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IN ALL COUNTRIES, age-specific death probabilities vary between sociode-
mographic groups. Numerous studies have documented large mortality dif-
ferences betweenmarried and non-married persons (Roelfs et al. 2011; Shor
et al. 2012a, 2012b), and mortality is associated with a person’s number of
children, which in turn is related to marital status (Grundy and Kravdal
2010). The evidence for differences between educational groups is large as
well (Elo 2009), and there is growing interest in the association between
mortality and spousal education (Brown et al. 2014; Kravdal 2008; Skalická
and Kunst 2008). Furthermore, several studies have shown differences in
mortality by income, occupation, or ethnicity (Bævre and Kravdal 2014;
Harper, Rushani, and Kaufman 2012; Tarkiainen et al. 2015; Wada et al.
2012), and there are differences between geographic regions of a country
that are probably not fully explained by differences in socioeconomic com-
position (Kravdal et al. 2015). These mortality differences reflect the im-
portance of social support and control, knowledge, purchasing power, and
various other factors, including selective influences.

When studying differences in mortality between sociodemographic
groups, it has been common to focus on only one variable, but many in-
vestigators have taken a broader perspective and shown and discussed the
main effects of a number of variables. Some have even taken into account
interactions between variables (Kohler et al. 2008; Smith and Waitzman
1994). However, estimates frommultivariable studies have rarely been used
to predict differences between sociodemographic groups defined by combi-
nations of the considered variables. This means that we have an inadequate
impression of how much variation exists in the population—which may
have implications for discussions about the need for policy interventions.
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The goal of this article is to offer a fuller description of mortality variation
in a country by considering a variable that combines two of the strongest
correlates of mortality: education and marital status. Data from Norwegian
population registers are used. Formarried Norwegians, spouse’s education is
added to obtain a better indicator of the available socioeconomic resources.
This is the first study to examine the relationship between this sociodemo-
graphic variable and mortality.1

In addition to describing the overall association between the combined
variable and mortality, the article addresses the change in this association
over three decades. It would be reasonable to expect increasing variation,
given thewideningmortality gap between themarried and the non-married
that has been observed in Norway (Berntsen 2011) and in several other
countries (Martikainen et al. 2005; Murphy, Grundy, and Kalogirou 2007;
Valkonen et al. 2004), as well as the growing differences across educational
categories (Montez and Zajakova 2014; Shkolnikov et al. 2012; Steingríms-
dóttir et al. 2012). However, the association between mortality and the
combined variable also reflects the importance of spouse’s education and
interactions with own education. It is possible, for example, that advantages
related to being married or having a spouse with high education are smaller
for those who themselves have high education, which under certain con-
ditions can make the difference between the highest and lowest mortality
considerably smaller than suggested by the overall net effects of marital
status and own and spouse’s education. Nothing is known about the time
changes in these interactions and in the importance of spouse’s education.

Norway has experienced a substantial increase in educational attain-
ment overmany decades, as has been the case in other rich countries (Breen
et al. 2010). Among women and men aged 50–89 in 1975–79, 63 percent
had only primary education, 31 percent had secondary education, and 6
percent had some or completed tertiary education. In 2005–08, the corre-
sponding figures were 31, 48, and 21 percent. In recent years, the educa-
tional expansion has been greater among women than men. Family struc-
ture has also changed markedly. Norway and other Nordic countries are
among those that have experinced themost pronounced retreat from formal
marriage, although combined with relatively high fertility outside marriage
(Sobotka and Toulemon 2008). After a few decades with increasing mar-
riage rates, a turn-around took place in the 1960s when Norway entered the
second demographic transition (ibid.). Thus, the proportion never-married
in the age group 50–89was about the same in 1975–79 (reflectingmarriages
back to the beginning of the twentieth century) as in 2005–08: 12 percent
and 9 percent, respectively. However, the proportion never-married at ages
50–54 increased more markedly, from 10 percent to 15 percent. In addition
to an increase in the age at marriage and the proportion who never mar-
ried, which to a large extent was compensated for by consensual unions,
relationships have become more unstable over the last half century. The
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proportion divorced or separated at ages 50–89 increased from 4 percent in
1975–79 to 15 percent in 2005–08.

Causal pathways

Explanations for associations between education and
mortality

The strong association between education and mortality documented in
Norway and elsewhere no doubt reflects a variety of causal influences (Elo
2009; Hayward, Hummer, and Sasson 2015). In particular, the knowledge
obtained through advanced education greatly increases the likelihood of
obtaining a well-paid job with few occupational hazards. Higher income
may reduce mortality through the purchase of health-promoting goods in-
cluding (in many countries) access to high-quality health care. Additionally,
knowledge and analytical skills may have a more direct effect on health be-
havior and increase the chance of making good use of available health care.
By contrast, individuals who have low education relative to the population
average typically have low relative income as well. It has been argued that a
feeling of inferiority compared to better-off segments of the population may
cause psychosocial stress that can have direct physiological consequences
or that may manifest itself through unhealthy lifestyles such as smoking
and obesity (Marmot and Wilkinson 2001; Pham-Kanter 2009). There are
also selective influences (Clark and Royer 2013). In particular, the socio-
economic resources in the family of origin, childhood health, intellectual
endowments, and the degree of self-discipline have a bearing on educa-
tional attainment as well as later health and mortality (Hayward, Hummer,
and Sasson 2015).

Explanations for associations between marital status
and mortality

Similarly, the relationship between marital status and mortality reflects a
combination of causal effects and selection (Brockmann and Klein 2004).
Marriage is assumed to be protective for a number of reasons. For example,
a partner typically provides emotional and practical support in everyday
life and during illness and exerts social control over health behaviors
(Umberson and Montez 2010; Lewis and Butterfield 2007). Married indi-
viduals are also more likely than the non-married to have children, who
may provide similar social supports and also influence health behavior
(Umberson, Crosnoe, and Reczek 2010; Kravdal et al. 2012). There are
economic benefits frommarriage as well (Wilmoth and Koso 2002) because
of specialization or (more relevant nowadays) pooling of resources and
scale advantages (Oppenheimer 1994). The never-married do not enjoy
these economic and other benefits, and the formerly married do so to a
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lesser extent than the currently married. In addition, the formerly married
may be disadvantaged for a considerable period of time because of stress
triggered by divorce or the partner’s death (Amato 2000; Carey et al.
2014).

As regards selection, a person’s general level of knowledge, economic
prospects or resources, health, lifestyle preferences, and values affect his
or her chance of forming a relationship (Fu and Goldman 1996; Surkyn
and Lesthaeghe 2004; Wiik 2009). Availability of alternative partners is an-
other factor of importance. Thus, education is one of the determinants of
partnership formation, operating especially through these factors. They also
have a bearing on the choice of marriage versus consensual union and on
the chance of divorce or union dissolution. Most of these factors also affect
health and mortality. With respect to widowhood in particular, selection
arises because a person may have certain characteristics that increase mor-
tality and that are linked to spousal characteristics with the same effect—for
example, spouses may share an unhealthy lifestyle.

In addition to the benefits associated with being married, the charac-
teristics of the spouse also affect one’s health and mortality. In particular,
a person may draw advantages from a spouse’s knowledge and income in
much the same way as one may benefit from one’s own knowledge and in-
come. Further, one may be affected by a spouse’s health behavior through
imitation or learning, and for obvious reasons one may also benefit from
having a healthy spouse. Again there are selective influences as well. De-
terminants of the spouse’s education may affect his or her health and health
behavior or in other ways influence the health and mortality of the indi-
vidual under study. Further, a person with certain characteristics that are
deemed attractive, and that could be linked to good health, may be partic-
ularly likely to marry a partner with high education (Kravdal 2008).

Interaction effects

As indicated above, a person who has high education and is married does
not necessarily have a health advantage that is as large as the sum of the
overall advantage of beingmarried and the overall advantage of having high
education (net of each other). This is because associations with one of these
variables may depend on the other. Only a few studies have addressed these
possible interaction effects. Theoretically, it is not clear what kind of pattern
one should expect. On the one hand, it might be argued that a person with
high education would have sufficient resources so that additional resources
or support from a spouse would matter relatively little. This idea accords
with the findings reported by Kohler et al. (2008). On the other hand, one
could argue that personswith high educationwould benefitmore frommar-
riage because they are more likely to have a better-educated spouse. Given
the spouse’s higher education, it is also possible that they are able to deal
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more effectively with everyday problems, including the small conflicts that
often arise in a relationship. A third possible contribution is that a well-
educated person may have attracted a particularly resourceful spouse who
provides resources and advantages beyond what the spousal education vari-
able can capture.

Similarly, for the married, the total benefit of having high education
and a well-educated spouse may differ from what the main effects of these
two characteristics would suggest. For example, the value of having a spouse
with high education, and who therefore perhaps has high income and more
knowledge of relevance for health, may be modest for a person who also
benefits from such types of resources because of his or her own education.
However, the interaction could also be the opposite. For example, if a person
with low education is unable to make use of some of the advantages poten-
tially derived from a well-educated spouse, this might affect the quality of
the relationship, with further implications for health (Umberson and Mon-
tez 2010). Similarly, educational differences between spouses may them-
selves be seen as problematic by one or both of them.

Data and methods

Data

The core data source was the Norwegian Central Population Register, which
includes everyone who has lived in Norway sometime after 1964. Informa-
tion about year of birth, death, immigration and emigration (if any), and
marital status as of January 1st of each year since 1975 was taken from the
2008 version of the register. For every individual and his or her spouse (if
any), educational histories were added from the Educational Database op-
erated by Statistics Norway. An increasing proportion of the non-married
cohabit, but the data did not include information about cohabitation.

Statistical analysis

Discrete-time hazard models were estimated. For each individual, a series of
one-year observations was constructed, starting at age 50, in 1975 or at the
time of immigration (whichever came last) and ending at age 89, in 2008, or
at the time of emigration or death (whichever came first). Each one-year ob-
servation included marital status and the highest education level achieved
by the individual and (if relevant) the spouse as of October of the previous
year or, for observations before 1980, in 1970.2 For simplicity, those with
some or completed tertiary education were pooled into one group. Logistic
regression models for the chance of dying within one year were estimated
from the one-year observations, separately for women and men.3
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Some models were estimated for the entire period 1975–2008, others
for the two sub-periods 1975–79 and 2005–08. The intention behind the lat-
ter models was to ascertain how the association between the combined vari-
able and mortality, and the changes over time in this association, are built
up from main and interaction effects. Some of these models therefore in-
cludedmain effects of marital status and own and spouse’s education as well
as interactions between own education and the two other variables. Educa-
tion was grouped into two categories to simplify these models. To provide
further indications of the importance of considering interactions, period-
specific models including only main effects of marital status and own and
spouse’s education were also estimated, and predictions from these models
were compared with the estimates from a model including the combined
variable.4

In addition to estimating hazard models (and predicting from these
estimates), one-year death probabilities were calculated for each of the cat-
egories of the combined variable from the one-year observations. This was
done separately for women and men and for different five-year age groups
and five- (or four-) year periods (see an example of such probabilities in
Appendix Table A1).5 A weighted sum of these probabilities over all five-
year age groups between ages 50 and 89 was then calculated for each pe-
riod, using the proportions in these age groups in 1975–79 in the entiremale
population as weights. With this age standardization, differences in death
probabilities between time periods, sociodemographic groups, and the two
sexes do not reflect corresponding differences in age distributions.

The remaining life expectancy from age 50 to age 89 was also calcu-
lated by estimating a hazard model from the one-year observations for each
category of the combined variable separately. The model included a linear
effect of age minus 70 years and a constant term (interpreted as mortality at
age 70). It was then drawn 1,000 times from two independent normal dis-
tributions with means and standard deviations equal to those estimated for
the hazard model coefficients. (The estimated covariances were very small.)
Life expectancies were then calculated from the drawn parameters, and fi-
nally the mean and standard deviation of these life expectancies were cal-
culated. The point estimates of the life expectancies were almost identical
to the results from supplementary calculations based on death probabilities
for five-year age groups. According to official national life tables for the last
four-year period considered, the 89-year limit reduces life expectancy by
only about 0.6 years.

When describing how variation in mortality has changed over time,
differences between the highest and lowest life expectancy or age-
standardized death probability were considered, as well as the correspond-
ing ratios of these extreme death probabilities or (from hazard models)
odds of dying. Additionally, two alternative indicators of variation that take
into account all categories of the combined variable were computed: the
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standard deviation of the death probabilities (referred to below as the
STD indicator) and the average inter-group difference (AID indicator). The
STD indicator was constructed by assuming that each person in each cate-
gory has an age-standardized death probability equal to what is observed
for that category; then, the standard deviation of the age-standardized
death probabilities over the whole population was calculated. The AID
indicator is the population-weighted average inter-group difference of
the age-standardized death probabilities (described e.g. in Shkolnikov
et al. 2012).

Results

The proportions in different categories of the combined variable are shown
in Table 1 for men and women for the first and last five- (or four-) year
period. As one would expect given the general expansion of education, the
proportion of men and women who are married and have tertiary edu-
cation, and whose spouse also has tertiary education, increased from 1–2
percent in 1975–79 to 7–9 percent in 2005–08. This is the category where
mortality is lowest, with some exceptions mentioned below. The proportion
in one of the other “extreme” categories, the never-married with primary
education, decreased from 8–9 percent to 2–4 percent.

Estimates from hazard models for the entire 34-year period show that
the mortality difference between the extreme categories is large (Table 2).
For example, the odds of dying among men with tertiary education whose
wives also have tertiary education are 46 percent lower than among men
with primary education married to women with primary education (odds
ratio 0.54). The odds among divorced men with primary education are 71
percent higher (odds ratio 1.71). The corresponding odds ratios for women
are 0.54 and 1.46. Thus, the ratio between the highest and lowest odds of
dying is 3.17 for men and 2.70 for women.

Age-standardized one-year death probabilities are shown in Figure
1 for selected groups. Among men, mortality has declined in all groups
except the never-married with primary education, among whom mor-
tality increased slightly over a few decades and fell only after 2000.
Thus, whereas mortality was higher among the divorced with primary
education than among the never-married with primary education in
1975–79, this was reversed in 2005–08. Among never-married men with
secondary education, mortality was nearly constant over the first two
decades of the study period (not shown). The picture is similar for
women. The most notable differences are the lack of mortality decline
in the latest years among never-married women with primary educa-
tion and the generally lower mortality of divorced women compared to
the never-married (although there was the same kind of cross-over as
among men).
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TABLE 1 Proportion of exposure time (in percent) in different marital status
and education categories, among Norwegian men and women aged 50–89 in
1975–79 and 2005–08

MEN 1975–79

Spouse’s education

Own education Primary Lower secondary Higher secondary Tertiary

Married
Primary 34.04 6.71 0.27 0.40
Lower secondary 10.29 8.46 0.71 0.82
Higher secondary 3.49 3.50 0.77 0.57
Tertiary 1.04 2.96 1.17 1.78

Never-married
Primary 8.67
Lower secondary 2.13
Higher secondary 0.53
Tertiary 0.36

Widowed
Primary 5.56
Lower secondary 1.54
Higher secondary 0.53
Tertiary 0.36

Divorced/separated
Primary 2.02
Lower secondary 0.72
Higher secondary 0.38
Tertiary 0.24

MEN 2005–08
Spouse’s education

Own education Primary Lower secondary Higher secondary Tertiary

Married
Primary 8.71 5.04 1.73 0.90
Lower secondary 5.55 7.95 2.75 2.18
Higher secondary 4.00 5.82 3.19 2.76
Tertiary 1.43 4.00 2.92 9.22

Never-married
Primary 4.24
Lower secondary 2.71
Higher secondary 2.00
Tertiary 1.90

Widowed
Primary 2.39
Lower secondary 1.72
Higher secondary 1.02
Tertiary 0.85

Divorced/separated
Primary 4.23
Lower secondary 3.44
Higher secondary 3.60
Tertiary 3.25

/...
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TABLE 1 (continued)
WOMEN 1975–79

Spouse’s education

Own education Primary Lower secondary Higher secondary Tertiary

Married
Primary 26.52 7.75 2.63 0.76
Lower secondary 4.85 6.14 2.50 2.12
Higher secondary 0.18 0.49 0.54 0.81
Tertiary 0.28 0.57 0.39 1.22

Never-married
Primary 7.56
Lower secondary 3.48
Higher secondary 0.40
Tertiary 1.24

Widowed
Primary 18.94
Lower secondary 5.52
Higher secondary 0.52
Tertiary 0.75

Divorced/separated
Primary 2.46
Lower secondary 0.98
Higher secondary 0.21
Tertiary 0.21

WOMEN 2005–08
Spouse’s education

Own education Primary Lower secondary Higher secondary Tertiary

Married
Primary 7.37 4.53 3.09 1.09
Lower secondary 4.43 6.94 5.04 3.49
Higher secondary 1.26 2.01 2.25 2.24
Tertiary 0.66 1.65 2.00 7.19

Never-married
Primary 2.00
Lower secondary 2.01
Higher secondary 0.93
Tertiary 1.89

Widowed
Primary 11.73
Lower secondary 7.38
Higher secondary 1.61
Tertiary 1.78

Divorced/separated
Primary 4.68
Lower secondary 4.79
Higher secondary 2.55
Tertiary 3.41
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TABLE 2 Effects (odds ratios) of marital status, own education, and spouse’s
education on mortality among Norwegian men and women aged 50–89 in
1975–2008a

MEN
Spouse’s education

Own education Primary Lower secondary Higher secondary Tertiary

Married
Primary 1b 0.89 0.85 0.76
Lower secondary 0.89 0.79 0.75 0.70
Higher secondary 0.90 0.78 0.75 0.66
Tertiary 0.73 0.66 0.62 0.54

Never-married
Primary 1.36
Lower secondary 1.18
Higher secondary 1.21
Tertiary 0.94

Widowed
Primary 1.21
Lower secondary 1.11
Higher secondary 1.16
Tertiary 0.94

Divorced/separated
Primary 1.71
Lower secondary 1.43
Higher secondary 1.30
Tertiary 0.90

WOMEN
Spouse’s education

Own education Primary Lower secondary Higher secondary Tertiary

Married
Primary 1b 0.89 0.91 0.82
Lower secondary 0.82 0.75 0.74 0.67
Higher secondary 0.55 0.61 0.69 0.60
Tertiary 0.69 0.61 0.56 0.54

Never-married
Primary 1.31
Lower secondary 1.08
Higher secondary 1.06
Tertiary 0.92

Widowed
Primary 1.17
Lower secondary 0.99*
Higher secondary 0.87
Tertiary 0.86

Divorced/separated
Primary 1.46
Lower secondary 1.17
Higher secondary 0.90
Tertiary 0.83
aControlled for age and period in 5-year categories; bReference category. All odds ratios significantly different
from 1 at p<0.01 except as noted: *p<0.10. Confidence intervals available from author on request.
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FIGURE 1 Age-standardized one-year death probabilities
(per 100) for selected marital and educational categories of men
and women aged 50–89, Norway 1975–2008

NOTE: nm: never married; m: married; w: widowed; d: divorced/separated; low: primary education; high:
tertiary education; low-low and high-high refer to both spouses’ education; total: all men or women. 1975
refers to 1975–79, 1980 refers to 1980–84, and similarly for other periods; 2005 refers to 2005–08.

On the whole, the lowest mortality is observed for persons with
tertiary education who are married and whose spouse also has tertiary
education. The mortality trend for this group is shown in Figure 1. For
simplicity, mortality in this group is referred to as the “lowest mortality”
in the further description below, although in some five-year periods one
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TABLE 3 Remaining life expectancy from age 50 to age 89 in years
for Norwegian men and women in selected marital and educational
categories, 1975–79 and 2005–08

1975–79 2005–08

Men
All 25.83 30.02
Married, both primary education 25.86 30.00
Married, both tertiary education 28.94 33.55
Never-married, primary education 24.05 24.20
Divorced, primary education 20.98 25.27
Max-min: 7.96 9.35

Women
All 30.40 32.94
Married, both primary education 30.30 33.27
Married, both tertiary education 33.36 35.66
Never-married, primary education 29.15 27.16
Divorced, primary education 28.14 29.58
Max-min: 5.22 8.50
NOTE: Standard errors are between 0.04 and 0.33; details available from author on request.

or two smaller groups of married women with higher secondary or ter-
tiary education have slightly lower mortality (as indicated by the point
estimates).

Life expectancies for selected groups and for the entire population are
shown in Table 3. They must not be considered realistic predictions of re-
maining years of life up to age 89 for people who are, for example, widowed
at age 50, since the underlying assumption is that individuals remain in the
same category through the entire age span (and at every age experience
the death probability observed for that category at that age in the relevant
period).6 Life expectancy for the total population accords well with offi-
cial national life tables. For example, in 2005–08 the calculated remaining
life expectancy up to age 89 for men at age 50 was 30.0 years, while the
official figures for 2006 were 29.7 up to age 89 and 30.3 up to age 105.
There is a large difference between the lowest life expectancy, among the
divorced or never-married with primary education, and the life expectancy
seen among married persons with tertiary education whose spouse also has
tertiary education (which is usually the highest). Among men, this differ-
ence increased from 8.0 to 9.4 years, while among women it increased from
5.2 to 8.5 years. There is not much uncertainty in these estimates; the stan-
dard errors (not shown) in the extreme categories were only 0.1–0.3. (For
completeness, life expectancies for all categories of the combined variable
are shown in Appendix Table A2.)

The STD indicator increased among men in the first part of the 34-
year period, but changed little after 1995 (Table 4). For women, there was
an increase in the middle of the period. A similar pattern appears with the
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TABLE 4 Measures of variation in mortality across the categories of the
combined marital status and education variable, among Norwegian men and
women aged 50–89 in 1975–2008

1975–79 1980–84 1985–89 1990–94 1995–99 2000–04 2005–08

Men
STD indicator 0.48 0.53 0.60 0.65 0.71 0.72 0.69
AID indicator 0.24 0.28 0.32 0.35 0.38 0.38 0.37

Women
STD indicator 0.27 0.25 0.28 0.31 0.36 0.41 0.41
AID indicator 0.15 0.14 0.16 0.17 0.20 0.23 0.22
NOTE: See text for explanation of the STD and AID indicators.

TABLE 5 Differences and ratios between highest and lowest mortality,
among Norwegian men and women aged 50–89 in 1975–2008

1975–79 2005–08

Men
Difference between maximum and minimum
age-standardized death probability

2.64 2.44

Ratio between maximum and minimum age-standardized
death probability

2.20 3.18

Ratio between maximum and minimum odds of dying
according to hazard model including a variable
combining marital status and own and spouse’s education

2.57 3.43

Ratio between maximum and minimum odds of dying
predicted from estimates from hazard model including
main effects of marital status and own and spouse’s
education

2.38 3.42

Women
Difference between maximum and minimum
age-standardized death probability

1.30 1.82

Ratio between maximum and minimum age-standardized
death probability

2.13 3.67

Ratio between maximum and minimum odds of dying
according to hazard model including a variable
combining marital status and own and spouse’s education

2.27 3.66

Ratio between maximum and minimum odds of dying
predicted from estimates from hazard model including
main effects of marital status and own and spouse’s
education

2.20 3.47

AID indicator. The ratio of the highest to the lowest age-standardized death
probability also increased: from 2.20 in 1975–79 to 3.18 in 2005–08 among
men and from 2.13 to 3.67 amongwomen (Table 5). The absolute difference
between the highest and lowest death probability increased only among
women, while (as mentioned) the difference between the highest and low-
est life expectancy increased for both sexes.

Estimates from logistic models including main and interaction effects
are shown in Table 6. The interaction between own and spouse’s high
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TABLE 6 Effects (odds ratios) of marital status and own and spouse’s
education on mortality among Norwegian men and women aged 50–89 in
1975–79 and 2005–08a

1975–79 2005–08

Men
Own education

Primary or lower secondaryb 1 1
Higher secondary or tertiary (HST) 0.94*** 0.81***

Marital status

Marriedb 1 1
Never-married 1.22*** 1.77***
Widowed 1.22*** 1.35***
Divorced/separated 1.76*** 1.78***

Spouse’s education

Primary or lower secondaryb 1 1
Higher secondary or tertiary (HST) 0.93*** 0.80***

Marital status*education
Never-married*HST 0.96 0.86*
Widowed*HST 1.06*** 1.02
Divorced/separated*HST 0.92* 0.84***

Spouse’s education*own education
HST*HST 0.87*** 0.93***

Women
Own education

Primary or lower secondaryb 1 1
Higher secondary or tertiary (HST) 0.72*** 0.68***

Marital status

Marriedb 1 1
Never-married 1.15*** 1.70***
Widowed 1.12*** 1.28***
Divorced/separated 1.33*** 1.59***

Spouse’s education

Primary or lower secondaryb 1 1
Higher secondary or tertiary (HST) 0.84*** 0.85***

Marital status*education
Never-married*HST 1.09 0.92
Widowed*HST 1.10 1.04
Divorced/separated*HST 0.87 0.82***

Spouse’s education*own education
HST*HST 1.16** 0.99

aControlled for age in 5-year categories; bReference category; *p<0.10; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01. Standard errors
available from author on request.

education is significantly greater than 1 (at this odds ratio scale) for women
in 1975–79, while the pattern is the opposite for men in both periods. Fur-
thermore, especially in the 2005–08 period, the interaction effects suggest
that education is less negatively related to mortality for the married than for
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the non-married, except thewidowed. However, ignoring these interactions
would not give a much different picture of the gap between the highest and
lowest mortality. When it was predicted frommain effects models, again us-
ing four-category education variables (estimates not shown in tables), the
ratio between the highest and lowest predicted odds of dying was 2.38 and
3.42 among men in 1975–79 and 2005–09, respectively, while the corre-
sponding ratios for women were 2.20 to 3.47 (Table 5). In comparison, the
ratios were 2.57 and 3.43 for men and 2.27 and 3.66 for women (Table 5)
according to amodel that includes the variable combiningmarital status and
own and spouse’s education. Note also that these ratios are quite similar to
the aforementioned ratios of the standardized death probabilities (Table 5),
as one would expect.

To elaborate on the time-change perspective, one can conclude from
themodels withmain and interaction effects that associations betweenmar-
ital status andmortality have become stronger, as have associations between
own and spouse’s education and mortality (because if the interaction for
women in 1975–79 is taken into account, the overall effects of own and
spouse’s education are weaker than in 2005–08). Furthermore, there are
indications that the strengthening of the association between own educa-
tion and mortality has been particularly pronounced among the divorced
and the never-married.

Discussion and conclusion

When the Norwegian population is grouped according to a combination of
two sociodemographic characteristics that are known to be strongly asso-
ciated with mortality, there are large differences between the highest and
lowest mortality. The high-mortality groups are the never-married and di-
vorced with primary education, and the low-mortality group is (with a few
exceptions) married individuals who have tertiary education and whose
spouse also has tertiary education. In terms of remaining life expectancy
at age 50 (up to age 89), the difference is as large as 9.4 years among men
and 8.5 years among women in 2005–08. The death probabilities differ by
a factor of more than three.

Many persons in the high-mortality groups likely have multiple dis-
advantages. They may have low income, a low level of general knowledge
and analytical capacity, and an unhealthy work environment. Additionally,
they may lack support from and social control exerted by a spouse, and not
having a spouse may weaken their economic situation. Also, certain values
and personality traits linked to being single and having low education tend
to produce high mortality.

The difference in mortality between the extreme groups has increased
over time. For example, the difference between the highest and lowest
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life expectancy increased by 1.4 years between 1975–79 and 2005–08
among men, while the corresponding increase among women was 3.3.
Not surprising, the ratio between the highest and lowest death probability
also increased over time. An interesting aspect of this widening gap is that
mortality actually increased over a large part of the study period among
never-married individuals with low education. Mortality increases in pop-
ulation sub-groups have been reported in very few earlier studies from rich
countries (Montez and Zajakova 2014; Valkonen et al. 2004), where the
national average mortality has generally declined.

The group with the lowest mortality included only 1–2 percent of the
population in 1975–79, and the group with the highest mortality included
only 2 percent in 1975–79 and 2–4 percent in 2005–08. However, the two
measures of variation that take into account mortality in all 28 sociode-
mographic groups (with consideration of their size) also show increasing
variation over the 34-year period.

If each of the population groups in this study had been divided
further by considering additional individual or community characteristics
known to be associated with mortality (in which case some of the resulting
groups would be very small), the difference between the lowest and highest
mortality would probably have been even larger. There would typically also
be more variation according to other measures. However, it is not obvious
how the variation would have changed over time; that would depend on
the time trends in the importance of the additional variables.

The logistic models estimated for the first and last sub-period showed
that the stronger association between the combined variable and mortality
is a result of increases in the associations between mortality and all three
sociodemographic variables—that is, marital status and own and spouse’s
education. Strengthening of the first two of these associations has also been
seen in earlier studies from Norway (Berntsen 2011; Steingrímmsdóttir
et al. 2012) and other countries (Montez and Zajakova 2014; Valkonen,
Martikainen, and Blomgren 2004). Interaction estimates suggest that
strengthening of the negative association between education and mortality
has occurred particularly among the never-married and divorced. However,
despite this and other interaction effects, one would get a good picture of
the widening gap between the highest and lowest mortality from predic-
tions based on a model with only main effects of marital status and own
and spouse’s education.

A number of factors may have contributed to changes over time in the
importance of marriage and own and spouse’s education. For example, mar-
riage may have become more economically beneficial because women con-
tribute more directly to family income through paid work (Oppenheimer
1994). Besides, it has been argued that the economic returns to education
have increased in many countries (OECD 2009), although apparently not
in Norway (Hægeland, Klette, and Salvanes 1999). Higher income may also
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have becomemore important for health and access to health care (Burström
2002), but as yet there is little evidence for such a development. Further-
more, if it is the case that rich countries have become less socially cohesive
(Carpiano 2006; Putnam 1995; Sarracino and Mikucka 2016; Stolle and
Hooghe 2005), this may have contributed to making support from a spouse
generally more important. Additionally, assistance from a spouse, and the
knowledge and analytical skills that are typically linked to education, may
have become more valuable because the treatments and preventive care
that are offered in modern health systems—and that perhaps have become
increasingly important for survival—often require individual initiative and
participation. An example supporting this idea is that never-married Norwe-
gians, in particular, seem to receive inadequate drug treatment for cardio-
vascular diseases (Kravdal and Grundy 2014), while improvements in the
medical and surgical treatment for such diseases have contributed greatly to
the mortality reduction over the last decades (Ford et al. 2007; O’Flaherty,
Buchan, and Capewell 2013). A related issue is that the better educated
may be the first to adopt new ideas about healthier lifestyles and be better
equipped to distinguish sound advice from misleading or erroneous infor-
mation related to health and well-being. The sharper decline in smoking
among the better educated may be partly a result of such factors (Giskes
et al. 2005).

A possible selection argument is that, as informal cohabitation has be-
come a more common alternative living arrangement, marriage may have
become more indicative of a high-quality relationship (Wiik 2012), which
may provide particular health benefits (Umberson andMontez 2010). How-
ever, the group of non-married then also includes more cohabitants, who
have many of the same advantages as the married (Koskinen et al. 2007).
In principle, it is also possible that other factors linked to good health have
become increasingly important determinants of marriage, but evidence for
that is lacking. The role played by educational expansion is not obvious. On
the one hand, fewer resources and less self-discipline may now be necessary
to attain high education. On the other hand, this may be counterbalanced
by more negative selection into the diminishing group with only primary
education.

Even if there were stronger evidence about the mechanisms respon-
sible for the growing mortality differences by education and marital status,
developing effective interventions would not be easy. For example, if future
research shows that lack of emotional and practical support from a spouse
during everyday life and in illness is an increasingly critical factor, one pos-
sible response would be to encourage health personnel to give special at-
tention to those who live alone. But it is difficult to see how such a policy,
straightforward in theory, could be implemented in practice. Much remains
to be done to reduce social inequalities in health and mortality, even in a
very rich welfare country such as Norway.
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Notes

The research on which this article is based
has received funding from the European Re-
search Council under the European Union’s
Seventh Framework Programme (FP7/2008-
2013)/ ERC grant agreement no. 324055,
PI Emily Grundy. The research has also
been supported by the Research Coun-
cil of Norway through its Centres of Ex-
cellence funding scheme, project number
262700.

1 Own and spousal education have usu-
ally been included as separate variables, and
in the studies where they have been com-
bined the focus has either been on the mar-
ried exclusively (Martikainen et al. 1995) or
all groups of ever-married combined (Spoerri
et al. 2014), or all marital status groups have
been included without distinguishing be-
tween the various categories of non-married
(Martelin 1994). A richer picture of mor-
tality variation between sociodemographic
groups would be established if other so-
ciodemographic characteristics were consid-
ered as well. For example, a recent study
showed large differences between highest
and lowest mortality whenmarital status his-
tory and number of children were combined
(Kravdal et al. 2012). However, complete in-
formation about reproduction in the Norwe-
gian registers is available only for those born
after 1935. There was no information on oc-
cupation, and the only source of income that
was included was labor income, which is of
little relevance for those above retirement
age.

2 1970 is up to ten years before the cur-
rent year, but this is unproblematic since few
persons in the age groups considered have
had any further education during the previ-
ous ten years.

3 If the individual was married in the
year under consideration, but the spouse was
not identified (1.5 percent), the observation
was omitted.

4 One must be careful when analyz-
ing interactions in logistic and other non-
linear models (Ai and Norton 2003; Greene

2010). If the estimates show, for example,
that the odds of dying among women with
tertiary education divided by the odds of dy-
ing among women with primary education is
lower among the divorced than the married,
the pattern could in principle be very dif-
ferent if ratios of probability ratios had been
considered rather than ratios of odds ratios.
The magnitude of this difference depends on
the magnitude of the overall death proba-
bilities. As probabilities become smaller, ra-
tios of odds approach ratios of probabilities.
Fortunately, predictions showed that, in the
youngest age group, the ratios of the prob-
ability ratios were almost identical to the
ratios of the odds ratios, when considering
both the divorced with high education (com-
pared to the reference categories) and other
groups. Even at the oldest ages, where death
probabilities are generally much higher, the
ratios of the probability ratios were only
slightly different. In other words, the point
estimates of the interactions at the “relative
odds scale” give us a highly reasonable im-
pression of the interaction patterns in the
“relative probabilities.” However, since there
are some differences between the “scales,”
one should not let a significance level be-
low 0.05 at the “relative odds scale” be a
strict criterion for paying attention to an
interaction.

5 Appendix tables are available at the
supporting information tab at wileyonlineli-
brary.com/journal/pdr.

6 In reality, a person who is widowed at
age 50may remarry later, and if not, themor-
tality he or she experiences at age 80may not
be the same as the average for others who are
widowed at that age. There are two reasons
for the latter difference. Many of those who
are widowed at age 80 have quite recently
lost their spouse, which typically increases
mortality. A second and opposite moderating
effect is that, at a given duration since the
spouse’s death, those who lost their spouse
at an unusually early age may tend to have
certain characteristics predictive of highmor-
tality.



ØYSTE IN KRAVDAL 663

References

Ai, Chunrong and Edward C. Norton. 2003. “Interaction terms in logit and probit models,” Economics
Letters 80: 123–129.

Amato, Paul R. 2000. “The consequences of divorce for adults and children,” Journal of Marriage
and Family 62: 1269–1287.

Bævre, Kåre and Øystein Kravdal. 2014. “Mortality effects of earlier income variation,” Population
Studies 68: 81–94.

Berntsen, Kjersti N. 2011. “Trends in total and cause-specific mortality by marital status among
elderly Norwegian men and women,” BMC Public Health 11: 537.

Breen, Richard, Ruud Luijkx, Walter Müller, and Reinhard Pollak. 2010. “Long-term trends in edu-
cational inequality in Europe: Class inequalities and gender differences,” European Sociological
Review 26: 31–48.

Brochmann, Hilke and Thomas Klein. 2004. ”Love and death in Germany: The marital biography
and its effect on mortality,” Journal of Marriage and Family 66: 567–581.

Brown, Dustin C., Robert A. Hummer, and Mark D. Hayward. 2014. “The importance of spousal
education for the self-rated health of married adults in the United States,” Population Research
and Policy Review 33: 127–151.

Burström, Bo. 2002. “Increasing inequalities in health care utilisation across income groups in Swe-
den during the 1990s?,” Health Policy 62: 117–129.

Carey, Iain M. et al. 2014. “Increased risk of acute cardiovascular events after partner bereavement:
A matched cohort study,” JAMA Internal Medicine 174: 598–605.

Carpiano, Richard M. 2006. “Toward a neighborhood resource-based theory of social capital for
health: Can Bourdieu and sociology help?,” Social Science & Medicine 62: 165–175.

Clark, Damon and Heather Royer. 2013. “The effect of education on adult mortality and health:
Evidence from Britain,” The American Economic Review 103: 2087–2120.

Elo, Irma T. 2009. “Social class differentials in health and mortality: Patterns and explanations in
comparative perspective,” Annual Review of Sociology 35: 553–572.

Ford, Earl S. et al. 2007. “Explaining the decrease in U.S. deaths from coronary disease, 1980–2000,”
New England Journal of Medicine 356: 2388–2398.

Fu, Haishan and Noreen Goldman. 1996. “Incorporating health into models of marriage choice:
Demographic and sociological perspectives,” Journal of Marriage and the Family 58: 740–758.

Giskes, K. et al. 2005. “Trends in smoking behaviour between 1985 and 2000 in nine European
countries by education,” Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health 59: 395–401.

Greene,William. 2010. “Testing hypotheses about interaction terms in nonlinearmodels,” Economics
Letters 107: 291–296.

Grundy, Emily and Øystein Kravdal. 2010. “Fertility history and cause-specificmortality: A register-
based analysis of complete cohorts of Norwegian women and men,” Social Science & Medicine
70: 1847–1857.

Hægeland, Torbjørn, Tor J. Klette, and Kjell G. Salvanes. 1999. “Declining returns to education
in Norway? Comparing estimates across cohorts, sectors and over time,” The Scandinavian
Journal of Economics 101: 555–576.

Harper, Sam, Dinela Rushani, and Jay S. Kaufman. 2012. “Trends in the black–white life expectancy
gap, 2003–2008,” JAMA 307: 2257–2259.

Hayward, Mark D., Robert A. Hummer, and Isaac Sasson. 2015. “Trends and group differences
in the association between educational attainment and US adult mortality: Implications for
understanding education’s causal influence,” Social Science & Medicine 127: 8–18.

HM Government. 2010. “Healthy lives, healthy people: Our strategy for public health in England.”
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/216096/dh
_127424.pdf

Kohler, Iliana V., Pekka Martikainen, Kirsten P. Smith, and Irma T. Elo. 2008. “Educational dif-
ferences in all-cause mortality by marital status—Evidence from Bulgaria, Finland and the
United States,” Demographic Research 19(60): 2011–2042.



664 SOC IAL INEQUAL I TY IN MORTAL I TY IN NORWAY

Koskinen, Seppo, Kaisla Joutsenniemi, Tuija Martelin, and Pekka Martikainen. 2007. “Mortal-
ity differences according to living arrangements,” International Journal of Epidemiology 36:
1255−1264.

Kravdal, Øystein. 2008. “A broader perspective on education and mortality: Are Norwegian men
and women influenced by other people’s education?,” Social Science & Medicine 66: 620–636.

Kravdal, Øystein and Emily Grundy. 2014. “Underuse ofmedication for circulatory disorders among
unmarried women and men in Norway,” BMC Pharmacology and Toxicology 15: 65.

Kravdal, Øystein, Emily Grundy, Torkild H. Lyngstad, and Kenneth Aa. Wiik. 2012. “Family life
history and late mid-life mortality in Norway,” Population and Development Review 38: 237–
257.

Kravdal, Øystein. et al. 2015. “How much of the variation in mortality across Norwegian munic-
ipalities is explained by the socio-demographic characteristics of the population?,” Health &
Place 33: 148–158.

Lewis, Megan A. and Rita M. Butterfield. 2007. “Social control in marital relationships: Effect of
one’s partner on health behaviors,” Journal of Applied Social Psychology 37: 298–319.

Marmot, Marmot and Richard G. Wilkinson. 2001. “Psychosocial and material pathways in the
relationship between income and health: A response to Lynch et al.,” British Medical Journal
322: 1233–1236.

Martelin, Tuija. 1994. “Mortality by indicators of socioeconomic status among the Finnish elderly,”
Social Science & Medicine 38: 1257–1278.

Martikainen, Pekka. 1995. “Socioeconomic mortality differentials in men and women according to
own and spouse’s characteristics in Finland,” Sociology of Health & Illness 17: 353–375.

Martikainen, Pekka, Tuija Martelin, Elina Nihtilä, Karoliina Majamaa, and Seppo Koskinen. 2005.
“Differences in mortality by marital status in Finland from 1976 to 2000: Analyses of changes
in marital-status distributions, socio-demographic and household composition, and cause of
death,” Population Studies 59: 99–115.

Ministry of Health and Care Services. 2015. Folkehelsemeldingen. Mestring og muligheter.
Meld. St. 19 (2014–2015). https://www.regjeringen.no/no/dokumenter/meld.-st.-19-2014-
2015/id2402807/.

Montez, Jennifer K. and Anna Zajacova. 2014. “Why is life expectancy declining among low-
educated women in the United States?,” American Journal of Public Health 104: e5–e7.

Murphy, Michael, Emily Grundy, and Stamatis Kalogirou. 2007. “The increase in marital status dif-
ferences in mortality up to the oldest age in seven European countries, 1990–99,” Population
Studies 61: 287–298.

OECD. 2009. “Education at a Glance 2009.” http://www.oecd.org/edu/skills-beyond-school/
43636332.pdf.

O’Flaherty, Martin, Iain Buchan, and Stephen Capewell. 2013. “Contributions of treatment and
lifestyle to declining CVD mortality: Why have CVD mortality rates declined so much since
the 1960s?,” Heart 99: 159–162.

Oppenheimer, Valerie Kincade. 1994. “Women’s rising employment and the future of the family in
industrial societies,” Population and Development Review 20: 293–342.

Pham-Kanter, Genevieve. 2009. “Social comparison and health: Can having richer friends and
neighbors make you sick?,” Social Science & Medicine 69: 335–344.

Putnam, Robert D. 1995. “Bowling alone: America’s declining social capital,” Journal of Democracy
6: 65–78.

Roelfs, David J., Eran Shor, Rachel Kalish, and Tamar Yogev. 2011. “The rising relative risk of
mortality for singles: Meta-analysis andmetaregression,” American Journal of Epidemiology 174:
379–389.

Sardon, Jean-Paul. 2002. “Recent trends in the developed countries,” Population-E 57: 111–156.
Sarracino, Francesco and Malgorzata Mikucka. 2016. “Social capital in Europe from 1990 to 2012:

Trends and convergence,” Social Indicators Research 1–26.
Shkolnikov, Vladimir M. et al. 2012. “Increasing absolute mortality disparities by education in Fin-

land, Norway and Sweden, 1971–2000,” Journal of Epidemiology and Community Health 66:
372–378.



ØYSTE IN KRAVDAL 665

Shor, Eran. et al. 2012a. “Widowhood and mortality: A meta-analysis and meta-regression,” De-
mography 49: 575–606.

Shor, Eran, David J. Roelfs, Paul Bugyi, and Joseph E. Schwartz. 2012b. “Meta-analysis of marital
dissolution and mortality: Reevaluating the intersection of gender and age,” Social Science &
Medicine 75: 46–59.

Skalická, Vera and Anton E. Kunst. 2008. “Effects of spouses’ socioeconomic characteristics on
mortality amongmen andwomen in a Norwegian longitudinal study,” Social Science &Medicine
66: 2035–2047.

Smith, Ken R. and Norman J. Waitzman. 1994. “Double jeopardy: Interaction effects of marital and
poverty status on the risk of mortality,” Demography 31: 487–507.

Sobotka, Tomáš and Laurent Toulemon. 2008. “Overview Chapter 4: Changing family and partner-
ship behaviour: Common trends and persistent diversity across Europe,” Demographic Research
19(6): 85–138.

Spoerri, Adrian, Kurt Schmidlin, Matthias Richter, Matthias Egger, and Kerri M. Clough-Gorr.,
for the Swiss National Cohort. 2014. “Individual and spousal education, mortality and life
expectancy in Switzerland: A national cohort study,” Journal of Epidemiology and Community
Health 68: 804–810.

Steingrímsdóttir, Ólöf Anna. et al. 2012. “Trends in life expectancy by education in Norway 1961–
2009,” European Journal of Epidemiology 27: 163–171.

Stolle, Dietlind and Marc Hooghe. 2005. “Inaccurate, exceptional, one-sided or irrelevant? The
debate about the alleged decline of social capital and civic engagement in Western societies,”
British Journal of Political Science 35: 149–167.

Surkyn, Johan and Ron Lesthaeghe. 2004. “Value orientations and the second demographic transi-
tion (SDT) in Northern, Western and Southern Europe: An update,” Demographic Research 3:
45–86.

Tarkiainen, Lasse, Pekka Martikainen, Mikko Laaksonen, and Mikko Aaltonen. 2015. “Childhood
family background and mortality differences by income in adulthood: Fixed-effects analysis
of Finnish siblings,” The European Journal of Public Health 25: 305–310.

Umberson, Debra, Robert Crosnoe, and Corinne Reczek., 2010. “Social relationships and health
behavior across the life course,” Annual Review of Sociology 36: 139–157.

Umberson, Debra and Jennifer K. Montez. 2010. “Social relationships and health: A flashpoint for
health policy,” Journal of Health and Social Behavior 51: S54–S66.

Valkonen, Tapani, Pekka Martikainen, and Jenni Blomgren. 2004. “Increasing excess mortality
among non-married elderly people in developed countries,” Demographic Research 2: 305–
330.

Wada, Koji. et al. 2012. “Trends in cause specific mortality across occupations in Japanese men of
working age during period of economic stagnation, 1980–2005: Retrospective cohort study,”
BMJ 344: e1191.

WHO. 1998. Health 21—Health for all in the 21st Century. Copenhagen: World Health Organization
Regional Office for Europe.

Wiik, Kenneth Aarskaug. 2009. “‘You’d better wait!’—socio-economic background and timing of
first marriage versus first cohabitation,” European Sociological Review 25: 139–153.

Wiik, Kenneth Aarskaug, Renske Keizer, and Trude Lappegård. 2012. “Relationship quality in
marital and cohabiting unions across Europe,” Journal of Marriage and Family 74: 389–
398.

Wilmoth, Janet and Gregor Koso. 2002. “Does marital history matter? Marital status and wealth
outcomes among preretirement adults,” Journal of Marriage and Family 64: 254–268.


