(r) ) =0. [12]
e r(X)?

3. Proofs of mathematical theorems
A. Proof of Theorem 1.

Proof. The probability in Eq. (9) does not exceed

>e, rXg > a:(r)) [13]

with the last inequality valid for large r.
Next we prove that

. . z(r) .
. i1 < —,1=1,... = 0.
Tlingo c(r) Pr ( g Xia > z(r), Xix < T 1, ,r> 0 [14]

Indeed, let

T :inf{n:l,l...,r: ZX“ > ‘xiﬂ}?
. - z(r)
To=inf<n=T14+1,...,r: Z Xi’l>T ,

PI‘(T2<OO, X,-ng(r),i:l,...,r) [15}

gﬂ
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ns  Using Markov’s inequality,

e (ZX“ > —, X1 < %,z‘:l,...,r g) < Pr <z;xi,11 (Xi,l < ng)) > @ ‘ g)
E[Yr_ Xiil (X1 < a(r)/4) | G]
115 S
(z(r)/4)
e < 4—TmaxEX,ll X, < 20 g
(’f‘) i=1,. ’ 4
o 2(r)/
17 < —— max Pr(Xi,l >z | g)dx
x(r) i=t,...r [,
11s Now Eq. (14) follows from Eq. (15) and Eq. (8).
Next, for any ¢ > 0,
e(r) Pr(Xi,l > dx(r) for 2 or more of i =1, ... ,r) [16]
r(r—1) 2
SC(T)T i:rrll,%.}irE[Pr(Xi’l > dx(r) } g)]
1 6z (r) 2
2
<c(r)r Z_nllaLxTE {5&0(7") /O Pr(Xm >z | g) dl‘:l =0
1e as r — 0o by assumption Eq. (8).
It follows from Eq. (13), Eq. (14) and Eq. (16) that for any 0 < 7 < 1
var(X.;) : ¢
Pr( |log ———= (X,)? > ¢ for some j =1,...,¢(r) such that rX.; > z(r) [17]
2

<c¢(r)Pr ( (ZZ:T ) > ¢/2, and for some j =1,...,r,

Xj1> (1 —7)z(r) and Z i £ )X < Ta(r )> +o(1).

120 On the event described in the probability in the right side of Eq. (17), let J be the unique j satisfying the condition in that
121 event. Then

(S, Xin) X3, 42X Y, 10 # D)X + (S0, 16 # 1) Xia)

122 1 < - = =
21:1 Xi2,1 21:1 Xi2,1
s . T . 2
222‘:1 1(7, 7& .])Xi,l (Zi:l 1(’L ;ﬁ J)Xiyl)
123 < 1+ + 5
X X734
2T 72 1
< 1 =
L P Rl g
s and if 7 > 0 is small enough, the logarithm of 1/(1 — 7)? does not exceed €/2. This proves the claim of the theorem. O

126 B. Proof of Theorem 2.

Proof. To show X;1 has Pareto-like tails, note that
Pr(X; > z) = Pr(Zne®t > z) =2 °E [eaG“l{ec“<z}] + Pr(e“ > 1)
and since €1 has all moments, we have, as  — oo,

z%Pr(X; > ) — Ee*Ci

127 Also,
1 z(r) 1 z(r) o
128 — P(X; >z |G)dx = —/ e, a,y o vdr + —— min{e® z(r)}
90(7“)/0 ' z(r) J, (e <o} ()
129 < KeaG“x(T)ia s
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where K is a generic constant whose value may change from line to line. It follows that

z(r) 2
C(’r‘)r2E llg?x’r <|:x(1r)/0 PI‘(X»L'J > | g) d$:| >‘| < Kc(r)rzx(v“)*%xE |:Z_I111,3'X7T{6

We next show that there exists a constant di > 2v/2ac, where o2 = ~(0,0), such that

E |: max {eQO‘G“} < exp{di (logr)"/?}

i=1,.

for all large r. Condition Eq. (9) follows easily by applying this bound together with Eq. (18). We have

E[ max {eQaG“}:| = / Pr( max {62ac“} > x))dz

i=1,. i=1,.

/ Pr( max {Gi1} > logz/(2)) dz
0 i=1,...,r

< exp{di(logr)"/?} +r/ Pr(G11 > logz/(2a)) dx
exp{c(logr)1/2}
1/2 - 2 2 2
< exp{di(logr)’'“} +rK exp{—(logz)°/(8a"c")} dx

exp{dj (logr)1/2}

where we have used the relation 1 — ®(z) ~ 7 ¢(x) as 2 — oo, ®(x) is the standard normal distribution, and ¢(z) =

By a change of variables, the second term is equal to

rK exp{—y°/2+ 200y} dy < rK exp{—day®/2} dy
d1 (log )1/2 / (200) d1 (log )1/2/ (2a0)
< 7K exp{—dadi(logr)/(8a*c?)},

where the first inequality follows for any 0 < d2 < 1 and r large. By choosing d» sufficiently close to 1 such that dad? /(8a 0>

the bound of the last term is
rKo(r™') =o(1).

This establishes the bound in Eq. (19) and completes the proof.

C. Proof of Theorem 3.

Proof. The probability in Eq. (12) does not exceed

c(r) Pr ( var (X )

r(Xi1)?
=c(r) Pr (

[ Zz 1X11 1]
log _z
(Zz I‘X'Z 1) "
<c(r)Pr <log(z:211x) >e/2, ZXL 1 >rEXn +£E(7“)>

log ————=

>e, rXa>rEX +x(r ))

> e, ZXZI >rEXi + x(r )>

=1

with the last inequality valid for large r.
Next we prove that

T—00
i=1

lim ¢(r) Pr <ZX¢71 >rEXi +x(r), Xix < z(r) 1= 1,,,,’r> =0.

Indeed, let

z(r
Tl—inf{n—l,Q,...,r: Z(XM—EXH) > El)}’

TQIinf{’I’L:Tl-i-l,...,TZ Z (Xi71—EX11)>fo)},

i=Ty+1

[18]

[19]

o' (z).

) > 1,

8 of 11 Joel E. Cohen, Richard A. Davis and Gennady Samorodnitsky
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and T> = oo if either infimum is over an empty set. Then the probability in Eq. (21) is bounded above by

Pr (T2<OO, X@lgmgf),i_l,...,?“) [22]
, 2
z(r) z(r) .
< i1 — , Xi1 < y t=1,..4 :
< [Pr (2(){ 1= EXn) > =, Xip < =2 i=1 r>‘|

By the assumptions, the law of X11 is in the domain of attraction of an a-stable law with 1 < a < 2. Therefore, there is a
q > 0 such that, for all r sufficiently large,

Pr (Z(Xi‘l — EX11) < 0) >q

=1

Therefore, if (Y;,1) is an independent copy of (X;,1), then

- z(r) xz(r) .
P X1 — EX ) xo <Py
qPr (E_l( 1 1) > =, R r )
- x(r) xz(r) . - :
<Pr (E_l(xi,l — EX11) > T7Xi,1 < = 17---,7”7> Pr (E_l(yz,l —EY11) < 0)
=Pr 5 Xir—Exi) > 20 x, <20 oy § (Yin — EY11) <0
— T, 4 ’ 1L = 4 ) ) ol — Z,

Sq_l Pr (Z(Xl’l — Yi,l) > %, Xi71 S @, 1= 1,...,1")

=1

i=1

<q'Pr (i(xm Aw(r)/4=Yia Aw(r)/4) > milr))

<! E [22:1 (Xi,l ANx(r)/4—Yi1 A x(r)/4)] 2

< («(r)2/16)

= 167 x(r — Y11 Ax(r ’

= P na()/4 = Yia Ae(r)/4)
32r

qr(r)?

<

E(X11 Aa(r)/4)”.

By Karamata’s theorem, E[(X11)+ A x(r)/4]2 ~ 32 2°(r) Pr(X11 > z(r)/4)/16, from which Eq. (21) follows from Eq. (11)
and Eq. (22).
The rest of the argument is identical to that in Theorem 1. O

Our derivations of TL with b = 2 for the extreme upper tail of positive regularly varying distributions with tail index
a € (0,1) U (1,2) extend related previous findings that assumed finite means and finite variances (7-10).

Our theoretical analyses leave room for further development. For example, we have no results on o = 1, on the speed of
convergence to 2 of the slope b of TL for the extreme upper tail, or on variable sample sizes r;, j = 1,...,c. More realistic
models are needed to describe the dependence spatially (among counties within and between states) and temporally (from day
to day, month to month, year to year) in the counts of cases and deaths.
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4. Supplementary discussion: Other examples of the same data structure

The data structure analyzed here is a large set of ¢ samples, and each sample contains a large number of observations
rj, 3 =1,...,c. In the simplest case, which we simulate and analyze mathematically here, each sample has r; = r observations.
To show that our simulations and mathematical analysis have scientific relevance beyond COVID-19, we give some published
examples of the same or very similar data structures in ecology (vole population density), census counts (U.S. county human
populations), meteorology (tornados in outbreaks), and age-specific human death rates. None of these empirical studies of TL
checked whether the upper extremes of their data could usefully be described as heavy-tailed.

Cohen and Saitoh (12) reported annual trapping measurements of the population abundance of a vole (then an economically
important rodent pest of cultivated forests) in Hokkaido, Japan, at 85 forest stations from 1962 to 1992, giving a 31 x 85
matrix of abundances, one row per year, one column per trapping station. They tested and confirmed a temporal TL and a
spatial TL. They demonstrated that the time-series at different stations (the columns of the data matrix) were correlated, but
not with the same correlation for all pairs of stations. Using an autoregressive time series model, they showed that, at each
station, each year’s abundance was influenced by the abundance of at least the two prior years. Thus their rectangular array of
counts demonstrates dependence between columns (correlations between different trapping stations) and within columns (serial
autocorrelations).

Xu and Cohen (11) analyzed the censused counts of numbers of people in every county (or equivalent) that has ever existed
in every territory or state of the United States that has ever been censused in any of the 23 U.S. decennial censuses from 1790
through 2010. As not every county was censused 23 times, these data do not fill a rectangular matrix but may be thought of as
occupying an array with 23 rows, one row per census, and 4,128 columns, one column per county. An element in the array is
blank if a county was not included in a census. Xu and Cohen (11) tested temporal TLs, spatial TLs, and spatial hierarchical
TLs and quadratic generalizations of these log-linear variance functions. They demonstrated temporal and spatial dependence
of the county population time series.

Tippett and Cohen (13) showed that, for the years 1954-2014, in the continental United States, in outbreaks consisting
of multiple tornadoes (of intensity F1+ on the Fujita or Enhanced Fujita scales) closely spaced in time, the annual mean
number of tornadoes per outbreak rose on average from year to year, and the annual variance of the number of tornadoes per
outbreak increased on average from year to year more than four times faster. The variance function was well described by
TL Main text Eq. [2] when outbreaks were grouped by year (analogous to state in our COVID-19 study), and the mean and
variance of the numbers of tornadoes were computed for the outbreaks (analogous to our counties) in each year. There were no
statistically significant trends in the number of F14 tornadoes per year or in the number of outbreaks, but the tornadoes were
increasingly clustered into outbreaks. In terms of our matrix model, ¢ = 61 is the number of years of observation. The number
r; of outbreaks in each year j = 1,...,c averaged between 22 and 25 (13, Figure 2a).

Tippett and Cohen (13) did not study the possible temporal and spatial dependence among the number of tornadoes in
different outbreaks. They noted that the Fujita-kilometers values (another measure of the intensity of a tornado outbreak) “for
the 1974 Super Outbreak and the 25-28 April 2011 tornado outbreak are more than 26 standard deviations above the mean of
the data on an arithmetic scale and more than six standard deviations above the mean of the log-transformed data, when
means and standard deviations are calculated after withholding the two extreme values.” The upper percentiles of the annual
distribution of tornadoes per outbreak increased much faster than the lower percentiles (14).

In the age-specific death rates of 12 countries with high-quality human mortality data, separately by sex and country,
from 1960 to 2009, the variance over years (corresponding to counties in our COVID-19 study) of death rates at a given age
(corresponding to states in our COVID-19 study) was well described by a power function of the mean over years of death rates
at that age, with one (mean over time, variance over time) pair for each age group from 0 to 100+ (Bohk, Rau and Cohen (15)).
This is TL. The estimated slope of Main text Eq. [2] satisfied 1.5 < b < 2 but differed from country to country. The Gompertz
model of human mortality, which asserts that the age-specific death rate grows exponentially with age, predicts TL with slope
b = 2 when the modal age at death in the Gompertz model increases linearly with time and the growth rate of mortality with
age is constant in time (16). That the latter assumption is empirically false helps explain why the estimated slope of TL was
generally less than the value 2 theoretically predicted from the Gompertz model. Bohk, Rau and Cohen (15, 16) did not model
the dependence of age-specific death rates over time and across ages.

SI Dataset S1 (us-counties.csv)
NewYorkTimes. nytimes covid-19-data public. Accessed 19 June 2021. https://raw.githubusercontent.com/nytimes/covid-
19-data/master/us-counties.csv.
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