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Abstract

Low socioeconomic position is known to be associated with greater coronary heart
disease (CHD) risk in most developed countries. However, studies have largely focused
on the association between socioeconomic position and CHD in middle-aged
populations and little is known about the extent to which socioeconomic position affects
CHD risk in later life. This thesis uses the British Regional Heart Study, a population-
based cohort of British men to investigate the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in
CHD in older age and the possible pathways to these inequalities. Issues addressed in
detail include trends in socioeconomic inequalities in CHD with increasing age and over
time, the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age (60-79 years), the
contribution of established and novel coronary risk factors to these inequalities, and the
influence of early life socioeconomic position on CHD risk in later life. Although CHD
mortality declined over the last two decades in Britain, relative social class differences
in CHD did not narrow between 1980 and 2005. With increasing age (from 40-59 years
to 65-84 years), relative social class inequalities in CHD narrowed, although absolute
differences widened with age. Marked socioeconomic differences in CHD were present
in older age; CHD risk increased from the highest to the lowest social class group.
Socioeconomic differences in behavioural coronary risk factors (particularly cigarette
smoking) could explain at least a third of these inequalities; inflammatory markers
made some additional contribution. Lower socioeconomic position in childhood was
associated with increased CHD risk in older age; part of this association was due to the
relationship of childhood socioeconomic position with adult behavioural factors.
Appreciable socioeconomic inequalities were also present in disability among older
men with CHD. The results suggest that important socioeconomic inequalities in CHD
persist in older age; the implications for public health and further epidemiological

research are discussed.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Summary

People from lower socioeconomic positions have poorer health than those in higher
socioeconomic positions. Coronary heart disease (CHD), a leading cause of death,
morbidity and disability, is an important contributor to socioeconomic inequalities in
health, being more common in people from lower socioeconomic positions. Although
CHD mortality rates have declined since the 1970s in Britain, changes in the extent of
socioeconomic inequalities in CHD since that time are not well documented. That lower
socioeconomic position is associated with greater CHD risk in middle-age is known, but
the extent to which these inequalities persist into later life or older age has not been
widely studied. The pathways underlying socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in later
life are also not fully understood. Established coronary risk factors as well as more
‘novel’ coronary risk factors have been postulated to contribute to socioeconomic
inequalities in CHD in middle-age; the effect of these coronary risk factors on
socioeconomic inequalities in older age, however, is unclear. The influence of early life
socioeconomic position on CHD risk in older age is also not well understood. This
thesis investigates socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age using the British
Regional Heart Study, a prospective population-based study of 7735 men followed-up
from 1978-80 when aged 40-59 years. In particular, the thesis will investigate: 1)
changes in the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD with increasing age from

middle-age and over time from the late 1970s; 2) the relationship of social class to

14
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coronary risk factors and to CHD in older men; 3) pathways to socioeconomic
inequalities in CHD in older men; 4) influence of early life socioeconomic position on
CHD risk in older men; and 5) the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in disability in
those with CHD in later life. A crucial strength of the British Regional Heart Study to
address these research questions is that it comprises a socioeconomically and
geographically representative sample of middle-aged British men in 1978-80.
Moreover, the study has high rates of follow-up and includes detailed information on
socioeconomic conditions in early life, middle-age and later life, and on various

coronary risk factors.

1.2 Coronary heart disease: pathophysiology and epidemiology

Coronary or ischaemic heart disease is defined by a joint International Society and
Federation of Cardiology and World Health Organization task force as ‘myocardial
impairment due to an imbalance between coronary blood flow and myocardial
requirements caused by changes in the coronary circulation’.' The presentations of
coronary heart disease (CHD) usually have their origin in longstanding underlying
atherosclerosis of coronary arteries.” The gradual progression of arterial
atherosclerosis starts with the deposition of lipid-laden macrophages (foam cells) to
fatty streaks and fibrous plaques, which narrow the lumen and obstruct coronary blood
flow causing ischaemia and chronic angina. Arterial plaques may also fissure or rupture
inducing haemorrhage and occlusive thrombus formation.** Coronary thrombi may
occlude the artery to block blood supply acutely, leading to infarction of myocardial
tissues and resulting in an acute major coronary event such as myocardial infarction or
sudden death. The major clinical manifestations of coronary (ischaemic) heart disease

include angina pectoris, myocardial infarction (fatal and non-fatal) and sudden
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ischaemic death.” Myocardial infarction and angina are both characterised by
symptoms of chest pain. Severe chest pain behind the sternum (breast bone), often
radiating to the left arm, occurs in myocardial infarction. Angina is also associated with
the symptom of chest pain similar to myocardial infarction, but is usually induced by
exertion, and recedes with the ceasing of exertion. Angina is referred to as stable if the
symptoms are predictable over a period of weeks or months, rather than worsening over
time. Unstable angina is more difficult to define and has been described as the first
attack of what later proves to be stable angina and angina at rest.” Unstable angina is
associated with chest pain of a similar duration and intensity as in stable angina,

although chest pain in unstable angina occurs at rest.

CHD rates in Britain increased from the beginning of the twentieth century until the
1980s. Although the incidence and mortality rates from CHD have declined in the UK
since the 1970s, CHD remains the main cause of death in the UK where it accounts for
around 101,000 deaths each year; one in five men and one in six women die from the
disease.”” CHD is one of the main forms of cardiovascular disease and CHD rates vary
according to risk factors, age, gender and ethnicity at individual levels, and across
countries, regions, social strata and time at population levels." The incidence of
myocardial infarction is higher in men than in women,”” and CHD mortality rates are
three to four times greater in men. The major risk factors for CHD include cigarette
smoking, obesity, high blood pressure and raised serum total cholesterol.'”'" Over the
last two to three decades significant research interest has also been generated in ‘novel’
factors that increase the risk of CHD. These novel coronary risk factors include

12;13

inflammatory and haemostatic markers such as C-reactive protein (CRP), metabolic
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syndrome and insulin resistance.'*!® The risk of CHD incidence and mortality also

increases steeply with age and is the leading cause of death in over 65 year olds.”***

1.3 Adult socioeconomic position and CHD

The health of populations is influenced by the society’s social, economic and cultural
setting, and the physical environment of workplaces and households.'®!” Differences in
the health of individuals according to their socioeconomic circumstances have long
been observed.'® Influences of socioeconomic factors are also clearly seen in the
distribution of CHD." In high-income countries including Britain, CHD risk varies by
socioeconomic groups such that coronary disease is greater in lower compared with
higher socioeconomic groups.”’* Socioeconomic position has been measured using

23-25

indicators such as occupational social class, education and income. Lower

socioeconomic groups have been reported to have one-and-a-half to two times the risk

of CHD of higher socioeconomic groups.*'™*?°

The public health significance of these
disparities is reflected in the greater excess CHD risk experienced by lower
socioeconomic groups; approximately a third or more of coronary deaths would be
prevented if the CHD risk of the least socioeconomically disadvantaged group were
experienced by all, and a fifth of CHD events can be attributed to the excess risk

27528

experienced by manual compared to non-manual groups. Being a leading cause of

morbidity and mortality, CHD is a major contributor to health inequalities. CHD is
estimated to be the largest contributor to socioeconomic inequalities in mortality in

. 29:30
Western countries.”””
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1.4 Adult socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age

Although widely studied in middle age, socioeconomic inequalities in CHD have been
little studied in older age-groups. The dramatic population ageing of societies occurring
since the early twentieth century has meant that CHD and associated inequalities are of
increasing potential importance in older populations. In more developed countries,
15.3% of the population were aged over 65 years in 2005 compared with 7.9% in 1950,
and this figure is projected to increase to 26% by 2050.>' CHD risk also increases with
age and continues into older age (>60 years).® Therefore, reducing socioeconomic
inequalities in CHD, as well as reducing the overall burden of CHD in the elderly is
likely to be important. However, the evidence so far on the extent of socioeconomic
inequalities in CHD has largely focused on middle-aged populations. Studies have
reported that socioeconomic inequalities in overall mortality persist in older age, with
relative inequalities weakening with older age yet absolute differences increasing with

3233
age.”™

However, less is known about socioeconomic inequalities specifically in CHD
in older age. Moreover, with the important social changes and the decline in overall
CHD incidence/mortality rates since the 1970s in the United Kingdom,’ it is also
important to monitor the changes in socioeconomic inequalities in CHD over time.
According to the Acheson Report, an increase in the relative socioeconomic inequalities
in CHD mortality occurred between the early 1970s and the 1990s in Britain, reflecting
a greater decline of CHD in higher social class groups.”* But whether this trend has
continued in the early part of the twenty-first century is not known. This raises the
question of whether socioeconomic inequalities in CHD have changed over time and

with increasing age from middle-age. It will also be important to assess the extent to

which socioeconomic inequalities in CHD persist in older age.
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1.4.1 Pathways between socioeconomic position and CHD in older age

Although the relation of socioeconomic position to CHD in middle-age is well-
established, the pathways linking socioeconomic position to CHD in older age are not
fully understood. In studies of middle-aged populations, the starting point for
understanding socioeconomic inequalities in CHD has been to investigate the role of
established coronary risk factors. However, the ‘paradox’ commonly observed is that
established coronary risk factors do not fully account for socioeconomic inequalities in
CHD.”> While some studies have reported that cigarette smoking, obesity, lack of
physical exercise and high blood pressure played a substantial part in contributing to

35-37

socioeconomic inequalities in CHD, others have reported a limited role of these risk

253839
factors.””™

More recently, levels of ‘novel’ coronary risk factors including
inflammatory/haemostatic markers and metabolic syndrome, have also been found to be
more prevalent in lower socioeconomic groups.**** This has led to the hypothesis that
these novel coronary risk factors could account for the socioeconomic inequalities in
CHD which are not fully explained by established coronary factors. However, the role
of these novel risk factors in socioeconomic inequalities is not fully established since
these markers are also strongly related to established coronary risk factors including
smoking and physical activity,”™* raising the possibility of confounding. Research on
these possible underlying pathways for socioeconomic inequalities in CHD has been
largely restricted to middle-aged populations. There is, therefore, a need to explore
whether the same associations between socioeconomic position and both established
and novel coronary risk factors persist in older age (>60 years), and to examine the

extent to which these factors account for socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older

age.
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1.4.2 Early life socioeconomic position and CHD risk in later life

A life course approach to chronic disease epidemiology seeks to define the importance
of exposures operating early in life and their influence on health and disease risk
experienced in adult life.** An early example of this approach was taken by Kermack
and colleagues who demonstrated cohort differences in mortality between 1841-50 and
1921-30 in Britain, such that each successive generation had a lower mortality rate
which lasted throughout adult life.*” These findings along with Forsdahl’s work are
fundamental to understanding the importance of early life factors on adult disease. In
the mid-1970s Anders Forsdahl demonstrated that in a Norwegian county, CHD
mortality rates in people aged 40-69 years were correlated with infant mortality rates of
the county during the early years of the same cohorts.*® In the UK, the work of
Professor David Barker and colleagues on the association of prenatal and postnatal
growth with increased adult CHD risk provided much of the impetus for the hypothesis
of the fetal/developmental origin of CHD.*"' Other early life exposures implicated in
CHD risk in later life have included maternal nutrition, infant feeding, childhood
infections and childhood socioeconomic position.”* Several individual-level studies
have sought to understand the role of childhood socioeconomic position in adult CHD
risk.”*** Early life socioeconomic position has been assessed in terms of parental
occupation, household amenities/conditions and overcrowding. Lower childhood
socioeconomic position has been found to be associated with increased CHD risk in
adult life.>>> This effect of childhood socioeconomic position has also been observed
to continue, albeit weakened, when adult risk factors (cigarette smoking, body weight,
blood pressure and serum total cholesterol) and adult socioeconomic position were

taken into account.”®>® CHD risk also appears to reflect the accumulation of early and

later-life exposures.”  However, it is not known if the influence of early life
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socioeconomic position on adult CHD persists into older age (>60 years). A greater
understanding of this would provide important information on potential pathways to
reducing CHD risk in the elderly. Therefore, it is important to address whether

childhood socioeconomic position is associated with CHD in older age.

1.4.3 Socioeconomic inequalities in disability in those with CHD in older age

With the significant recent increase in the proportion of older people, it can be assumed
that the burden of disability will increase in the population. Studies in Western
populations show that the prevalence of disability (measured as problems in performing
‘activities of daily living’ including bathing, dressing and using the toilet) is
approximately 20% in people aged 70 years and over and 50% in over 85 year olds.”
Disability is also measured as problems with carrying out ‘instrumental activities of
daily living’ such as cooking meals, carrying out household chores, and shopping.®
CHD is not only a leading cause of morbidity and mortality in the elderly but is also a
major contributor to disability in older people.”’ CHD has been observed to be
associated with a 20-40% prevalence of disability and this proportion increases with age
(50-70% in >75 year olds).®*** CHD has been estimated to cost the UK economy £9.0
billion, of which 21% is due to informal care of those with CHD.® As CHD risk
increases with age, the risk of disability associated with CHD is also likely to increase
in older age groups resulting in a greater burden on health and social care for
individuals and for the healthcare system. It is known that a socioeconomic gradient
exists in disability with lower social class groups having a greater prevalence of

disability.*>

However, the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in disability amongst
the elderly with CHD is not clear. When researching socioeconomic inequalities in

CHD in older people, it will therefore also be important to explore the extent to which

inequalities in disability exist in the elderly with CHD.
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1.5 Key issues addressed in the thesis and the suitability of the BRHS

This thesis will focus on five important questions that remain to be answered in light of
the above discussions including —

1) What has happened to the size of socioeconomic inequalities in total and
CHD mortality over 25 years in Britain and do these inequalities increase
with age?

i1) What is the relationship between social class and coronary risk factors in
older age?

i) What is the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age and
how much do established and novel coronary risk factors contribute to these
inequalities?

v) Is there an association between early life socioeconomic position and CHD
in older age?

V) What is the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in disability in the elderly

with CHD?

The British Regional Heart Study (BRHS) is a prospective study of cardiovascular
disease comprising 7735 middle-aged men drawn from one general practice in each of
24 towns representing all major British geographic regions. The men were initially
recruited and examined between 1978 and 1980 when aged 40-59 years. Since
recruitment, subjects have been followed-up through postal questionnaires, and through
the National Health Service central register and general practice records for mortality
and morbidity, with very high rates of follow-up. A re-examination of study participants

involving physical examinations and blood measurements was carried out after 20 years
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of follow-up between 1998 and 2000. Further details of the BRHS have been described
in Chapter 3. The original aims of the study were to explain the regional variation in
cardiovascular mortality in Great Britain, and to identify risk factors for cardiovascular
disease. This thesis will extend these aims by studying socioeconomic variations in
CHD among older British men. There are several features of the BRHS that make it
suitable for studying the objectives of this thesis. First, the BRHS has information on
socioeconomic conditions of the study participants during their childhood, middle-age
and older age together with detailed information on coronary risk factor status. Second,
the BRHS 1is a population-based study comprising a socioeconomically and
geographically representative sample. This is a crucial strength of the study when
investigating socioeconomic differences in CHD making the results largely
generalisable to the older British male population. However, the study sample, derived
from medium-sized British towns with less mobile populations, mostly comprises white
European men with little information on other ethnic groups. A third strength of the
study is that regular accurate information on CHD (fatal and non-fatal myocardial
infarction) has been obtained and this has enabled the investigation of socioeconomic
inequalities in CHD, which is the main outcome of this thesis. Fourth, the BRHS is an
observational study — no attempt was made either to influence clinical practice or to

influence participants, thus representing ‘natural’ occurrence of CHD in the population.

1.6 Objectives and structure of the thesis

This thesis presents an epidemiological study with the aims of assessing socioeconomic
inequalities in CHD in older British men and of investigating pathways to these

inequalities. To address these aims, the five specific objectives of the thesis are:
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1. To investigate trends in socioeconomic inequalities (relative and absolute) in
CHD and overall mortality with increasing age (from 40-59 years to 65-84
years), and over 25 years from 1978-80 to 2005 in Britain.

2. To examine the relationship of coronary risk factors (established and novel) with
social class in older age (60-79 years).

3. To examine the extent to which socioeconomic inequalities persist in older age,
and to investigate the contribution (relative and absolute) of coronary risk
factors to these inequalities.

4. To investigate the influence of childhood socioeconomic position on CHD risk
in older age.

5. To assess the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in disability in those with

CHD in older age.

The content of each Chapter is outlined below:

Chapter 1 gives an introduction to the relationship between socioeconomic position
and CHD, outlines the importance of understanding socioeconomic inequalities in CHD
in older age, and presents the objectives and structure of the thesis.

Chapter 2 presents the epidemiological background to the thesis including a review of
socioeconomic inequalities in CHD, a review of measures of socioeconomic position in
older age, a review of trends in socioeconomic inequalities over time in Britain, a
review of evidence of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age and evidence for
the contribution of coronary risk factors to these inequalities, and a review of evidence
on the influence of early life socioeconomic position on CHD in older age.

Chapter 3 describes the design and methodology of the British Regional Heart Study

with a focus on the aspects of the study specifically related to the thesis.
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Chapter 4 is the first of the five results Chapters (4 to 8). Changes in socioeconomic
inequalities in CHD mortality and in overall mortality with increasing age from middle-
age, and over time from 1978-80 to 2005 are presented.

Chapter 5 examines the relationship of adult social class to coronary risk factors in
older age.

Chapter 6 examines the extent of adult socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older
age, and estimates the contribution of established and novel coronary risk factors to
these inequalities.

Chapter 7 examines the association between childhood socioeconomic position and
CHD risk in older age and investigates if this is independent of adult social class and
behavioural coronary risk factors.

Chapter 8 examines the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in disability in those with
CHD in older age.

Chapter 9 assimilates the thesis findings to consider their implications for public health

and for future epidemiological studies.

The primary outcome studied in this thesis is the development of major CHD including
non-fatal myocardial infarction and fatal CHD (angina was not included). As an
exception, Chapter 4 presents results for CHD mortality as well as overall mortality
over a 25-year follow-up from baseline (1978-80). Chapter 5 uses data from the 20-year
re-examination of the subjects to investigate the relationship between coronary risk
factors in older age (60-79 years) and social class. To investigate socioeconomic
inequalities in older age, Chapter 6 presents results for CHD (non-fatal and fatal
myocardial infarction) over a 6-year follow-up period from 1998-2000 when the

subjects were aged 60-79 years. The longest-held occupation recorded in middle-age
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was used as the main measure of socioeconomic position in older age to examine if
socioeconomic inequalities persisted later in life. Chapter 7 utilises 12-year follow-up
data until 2004 on CHD (non-fatal and fatal myocardial infarction) starting from 1992
when information on childhood socioeconomic position was collected. Chapter 8
investigates the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in disability measured in 2003

(men aged 63-82 years) in elderly men with CHD.

The results Chapters (4 to 8) are presented in a similar format: summary of the chapter;
a brief background to the objectives of the chapter (a detailed background to the thesis
is reviewed in chapter 2); the objectives of the chapter; methods used in the chapter;
results; and, discussion which includes interpretation of the findings and comparison
with existing literature. Implications of the findings are not examined in the individual
chapters, but are discussed together in Chapter 9. The thesis appendices include: i) a
detailed social class distribution of subjects at the twenty-year follow-up by social class
measured at baseline; i1) publications, to date, arising from the research presented in this

thesis; and iii) BRHS questionnaires relevant to the thesis.
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Literature review

2.1 Summary

Inequalities in health exist according to socioeconomic position of groups within
society. In developed countries these inequalities are present in coronary heart disease
(CHD), such that people from disadvantaged socioeconomic backgrounds have a greater
risk of CHD compared with those who are socioeconomically advantaged. Despite
recent declines in CHD mortality and incidence rates in the UK, evidence suggests that
socioeconomic inequalities in CHD mortality have probably widened from the 1970s to
1990s. Epidemiological studies exploring socioeconomic inequalities in CHD have
mostly focused on middle-aged populations. Few studies have investigated the extent of
socioeconomic inequalities in CHD specifically in older age. These studies show that
socioeconomic inequalities in CHD, though smaller than in middle-age, are still present
in older age. Few studies have investigated the pathways underlying socioeconomic
inequalities in CHD in older age. One study showed that established coronary risk
factors (smoking, obesity, hypertension) explained a substantial proportion of
socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age, while another found little effect of
established risk factors on socioeconomic inequalities. The results of studies in middle-
aged populations suggest that novel coronary risk factors, such as inflammatory
markers, may contribute to socioeconomic inequalities in CHD. However, no study has
reported the role of novel coronary risk factors in socioeconomic inequalities in older

age. Inrecent years, increasing interest in the importance of early life factors and their

27
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interplay with adult risk factors and disease patterns has led to a greater interest in life
course epidemiology. While studies report that lower socioeconomic position in
childhood is associated with increased CHD risk in middle-age, the influence of early

life socioeconomic position on CHD risk in older age has not been established.

2.2 Structure of literature review

This Chapter presents the epidemiological background to the areas studied in this thesis.
Section 2.3 starts with a historical perspective of the role of socioeconomic factors on
health. Section 2.4 outlines the extent of social inequalities in health. In section 2.5, the
approaches to measurement of socioeconomic position are described. Section 2.6
describes the socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in middle-age. Section 2.7 describes
the relative and absolute measures for quantifying socioeconomic inequalities. Section
2.8 explores recent trends in socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in the United Kingdom
(UK). Section 2.9 reviews the evidence for the presence of socioeconomic inequalities
in CHD in older age. Section 2.10 describes the established and novel risk factors for
CHD. Section 2.11 considers the possible pathways linking socioeconomic position to
CHD in older age, in particular the role of coronary risk factors. In section 2.12 the
influence of early life socioeconomic position on CHD risk in older age is reviewed.
Section 2.13 examines socioeconomic inequalities in disability in the elderly with CHD.
Section 2.14 draws conclusions from the issues arising in this review and outlines the

purpose of the thesis.
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2.3 Brief historical perspective of the importance of socioeconomic

factors in ill-health

Public health is determined by the social, economic, cultural and physical environment
of workplaces, households and society in general. Differences in the health of
individuals according to their socioeconomic conditions have long been observed.
Rudolf Virchow’s work on the typhus epidemic in Upper Silesia in 1847-48 was
important in highlighting the crucial role of social factors in the distribution and patterns
of diseases and mortality.'” He proposed interventions for better housing and adequate
food supply since deprived living conditions predisposed certain social groups to the
epidemic. He also argued that economic insecurity and political instability were linked
to the social problems that influenced population health. Excess mortality in 1838 in
manufacturing towns of England including Leeds and Manchester, reported by the
physician, C.T. Thackrah, was partly attributed to environmental influences such as
overcrowding, low standard of maternal care, malnutrition and poor housing, all of
which were more common in the North of England.®’ In 1839, the average age at death
in Bethnal Green, London, was 45 years for “Gentlemen, professional men and their
families” compared with 26 years for “tradesmen and their families”, and 16 years for
“mechanics, servants, labourers, and their families”.'® Improvements in social and
economic conditions resulting in better nutrition and sanitary conditions, contributed to
the ‘epidemiological transition’ of disease patterns in Western societies, with a decline
in infectious diseases in the nineteenth century and an increase in degenerative diseases
(cancer and cardiovascular disease) since the 1940s.°® This transition also brought with
it a change in the social class-CHD association; lower social classes started to manifest
greater CHD mortality than higher social classes. In the late twentieth century, the

Inequalities in Health report (Black Report) and the Independent Inquiry into
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Inequalities in Health (Acheson Report) were key in highlighting the problem of health
inequalities in Britain.**®® The Black Report, published in 1980, demonstrated that
although overall health had improved in Britain since the 1940s, marked inequalities in
health were present.”” People from poorer or lower social classes had much greater
levels of mortality and morbidity from chronic diseases than higher social classes, and
these inequalities had widened between the 1930s and 1970s. The Report highlighted
the importance of social and economic factors such as housing, education, environment,
income and work in contributing to the differences in health. The Acheson Report
demonstrated a widening of social class differences in CHD mortality between the

1970s and the 1990s.>*

2.4 Extent of social inequalities in health

Inequalities in health (systematic differences in the health of different groups in the
population) have been observed in relation to socioeconomic factors, to gender, to

97073 The focus of this thesis is the relation of

ethnicity/race and to region.
socioeconomic position to health, particularly to CHD, and this review Chapter will,
therefore, be limited to inequalities according to socioeconomic position in CHD. The
scope of inequalities according to socioeconomic position and its relation to health,
affects many conditions and most stages of the life course. Poor socioeconomic
conditions (for example, lower levels of education or income, lower occupational
grades, lack of basic household amenities, not owning a car or house) are known to be
related to higher infant mortality and overall mortality rates, as well as morbidity and
mortality from cardiovascular disease (CHD and cerebrovascular disease), many

74-77

cancers and respiratory diseases; these socioeconomic inequalities in health are

present in men and women. As described in the previous section, the pattern and extent
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of these socioeconomic differences in health can vary over time, giving an indication of
the dynamic nature of socioeconomic factors and their impact on overall health as well
as on specific diseases. A US study showed that socioeconomic differentials varied
according to different causes of mortality; large differentials were observed for AIDS,
diabetes, CHD and lung cancer, and weaker differences were present for leukaemia and
other blood diseases.”' Nevertheless, the influence of socioeconomic conditions on

health is well-established in western populations.””’*"®

2.5 Maeasures of socioeconomic position

Socioeconomic position has been described as a term that refers to the social and

780 The concept

economic factors that determine the position of individuals in society.
of socioeconomic position has its origins in the works of Marx and Weber. Marx
described class as structural positions within the social organisation of production,
while Weber described class in terms of people sharing economic opportunities
(resources, abilities, skills) as a result of market relations.*""™ Class as a social
relationship, therefore, provides insight into pathways to socioeconomic inequalities in
health — employers or owners seek to reduce wages of workers and to have lower
corporate taxes; employed workers seek to increase their wages, do more than one job
and have more members of the household in the paid labour force. The concept of
socioeconomic position comprises both resource-based measures reflecting actual
resources such as income and education, as well as prestige-based measures such as
status/rank, usually evaluated as access to goods and services, and knowledge.**™ The
term ‘socioeconomic position’ has been used to describe the social and economic

stratification of individuals in societies. Individuals within societies are stratified by

levels of social, economic, cultural and political advantage; this determines the balance
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of health damaging or health promoting exposures and resources.** This is the essence
of the nature of socioeconomic position and why it relates to health. A counter-
argument, however, proposes that health determines socioeconomic position. This
‘social selection’ theory argues that healthier individuals come to occupy higher
socioeconomic positions, while sick individuals drift down the social hierarchy,
resulting in socioeconomic inequalities in health.*** Although this phenomenon occurs,
evidence shows that social mobility makes little contribution to the overall

socioeconomic differentials in health and mortality.*”**

Socioeconomic position in adult life has been measured using different indicators
including occupation, education and other markers of socioeconomic conditions such as
income.*** Ideally, to measure socioeconomic position in later life, the indicator should
be characterised by ease of use, ability to demonstrate gradients in health, and stability
over time and across the life course. The measurement, strength and limitations of
different socioeconomic indicators and complexities in assessing socioeconomic

position in older age will be discussed here.

2.5.1 Occupation-based measures

Occupation-based social class is a widely used measure of socioeconomic position.
Following from Marxist and Weberian theories, social class refers to the location of
people within the economy and is defined by economic relationships, particularly those
between the employer and employee.” Therefore, social class describes how and why
the social and economic well-being of people is stratified in the society. The Registrar
General’s Classification was first introduced by the Registrar General, Dr. T.H.C.
Stevenson in 1911, defining occupations on the basis of degree of skill, in order to

analyse infant mortality rates in England and Wales.* This classification comprises six
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social class groups — I (professionals), I (managerial), [IInon-manual (semi-skilled non-
manual), III manual (semi-skilled manual), IV (partly skilled) and V (unskilled). A
limitation of using an occupation-based measure is the exclusion of populations outside
of the labour force such as the unemployed, housewives, students and children. Some of
the critiques of the Registrar General’s classification are that it was devised to bring
about mortality differences, and that it lacks an explicit theoretical basis.”’ It was argued
that the classification was carried out by combining socioeconomic groups with high
mortality rates into lower social classes and vice versa.”’ However, reclassification of
occupations into social classes do not appear to contribute to social class differentials in
mortality; similar social class gradients for 1981-85 were observed, regardless of
whether occupations were coded according to the 1971 or 1981 classification.®
Occupation, along with skill and professional qualifications, has remained the primary
basis of the Registrar General’s classification and it has been refined over time so as to
incorporate employment status. This has enabled distinction between people within the
same occupation but with different levels of responsibility, such as foreman or
employer, in addition to the occupational group.”’ This classification has been widely
used to assess health inequalities across different socioeconomic groups and to assess
changes in inequalities over time. Although lack of an explicit theoretical basis for the
classification may limit its explanatory power, social classes based on different
occupations and skills can be argued to encapsulate dimensions of socioeconomic
position including education, assets, income, status and social circumstances. Other
occupation-based measures of socioeconomic position are the Cambridge Scale and the
Erikson-Goldthorpe scheme, which have been used to stratify societies. The Cambridge
Scale differentiates people according to ‘social distances’ between occupations defined

by similarities in lifestyle and resources.”” The Erikson-Goldthorpe (E-G) scheme is
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based on conditions of employment, degree of occupational security and promotion
aspects.” While there is an explicit theoretical basis for the E-G scheme, working
relations are likely to change and the classification would require constant revision. The
more recent occupational classification, the National Statistics Socioeconomic
Classification, is similar to the theoretical basis for the E-G scheme and is based on

employment relations, labour market situation and work situations.®

The main indicator of socioeconomic position in older age used in this thesis is
occupational social class. Although occupation-based measures can be difficult to
ascertain in post-retirement age, the social class measure used in the thesis is based on
the longest-held occupation ascertained in middle-age. A major strength of this measure
is that it would reflect social position across most of the adult life, and is likely to also
be related to socioeconomic conditions in older age after retirement. In the present
study, the Registrar General’s classification was used to categorise social class groups.
The classification offers advantages in being easy to use and has the ability to

demonstrate socioeconomic gradients in health.

2.5.2 Education

Education has been commonly used as an indicator of socioeconomic position as it
influences potential earnings, material resources, cognitive abilities, informational

79,9495 .
72 Education is

resources, and behavioural patterns related to health and lifestyle.
measured as the length of education (number of years or age of completion of
education) or as the level of education attained (primary, high school, or higher
education). While education has been used as a generic measure of socioeconomic
position, it is strongly determined by parental socioeconomic circumstances and,

. . . .. 79
therefore, can be argued to be more of a marker of early life socioeconomic position.
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Since education is influenced by resources in early life, and affects adult occupation and
income (own socioeconomic position), it captures both the effects of early life
socioeconomic position and the influence of adult resources (influenced by education)
on health.” The meaning of education may, therefore, be complex to interpret.
Proposed strengths of education are that it is easy to measure through questionnaires
and is a relatively fixed measure, which remains generally stable after early adulthood.
Education is not likely to be affected by health status in adulthood, thus limiting the
potential of ‘reverse causation’.”* Although education as a marker of socioeconomic
position is applicable to people in most circumstances - working or retired, young and
old, men and women - the meaning of educational attainment can vary markedly across

798094 The value of different levels of educational attainment

time, gender and place.
changes over time with changes in educational opportunities. For example, older birth
cohorts are likely to be classified as less educated when compared with younger cohorts
and relative earnings may also vary for a graduate between the 1950s and 1990s.*
Another limitation of education as a marker of socioeconomic position is encountered
when using years of education as a measure of educational attainment since it places

equal value on any single year of education, regardless of whether the year difference is

experienced at secondary school or higher education level.”®

2.5.3 Other measures of socioeconomic position

Housing-based indicators including housing tenure and housing conditions have been

79;84 .
" Housing

used to measure the material aspects of socioeconomic circumstances.

tenure is the most commonly used indicator, often grouped as - owner-occupier, renting
. . ., 79 . .. .

privately or renting from local authority.” Housing conditions include presence of

dampness, quality of housing and overcrowding. Housing conditions are used as

markers of material circumstances as well as possible exposures for specific diseases.
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Car ownership is another marker of material resources and circumstances, and is related
to health outcomes.” Wealth measured as household assets has also been used as an
indicator of socioeconomic position. These indicators (house and car ownership and
wealth) are easy to measure but their relative importance can change over time.” A
disadvantage of these measures in older age is that housing status and car ownership are
likely to change in older age and can be influenced by health status. Income is another
measure of socioeconomic position, which directly captures material circumstances.
However, being a sensitive question it is not always easy to elicit a meaningful response

from participants.”

2.6 Socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in middle-age

Studies in the UK and other Western countries, over the last 20-30 years show marked
socioeconomic differences in CHD in middle-aged populations; about a two-fold
greater risk of CHD in lower compared with higher socioeconomic groups has been
frequently reported in middle-aged adults from studies using different measures of
socioeconomic position including social class, income and education.”2***3%% This
section presents a brief review of some of the UK-based studies showing the
relationship between socioeconomic position and CHD in middle-age. The regular
publication of the Decennial Supplements using census data for England & Wales
demonstrated social class differences in all-cause mortality as well as CHD mortality.

According to the 1997 Decennial Supplement, CHD mortality rates were higher in

- 99
lower social class groups.

The Whitehall study comprising London-based male civil servants aged 40-69 years

was initiated between 1967 and 1969 to examine socioeconomic differences in CHD
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and to explore reasons for these inequalities.'” 17,530 civil servants in the study were
classified into different employment grades — administrative, executive, professional,
clerical and ‘other’. ‘Other’ grades were lowest in status, which included messengers
and other unskilled manual workers. After seven and a half years of follow-up, a social
class gradient in CHD mortality was observed such that the lower the employment
grade, the higher was the CHD mortality risk. Men in the lowest grade (‘other’) had 3.6
times the CHD mortality rate compared to men of the highest grade (administrative).'”
Coronary risk factors including cigarette smoking, cholesterol, blood pressure, body
mass index and physical activity accounted for some of the social class variations in
CHD mortality, although about 60% of the inequalities remained unaccounted for in this
analysis. The Whitehall II study included men and women in a cohort of 10,308
London-based civil servants aged 35-55 years examined between 1985 and 1988.%
After an average follow-up of 5.3 years, the risk of doctor-diagnosed CHD in low

compared to higher employment grades was two-fold in men, and about 30% greater in

2
women. >

The Caerphilly and Speedwell studies recruited 4,860 men from Caerphilly (South
Wales) and Speedwell (a district of Bristol) who were aged 45-63 years when examined
during 1979-1982.""" Information was collected on occupation and coronary risk
factors. Using the Registrar General’s classification, CHD prevalence was found to
increase from social class I to social class V.'” Smoking levels were greater in manual
social classes, while total cholesterol levels were slightly higher in non-manual groups.
Haemostatic markers including fibrinogen and white cell count were higher in lower

social classes, although cigarette smoking accounted for these associations.
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The Scottish Heart Health Study comprised a representative sample of Scottish
population with just over 10,000 men and women aged, 40-59 years recruited in 1984-
1987.'% The prevalence of CHD was greater in manual compared to non-manual social
classes, and in those who were not home owners compared to home owners.'” After a
follow-up of over 7 years, risk of CHD incidence and mortality was found to be about
50% higher in those who did not own homes compared to owner-occupiers.'® About

40% of this socioeconomic difference was accounted for by cigarette smoking.

Similar social class differences in CHD in middle-age were also observed in the British
Regional Heart Study. In men aged 40-59 years followed-up for an average of 6 years,
manual social classes had a 44% greater CHD incidence rate than non-manual groups.’’
This increased risk in manual groups was reduced to 24% after taking CHD risk factors,
particularly smoking, into account. Studies comprising women have also shown
socioeconomic differences in CHD risk. The mothers of the 1958 British birth cohort of
lower social classes had a greater risk of CHD mortality compared with those of higher
social classes.'” Differences in CHD risk were also observed in the British Women’s
Heart and Health Study according to social class.'” Thus, UK-based studies have
consistently shown that the current socioeconomic variation in CHD is such that lower

compared to higher socioeconomic position is associated with greater CHD risk.

2.7 Quantifying socioeconomic inequalities

Socioeconomic inequalities can be expressed in relative as well as absolute terms, and
both these measures have important, yet distinct implications.”*'” An absolute measure
of inequality represents the (absolute) difference in the rate of the disease between one

group and the specified reference point; this indicates the extra burden in the lower
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socioeconomic groups and, thus, shows the absolute magnitude of the inequalities.**'"’

A relative measure expresses the inequality in terms of a chosen reference point, for
example as a rate ratio, and is useful for assessing the strength of the association
between socioeconomic position and the outcome. Thus, relative inequalities indicate
the risk in a group compared to a reference group or the extent of disparities, while
absolute inequalities express the public health impact of relative inequalities taking
account of the absolute risk levels in the population. Both relative and absolute
measures are, therefore, useful ways of expressing inequalities. However, it is possible
that relative and absolute measures may yield different results particularly when
comparing inequalities over time — if the underlying rates of the disease decrease, a
decrease in absolute inequalities may still co-exist with an increase in relative

. .. 1
inequalities.'”’

2.8 Time trends in socioeconomic inequalities in CHD

Influences of socioeconomic factors are clearly seen in the distribution of chronic
diseases including CHD. CHD risk varies by socioeconomic groups; greater in lower

3974 although this has not always been the case.”” The

than higher socioeconomic groups,
1931 census of England & Wales showed a greater prevalence of coronary disease in
social classes I and II compared to lower social classes.**'® Later by the 1960s, lower
socioeconomic groups had greater CHD mortality rates than higher socioeconomic
groups.'” Cigarette smoking, which in the early twentieth century was more common in
higher social classes due to its high price, and the dietary patterns of these social classes
resulted in higher socioeconomic groups having greater CHD rates as observed in the

109-111

1931 census. However, while higher social classes started to reduce their exposure

to these factors in response to new knowledge, these risk behaviours started to increase
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in lower social classes.''" This resulted in the reversal of the social class-CHD relation
by the 1960s. This again reflects the importance of socioeconomic factors in the
distribution of CHD over time. This pattern of lower compared with higher
socioeconomic groups having greater CHD risk currently remains in Britain, and is also

. . 19;20;2
seen in other developed countries.'*?%%

The Acheson report in 1998 showed that relative social class differences in CHD
mortality had continued to widen from the early 1970s to early 1990s (see Figure 2.1).**
Although the overall and CHD mortality rates had declined in the population as a
whole, mortality rates had fallen more in higher social classes than lower social classes
leading to the increasing differential.**''* Such widening socioeconomic inequalities in
mortality have continued till the end of the 1990s.”® However, the pattern of more recent
trends in socioeconomic inequalities in CHD is not known. Some evidence is available
from the Department of Health status report (2005) on the Programme for Action.'"
According to this report, between 1995-97 and 2001-2003 the absolute gap in
circulatory disease mortality between the most deprived areas and average circulatory
death rate for England had narrowed by 22%, reflecting overall decline in rates, but the

relative gap in circulatory death rates had not narrowed (see Figure 2.2).

2.9 Socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in later life

Studies have shown that for health outcomes including mortality, morbidity and self-

rated health, relative health inequalities tend to be smaller in older than middle
33:94;114-117 g - . o ) :

ages; this pattern has been observed for different indicators of socioeconomic

position measured both in middle-age and older age, including occupation, education

and income. Even though relative socioeconomic inequalities in total mortality have
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been observed to narrow with increasing age, studies show that these inequalities in
overall mortality are still present in old age. However, little is known as to whether
socioeconomic inequalities in CHD persist into older age. CHD is a major contributor to
mortality and also has a strong socioeconomic gradient.’® This section reviews the
evidence on the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age. Long-term
prospective as well as cross-sectional studies with relevant data provide some evidence
of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older populations. Findings from these studies

are summarised in Table 2.1 and Table 2.2.

Whitehall Study: The Whitehall Study recruited about 18,000 British civil servants aged

40-69 years between 1967 and 1970."" The subjects underwent a physical examination
at baseline and were followed-up for mortality. After 25 years of follow-up, differences
in mortality from various causes were investigated according to socioeconomic
position.""® Socioeconomic position was measured as employment grade assessed at
study entry, which comprised administrative (the highest grade), professional and
executive, clerical, and ‘other’ grades. There were differences in mortality rates from
almost all chronic diseases. CHD related deaths were greater in lower compared with
higher employment grades. ‘Other’ grades had nearly twice the risk of CHD deaths
compared with administrative grades; the CHD mortality rate per 1000 person years
was 6.41 in the administrative grade and 10.07 in ‘other’ grades, resulting in an absolute
difference of almost 4 per 1000 person years between these grades. Age-specific CHD
mortality rates were also reported. Significant socioeconomic gradients in CHD
mortality were observed in older subjects, albeit, less steep than younger subjects;
relative risks for ‘other’ vs. administrative grades were 2.57 in 40-64 year olds, 1.71 in

65-69 year olds, and 1.44 in >70 year olds. However, the study comprised an unusual
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combination of socioeconomic groups. The employment grades were virtually all non-
manual and were in general more privileged than the general population.””''® Therefore,
although the direction of the socioeconomic differences is similar to what might be
expected in the general population, the extent of the gradient may not be representative.
Finer stratification by employment grades might have resulted in a steeper social

gradient.”’

Studies in other European populations: Some studies have reported socioeconomic

inequalities in western European populations. One study used cross-sectional data from
eight European countries including Britain.”* Education, as a marker of socioeconomic
position, was categorised into lower (no education or primary education) and higher
(secondary education and above) education levels. Differences in self-report of various
chronic diseases was analysed according to educational levels. The authors found strong
variations in the prevalence of all chronic diseases according to education. The risk for
CHD was greater in lower compared with higher socioeconomic groups; this was
observed in individuals of all age groups. Relative inequalities tended to be smaller in
older ages (60-79 years, odds ratio 1.18; 95%CI 1.04, 1.33) compared with the younger
age group (25-59 year, odds ratio 1.29; 95%CI 1.09, 1.53). Another study in 11 western
European countries and the United States compared mortality rates between non-manual
and manual social classes.”® The data for some countries were cross-sectional from
population censuses of 1981, while longitudinal data from 1980-89 were available for
other countries including England and Wales. Except for Portugal, CHD-related
mortality was greater in manual compared to non-manual classes in all other countries.
While the focus of this study was to examine between-country variations in CHD-

related socioeconomic inequalities, age-specific results were also presented. The
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relative difference in CHD mortality between manual and non-manual groups was lower
in older compared with younger age groups; for example in England and Wales the rate
ratio for CHD mortality was 1.68 in 30-44 year olds and 1.26 in 60-64 year olds. For the
period of the 1990s, another study in 10 western European countries showed that
relative socioeconomic inequalities in CHD were present in older age.”” The relative
risk for CHD in low compared with middle/high educational levels was 1.55 in 30-59
year old men and was 1.22 in men aged 60 years and over. A similar study in eight
western European countries reported that relative inequalities by educational levels in
CHD mortality rates appeared to be lower in those aged >75 years compared to younger
age groups (40-59 years).”” Absolute difference in CHD mortality, however, was
greatest in old age (>75 years). The study also showed that CHD was the single largest
contributor (about 18%) to socioeconomic differences in total mortality. While these
studies indicate that a general pattern of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD persists in

older ages in different countries, most reports were based on cross-sectional data.

English Longitudinal Study of Aging: Approximately 12,000 participants aged over 50

years from three surveys of the Health Survey for England (1998, 1999 and 2001) were
included in the English Longitudinal Study of Aging (ELSA)."" As part of Wave 1 of
ELSA, a cross-sectional study was carried out in 2002 in this nationally representative
sample. Information on CHD was based on self-report of doctor-diagnosed heart
disease. A social class gradient in the prevalence of coronary disease was present in
older age, but showed evidence of narrowing with increasing age. Amongst men aged
50-59 years, the prevalence of heart disease in routine/manual groups was 14.3%
compared with 8.9% in professional/managerial groups, implying a relative risk of 1.61

in routine/manual groups. In men aged 60-74 years, the prevalence of heart disease was



Chapter 2 Literature review 44

23% in routine/manual groups and 17.4% in professional/managerial groups (a relative
risk of 1.32 for routine/manual vs. professional/managerial groups). Absolute difference
in prevalence of heart disease between the highest and lowest social classes, however,
did not appear to be substantially different in the older compared with younger age
groups. Another study on the first wave of ELSA reported the prevalence of self-
reported chronic diseases according to education and income levels in participants aged
55-64 years.'” Relative inequalities by education and income levels were present for
myocardial infarction. Those of low compared with high educational levels had a 1.32
times greater relative risk of myocardial infarction (prevalence of heart disease 4.5% vs.
3.4%). The risk of myocardial infarction was greater in low income levels (6.5%)
compared with high income groups (2.4%), nearly a three-fold greater relative risk and
a four-fold absolute risk difference. However, since these results were based on cross-
sectional data, causality or a temporal relationship between socioeconomic position and
CHD in older age cannot be entirely established; although educational level is not likely
to be affected, it is possible for income levels to be influenced by health status. Also,
self-report of disease can be argued to be a less accurate measure of disease status than
medical records due to reporting bias; awareness of disease or reporting may differ
according to socioeconomic groups. However, socioeconomic differences in self-
reported heart disease were consistent with socioeconomic differences in behavioural
(cigarette smoking, physical activity) and biological risk factors (HDL-cholesterol, CRP

and fibrinogen) in this study.

Swedish Annual Level-of-Living Survey: This study comprised a random sample of

Swedish men and women who participated in an annual national survey conducted in

1988 and 1989."*' The analyses were based specifically on individuals aged >65 years
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followed-up for CHD events (fatal and non-fatal) for a mean period of 8.2 years.
Occupation was used to measure socioeconomic position; categories included manual
workers, lower level employees, middle level employees and professionals, and self-
employed and farmers. Compared with middle level employees and professionals,
manual workers and lower level employees had a relative risk of about 1.50 for CHD.
This study indicates the relationship of socioeconomic position with CHD in a
representative older population. However, the study was restricted to hospitalised cases
of CHD, thereby excluding any non-hospitalised live events which were possibly less

severe, and the socioeconomic gradient in this group was not known.

Prospective study in South Korea: Health insurance data on South Korean government

officials and teachers were used to analyse age-specific socioeconomic differences in
all-cause and CHD mortality.® Nearly 600,000 subjects aged 30-64 years were
followed-up for 9 years for this analysis. This study reports both the relative and
absolute extent of socioeconomic inequalities. Income was used as a measure of
socioeconomic position. The absolute difference in CHD mortality rate per 100,000
between low and high income groups was greater at 55-64 years (38) than at 30-44
years (25). A weak increased relative risk for CHD mortality in low income groups
compared with high income groups was observed in older age (age-adjusted hazard ratio
for 55-64 year olds was 1.22; 95%CI 0.97, 1.53). While this age group (55-64 years)
represents the younger end of the older age spectrum, the results give an indication of
socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in different age groups. Relative inequalities in
CHD mortality were weaker in 55-64 year old subjects compared with subjects aged 30-

44 years (hazard ratio 1.40). It is possible that since this cohort comprised a
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homogenous group of public sector employees, a more socioeconomically

representative sample would perhaps have shown greater inequalities in CHD mortality.

Copenhagen Male Study: A prospective Danish study of older men with a mean age of

63 years (53-75 years) reported that lower social class groups had a 44% relative risk
increase of CHD incidence compared with higher social classes.*®'** Age-specific
results were not presented, so comparison of inequalities in CHD between older and
younger age groups could not be made. Absolute inequalities in CHD were also not
shown. The subjects were selected from certain private and public companies such as
railways, telephone, post, road construction, custom, and medical industry. It is likely
that the subjects were healthier than the general population or those not working in

these industries and with possibly a different risk factor profile.

In summary, there are a few studies, some cross-sectional, in older populations which
demonstrate that socioeconomic inequalities in CHD are present in later life (findings
are summarised in Table 2.1 and Table 2.2). These socioeconomic inequalities in older

age were observed regardless of whether socioeconomic position was measured in

26;36;118 119;121

middle-age or later in life. The socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older
age appear to be weaker compared to that in middle-age. Weakening of inequalities in
older age could be due to a healthy survivor effect as a result of individuals from lower
socioeconomic position dying earlier and healthier subjects surviving into old age.
However, one of the above studies excluded subjects with prior disease to limit the
possibility of a healthy survivor effect.*® A prospective study in a representative sample
of adults in the USA investigated the impact of survival bias on socioeconomic

114

inequalities in health in older age. ™ The study found that results based on the surviving
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sample were robust even when subjects who were lost to follow-up or who had died
were included. Therefore, although selective survivorship remains likely when studying
older populations, it does not appear to explain the age-related convergence in relative

health inequalities.

2.10 Coronary risk factors

2.10.1 Established coronary risk factors

The major established risk factors for CHD include cigarette smoking, blood pressure,

10;11;123;124

dietary fat-blood lipids, physical inactivity and obesity. These have been

designated as major risk factors because of their high prevalence in populations

(particularly in Western countries), their impact on coronary risk, and their

preventability and reversibility.'*

The British Doctors Study first reported the increased risk of CHD in smokers

compared to non-smokers in 1954. Since then, observational studies have established

that cigarette smoking increases the risk of CHD by about 1.5 to 3 times or more.'?*'%

The increased risk of CHD associated with cigarette smoking persists in older age.'*’

Smoking cessation has been found to reduce the risk of subsequent mortality and CHD

131-133

risk even among those with CHD compared to current smokers. Passive smoking

has also been shown to be associated with increased risk of CHD. Non-smokers living

134,135
k,”"

with smokers may have up to 30% greater coronary ris although this risk can be

- - - - - 136;137
greater when exposure to passive smoking outside of homes is also considered. *>
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Evidence from prospective studies demonstrates the increased risk of CHD due to raised
blood pressure. Results from the Prospective Studies Collaboration demonstrated that a
difference of 20 mm Hg in systolic blood pressure or 10 mm Hg in diastolic pressure
was associated with a two-fold difference in risk of CHD mortality.'” There was no
evidence of a ‘threshold’, at least down to 115 mm Hg for systolic and 75 mm Hg for
diastolic blood pressure, below which blood pressure was not associated with CHD
mortality.'” Although the effect of blood pressure on CHD attenuates with increasing
age, a 20 mm Hg lower systolic blood pressure was shown to be associated with about
one-third less CHD mortality even at the age of 80-89 years.'” Several trials and meta-
analyses based on trials have demonstrated a decrease in CHD risk associated with a
reduction in blood pressure through medications such as beta-blockers, angiotensin
converting enzyme (ACE) inhibitors and diuretics and their combinations."”*'* A meta-
analysis of trials of these drugs in older people (>60 years) showed that a decrease of 10
mm Hg in systolic blood pressure and 4 mmHg in diastolic blood pressure is associated
with 23% reduction in risk of CHD (non-fatal and fatal).'*' Dietary salt intake has been
identified as one of the major determinants of blood pressure in populations.'*'* Other
factors that influence blood pressure are physical inactivity, increased body mass index

146;147

(BMI),'* low dietary intakes of potassium and fruit and vegetables, and low birth

weight.'*®

Several studies in different populations have consistently shown increasing cholesterol
levels to be associated with raised CHD risk. The nature of this association is such that
there is no ‘threshold’ below which cholesterol levels are not associated with increased
CHD risk."**!'* Total cholesterol is also associated with increased CHD risk in the

124

elderly, although more weakly than in younger ages. " The Prospective Studies
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Collaboration showed that a prolonged difference of 1 mmol/L lower total cholesterol
was associated with lower CHD mortality risk of about a half in early middle-age (40-

49 years) and about a sixth risk in old age (70-89 years)."**

The low density lipoprotein
(LDL) and high density lipoprotein (HDL) components of total cholesterol have
opposite associations with CHD risk — higher HDL-cholesterol and lower non-HDL
cholesterol (largely LDL-cholesterol) decrease the risk of CHD mortality,'** The
Prospective Studies Collaboration also showed that on average, 0.33 mmol/L higher
HDL cholesterol and 1 mmol/L lower non-HDL cholesterol were each associated with

124 Randomised controlled trials on statins have

about a third lower CHD mortality.
shown the protective effect of reducing LDL-cholesterol levels on CHD risk, even in
older populations. A meta-analysis of such trials demonstrated a 23% proportional
reduction in 5-year CHD risk (non-fatal myocardial infarction and CHD deaths) per
mmol/L reduction in LDL-cholesterol."® Dietary intake of fat is a major determinant of
blood cholesterol levels. Studies have shown that dietary cholesterol increases blood
cholesterol and that saturated fatty acids are the main determinant of blood cholesterol,

while polyunsaturated fatty acids lower blood cholesterol levels.'”' '

Physical inactivity as a risk factor for CHD was highlighted by the work of Professor
Jeremy Morris and colleagues. The incidence of CHD (fatal and non-fatal) in male
British civil servants who engaged in vigorous exercise or physical activity was found
to be less than half that of those who were inactive."”*'>> Several other studies have

confirmed the protective effect of physical activity on CHD risk in both men and

156-162

women in different population groups. Physical activity also lowers CHD risk in

161;163;164

older age. Furthermore, taking up physical activity in sedentary individuals has

been reported to reduce CHD risk even in older age.'®'® While earlier studies
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indicating a strong protective effect of vigorous activity on CHD risk suggested a
threshold effect of physical activity as a coronary risk factor, later studies demonstrated
that moderate physical activity also is associated with lower CHD risk emphasising a

more continuous relationship of physical activity with CHD.'¢%!631¢7

The risk of CHD is also positively associated with increased body mass index [(BMI),
a measure of generalised obesity/adiposity] in both men and women.'®"'"" A meta-
analysis of prospective studies demonstrated that overweight (BMI 25.0-29.9) and
obesity (BMI>30) were associated with increased CHD risk.'”* Although this increased
CHD risk associated with being overweight was to a large extent (45%) accounted for
by blood pressure and blood cholesterol, an increased CHD risk of nearly 50% for
obesity remained after adjustment for blood pressure and cholesterol levels.'”* This
meta-analysis also revealed that a 5-unit BMI increment was associated with a 16%
increased risk of CHD after adjustment for blood pressure and cholesterol levels. A
previous systematic review yielded similar results; a 14% increase in CHD risk was

173 Greater CHD risk associated with increased

associated with a 2-unit increase in BMI.
BMI or with obesity has also been reported in older age.'”*'” Studies also suggest that
measures of obesity or adiposity other than BMI such as weight circumference or waist
to hip ratio, which better reflect central adiposity, may be better indicators of CHD
risk.'>"""” BMI has been referred to in the literature both as a ‘behavioural’ and as a
‘biological’ risk factor for CHD'"*'*® — behavioural since it is a product of lifestyle
factors including dietary patterns and physical activity, and biological since it is
essentially an anthropometric measure, which is also influenced by genetic and

181

physiological mechanisms. = In this thesis, BMI is referred to as a behavioural risk

factor for CHD.
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Besides these established risk factors, alcohol consumption has been reported to be
associated with CHD risk. Several studies have demonstrated a U-shaped or J-shaped
relationship between alcohol consumption and CHD risk, with a greater CHD risk in
non-drinkers and those who drink excessively compared to those who are

light/moderate drinkers.'®*'™*

However, this relationship of alcohol consumption with
CHD has been questioned because of the characteristics of the subjects in different
categories of alcohol consumption — regular drinkers tend to have characteristics
advantageous to health; non-drinkers comprise teetotallers as well as ex-drinkers who
have a higher proportion of co-morbidities; and change in alcohol intake over time such
as movement from heavy or moderate drinking to non-drinking is not always taken into
account.'™ Despite these issues, the association of heavy drinking with increased CHD

. : 182;183;185;1
risk has been reported by several studies. 518185186

2.10.2 Novel coronary risk factors

Inflammatory and haemostatic markers: Increasing amounts of research has been carried

out in investigating novel factors responsible for CHD. Inflammatory and haemostatic
markers, through their roles in arterial plaque formation, plaque rupture and thrombosis,
have been implicated as novel factors which can increase risk of CHD events.'> Markers
particularly implicated include C-reactive protein (CRP), fibrinogen, von Willebrand
factor (vWF), white blood cell count, and tissue plasminogen activator antigen. Trauma,
infections or coronary events such as myocardial infarction result in a cascade of
inflammatory response including elevations in proinflammatory cytokines [e.g.
interleukin 6 (IL-6)], acute phase proteins including CRP, and haemostatic markers
including fibrinogen, factor VIII, vWF and tissue plasminogen activator (t-PA)

antigen.'” These haemostatic changes alongside platelet activation result in greater
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prothrombotic activity, and are also accompanied by increased circulation of fibrinolytic
markers (e.g. fibrin D-dimer). Higher levels of fibrinogen and white blood cells also
increase blood and plasma viscosity, which in turn can reduce blood flow to the
myocardium causing ischaemia and infarction. Prospective studies and meta-analyses
have shown that these inflammatory and haemostatic markers are associated with an
increased risk of CHD in both middle-age and older age.'>'®"®* It has, however, been
argued that these inflammatory markers could be consequences of ischaemic events
rather than causes of CHD.'? Additionally, inflammatory markers and CHD are both
related to established coronary risk factors (smoking, physical inactivity, alcohol
consumption, obesity and blood lipids) which could, therefore, confound the
inflammatory markers-CHD associations.”***'*>"*7 Studies have also shown no strong
evidence of an association between genetic variants of CRP and fibrinogen and CHD
risk."”*!”” Nevertheless, given the increasing interest in these markers as ‘emerging’ or
‘novel’ coronary risk factors, the relation of these markers to social class and their
potential contribution to the socioeconomic position-CHD relationship has been

. . 40;102
investigated.***!"

Metabolic syndrome: Reaven in 1988 first described the concept of syndrome X, in

which resistance of peripheral tissues, mainly skeletal muscle, to insulin-mediated
glucose disposal, leads to hyperinsulinemia.””® Other risk factors associated with insulin
resistance include impaired glucose tolerance, elevated triglycerides, decreased HDL-
cholesterol, increased blood pressure and obesity. This concurrence of metabolic
abnormalities has come to be known more commonly as the ‘insulin resistance
syndrome’ or ‘metabolic syndrome’. Different definitions of the syndrome have

evolved, such as those put forward by the American Diabetes Association (ADA), the
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World Health Organisation (WHO), and the U.S. National Cholesterol Education
Programme (NCEP).*”" Although the major components, insulin resistance,
dyslipidemia, hypertension, and obesity or central adiposity are common to these
definitions, the specific diagnostic criteria differ. Circulating insulin (a marker of insulin
resistance) has been found to have a modest association with increased CHD risk.*"*
Since its conception, the metabolic syndrome has been described as a major public

health problem,*”

and this clustering of cardiovascular risk factors has generated
interest in investigating its association with increased coronary risk."” Despite studies
which report metabolic syndrome to be related to CHD risk, the evidence is not

: 204;2
consistent, "%

and the use of the concept of metabolic syndrome has been critically
examined.””! The definitions of metabolic syndrome lack universal consensus, although
the NCEP criteria are often used because they are less complex than the WHO
definition. Moreover, the pathophysiology underlying the metabolic syndrome is
unclear, and whether the associated CHD risk is greater above and beyond the

individual coronary risk factors that constitute the syndrome is not fully known.*"’

Dietary factors: The Seven Countries Study was important in investigating the role of

diet in CHD and in influencing the diet-heart hypothesis, whereby dietary fat intake
(higher saturated fat and lower polyunsaturated fat) is implicated in increasing CHD
risk.**® Blood cholesterol has been proposed to act as a key intermediary between
dietary fat and CHD.?* Higher intakes of dietary saturated fat and lower intakes of
polyunsaturated fat have been shown to increase blood cholesterol levels, which in turn
increases CHD risk.””® The strong associations of total blood cholesterol and LDL-
cholesterol (or non-HDL-cholesterol) with increased CHD risk has been highlighted

above. More recently vitamin C, due to its antioxidant properties, has also been
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implicated as offering protection from CHD.**’ However, no evidence for this was

found in large randomised controlled trials.****%

2.11 Possible pathways linking socioeconomic position to CHD in older
age

Attempts to understand the basis of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD have
traditionally started with exploring the role of established coronary risk factors such as
cigarette smoking, blood lipids, blood pressure and excess body weight, 68397210211
Since most studies in middle-age populations show that these established risk factors do
not explain a substantial proportion of the relationship between socioeconomic position
and CHD, novel coronary risk factors such as inflammatory and haemostatic markers

have been postulated to influence this relationship.***'%2"3

Few studies have explored
the pathways to socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older populations beyond 60

years of age. This section reviews the evidence on pathways to socioeconomic

inequalities in CHD in older age.

2.11.1 Established coronary risk factors

The association of established coronary risk factors with socioeconomic position has
been widely reported in middle-aged populations.'®!0%18%:214215 Cigarette smoking,
high blood pressure, lower physical activity and obesity are more common in those
from lower compared to higher socioeconomic positions, while consistent
socioeconomic variations in blood cholesterol levels have not been observed. There is,
however, relatively less evidence on whether socioeconomic position is related to these
established coronary risk factors in older age. Some studies have shown that higher

levels of smoking, physical inactivity, obesity and heavy alcohol consumption are
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present in older people of lower socioeconomic groups.'*'*'® As in middle-age, lower
compared with higher socioeconomic groups are associated with higher blood pressure
in old age."”"*'®?!'" The evidence for the relation of blood lipids with socioeconomic
position, however, has not been strong and consistent. In both middle-aged and older
subjects, total cholesterol has been reported to be, if anything, lower in lower
socioeconomic groups.’ 18182 However, a study in older women observed low

levels of HDL-cholesterol and higher triglycerides in lower socioeconomic groups.**

Studies in middle-aged populations show that established coronary risk factors can have
a limited influence (15%-45%) and do not contribute substantially to the relationship
between socioeconomic position and CHD.**?*9%21221 T the Whitehall Study
comprising 40-64 year old subjects (aged mostly under 60 years), about 40% of the
relative social class inequalities in CHD mortality was accounted by established
coronary risk factors particularly smoking and blood pressure, while the rest remained
unexplained inequalities.”” After a follow-up for 15-year mortality risk in the Whitehall
study, reducing coronary risk factors (cigarette smoking, blood pressure, total
cholesterol and blood glucose) was reported to account for 69% of the absolute social

2 Much less evidence is available in older

class difference in CHD mortality.*
populations (>60 years). Studies in European countries, including data on England and
Wales, which report socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age have not

222939 Ope of the few studies to

investigated the pathways to these inequalities.
investigate the role of established coronary risk factors in socioeconomic inequalities in
CHD in older age was a nationally representative study comprising >65 year old

Swedish participants.'*' Cigarette smoking, physical inactivity, BMI and hypertension

were found to be largely responsible for the relative social class differences in CHD in
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this older population. A South Korean study reporting age-specific results found
cigarette smoking to be the largest contributor (26%) to the relative socioeconomic
inequalities in CHD in 55-64 year olds, while blood pressure and cholesterol made little
contributions.® In a Danish study comprising older men (mean age 63 years),
established coronary risk factors including blood pressure, lipids, smoking and physical
activity made little contributions to the increased relative risk of CHD in lower social
classes.”® Further research is required to assess the contribution of established coronary

risk factors to socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age.

2.11.2 Inflammatory and haemostatic markers

Earlier studies have suggested that inflammatory and haemostatic markers are
associated with socioeconomic position; lower socioeconomic groups have been

observed to have higher levels of inflammatory and haemostatic markers in middle-

40;213;223

age This has led to the hypothesis that these novel risk factors could be

important contributors to the relationship between socioeconomic position and coronary

223;224

risk, possibly through psychosocial processes. It has been postulated that

psychological stresses, which can be greater in lower socioeconomic groups, could
induce procoagulant pathways and haemostatic activities resulting in greater coronary
risk.”** Studies in middle-aged and some older (mean age >60 years) populations have
shown that CRP levels are greater in lower socioeconomic groups.*”*21322522 Gimjlar
results, mostly in middle-aged populations, have been observed for fibrinogen and IL-
6. 10:41:213:223:226228 T pelationship between socioeconomic position and von Willebrand
factor (VWF) is less consistent. Although the Whitehall II Study with subjects aged 39-

%% the Caerphilly study (men aged 45-59

63 years found a social class gradient in vVWF,
years) found no relationship between social class and vWF and other haemostatic

230 . . . .
markers.””" The relationships observed between these novel markers and socioeconomic
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position could, however, be confounded by behavioural factors since inflammatory and
haemostatic markers are strongly related to behavioural risk factors.****'*> In some
studies the relationship between inflammatory markers and social position was
attenuated by behavioural factors including smoking, BMI and alcohol

41227231 although in other studies the relationships were independent of

consumption,
behavioural factors.?'*?2°220?%° The evidence of an independent association between
inflammatory markers and socioeconomic position is, therefore, inconsistent. Moreover,
most previous studies were largely restricted to middle-aged populations aged <60
years. A study in 70-79 year old men and women, reported higher levels of CRP and IL-
6 in lower socioeconomic groups.”' These associations were, however, attenuated when

behavioural factors (smoking, alcohol consumption, physical activity and BMI) were

taken into account.

The contribution of these novel risk factors related to inflammation and haemostasis in
explaining the socioeconomic position-CHD relationship has been examined in a small
number of studies. A study in professional women found that CRP and fibrinogen made
a small contribution to socioeconomic inequalities in cardiovascular disease in middle-

212 while a Scottish study in 40-59 year old men and women

age (mean age 54 years),
reported that fibrinogen had an important influence on socioeconomic inequalities in
CHD in middle-age.'™ However, previous studies have not investigated the role of
novel coronary risk factors in socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age.
Inflammatory and haemostatic markers are known to increase with age as co-

el . 232 .
morbidities increase.”>?> More research is needed to understand the nature of the

relationship of inflammatory and haemostatic markers with socioeconomic position in
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older age, and whether these risk factors influence socioeconomic inequalities in CHD

in the elderly.

2.11.3 Metabolic syndrome

Studies have shown that lower socioeconomic position is associated with increased risk

- 14,233
of metabolic syndrome. ™

It has, therefore, been postulated that the metabolic
syndrome could be responsible for the relationship between socioeconomic position and
CHD risk.'**** The metabolic syndrome has been shown to be linked to neuroendocrine
and autonomic functioning, through psychosocial processes, resulting in insulin

resistance, dyslipdemia and hyper‘[ension.234;235

However, although studies have
reported a greater risk of having metabolic syndrome among lower socioeconomic
groups than in higher ones, some studies have found the association to be weak in

236,237 . . .
77" Moreover, most studies so far have been cross-sectional in nature, not

men
providing causal evidence for a prospective relation between socioeconomic position
and metabolic syndrome. Behavioural risk factors including smoking, physical

T - s - - 45;238;239
inactivity and BMI are associated with increased risk of metabolic syndrome, """

19,214
" Therefore, these factors

and are also closely related to socioeconomic position.
could be possible confounders of the relationship between socioeconomic position and
metabolic syndrome. A population-based study in France comprising middle-aged men
and women found lower educational and household income levels to be associated with
the metabolic syndrome.”® When adjusted for smoking, physical activity and BMI,
household income was associated with metabolic syndrome only in women, while the
association of low educational levels with increased risk of metabolic syndrome in men
and women remained after the adjustments. A South Korean National Health and

Nutrition Examination survey on a randomly selected population aged >20 years,

showed a lower risk of metabolic syndrome in people of higher socioeconomic groups
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compared to those in lower ones.”*’ This relationship, however, differed according to
behavioural factors — high income groups were less likely to have metabolic syndrome
compared to low income groups in subjects who did not smoke or among those who did
not drink heavily, whereas among subjects who were smokers or heavy drinkers, high
income groups had a higher risk of metabolic syndrome. A study based on a sample of
residents of Newcastle (UK) aged 49-51 years found a weak association between social

. 241
class and metabolic syndrome.

Most of the variance in the metabolic syndrome was
explained by lifestyle factors (smoking, physical activity, alcohol consumption and
dietary intake of fat). The Copenhagen City Heart Study with participants aged >20
years found a three-fold increased risk of metabolic syndrome in the least compared
with the most educated group; this effect was not attenuated when adjusted for

. 242
behavioural factors.

In the participants of the British 1946 birth cohort aged 53 years,
lower educational level was associated with a two-fold increased risk of metabolic
syndrome, while occupational social class was not strongly related with metabolic
syndrome.”” The Whitehall II study, comprising London-based civil servants aged 45-
69 years, also observed an approximately two-fold increased risk of metabolic
syndrome in lower compared to higher employment grades;'* behavioural risk factors
appeared to account for little of this increased risk. Household wealth was also reported
to be inversely associated with metabolic syndrome in the Whitehall II study
participants, independent of behavioural risk factors.”** A study in Finland in a middle-
aged population also reported a greater prevalence of metabolic syndrome in people of
lower educational levels, independent of behavioural factors.>® Prospective analysis,
however, showed that metabolic syndrome made only a slight contribution to the

socioeconomic (educational levels) inequalities in CHD; greater contributions to

socioeconomic inequalities in CHD were made by the individual metabolic and
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coronary risk factors.”>® The evidence for the relationship between metabolic syndrome
and socioeconomic position comes largely from studies in middle-aged populations.

Therefore, the nature of this association has yet to be established in older age.

2.11.4 Dietary factors

Dietary intake has also been widely observed to be associated with socioeconomic

e 245247
postition.

People of poorer or lower socioeconomic groups have more unhealthy
eating patterns than people of higher socioeconomic groups. A British national dietary
survey showed that manual social classes had a lower consumption of fresh fruit and

248

vegetables.”" The Scottish Heart Health Study found that dietary patterns in middle-age

varied markedly by social class;245 the intake of fibre, vitamin C, beta carotene and
vitamin E were lowest in manual groups compared with non-manual groups, while total
fat, saturated fat, cholesterol and sugar intake were higher in manual social classes. The
National Food Survey in Britain, however, showed that dietary fat levels fell in all
social class groups between the mid-1970s and early 1980s, thus reflecting a limited
contribution of saturated or polyunsaturated fat to the corresponding increase in the
social class gradient in CHD that occurred in the early 1980s.*** Smoking levels,
however, had fallen more in higher social classes, contributing much more than diet to

. . . . . ... 249
the widening socioeconomic inequalities.

Other dietary studies comprising
representative samples from Britain including the Diet and Nutrition Survey in 1986-87
and the National Survey of Health and Development (1946 birth cohort), which
collected dietary data in 1982 when participants were aged 36 years, did not show
socioeconomic differences in dietary fat and saturated fat, although there were some
social class differences in polyunsaturated fat intake.”**' A study reporting results

from the Quebec Nutrition Study (QNS) and the National Health and Nutrition

Examination Study (NHANES) III in the USA also did not report consistent relations
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between dietary fat and socioeconomic position.”> Dietary cholesterol levels were
lower in higher income groups in the NHANES study but not in the QNS subjects.
Saturated fatty acids showed a positive association with income in the QNS study but an
inverse association in the NHANES study population. Polyunsaturated fatty acid levels
were associated with income but not education or occupation and also did not show
consistent relationships with socioeconomic position in both studies. Additionally,
stronger socioeconomic differences in micronutrients such as fibre and vitamin C might
reflect differences in overall food consumption patterns, while less clear socioeconomic
differences in dietary lipids might indicate a limited role of diet in explaining
socioeconomic differences in CHD. Nevertheless, the relationship of dietary factors
with socioeconomic position needs to be further investigated in older age, so as to
explore the potential for dietary factors to influence socioeconomic inequalities in CHD

in older age.

2.12 Early life socioeconomic position and CHD risk in later life

The role of unfavourable early life socioeconomic exposures on adult health has been
long recognised.*” When researching influences on CHD risk in adult life, a strong case

has been made for the influence of early life factors.

2.12.1 Conceptual framework for the influence of early life factors on CHD

Conceptual models have been described to account for the possible pathways linking
socioeconomic exposures across the life course and health in adult life.**® The ‘critical
period model’ postulates that an exposure acts in a specific period of life and produces a
long-term effect on the body such that it cannot be modified by later life experience.

This model is the basis of the ‘biological programming’ or ‘fetal origins of adult
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disease’ hypothesis, whereby fetal undernutrition or birth weight is associated with
adult blood pressure and coronary risk.”® A ‘critical period model with later effect
modifiers’ extends the previous model by allowing exposures in later life to enhance or
diminish the effect of early life exposures; for example the relationship of low birth
weight with CHD or diabetes is stronger in those who are obese in adulthood.”® An
alternative model is the ‘accumulation of risk model’ in which risk factors accumulate
over the life course and increase their cumulative impact on disease risk. These risk
factors across the life course could be independent, or clustered as in an ‘accumulation
model with risk clustering’. Exposures related to socioeconomic position tend to cluster
together; low childhood socioeconomic position is associated with low birth weight,
unhealthy diet and poor educational attainment. A ‘chain of risk model’ refers to a
series of exposures where one exposure leads to another, subsequently resulting in
increased disease risk; for example poor childhood social environment leads to
unhealthy diet in childhood, resulting in childhood and later adult obesity, which
increases CHD risk. These models provide a useful framework for understanding and
investigating life course influences on adult disease. The models, are, however, not
exclusive of each other and may act together.”” Despite such explicit frameworks,
employing a life course approach to understanding adult disease is not free from
methodological challenges.”® Longitudinal data with repeated measures at different
stages of life are required, and loss to follow-up and selection bias have to be
minimised. Analytical problems also arise when adjusting for closely correlated
variables, or in the case of misclassification of exposures (particularly when early life

factors are retrospectively collected).”*
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A range of exposures in early life including low birth weight, accelerated postnatal
growth, bottle feeding in infancy, maternal undernutrition and childhood infections have
been reported to be associated with increased CHD risk in adult life.”> The fetal origins
hypothesis suggests that fetal undernutrition leads to low birth weight and also results in
‘programmed’ changes in lipid and carbohydrate metabolism, which can increase CHD

risk in adult life.>%>?

Breastfeeding in infancy has been reported to be associated with
favourable coronary risk factors such as low blood pressure, cholesterol and obesity
(though associations are generally modest in strength), and with lower cardiovascular
risk compared to infant bottle feeding.”> Helicobacter pylori, a bacterial infection likely
to be acquired in childhood as a result of overcrowding or poor housing conditions, has
been implicated as a risk factor associated with CHD in adult life.”> Though the

evidence has been conflicting, it has been suggested that these early life exposures act

independently of childhood or adult socioeconomic position.

2.12.2 Influence of early life socioeconomic position on CHD risk

While the association of socioeconomic position in adult life with chronic diseases such
as CHD has been widely investigated, there is relatively less evidence on whether
socioeconomic position in early life has an independent impact on CHD in adult life.*>
Forsdahl showed that infant mortality rates (a marker of socioeconomic conditions)
were correlated with CHD mortality rates 70 years later in a Norwegian county, which
implied that poor early life conditions were related to CHD in adult life.** A study in
England & Wales found that the infant mortality rates in 1921-25 were related to CHD
mortality rates in 1968-78.° Another such ecological study in England & Wales
reported that infant mortality of 1895-1908 was correlated with CHD mortality in 1969-

73 in 65-74 year olds.””” This association was, however, attenuated when present adult

social class and adult deprivation were adjusted for. The importance, therefore, of both
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current as well as early life socioeconomic position was highlighted in these results.
Several studies, mostly prospective, have shown that lower childhood socioeconomic
position is associated with increased CHD risk in adult life.”>*”**°® Different measures
of childhood socioeconomic position have been used in these studies including father’s
occupation (most common), father’s education, mother’s occupation or education,
housing conditions, overcrowding in house, and amenities such as hot water supply.
These measures of early life socioeconomic position may affect CHD in adulthood
because of their influence on coronary risk factors, or even due to their association with
adult socioeconomic position; studies have shown that lower socioeconomic position in
early life is associated with adverse behavioural factors including smoking, obesity and
greater physical inactivity in adolescence and adulthood.'®*** Lower socioeconomic
position in childhood has also been found to be associated with higher levels of adult
biological coronary risk factors including blood pressure and cholesterol.'®%26426°
Lower socioeconomic position in childhood also increases the chances of having greater
socioeconomic disadvantage in adult life.’®*** Some, but not all studies, have
investigated these links between early life socioeconomic position and CHD; seven of
ten studies in a systematic review did not take adult behavioural risk factors into
account, while most studies had taken adult socioeconomic position into account.”® A
prospective study in the west of Scotland found that men of manual social class in
childhood (based on father’s occupation) had a greater risk for CHD mortality (odds
ratio 1.52) compared with men of non-manual childhood social class.”® This increased
risk was weakened (odds ratio 1.25) when adjusted for adult socioeconomic position
(occupational social class and car ownership), behavioural risk factors (smoking, BMI),
and other coronary risk factors (blood pressure and cholesterol). Similar results were

observed when the effect of greater number of siblings (a measure of overcrowding or
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an indicator of material resources in childhood home) with increased CHD risk was
attenuated by adult social class and adult risk factors.”® A population-based study of
British women reported an attenuation of the effect of childhood social class when
adjusted for adult socioeconomic position.'” Some studies have, however, reported an
independent association between childhood socioeconomic position and CHD
risk.”’1%°2%0267 1y these prospective studies lower childhood socioeconomic position
was observed to be associated with a 12% to two-fold greater CHD risk. One of the
drawbacks of many studies investigating the role of childhood socioeconomic position
in subsequent CHD risk is that of inadequate statistical power, which limits the ability
to reveal robust estimates for the potentially modest associations. Some recent
Norwegian and Swedish studies with large sample sizes have, however, been able to
overcome this problem by using record linkage and census data.”%**®** These studies
have also shown that lower childhood socioeconomic position is independently
associated with a greater CHD risk, although the effect was weakened by adjustment for
adult social class raising the possibility of residual confounding. Caution has to be
exercised in interpreting these results. When the effect of childhood socioeconomic
position is attenuated or weakened by adult socioeconomic position or adult risk factors,

4;2 .
34257 the influence of

it does not necessarily nullify the importance of early life factors;
childhood socioeconomic position can still be crucial because of their influence on adult
factors thereby setting a social trajectory.”**> It is difficult to fully disentangle these
issues in statistical models by mutual adjustment of childhood and adult factors. Using
information on socioeconomic position at different stages of the life course provides
insight into the importance of exposures in life stages in contributing to disease

risk.?¥2%% Several studies have also shown a cumulative effect of childhood and adult

socioeconomic position on CHD risk, which supports the accumulation of risk
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model].*%10%:106:263:270 1y thege studies, the contribution of lower socioeconomic positions
in childhood and adulthood combined were observed to increase CHD risk to a greater

extent than either lower childhood or adult socioeconomic position on their own.

Another potential limitation arises in some of these previous studies when childhood
socioeconomic position is assessed retrospectively in adulthood.’™!0%106:180:259:261
Although recall of childhood socioeconomic conditions is unlikely to differ by CHD
status, inaccurate recall or reporting of socioeconomic position is probable. A Scottish
study reported moderate agreement between recall in middle-age of childhood
socioeconomic position and childhood social class measured prospectively.””' However,
there was a tendency in the study for adults to report a higher or more favourable

271 Therefore, it is

childhood social class than that actually recorded in early life.
possible that retrospectively assessed early life socioeconomic position may
underestimate the effect of childhood socioeconomic position on CHD risk. It has been
argued that this underestimation of childhood socioeconomic position is also possible
when assessing its impact relative to adult socioeconomic position on CHD, since
retrospectively collected childhood position is more likely to be poorly measured
compared with present adult socioeconomic position.”* A Finnish study comprising
males found a strong relationship between historically-measured childhood
socioeconomic position and CHD risk, and a weaker association of recall-based

childhood socioeconomic position with CHD.**

Despite these limitations of previous studies and challenges in interpretation of results,
there is evidence that childhood socioeconomic position has an association with CHD

risk in adult life. The evidence from previous studies, however, is limited to middle-
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aged men. In the British Regional Heart Study, an association between lower childhood
socioeconomic position (father of manual social class) and greater risk of CHD, was

22 1t is not, however, known whether the effect of

observed in middle-aged men.
childhood socioeconomic position persists in older age. Therefore, in trying to

understand pathways to health in later life, there is a need for more evidence on the

association between early life socioeconomic position and CHD risk in older age.

2.13 Socioeconomic inequalities in disability in the elderly with CHD

CHD, as well as making a large contribution to socioeconomic inequalities in total
mortality, is also an important cause of disability in the elderly.®"*** Since CHD shows
strong socioeconomic gradients, it can be expected that people from poorer
socioeconomic backgrounds will have greater disability related to CHD. Socioeconomic
position has been observed to be associated with disability; people from lower
compared to higher socioeconomic positions have greater disability.***”* Studies have
demonstrated a difference of about one and a half to two-fold in disability (incidence
and prevalence) in older populations according to markers of socioeconomic position

65;273-278 .
2713278 The studies have,

including education, occupation, income and housing tenure.
however, tended to focus on functional limitations (especially mobility problems).
However, a small number of studies have used measures of disability such as problems
with activities of daily living (ADL).?"**"*** ADLs and instrumental activities of daily
living (IADL) include routine tasks such as eating, dressing, light cooking, managing
money and light shopping, and enable disability to be measured as limitations in
performing social roles and independent living. Moreover, the extent of socioeconomic

disparities in disability in older populations with CHD has not been well-documented.

Given the greater burden of disability in older subjects with CHD, studying
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socioeconomic inequalities in disability in this population would reflect inequalities in
overall health/quality of life associated with CHD. Therefore, there is a need to assess

the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in disability in the elderly with CHD.

2.14 Conclusions and purpose of the thesis

Although CHD mortality rates have declined in the U.K., the extent of recent changes in
socioeconomic inequalities in CHD are not fully known. Socioeconomic inequalities in
CHD are present in older age regardless of whether social class, income or education is
used, and are generally weaker than those in younger ages. The review of this Chapter
highlights that studies in older populations are limited in number compared with the
evidence for socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in middle-age. Furthermore, studies so
far have not fully addressed the possible links or pathways underlying these inequalities
in older age. While socioeconomic position is associated with established coronary risk
in older subjects, much less is known about the role of these risk factors in influencing
socioeconomic inequalities in older age. The association of socioeconomic position with
novel coronary risk factors including inflammatory markers and the metabolic
syndrome in older age is less clear. Also, the potential contribution of inflammatory
markers to the relationship between socioeconomic position and coronary risk in older
age is not known. Evidence from middle-aged populations shows that early life
socioeconomic position could play a role in adult CHD risk. However, the role of
childhood socioeconomic position in CHD risk in older age is not known.
Socioeconomic inequalities in disability in the elderly with CHD can be a useful way of
describing the extent of health inequalities in this population. In particular, the issues
that need to be addressed are: 1) along side the decline in CHD mortality rates over the

last three decades in Britain, have socioeconomic inequalities in CHD narrowed?; 2) do
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socioeconomic inequalities in CHD change with increasing age, both in relative and
absolute terms?; 3) are coronary risk factors (established and novel) in older age related
to socioeconomic position?; 4) what is the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD
in older age, and what is the contribution of coronary risk factors (established and
novel) to these inequalities?; 5) does early life socioeconomic position have an
influence on CHD risk in older age?; and 6) what is the extent of socioeconomic
inequalities in disability in the elderly with CHD? These questions will be addressed in

this thesis using a cohort of older British men.
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Figure 2.1 CHD mortality according to social class from 1970-72 to 1991-93 in
England and Wales™
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Figure 2.2 Age-standardised death rates from circulatory diseases, for ages <75

years, by fifths of area deprivation in 1995-97 and 2001-03 in England113
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Table 2.1 Summary of studies examining socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age

Study Design Setting Age & gender  Outcome Measure of SEP Relative risks (95%CI) unadjusted Adjusted for risk factors
Whitehall Prospective London, UK 40-69 years CHD mortality Employment grade HR Not reported for older
Study''® Men ‘Other’ grade vs. 65-69 years = 1.71 (1.22, 2.41) age groups
administrative >70 years = 1.44 (1.18, 1.76)
Dalstraet Cross-sectional 8 European countries 25-79 years Self-reported Education OR Not reported
al” including Great Britain ~ Men & women heart disease Lowest vs. highest 60-79 years = 1.18 (1.04, 1.33)
Kunstet  Cross-sectional 11 European countries 30-64 years CHD mortality  Occupation RR (England & Wales) Not reported
al’™® and prospective including England & Men Manual vs. non-manual  60-64 years = 1.26 (1.10, 1.45)
Wales (1980s) social class
Avendan  Prospective 10 European countries ~ >30 years CHD mortality Education RR Not reported
o et al* including England & Men & women Low vs. middle/high Men >60 years = 1.22 (1.21, 1.24)
Wales (early 1990s) Women > 60 years = 1.36 (1.33, 1.38)
Huisman  Prospective 8 European countries >45 years CHD mortality Education Men 60-74 years Not reported
et al” including England & Men & women Low vs. high RR =1-32(1.28, 1.36)
Wales (1990s) Rate difference = 193

Men >75 years
RR=1.14(1.10, 1.18)
Rate difference = 312

Women 60-74 years
RR =1.66 (1.56, 1.76)
Rate difference = 128
Men >75 years

RR =1.26(1.21,1.31)
Rate difference = 322

SEP=socioeconomic position; CI=confidence intervals; HR=hazard ratio; OR=o0dds ratios; RR=rate ratio; RD=risk difference
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Table 2.2 (Contd.) Summary of studies examining socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age

Study Design Setting Age & gender  Outcome Measure of SEP Relative risks (95%CI) unadjusted Adjusted for risk factors
ELSA'” Cross-sectional England >50 years Self-reported Occupation Relative risk Not reported
Men & women heart disease Routine/manual vs. 60-74 years = 1.32
professional/managerial
Sundquist et Prospective Sweden >65 years CHD incidence Occupation HR HR adjusted for sex, smoking,
al'”! Men & women Middle-level/professional employees ~ BMI, physical activity,
=1.00 diabetes and hypertension
Manual workers = 1.49 (1.09, 2.03) Manual workers = 1.34 (0.97,
Lower-level = 1.50 (1.00, 2.23) 1.83)
Lower-level = 1.42 (0.94,
2.13)
Khang et al*® Prospective South Korea 30-64 years CHD mortality Income 55-64 years HR adjusted for smoking, BP
Men & women Low vs. high HR =1.22 (0.97, 1.53) =1.14 (091, 1.43)
RD =38 Smoking = 26% relative risk
reduction
Copenhagen Prospective Copenhagen, 53-75 years CHD incidence Occupation HR =1.44 (1.10, 1.90) HR adjusted for age, BP,
Male Study?® Denmark Men Lower vs. higher social blood lipids, smoking and

classes

physical activity = 1.38 (1.00,
1.90)

SEP=socioeconomic position; ELSA=English Longitudinal Study of Ageing; Cl=confidence intervals; HR=hazard ratio; OR=0dds ratios; RR=rate ratio; RD=risk difference; BP=blood pressure
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Chapter 3

Methods

3.1 Summary

The British Regional Heart Study is a prospective study of cardiovascular disease
initiated in 1978-80 in middle-aged men (40-59 years) from 24 towns across Britain.
The cohort continues to be followed-up for morbidity through general practice records,
and for mortality through the Office of National Statistics General Register Office.
Questionnaires at regular intervals during the follow-up have been used to collect
information on self-report of health and disease, lifestyle, disability, and personal and
socioeconomic conditions. Physical examination including a range of physiological
measurements and blood sampling for biochemical measurements was carried out at the
start of the study and at a subsequent follow-up 20 years later. This Chapter consists of
a description of the British Regional Heart Study with a focus on the methods and data
used in the thesis. Further methods for the analyses for each of the results chapters are

described in more detail in the relevant chapters.
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3.2 Introduction

This Chapter starts with an overview of the British Regional Heart Study (BRHS) with
its objectives (section 3.3), study design and methodology (sections 3.4 to 3.7). Section
3.8 provides details of the re-examination of the BRHS men 20 years from baseline.
Sections 3.9 and 3.10 describe the measures of socioeconomic position used in the
thesis and the representativeness of the BRHS. The Chapter will end with a description

of data and statistical methods used in the thesis (section 3.11).

3.3 The British Regional Heart Study

The British Regional Heart Study is a prospective study of a representative sample of
7735 British men, aged 40-59 years at baseline, randomly selected from general
practices in 24 towns across Britain in 1978-80. The men have been followed-up since
baseline for mortality and morbidity. The British Regional Heart Study was primarily
undertaken to explain the substantial regional variation in coronary heart disease and

stroke mortality observed in Great Britain."**'

3.3.1 Aims

The aims of the British Regional Heart Study were:
a) to explain the regional variation in cardiovascular mortality in Great Britain;
b) to define the risk factors responsible for cardiovascular disease in individuals;
c) to examine the effect of changes in their levels over time.
While the primary focus was the aetiology and prevention of cardiovascular disease,

there has subsequently been an interest in the social patterns of cardiovascular-related
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disabilities and co-morbidities, clinical prevention and care in this cohort of men as they

reached greater ages.

3.4 Selection procedures

3.4.1 Selection of towns

The towns represent all major geographic regions. Seven criteria were used in selecting
the towns™:

1. All standard regions should be represented.

2. Towns should be discrete entities and with populations of 50,000-100,000 at the
1971 Census. One larger town in England, Ipswich was included. In Scotland,
towns with populations less than 50,000 were considered.

3. The choice of towns within region was to reflect the variations in mortality from
cardiovascular disease and water hardness.

4. The towns were to be representative of the region in socioeconomic terms.

5. Towns with noticeable movement or with an unusual population structure were
avoided.

6. The study included some towns that were apparent “outliers” when
cardiovascular disease mortality and water hardness were plotted against each
other; for example Hartlepool, Exeter and Harrogate.

7. If similar towns met the above criteria, random selection was made between
such towns.

Figure 3.1 shows the 24 towns included in the British Regional Heart Study. The

standardised mortality ratios for cardiovascular disease in men aged 35-64 years in
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1969-73, number of men examined, and the percentage response rates in the 24 towns

are given in Table 3.1.

3.4.2 Selection of practices

It was decided that subjects would be selected from one general practice in each town so
as to have a good initial response and a good subsequent follow-up.”®" Criteria for
selecting each practice included its size (practice population over 7500 and two or more
GP principals), and its representativeness in terms of socioeconomic characteristics and
composition of the town. A list of practices for each town was obtained from the
District Medical Officer and potential practices were sent information about the BRHS.
Based on their interest and willingness to participate, the practices were visited to
further assess their representativeness. One general practice was selected from each

town and invited to participate.

3.4.3 Selection of participants

In order to have enough men to study risk factors patterns, about 300 men were needed
in each town.”™ 450 men aged 40-59 years, stratified into equal sized five-year age
groups, were selected at random from the age and sex register in the general practice in
each town. An age and sex register had to be constructed in 18 of the 24 practices. The
doctors were asked to exclude from this list men who they considered would be unable
to participate because of severe physical and mental disability (<10 in each town). An
emphasis was laid on not excluding subjects with cardiovascular problems. The
remaining subjects were sent invitations to participate in the study through a letter
signed by the practice doctors encouraging them to attend the cardiovascular health

check at a local venue, usually the practice premises.
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3.5 Baseline examination

From almost 10,000 subjects who were invited to participate, 7735 men aged 40-59
years attended the examination and were recruited into the study, a response rate of
78%.2%2 At the start of the study in 1978, detailed examination of the men was carried
out in each of the towns by a team of three nurses and a questionnaire was also
administered. Ethical approval was provided by all relevant local research ethics
committees. All men provided written informed consent to the investigations carried out
in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki. The examination of all men in the 24
towns was completed by 1980. The nurses were provided with training before and
during the study to ensure standardisation of procedures including administration of
questionnaires. The response rate averaged 78% and ranged from 70-85% (Table 3.1).
A questionnaire was administered by a nurse to each participant as part of the baseline
examination. Information was collected on date and place of birth, medical and family
history, present and past occupations, medication use, and lifestyle. The examination
included physical measurements, a resting ECG and collection of a non-fasting blood

sample.

3.6 Follow-up from baseline

The cohort has been followed-up since study entry in 1978-80 for mortality and

morbidity outcomes and through regular postal questionnaires, as shown in Figure 3.2
(page 97).
3.6.1 Mortality

Details of the study participants were sent to the National Health Service Central

Register (NHSCR) in Southport for England and Wales and in Edinburgh for Scotland,
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to identify and tag the subjects. Information on mortality was collected through the
established procedure of ‘flagging’ research participants. At three-monthly intervals, the
Central Register sent death certificates containing identification details, date and place
of death, and cause of death coded to the International Classification of Disease gth
Revision (ICD-9) and subsequently to the 10™ Revision (ICD-10). Deaths from
ischaemic heart disease with ICD-9 codes 410-414 (equivalent to ICD 10" revision
codes 120-125) were defined as a fatal coronary heart disease event. Information on
deaths was also sent by the general practice as part of a periodic review (see below),

which ensured that all events were verified.

3.6.2 Morbidity

In each general practice of the 24 towns a practice coordinator usually a receptionist,
was identified to liaise with the study centre. Every two years during the follow-up of
the cohort, the practice coordinator was sent a list of the study participants to carry out a
review of the medical records. The practice coordinator updated the list with known
deaths and emigrations, with the date of events and information on movement from the
practice. For the remaining men, a systematic check of each set of medical records
(including hospital and clinic correspondence) was carried out by the coordinator for
newly diagnosed cardiovascular events (myocardial infarction, angina, stroke and
transient ischaemic attack) in the preceding two years. Confirmation of each subject’s
current address was also provided. Since 1986, information has also been collected on
diabetes and on treatments not available at the onset of the study e.g. coronary artery
bypass graft, percutaneous transluminal coronary angioplasty). All newly reported non-
fatal myocardial infarction events are followed-up with an enquiry form to the general
practitioner or consultant to obtain evidence of prolonged chest pain, positive

electrocardiogram findings and raised cardiac enzyme levels. In accordance with World
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283;284

Health Organisation criteria, any two of these three conditions were to be met for

an event to be accepted as a case of definite myocardial infarction.

3.6.3 Change of practice and tracing procedures

Through the two-yearly review, subjects who had moved from a town or beyond the
boundary of the original practice were identified. Information on the new registration
area or general practitioner was obtained from the local health authority. Contact was
then established with the new general practice, which was requested to complete an
enquiry form with the same information as that supplied by the original practices on the
review sheets. If no information was available from the local health authority, the
NHSCR was contacted. Information on emigrations and re-instatements was notified by
the NHSCR. However, if any subject had emigrated or died abroad no death certificate

was readily available.

3.7 Follow-up questionnaires

Questionnaires have been sent to the study participants at regular intervals during
follow-up (see Figure 3.2 on page 97). The first postal self-administered questionnaire
was sent out five years after the start of the study in 1983-85, followed by
questionnaires in 1992 and 1996. In 1998-2000 the study participants were invited for a
re-examination, when a nurse-administered questionnaire was completed. This was
followed by postal questionnaires in 2003, 2005 and most recently in 2007. For the
purpose of this thesis, questionnaire data from baseline and thereafter from 1992 till
2003 have been included and details of these questionnaires are described below. The
response rates to questionnaires in 1992, 1996, 1998-2000 and 2003 were 91%, 88%,

78% and 80% respectively. The questionnaires collected information on medical history
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and treatment use, health status, lifestyle, and socioeconomic factors as described

below.

3.7.1 Maedical history

On each occasion, the subjects were asked if they had been told by a doctor that they
have had heart attack (or coronary thrombosis or myocardial infarction), angina, ‘other
heart trouble’, high blood pressure, stroke and diabetes. The questionnaires in 1992,
1996 and 2003 included peptic ulcer, gout, gall bladder disease, thyroid disease,
arthritis, bronchitis and asthma. Heart failure, aortic aneurysm, narrowing/hardening of
leg arteries, deep vein thrombosis and pulmonary embolism were included in the 1998-
2000 and 2003 questionnaires. Subjects were also asked if they were taking regular
medical treatment including antihypertensive drugs, anti-coagulants, lipid lowering
drugs, insulin and oral drugs for diabetes. Medications were coded according to the
British National Formulary schedule. Subjects were asked if they had undergone
cardiological investigations and invasive treatments including exercise ECG,
angiogram, angioplasty (‘balloon treatment’) and coronary artery bypass graft (CABG)

operation.

3.7.2 Health status and disability

Starting from 1985, all subsequent questionnaires were used to ask subjects to describe
their health as excellent, good, fair or poor. In the questionnaires sent in 1998-2000
and in 2003, mobility limitation was determined by asking subjects whether they
currently had difficulty carrying out any of the following activities on their own as a
result of a long term health problem: difficulty going up or down stairs, difficulty
bending/straightening up, difficulty maintaining balance, difficulty walking for a quarter

of a mile on the level. Additional questions on ascertaining problems with activities of
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daily living and instrumental activities of daily living were asked in 2003 to capture the

extent of disability.

3.7.3 Smoking

Detailed questions were asked in each questionnaire about number of cigarettes smoked
and changes in smoking habits. In 1992, subjects were grouped into four categories:
never smokers, long-term ex-smokers (current non-smokers at 1992 and ex-smokers at
baseline), recent ex-smokers (current non-smokers at 1992 and given up since baseline),
and current smokers at 1992. In 1998-2000, subjects were categorised into six groups:
never smoker, long-term ex-smoker (since baseline, more than 20 years), gave up
smoking 15-20 years back, gave up smoking 10-15 years ago, gave up smoking 5-10

years ago, recent ex-smoker (gave up within last 5 years), and current smoker.

3.7.4 Alcohol consumption

In each questionnaire, alcohol consumption was recorded using questions on the
frequency and quantity of alcohol intake, similar to those used in the 1978 General
Household Survey.”®® The men were initially classified as: non-drinkers, men
drinking on special occasions or 1-2 drinks per month), weekend drinkers (1-2, 3-6 or
>6 drinks per day) and men drinking daily or on most days (1-2, 3-6 or >6 drinks per
day).”®® Based on this information using the estimated weekly alcohol intake, alcohol
consumption was categorised into five groups of: none, occasional (<1 unit/week), light
(1-15 units/week, which included weekend 1-2, 3-6 and daily 1-2), moderate (16-42
units/week, which included daily 3-6 and weekend >6) and heavy (>42 units/week,
which included >6 daily).”® One drink was defined as half a pint of beer, a glass of

wine, or a tot of spirit (8-10gms).
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3.7.5 Physical activity

Information on physical activity was collected in each questionnaire. The men were
asked to indicate their usual patterns of physical activity under the headings of regular
walking or cycling, recreational activity and sporting (vigorous) activity. Regular
walking and cycling related to weekday journeys, which included travel to and from
work. Recreational activity included gardening, pleasure walking, and do-it-yourself
jobs. Sporting activity included running, golf, swimming, tennis, sailing, and digging. A
physical activity score was derived for each man according to the frequency and type
(intensity) of physical activity.'> Scores were assigned for each type of activity and
duration on the basis of the intensity and energy demands of the activities reported. The
total score for each man is not a measure of total time spent in physical activity but
rather is a relative measure of how much physical activity has been carried out. Based on
this score the men were grouped into six categories of a physical activity index: inactive
(score 0-2), occasional (score 3-5; regular walking or recreational activity only), light
(score 6-8; more frequent recreational activities or vigorous exercise less than once a
week), moderate (score 9-12; cycling or very frequent recreational activities or sporting
activity once a week), moderately-vigorous (score 13-20; sporting activity at least once
a week or frequent cycling, plus frequent recreational activities or walking, or frequent
sporting activity only), and vigorous (score >21; very frequent sporting exercise or
frequent sporting exercise plus other recreational activities). The physical activity score
was validated at both the baseline examination and the re-screening in 1998-2000 by
using heart rate and forced expiratory volume in 1 second (FEV)) in men free of pre-
existing CHD.*"'*> Mean heart rate decreased and FEV, increased significantly with

increasing levels of physical activity even after adjustment for potential confounders.
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3.7.6 Dietary intake

In 1998-2000, a separate self-administered detailed standardised 7 day recall food-
frequency questionnaire developed for use in the World Health Organization's
Monitoring Trends and Determinants in Cardiovascular Disease Survey™ and later for

the Scottish Heart Health Study,**®

was used to collect information on dietary intake and
patterns. Study participants were asked to recall their usual intake during the past 7 days
by reporting amounts and frequency of food consumed, which included 86 different
foods and drinks. Nutrient intakes were calculated by using a validated program that
multiplied the food frequency by the standard portion sizes for each food and by the
nutrient composition of the foods obtained from the UK food composition tables.**’

Carbohydrate and dietary fat intakes were expressed as percentages of total energy

intake.

3.8 Twenty-year re-examination

After 20 years of follow-up, the study participants (now aged 60-79 years) were invited
to attend a re-screening, which took place between 1998-2000 and comprised physical
examination and completion of a questionnaire at a local health centre.””® The men were
requested to fast for a minimum of 6 hours, during which time they were instructed to
drink only water, and to then attend a measurement session at a specified time between
0800 and 2000 hours. Men with diabetes who were taking insulin or oral
hypoglycaemic treatment were instructed to eat and drink normally. All men were asked
to provide a blood sample, which was collected by using the Sarstedt Monovette system
(Sarstedt, Numbrecht, Germany).””® Of the 5565 surviving men 4252 (77%) attended

the re-examination. Details of the re-examination are described below.
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3.8.1 Physical examination

Physical examination at the re-screening in 1998-2000 included anthropometric and
physiological measurements. Anthropometric variables measured at the re-examination
included height, weight, waist and hip circumferences, percentage body fat, and fat
mass.”” Subjects were measured in light clothing without shoes. Height and weight
were both measured while the subjects were standing. Height was measured with a
Harpenden stadiometer (Critikon Service Center, Berkshire, United Kingdom) to the last
complete 0.1 cm and weight with a Soehnle digital electronic scale (Critikon Service
Center) to the last complete 0.1 kg. Body mass index (BMI) was calculated for each
man as weight/(height)® in kg/m”. BMI was not available for 10 men. Waist and hip
circumferences were measured in duplicate with an insertion tape (CMS Ltd, London,
United Kingdom). Hip circumference was measured at the point of maximum
circumference over the buttocks. Waist measurement was taken from the midpoint
between the iliac crest and the lower ribs measured at the sides. Within-subject variation
for waist circumference and BMI was examined in a repeatability study of 110 subjects
measured by the same team of observers on both occasions. The correlations between
measurements taken 1 week apart were 0.995 for BMI and 0.992 for waist

circumference.?”

Blood pressure was measured twice in the right arm with a Dinmap 1846 oscillometric
blood pressure recorder with the subject seated and the arm supported. Systolic blood
pressure (Dinamap reading) was adjusted by subtracting 8 mmHg from the reading to
accord with the Hawksley random zero sphygmanometer readings at baseline.””' Blood

. .. cq . 202
pressure was adjusted for observer variation within each town.
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3.8.2 Blood measurements

From the blood samples collected at the re-screening in 1998-2000, plasma and serum
samples were centrifuged, separated and frozen at —20 degrees C within 6 hours on the
day of collection and transferred to central laboratories for analysis. Blood lipids and
glucose were analysed at the Department of Chemical Pathology, Royal Free Hospital
(Prof. A. Winder, Dr M. Thomas), and insulin was measured at the Department of
Diabetes and Metabolism, University of Newcastle (Prof. KGMM Alberti, Ms P.
Shearing). Serum total and high-density lipoprotein (HDL) cholesterol, and triglycerides

23 Total

were measured using a Hitachi 747 automated analyser (Hitachi, Tokyo, Japan).
and HDL cholesterol were analysed using the Siedel et al®* and Sugiuchi et al**
methods respectively. Low-density lipoprotein (LDL) cholesterol was calculated using
the Fredrickson-Friedwald equation.”®® Plasma glucose was measured by a glucose
oxidase method with a Falcor 600 (A Menarini Diagnostics, Wokingham, United
Kingdom) automated analyser.””’ Serum insulin was measured using a Drew Hb Gold
HPLC analyser (Drew Scientific Group Plc, Barrow in Furness, UK). LDL-cholesterol,

triglycerides, glucose, and insulin concentrations were adjusted for the effects of fasting

duration and time of day.*”

Haemostatic and inflammatory markers were measured in citrated blood plasma at the
Department of Medicine, University of Glasgow (Prof. GDO Lowe, Dr A Rumley).
Blood was anticoagulated with K, EDTA (1.5 mg/ml) for measurement of haematocrit,
white blood cell (WBC) count, and platelet count in an automated cell counter; and
plasma viscosity at 37°C in a semi-automated capillary viscometer (Coulter Electronics,
Luton, UK). Blood was also anticoagulated with 0.109 M trisodium citrate (9:1 v/v) for

measurement of clottable fibrinogen (Clauss method) as well as coagulation factor VIII,
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activated partial thromboplastin time and activated protein C (APC) ratio in an MDA-
180 coagulometer (Organon Teknika, Cambridge, UK). Plasma levels of tissue
plasminogen activator antigen (t-PA) and fibrin D-dimer were measured with enzyme-
linked immunosorbent assays (Biopool AB, Umea, Sweden) as was von Willebrand
factor antigen (DAKO, High Wycombe, UK). C-reactive protein was assayed by ultra-
sensitive nephelometry (Dade Behring, Milton Keynes, UK). Interleukin-6 was assayed

by a high-sensitivity ELISA (R and D Systems, Oxford, UK).

Plasma vitamin C was measured with HPLC that included ultraviolet and fluorescent
detection™®*” by using extracts of plasma treated with metaphosphoric acid at the point
of collection and then snap-frozen with dry ice. Laboratory-blinded split samples were

used to ensure quality control throughout the study.

3.9 Socioeconomic position

Several measures reflecting the socioeconomic circumstances of the subjects were
collected in the study including occupational social class (adult and childhood),
education, house and car ownership in adult life, pension arrangements, and childhood

household amenities. The choice and use of these measures is described below.

3.9.1 Adult social class

The longest-held occupation of subjects was asked at baseline when they were middle-
aged (40-59 years). The Registrar General’s Classification of Occupations®” was used
to classify the subjects into six social class categories (I, II, III non-manual, III manual,
IV, and V; see Table 3.2). The social class distribution of the subjects aged 40-59 years

is presented in Table 3.3. Nearly all subjects (99.81%) except 15 men were allocated a
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social class. Of these subjects, 231 (3%) subjects in the Armed Forces were grouped
into a separate category and were excluded from all the analyses. The occupation of the
men was recorded again in the twenty-year follow-up questionnaire (1998-2000) when
subjects were aged 60-79 years. The subjects were again classified into six social class
categories based on the Registrar General’s Classification of Occupations. Table 3.4
shows that some movement between social class groups had occurred from baseline to

the twenty-year follow-up.

To enable an overall comparison of change in social class groups, Table 3.4 shows the
number of men in non-manual and manual groups at baseline and at the 20-year follow-
up [social classes I, II, III non-manual were grouped as ‘non-manual’ and social classes
IIT manual, IV, V as ‘manual’. A detailed social class distribution of subjects at the
twenty-year follow-up according to social class measured at baseline is presented in
Appendix I (page 255)]. At the twenty-year follow-up, most of the non-manual and
manual social class groups remained within the same group, 86% and 83% respectively
(Table 3.4). Only 9% of the subjects had changed their social class status over the

twenty-year period, which confirms the stability of social class measured at baseline
(estimated fromz =0.5-0.5,/(N —-2n)/N ; where N = individuals with social class

measure at baseline and 20-year follow-up and n = disagreements in social class

. . ;301
measurements at the two time p01nts).28’

Thus, the longest-held occupation was confirmed to be a stable marker of social class,
and is also likely to fulfil the criterion of having a single measure of adult social class,
which would act as a reference point over the entire study period. Moreover, since

social class at baseline was based on the longest-held occupation of the subjects when



Chapter 3 Methods 89

aged 40-59 years, it was considered to most adequately reflect the socioeconomic
position of the subjects for most of their adult life. Therefore, longest-held occupation
was used as the main measure of adult socioeconomic position in the thesis to
investigate how socioeconomic inequalities in CHD changed with increasing age and to
examine if these inequalities persisted in older age. The current or last occupation held
just before retirement was not used in the thesis because it may not be representative of

socioeconomic position over most of adult life.

In most of the analyses, the full Registrar General’s classification of social classes from
I to V was used in this thesis. However, to enable an overall comparison of social class
groups, the dichotomous categories of non-manual (social classes I, II, III non-manual)
and manual (social classes III manual, IV, V) were also adopted. This was used in
Chapter 4 to describe the overall trend in socioeconomic inequalities in CHD mortality
over 25 years. In Chapter 8, where the analyses was restricted to men with CHD, social
classes I+II, and IV+V were combined due to a small number of men in social classes I

and V.

3.9.2 Other socioeconomic measures

Besides adult social class, information was collected on other measures of
socioeconomic position. Questions on house and car ownership in adult life were asked
in the 1992, 1996, 2000 and 2003 questionnaires. Age at leaving full time education was
asked in 1992. Information on pension arrangements was collected in the 1996

questionnaire.
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3.9.3 Childhood socioeconomic position

In the questionnaire in 1992, information on childhood socioeconomic position was
collected. The subjects were asked about the kind of job their father had done for the
longest period of his (father’s) life. Registrar General’s Classification of Occupations
1931 (close to the mid-year of birth of study participants) was used to classify subjects
into different childhood social class groups (I, I, III, IV, and V; see Table 3.5).108;302
The questionnaire in 1992 also collected information on childhood household amenities
(bathroom in the house, hot water supply and family car ownership). This information

allowed a more detailed assessment of early life socioeconomic position.

3.10 Representativeness of the study participants

The social class distribution of the study participants compared with that of men of a
comparable age (45-64 years) from the 1981 census in Great Britain was found to be
similar (see Table 3.6).”” This confirms the representativeness of the study participants
from the 24 towns in Britain. In the study participants, there was some under-
representation of social classes III non-manual, IV and V, and an over-representation of
I and III manual social classes. However, the proportion of men in non-manual and
manual social class groups in the study participants was similar to that from the census
data (approximately 40:60 in both groups).*”® The geographically and socially
representative nature of the study population allows the results from the British
Regional Heart Study to be generalised to middle-aged British men. However, since the
study sample is derived from medium-sized British towns with less mobile populations,
the cohort almost entirely comprises white European men and has little information on

other ethnic groups. Although the study also lacks populations from major conurbations
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or from rural areas, all major regions of Britain (England, Scotland and Wales) are

represented in the study.

Characteristics of participants at the start of the study have been compared to those of
the non-responders.’” Men who did not participate in the study were younger and more
likely to have less skilled occupations compared to study participants. Non-participants
also had a higher risk of death but this was observed only in the first three years of

3% Death rates by different causes of death were

follow-up and declined subsequently.
similar in magnitude particularly for cardiovascular disease and neoplasms, which

suggests that analyses based on these causes of death are not likely to be biased due to

factors related to non-participants.

3.11 Data and methods used in this thesis

Data for this thesis includes mortality data obtained from NHSCR, morbidity data from
record reviews, data on physical re-examination in 1998-2000 and regular

questionnaires at baseline (1978-80), 1992, 1996, 1998-2000 and 2003.

3.11.1 Outcomes

The particular focus of this thesis is on morbidity and mortality related to coronary heart
disease (CHD). The main outcome of the thesis is the development of myocardial
infarction (fatal and non-fatal events) and CHD mortality has been used as a key
outcome throughout. In Chapter 4, trends in socioeconomic inequalities over 25 years
from baseline (1978-80) to 2005 were investigated using CHD mortality and total
mortality. The relationship of adult socioeconomic position and childhood

socioeconomic position to CHD was examined in Chapters 6 and 7 using myocardial
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infarction (non-fatal and fatal) and CHD deaths as outcomes. Chapters 5 and 8 do not
use CHD outcomes. Chapter 5 describes the associations between adult social class and
coronary risk factors in older age measured at the re-examination in 1998-2000 when
the men were aged 60-79 years. As an exception, the last results Chapter (8) presents
socioeconomic inequalities in disability in older men with CHD as an indicator of the

overall extent of health inequalities in those with CHD in old age.

3.11.2 Statistical methods

While the methods used for statistical analyses are specified in subsequent Chapters,

some of the main statistical methods used are described below.

3.11.2.1 Survival analysis and Cox proportional hazards regression analysis

Survival analysis was used to investigate the probability of having an event, when the

time taken to develop that event, called survival time, is known.’*

The probability of
survival can be calculated by using the Kaplan Meier method when the exact time of an
event occurring is known. The probability of survival is calculated each time an event
occurs and is plotted to obtain a Kaplan Meier survival curve. Observations or subjects
in whom the event has not occurred, are lost to follow-up, die of a cause other than the
event of interest, or if the time of event occurring is not known, are taken to be

‘censored’ observations. The survival time for censored observations is the time that

they are no longer in the study.

Cox proportional hazards regression analysis is used to investigate the effects of several
variables on survival. It is a semi-parametric method, which assumes that the effect of
different variables on survival is constant over time. The model is based on the hazard

function h(t), representing the risk of dying at time t, assuming survival till time t. With
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different independent variables from X; to X, and their regression coefficients b; to by,
h(t) is,

h(t) = h, (1) xexp(b, X, +b, X, +...+b, X )

ho(t) can be estimated from the data and is the baseline hazard function when all the
variables are zero.

h(t) is the hazard or risk of dying at time t, so adding up all the hazards up to time t is
the cumulative hazard, H(t).

H(t) = H, (t) xexp(b, X, +b,X, +...+b,X )

where Hy(t) is the cumulative baseline hazard function.

The probability of survival to time, t, is S(t) = exp[—H(1)].

A hazard ratio comparing the hazards for two different values (X; and Xz) of a covariate
can be calculated as,

h1(t)/ ha(t) = ho(t) x exp(bx1)/ ho(t) x exp(bxz) = exp(bX1- bx2) = exp[(b(X1-X2)].

95% confidence interval for log hazard ratio = b = (1.96 * standard error of b)

3.11.2.2 Generalised linear models

These methods are applied to analyse the relationship between a dependent variable and
one or more independent variables.”™ Linear regression is used when the dependent
variable (Y) is continuous and is related to independent variables (X1, Xa, ... X;) as,
Y=a+DbiXy+bXo+ ... +bnX,

b; to by is the regression coefficient, a is the intercept which is the value of Y for which

X=0.

Logistic regression analysis is used to relate a dichotomous dependent variable to a set

of explanatory variables. A transformation of the probability of the outcome is carried
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out, called logit transformation, logit(p) to restrict the probability of outcome from 0 to
1.

logit(p) = log (p/1-p) = &+ bixg + Xz + ... by

where p = probability of the outcome; 1-p = probability of not having the outcome; b;...

by are regression coefficients for explanatory variables (Xi...Xp).

p/1-p is called the odds and logit(p) is the log odds. The odds (p; and p,) in two groups
of an independent variable (say X;, with values of 1 and 0) can be compared to obtain the
log odds ratio as,
Log odds ratio = logit(p1) — logit(p2) = (a + bixg + baxz + ... + bixj) — (& + bixy + box2)

= by
Odds ratio = exp(b;); 95% confidence interval for log odds ratio = b + (1.96 * standard

error of b)

3.11.2.3 Analysis of variance

Analysis of variance (ANOVA) is a statistical method used to compare the difference in
mean levels of a continuous dependent variable according to groups of a categorical
independent variable.”®* ANOVA involves calculation of the overall variation (total sum
of squares), variation between groups (between-group sum of squares is the sum of
squares of the difference between mean of each group and overall mean), and variation
within groups (within-group sum of squares is the sum of squares of the difference
between mean of each observation and the mean of its relevant group). According to the
null hypothesis, all groups have the same mean and there is no difference in between-
groups and within-group variance. F distribution is used to compare the variances

between and within groups. ANOVA can be extended to include more than one
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independent variable, to control or adjusted for other variables. This method is called

Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA).

3.11.2.4 Bootstrap resampling

The bootstrap is a data-based simulation method for assessing statistical precision.’® It

is used when the sampling distribution of an estimator is not known and therefore,
classical methods of statistical analysis cannot be used.’”>% Samples of the same size
as the original are drawn, by sampling with replacement from the observed data. The
number of samples required depends on the measure of interest; 1000 are recommended
to obtain a bootstrap confidence interval. The statistic of interest (for example
difference in survival rates) is calculated for each resample. The distribution of these
values is used to estimate the underlying distribution. The approximate confidence
intervals is given by the 100 (0/2) and 100(1 - 0/2) percentiles of the distribution, so that
a 95% confidence interval is given by the range between the 2.5™ and 97.5™ percentiles.
However, the bootstrap distribution of the statistic may not be accurate; the estimate of
the statistic from the original data may differ from the median of the estimated values
from the bootstrap sample. The difference should then be added to the percentiles to

give bias-corrected percentiles.
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Figure 3.1 Map of Great Britain showing the 24 towns of the British Regional
Heart Study
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Figure 3.2 Follow-up in the British Regional Heart Study

Questionnaires

10480

Morbidity (GP records) & mortality (NHS Central Register)

1978-80 1983-85 1992 1996 1998-2000 2003

Baseline Re-examination
examination

97



Chapter 3 Methods 98

Table 3.1 Towns in the British Regional Heart Study

SMR for cardiovascular disease in men Number of men

Town Response rate (%)
aged 35-64 years in 1969-73 examined
Ayr 140 301 70
Bedford 80 303 73
Burnley 114 286 80
Carlisle 121 389 85
Darlington 109 382 82
Dewsbury 142 326 79
Dunfermline 118 350 80
Exeter 90 332 84
Falkirk 98 308 75
Gloucester 84 309 73
Grimbsy 96 318 71
Guildford 78 335 82
Harrogate 82 280 77
Hartlepool 101 334 70
Ipswich 92 362 85
Lowestoft 85 324 83
Maidstone 99 319 72
Mansfield 95 321 80
Merthyr Tydfil 135 282 76
Newcastle-upon-Lyme 115 293 77
Scunthorpe 109 313 76
Shrewsbury 95 310 83
Southport 114 322 80
Wigan 134 337 77

SMR= standardised mortality ratio

Data source: Shaper AG et al. British Regional Heart Study: cardiovascular risk factors in middle-aged men in 24
towns. BMJ 1981; 283:179-186
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Table 3.2 Registrar General’s Classification of Occupations 1980

Social class

Description

Examples of occupations

I

II

III non-manual

III manual

v

A%

Professional occupations
Intermediate occupations
Skilled non-manual occupations
Skilled manual occupations
Partly skilled occupations

Unskilled occupations

Barristers, physicians, engineers
Teachers, sales managers
Clerks, shop assistants
Bricklayers, coalminers

Bus conductors, postmen

Porters, general labourers

99



Chapter 3 Methods 100

Table 3.3 Social class distribution of men in the British Regional Heart Study aged
40-59 years in 1978-80

Social class based on longest-held occupation

recorded at 40-59 years n (%)

I 606 (8)

i 1735 (23)
III non-manual 720 (10)
III manual 3326 (44)
v 784 (10)

\% 318 (4)
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Table 3.4 Comparing number of subjects in non-manual and manual social class

groups at baseline (1978-80) and at twenty-year follow-up (1998-2000)

Social class at baseline Social class at follow-up in 1998-2000

Non-manual Manual Total
Non-manual 1624 (86%) 269 (14%) 1893 (100%)
Manual 346 (17%) 1684 (83%) 2030 (100%)

Total 1970 1953 3923
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Table 3.5 Registrar General’s Classification of Occupations 1931

Social class

Description

Examples of occupation

II

I

v

Professional occupations
Intermediate occupations
Skilled occupations
Partly skilled occupations

Unskilled occupations

Engineers, physicians, clergymen, bankers
Farmers, coal mine owners/managers,
Gardeners, farm or factory foremen,
Shepherds, fishermen, miners, quarriers

Masons or builders’ labourers, porters, messengers

102
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Table 3.6 Social class distribution (%) of participants in the British Regional Heart
Study compared with the 1981 Census data

Social class National Census 1981 24 towns Census 1981 BRHS participants 1978-80

I 52 ) 51 ) 78 )

i 238 395 232 (7 415 225 (" 396

III non-manual 10.5 ~ 13.2 ~ 93

III manual 33.9 ) 33.7 ) 43.0 )

v 17.8 ¢~ 58.1 16.6 ¢~ 56.1 103 7~ 574

\Y 64 < 58 7 41 <

Armed Forces 2.4 2.4 3.0

Data source: Walker M et al. Non-participation and mortality in a prospective study of cardiovascular disease. J
Epidemiol Community Health 1987; 41:295-299



Chapter 4
Trends in socioeconomic inequalities in coronary heart

disease mortality in Britain from 1978 to 2005

4.1 Summary

Earlier studies have suggested that socioeconomic inequalities in life expectancy may
have widened in Britain in 1980s and 1990s. In this Chapter, socioeconomic inequalities
in coronary heart disease (CHD) mortality and all-cause mortality in British men were
examined between 1978 and 2005, to investigate whether these inequalities had changed
over time and with increasing age. All subjects in the British Regional Heart Study were
followed-up from baseline (1978-80) until 2005 for mortality from CHD and all-causes.
Relative hazards and absolute risk differences for CHD and all-cause deaths comparing
manual with non-manual social classes were calculated, with subjects divided into four
5-year age groups and five 5-year calendar periods. Mortality rates from CHD and from
all causes declined over the 25-year period. Risks of mortality from CHD and all-causes
were persistently higher in manual social class groups compared to non-manual
throughout the 25-year follow-up. With increasing age, the relative difference in
mortality between manual and non-manual groups narrowed. However, the relative
difference between these social class groups tended to increase over time. The overall
relative increase in hazard ratio comparing manual to non-manual groups over a 20-year
calendar period was 1.75 (95%CI 0.89, 3.45, p=0.11) for CHD mortality and 1.22
(95%CI 0.83, 1.80, p=0.31) for all-cause mortality. However, the absolute difference in

probability of survival to age 65 between non-manual and manual groups fell from

104
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17% to 7% for CHD mortality and from 29% in 1981 to 9% in 2001 for all-cause
mortality. Relative differences in CHD and all-cause mortality between manual and
non-manual social class groups persisted and may have increased during this period.
However, absolute differences in mortality between these social class groups decreased
because of falling overall mortality rates. Greater efforts are needed if socioeconomic

inequalities in CHD mortality are to be reduced in the new millennium.

4.2 Introduction

Marked socioeconomic inequalities in health and mortality in the UK have been present
for many years.”” The Independent Inquiry into Inequalities in Health® summarised
evidence that socioeconomic inequalities were persisting during the 1990s. There has
been concern that socioeconomic inequalities in mortality and life expectancy have been

72;76;113;307;308

increasing rather than declining during recent years. Though studies in

2;76;307;308 .
72:76:307:308 there is

Britain have reported on inequalities in mortality or in life expectancy,
limited evidence on recent trends in socioeconomic inequalities in coronary heart
disease (CHD) mortality. More evidence on the secular changes in the direction and
extent of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD is needed so as to enable policies to
address these appropriately. Socioeconomic inequalities in health have also been
extensively described in middle age, in relation to occupation.'” However, there is

uncertainty about how inequalities related to occupational social class change with

increasing age.
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4.3 Objectives

The aim of this Chapter is to examine the extent of socioeconomic inequalities, based
on occupation, in CHD mortality (the single most important cause of death) and all-
cause mortality among British men followed up from 1978-80 for a 25-year period. The
objectives were two-fold:

1) To examine the size of social class differences (relative and absolute) in CHD
mortality and all-cause mortality with increasing age.

i1) To investigate whether relative social class differences in CHD and all-cause
mortality have changed over time (1978-80 to 2005), independent of age. The absolute
differences in mortality between social classes and changes over time were also
examined, since mortality rates (from CHD and all causes) had declined during the

study period, both in the whole population’ and in this cohort.’”

4.4 Methods

Data on mortality on BRHS men were obtained by the established procedure of
‘flagging’ participants with the NHS Central Register. The period of follow-up used for
this Chapter was from 1978-80, when the participants were enrolled in the study, up to
31% October 2005. The longest-held occupation of each man was recorded at the study
entry and categorised using the Registrar General’s Social Class Classification (I, II, III
non-manual, Il manual, IV and V).**® Cause of death was coded from death certificates
using the International classification of diseases, 9™ revision (ICD-9). CHD deaths were

those with ICD-9 code 410-414.
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4.4.1 Rationale for analyses

Trends in socioeconomic inequalities in CHD and all-cause mortality were examined
from 1978-80 to 2005 (164,120 person years). These inequalities were examined both
with increasing age and over the follow-up period, independent of age. The extent of the
changes in socioeconomic inequalities in CHD and all-cause mortality was assessed in
relative as well as absolute terms. Trends in relative socioeconomic inequalities would
indicate the strength of the relationship between socioeconomic position and mortality
(all-cause and CHD) over the study period. Absolute socioeconomic differences in
inequalities would reflect the change in the magnitude of these inequalities over time
and with increasing age. Adult social class based on the longest-held occupation was
used as the measure of socioeconomic position. Social classes I, II and III non-manual
were grouped as ‘non-manual’ while social classes III manual, IV and V were grouped
as ‘manual’ to provide a single overall summary of socioeconomic inequalities and their

trends.

4.4.2 Statistical methods

4.4.2.1 Relative social class differences in mortality

All analyses were carried out using SAS version 8, with the exception of analyses
examining social class*age and social class*period interactions, carried out with
STATA version 9. Survival analysis was carried out and Kaplan Meier survival curves
were plotted to investigate whether the probability of survival from CHD and all-cause
mortality differed according to social class (I, II, III non-manual, IIT manual, IV and V).
Men in the Armed Forces (n=231) were not included in the analyses. Cox’s proportional

hazard models were used to assess the relation between social class and CHD and all-
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cause mortality. The models were adjusted for age, which was fitted as a continuous

variable.

The follow-up period was truncated at 25 years and divided into five equal calendar
periods starting from the baseline period of 1978-80: 0-5 years (1978-80 to 1983-85), 5-
10 years (1983-85 to 1988-90), 10-15 years (1988-90 to 1993-95), 15-20 years (1993-95
to 1998-2000) and 20-25 years (1998-2000 to 2003-05). Age at baseline was divided
into four groups of 40-44, 45-49, 50-54 and 55-59. Overall hazard ratios with 95%CI
for all-cause and CHD mortality comparing manual with non-manual groups were
calculated for the four age groups and for the five time periods. Age-adjusted hazard
ratios were also calculated for each age group within each time period. Cox models
included effects of age, period effect, social class, social class*age interaction (to
ascertain whether social class effects changed as subjects aged), and social class*period
interaction (to ascertain whether the social class effect changed over calendar time). The
social class*age estimate from the Cox model was used to calculate the change in
hazard ratio over a 20-year increase in age. The social class*period estimate was used to
calculate the change in hazard ratio over a 20-year calendar period. Because of the
sampling structure of the study where men were chosen from within towns, robust
standard errors were calculated which adjusted for the clustering of responses by men

g 1
within towns.>!°

4.4.2.2 Absolute social class differences in mortality

Rates of death from CHD and all-cause mortality were estimated in all men, and
separately in manual and non-manual groups, to ascertain the absolute difference in
survival between these groups. This was done using the same age groups and calendar

periods defined for looking at relative differences described above. In particular, the
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probability of survival to age 65 years in non-manual and manual groups for conditions
prevailing in 1981 and 2001 was calculated. Different values for social class (non-
manual and manual) and period (1981 and 2001) were chosen to calculate cumulative
hazard functions, and thus survival probability, for these particular social class/period

combinations.’'! Survival probability was calculated as:

S (t, x) =exp [-H (t, x)],

where H was the cumulative hazard function; x represented social class, period, and
social class*period interaction effects estimated from the appropriate Cox proportional
hazards model; and t represented age. Crude survival rates were estimated for every
year of age from 40 years (age of youngest cohort members at the beginning of follow-
up) to age 65 year. For each year of age, data used included every subject who passed
through that year of age. These crude estimates were then added together to give a

cumulative hazard function from age 40 years.

Uncertainty associated with these modelled estimates of survival probability was
addressed by taking 1000 bootstrap samples, using the bias-corrected method for

obtaining 95% confidence intervals,’® as described in section 3.11.2.4 on page 95.

4.5 Results

Analyses are based on 7489 men aged 40-59 years at entry to the study, followed for 25
years (158,993 person years at risk) to age 65-84 years. During this period of follow-up,
2910 deaths occurred from all causes, of which 969 were attributed to CHD. Figure 4.1
and Figure 4.2 present Kaplan Meier survival curves according to social class groups

for all-cause and CHD mortality respectively. The survival curves show the social class
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variations in all-cause and CHD mortality - the probability of survival after 25 years
from all-causes decreased from 0.72 in social class I to 0.51 in social class V; survival
probability for CHD mortality after 25 years was 0.89 in social class I and 0.82 in social
class V. The relationship of social class and mortality is also demonstrated in Table 4.1,
which shows age-adjusted hazard ratios for all-cause and CHD mortality according to
different social classes. The hazard ratios for both all-cause mortality and CHD
mortality increased from social class I and was highest in social class V. The hazard
ratios comparing men of manual with non-manual social class were very similar for
CHD mortality (1.50; 95%CI 1.31, 1.72) and all-cause mortality (1.52; 95%CI 1.41,

1.64).

Table 4.2, Table 4.3 and Table 4.4 present estimates for CHD mortality and overall
mortality for each five year time-period between 1978-80 and 2005, and for each of the
five 5-year age groups. The estimates in these tables can be compared as follows:

i. Down the columns, estimates are observed with increasing age in different 5-
year age groups within each period of follow-up;

ii. Diagonally downwards to the right, estimates are observed with increasing age,
independent of time period, by following the same cohort of individuals as they
get older through different periods of follow-up; and

iii. Along the rows, estimates are observed over time in each 5-year calendar period,

within each 5 year age-group.

Table 4.2 presents overall and CHD mortality rates from 1978-80 to 2005 in 5-year age
groups and according to five 5-year calendar periods. Following the estimates down

each column shows an increase in mortality rates with increasing age, within each time
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period. For example, in the period between 1983-85 and 1988-90, the CHD mortality
rate per 1000 person years was 1.52 in 45-49 year old men and 10.78 in 60-64 years old
men. Following the estimates diagonally downwards to the right shows that the increase
in mortality rates with increasing age was independent of time period (same cohort of
individuals getting older in different time periods). For example, the CHD mortality rate
for men aged 45-49 was 1.92 in 1978-80 to 1983-85, and this increased to 7.35 when
the same men were aged 65-69 in 1998-2000 to 2003-2005. In Table 4.2, following the
estimates horizontally along the rows shows that mortality rates had declined over the
25 year period, independent of age. For example, CHD mortality rate per 1000 person
years in 55-59 years olds had halved from 6.46 in the first 5-year period (1978-80 to
1983-85) to 3.00 in men aged 55-59 years in the 15-20 year period (1993-95 to 1998-

2000).

4.5.1 Relative social class differences: the influence of age

Table 4.3 shows age-adjusted hazard ratios comparing manual with non-manual social
class groups for CHD and all-cause mortality for different 5-year age groups in the five
5-year calendar periods during the 25-year follow-up. There was evidence that the effect
of social class on mortality lessened as the men grew older. This is displayed in Table
4.3, by following the estimates with increasing age both down the columns of the table
and along the table diagonally downwards to the right. Down the columns (examining
age effects within each time period) the hazard ratios (manual vs. non-manual) for all-
cause and CHD mortality appear to decrease with increasing age groups. For example,
within the 5-year period of 1983-85 to 1988-90, the hazard ratio for CHD mortality
decreased from 1.68 in men aged 45-49 years to 1.10 in men aged 60-64 years. A
similar pattern was observed in the subsequent periods of follow-up, as well in the

overall hazard ratios (last column on the right for the entire follow-up period). Another
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way of examining change in relative inequalities with increasing age is by observing the
estimates in Table 4.3 diagonally downwards to the right. These estimates for CHD and
all-cause mortality, which are for the same cohort of men as they get older in different
time periods, also appear to decrease; for example, the hazard ratio (manual vs. non-
manual) for CHD mortality in 55-59 year old men at baseline decreased from 1.99 in
the first 5-year period to 1.03 in the last 5-year period of follow-up, when aged 75-79.
Although this pattern was not consistently seen in all age groups, an analysis across all
time periods showed that the ratio of hazard ratios for social class differences for a 20-
year increase in age for CHD mortality was 0.73 (95%CI 0.55, 0.98); representing a
27% decrease in the relative social class difference in CHD mortality risk for a 20-year
increase in age. The estimated hazard ratio for a manual social class subject would be
1.84 at age 55, but only 1.34 at age 75 years. The ratio of hazard ratios for social class
differences in all-cause mortality was 0.77 (95%CI 0.65, 0.91), representing a 23%
decrease in the relative social class difference in risk for a 20-year increase in age.
Fitting a term ‘social class*age’ in the model to test for the possibility that the
relationship between social class and mortality changed significantly with a 20-year
increase in age provided evidence suggesting that the effect of social class was modified
by age (p for test for interaction was 0.03 for CHD mortality and 0.003 for all-cause

mortality).

4.5.2 Relative social class differences: the influence of period

The extent to which relative differences in risks of death comparing manual with non-
manual groups had changed over time, independent of age, can be observed in Table 4.3
by following the estimates horizontally along the rows. The relative hazard for CHD
and all-cause mortality for men of manual social class appeared to increase over time.

For example, in men aged 55-59 years, the hazard ratio for CHD mortality in the first 5-
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year period of follow-up (early 1980s) was 1.99, while for men aged 55-59 in the 15-20
year period of follow-up (late 1990s) it was 2.68; the corresponding hazard ratios for
all-cause mortality increased from 1.70 to 2.25. Although this pattern was not seen in all
the five individual time periods, an analysis extending trends across all age groups
showed that over a 20-year calendar period the hazard ratio for the change in
manual:non-manual social class was 1.22 (95%CI 0.83, 1.80) for total mortality and
1.75 (95%CI 0.89, 3.45) for CHD, representing estimated relative increases in the size
of social class differences of 22% and 75% respectively. Fitting a term ‘social
class*period’ in the model to test for the possibility that the relationship between social
class and mortality changed significantly with a 20-year increase in period did not
provide strong evidence that the effect of social class was modified by period (p for test
for interaction was 0.11 for CHD mortality and 0.31 for total mortality). Thus, although
there was no conclusive evidence of any change in relative inequalities, the result
observed suggested an increase, rather than a decrease, in relative inequalities in

mortality over time.

4.5.3 Absolute social class differences: the influence of age and period

Absolute rate differences in all-cause and CHD mortality between manual and non-
manual social class groups for different calendar periods and age groups are presented
in Table 4.4. Changes in the absolute difference in mortality rate with increasing age
can be observed in Table 4.4 by following the estimates both down the columns
(increasing age within each period) and diagonally downwards to the right (increasing
age within the same cohort of men). The estimates displayed in each column show that
within each time period, the absolute difference in mortality rate (manual versus non-
manual) was greater in older age groups. For example, in 1988-90 to 1993-95, the

absolute difference in CHD mortality rate per 1000 person years increased from 1.70 in
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50-54 year old men to 4.10 in 65-69 year old men. A similar pattern was observed over
the entire period of follow-up as seen in the overall absolute rate differences in mortality
increasing with baseline age, presented in the last column on the right (the absolute
difference in CHD mortality rate per 1000 person years was 1.27 for men aged 40-44
years at baseline compared to 2.47 for those aged 55-59 years at baseline). Observing
the estimates in Table 4.4 diagonally downwards to the right, shows the absolute
difference in CHD mortality between manual and non-manual groups with increasing
age in the same cohort of individuals. The absolute social class differences in mortality
rates appeared to increase, independent of time period, as the men grew older; for
example the absolute difference per 1000 person years increased from 2.19 when the
men were aged 45-49 years (in 1978-80 to 1983-85) to 5.10 when they were aged 65-69

years (in 1998-2000 to 2003-05).

The extent to which absolute social class differences in mortality change over time can
be examined by comparing estimates within each age-group horizontally across the
rows of Table 4.4. There appears to be some decrease in absolute risk difference
between manual and non-manual groups over time, though this is not very consistently
observed, particularly in the age-groups above 65 years. The absolute difference per
1000 person years in CHD mortality was 3.96 in men aged 55-59 years in 1978-80 to
1983-85 compared to 2.44 in those aged 55-59 in 1993-95 to 1998-2000. Results from
modelling showed that the absolute difference in probability of survival from death of
any cause from age 40 to age 65 between non-manual and manual subjects was 29%
(95% bootstrap CI: 7% to 60%) in 1981 (the mid-point of first 5-year period of our
follow-up) and 19% (95% CI: 4% to 47%) in 2001 (mid-point of last 5-year period of

follow-up). Similarly, the estimated absolute difference in probability of survival to age
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65 from CHD decreased from 17% (95% CI: 0 to 64%) in 1981 to 7% (95% CI: 0 to

35%) in 2001.

4.6 Discussion

In this study of middle-aged and older British men, total and CHD mortality rates
declined over the period from 1978 to 2005. However, socioeconomic inequalities in
all-cause and CHD mortality (both relative and absolute) appeared to persist over this
period. Men in manual social classes had a greater risk of total mortality and CHD
mortality compared to men in non-manual social classes. Relative socioeconomic
inequalities in mortality from all-causes and CHD for manual compared with non-
manual groups narrowed from middle-age as the men got older, although the absolute
differences increased with age. The relative difference in all-cause and CHD mortality
between manual and non-manual social class groups appeared to increase rather than to
decline in the period from 1978 to 2005, though the differences were not statistically
significant. However, the absolute magnitude of the social class differences appeared to

decline because of the fall in overall mortality rates over this period.

4.6.1 Strengths and limitations of findings

The findings are based on data from a socioeconomically representative sample of
middle-aged British men. More than 98% of the cohort has been followed-up for over

282 The main

25 years through the NHS Central Register and general practice records.
strength of these results is that they quantify the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in
overall mortality and CHD mortality, a leading cause of death, in a defined population

over an extended period with high rates of follow-up, using a stable indicator of social

class status, in a way which few earlier studies have been able to do. The social class
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measure used was based on the longest-held occupation, which was recorded at baseline
in 1978-80 when subjects were 40-59 years. The longest-held occupation (classified as
non-manual or manual) is an extremely stable and well-established marker of social
class, which was defined for almost all study participants. Only 9% of subjects changed
their social class status under this definition over a 20 year period, confirming the
stability of the measure (reported in Chapter 3; section 3.9.1 page 87).%® There are
limitations attributed to the use of an occupation-based social class measure such as the
inability to capture ethnic/racial disparities within the social classes, and the exclusion
of those outside the labour force.*” However, this cohort consisted almost entirely of
White European men, and information on the longest-held occupation was available for
most of the subjects. Despite possible limitations of using social class based on
occupation, it was essential for this analysis to have a single measure of socioeconomic
position which would act as a reference point over the entire study period; longest-held
occupation is likely to have fulfilled this criterion better than many other measures.
Dichotomising social class into manual and non-manual groups in the analyses provides
a stable indicator of changes in the two main social class groups than would be possible
with six groups. Using these stable and well-defined groups provides a useful summary
of the extent of inequalities over time to obtain an overall direction of change in

socioeconomic inequalities for total and CHD mortality.

The present study, however, was based on older men, excluding subjects from inner
cities, and towns with high mobility, thus excluding ethnic minorities and highly mobile

2 The results may not, therefore, be completely generalisable to younger

people.
subjects, women and ethnic minority groups and may not be directly generalisable to

other Western countries. Within the study population, it is possible that the extent of
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socioeconomic inequalities in early life will have differed appreciably between the
1920s and 1930s, when unemployment was particularly high. This is difficult to
examine in the current analyses, in which the effect of age and calendar period was
considered. Therefore, it was not possible to define the influence of the year of birth of
the cohort, as all these three effects (age, period and cohort) cannot be taken into
account in the same statistical model. However, in this cohort of men the influence of
childhood socioeconomic position on CHD risk was modest, both among subjects born
in the 1920s and 1930s (presented in Chapter 7; section 7.5.2 on page 199). Moreover,
if socioeconomic inequalities were stronger in the 1930s, the effect on the results would
be to under-estimate either or both the decline in socioeconomic inequalities with age

and the increase in socioeconomic inequalities with calendar time.

4.6.2 Time trends in social class differences in all-cause and CHD mortality:

comparison with previous studies

In the present study, the extent to which socioeconomic inequalities in mortality from
all causes and from CHD, the leading cause of death in the UK,’ have changed over a
period of time in Britain was investigated. Though there are previous studies reporting
on trends in health inequalities in Britain,*7%763%73%312 [ittle is known about recent
trends in socioeconomic class inequalities in CHD mortality in the UK since the 1990s.
The findings from this Chapter are similar to those of some recent studies, which have
shown that relative inequalities have not narrowed, and may have increased over time in

. s 76;307;312
Britain."" "

The Acheson report demonstrated a clear widening in relative
socioeconomic inequalities in all-cause and CHD mortality between the early 1970s and
1990s.>* A recent Department of Health report demonstrated that absolute differences in

socioeconomic inequalities, measured by area deprivation, in circulatory disease

mortality were falling until the early 2000s, with signs of widening relative
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inequalities.'" This decline in absolute difference, which is important in public health
terms, probably reflects the declines both in total mortality rates and in CHD mortality
rates that were observed in this study, and are known to have occurred over the last 3

decades in the UK.>"*#!

With increasing age from middle-age, the relative difference in mortality rates between
social classes declined, but persisted at older ages, while absolute differences increased,
as a result of the higher death rates among older subjects. The decrease in relative
socioeconomic differences with increasing age alongside increasing absolute difference
was also observed in a study on total mortality in 11 European populations.’> The
persistence of socioeconomic differences in mortality at older ages is consistent with the
results of other British and European studies.’*”"> The relative decline in the importance
of social class at older ages is in keeping with the widely observed attenuation of other

. T . 123;124
risk factor-chronic disease relations at older ages.'*"

In this Chapter, the extent of inequalities over time has been estimated, but the possible
causal pathways or mechanisms have not been investigated. It has been previously
reported that an increase in socioeconomic inequalities could be attributed to a decrease
in rate of disease in higher social class with little or no improvement in lower social
classes.”**"” This implies greater beneficial changes in social classes I and I compared
to lower social classes. A more rapid pace of favourable changes in health-related
behaviours such as smoking and physical activity amongst higher compared to lower
socioeconomic groups could play a role in contributing to widening inequalities,

especially for a leading cause of death like coronary disease.*®’ The cumulative effect of



Chapter 4 Trends in socioeconomic inequalities in CHD and all-cause mortality 119

these behavioural and other factors over the life course has also been implicated as a

pathway of inequalities.”' !

4.6.3 Interpretation of findings

The results of the present study suggest that in recent years in Britain, relative
socioeconomic inequalities in CHD mortality and total mortality have not appeared to
reduce. This implies that the association between socioeconomic position and mortality
has continued over the last 25 years in Britain — manual social classes remain at an
increased risk of mortality compared to non-manual social classes. However, alongside
overall declines in total mortality and CHD mortality in Britain over the last three
decades, absolute inequalities were observed to have narrowed. Nevertheless, absolute
socioeconomic differences in CHD mortality still persist in Britain. With increasing age,
relative socioeconomic inequalities in mortality narrowed. Absolute differences,
however, increased with age, reflecting the higher mortality rates in older ages. This
increased absolute socioeconomic difference in older ages reflects the public health

burden of these inequalities in CHD in later life.

4.6.4 Conclusions

Despite a decrease in absolute social class difference in CHD mortality over 25 years
until 2005 there is still considerable scope for reducing existing inequalities in
mortality. The absence of any appreciable reduction in relative socioeconomic
inequalities over this period implies that manual social class groups continue to be at a
disadvantage compared to non-manual groups. The results of this Chapter affirm that
greater efforts are needed or alternative strategies need to be explored if the gap
between the health of those at the higher and lower end of the socioeconomic hierarchy

is to be narrowed.
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Figure 4.1 Kaplan Meier survival curves comparing all-cause mortality according

to social class in men aged 40-59 years followed-up from 1978-80 to 2005
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Figure 4.2 Kaplan Meier survival curves comparing CHD mortality according to

social class in men aged 40-59 years followed-up from 1978-80 to 2005
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Table 4.1 All-cause and CHD mortality according to social class in men aged 40-59

years followed-up from 1978-80 to 2005

All-cause mortality CHD mortality
HR (95%CI) HR (95%CI)
Social class I 1.00 1.00
Social class II 1.05 (0.88, 1.25) 0.86 (0.64, 1.15)

Social class III non-manual 1.26 (1.03, 1.53)

Social class ITI manual 1.62 (1.38, 1.90)
Social class IV 1.67 (1.39, 2.01)
Social class V 2.04 (1.64, 2.53)

1.19 (0.86, 1.64)
1.41 (1.09, 1.84)
1.54 (1.14, 2.09)

1.56 (1.07, 2.28)

HR=hazard ratio; CI=confidence intervals



Table 4.2 Incidence rates per 1000 person years for all-cause and CHD mortality (number of deaths) by age and in 5-year time periods

from 1978-80 to 2005

Age (years) 0-5 years 5-10 years 10-15 years 15-20 years 20-25 years
gely 1978-80 to 1983-85 1983-85 to 1988-1990 1988-90 to 1993-95 1993-95 to 1998-2000 1998-2000 to 2003-05

40-44
N 1677
All-cause (n) 1.97 (16)
CHD (n) 0.46 (4)

45-49
N 1838 1661
All-cause (n) 4.58 (41) 3.75(31)
CHD (n) 1.92 (16) 1.52 (13)

50-54
N 1911 1797 1630
All-cause (n) 7.52 (69) 7.34 (62) 5.89 (47)
CHD (n) 3.40 (30) 3.51(29) 2.29 (17)
55-59
N 1853 1842 1735 1583
All-cause (n) 14.22 (129) 13.45 (119) 11.28 (94) 10.39 (78)
CHD (n) 6.46 (58) 5.75 (52) 4.95 (41) 3.00 (22)
60-64
N 1724 1723 1641 1505
All-cause (n) 27.07 (220) 19.37 (160) 15.07 (119) 13.52 (101)
CHD (n) 10.78 (88) 7.44 (63) 5.14 (41) 2.78 (21)
65-69
N 1504 1563 1522
All-cause (n) 30.99 (218) 32.94 (237) 27.65 (198)
CHD (n) 9.45 (68) 9.91 (71) 7.35 (54)
70-74
N 1286 1326
All-cause (n) 52.78 (295) 45.99 (277)
CHD (n) 16.12 (89) 12.31 (76)
75-79
N 991
All-cause (n) 74.96 (313)
CHD (n) 22.65 (92)
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Table 4.3 Age-adjusted hazard ratios (manual compared with non-manual social classes) for all-cause and CHD mortality by age and in

5-year time periods from 1978-80 to 2005

0-5 years 5-10 years 10-15 years 15-20 years 20-25 years Overall for each baseline age

Age (years) 1978-80 to 1983-85  1983-85 to 1988-1990  1988-90 to 1993-95  1993-95 to 1998-2000  1998-2000 to 2003-05 group (95%CI)

40-44
All-cause 1.64 1.75 (1.35, 2.26)
CHD 2.25 2.05 (1.25, 3.42)

45-49
All-cause 1.82 2.55 1.67 (1.39, 2.01)
CHD 5.26 1.68 2.11 (1.53, 2.93)

50-54
All-cause 1.09 1.84 1.62 1.60 (1.39, 1.85)
CHD 0.87 2.90 2.48 1.47 (1.15, 1.88)

55-59
All-cause 1.70 1.49 1.66 2.25 1.37 (1.21, 1.54)
CHD 1.99 1.52 1.49 2.68 1.28 (1.04, 1.58)

60-64
All-cause 1.65 1.99 1.74 1.39
CHD 1.10 1.52 1.99 1.61

65-69
All-cause 1.25 1.69 1.57
CHD 1.56 1.33 2.03

70-74
All-cause 1.42 1.55
CHD 1.27 1.91

75-79
All-cause 1.15
CHD 1.03

Overall for each calendar period

(95%CI)
All-cause 1.58 (1.21, 2.05) 1.68 (1.36, 2.07) 1.55(1.29, 1.86) 1.63 (1.39, 1.90) 1.32(1.15, 1.52)
CHD 1.71 (1.13, 2.62) 1.43 (1.05, 1.95) 1.59 (1.17, 2.17) 1.49 (1.13 1.97) 1.49 (1.15, 1.95)
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Table 4.4 Absolute difference in incidence rates per thousand person years between manual and non-manual social classes for all-cause

and CHD mortality by age and in 5-year time periods from 1978-80 to 2005

Age (years)

1978-80 to 1983-85

1983-85 to 1988-1990

10-15 years
1988-90 to 1993-95

1993-95 to 1998-2000

15-20 years

20-25 years Overall for each

1998-2000 to 2003-05 baseline age group

40-44
All-cause 0.88
CHD 0.35

3.53
1.27

45-49
All-cause 2.54
CHD 2.19

3.10
0.78

5.81
2.94

50-54
All-cause 0.68
CHD -0.46

4.09
3.33

2.70
1.70

8.63
2.46

55-59
All-cause 6.99
CHD 3.96

5.06
2.29

5.45
1.93

7.49
2.44

8.97
2.47

60-64
All-cause
CHD

12.66
1.03

12.23
3.08

7.92
3.28

4.12
1.18

65-69
All-cause
CHD

6.80
4.10

15.96
2.63

12.26
5.10

70-74
All-cause
CHD

17.22
3.60

19.00
7.65

75-79
All-cause
CHD

10.49
0.76

Overall for each calendar period
All-cause 3.06
CHD 1.65

6.59
2.01

7.19
2.76

12.10
3.08

11.48
3.92

[Permission to reproduce Tables 4.3 and 4.4 has been obtained from the Journal of Epidemiology & Community Health]



Chapter 5
Relationship of adult socioeconomic position with

established and novel coronary risk factors in older age

5.1 Summary

The mechanisms by which adult socioeconomic position influences coronary heart
disease (CHD) are not fully understood. Socioeconomic differences in coronary risk
factors could play an important role in linking socioeconomic position with CHD. This
Chapter aims to investigate the relationship of social class with both established and
novel coronary risk factors in older age. Established coronary risk factors include
behavioural (smoking, physical activity, body weight, alcohol consumption) and
biological factors (blood pressure and blood lipids). In addition to established risk
factors, novel coronary risk factors including inflammatory and haemostatic markers,
metabolic syndrome, insulin resistance, and dietary factors have been hypothesised to
influence the relationship between social class and CHD. This Chapter investigates the
relationship of social class with both established and novel factors in older age using the
British Regional Heart Study, when the men were aged 60-79 years in 1998-2000.
Lower social class groups had higher levels of cigarette smoking, physical inactivity
and obesity. Men in lower social classes were more likely to have higher levels of
triglycerides and lower mean HDL-cholesterol. Lower social class was associated with
higher levels of inflammatory and haemostatic markers. However, these associations
were largely explained by behavioural risk factors (smoking, physical activity and

BMI), though some associations, particularly those of social class with von Willebrand
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factor, interleukin-6 and factor VIII remained statistically significant after the
adjustments. Metabolic syndrome was also inversely associated with social class;
adjustment for behavioural factors attenuated this association. Dietary intake of fibre,
carbohydrates, vitamin C, fresh fruit and vegetables were lower in lower social classes.
CHD-related dietary nutrients (fat and cholesterol) did not demonstrate social class

variations.

5.2 Introduction

As observed in Chapter 4, socioeconomic gradients in coronary heart disease (CHD) are
present in middle-aged men, with those from lower socioeconomic positions having a
higher risk of CHD. These inequalities in CHD mortality tended to weaken in relative
terms with increasing age although the absolute difference increased (Chapter 4).

Adverse health behavioural risk factors for CHD including cigarette smoking, obesity

10;11;318

and alcohol consumption, are known to be more frequent in people of lower

. . s . 102;214:319 s .
socioeconomic position in middle-age. "~ """~ Similar relations have been observed for

biological coronary risk factors such as blood pressure, but less so for blood

. .1 24:25:180 . .
lipids.”™"""" Lower socioeconomic groups have been observed to have lower total

37;100;180

cholesterol levels than people of higher socioeconomic position. However,

whether socioeconomic position is related to these established coronary risk factors in
older age is not fully known. Moreover, in observational studies, mostly in middle-aged

populations, the socioeconomic gradient in CHD is often not substantially explained by

39;85

these established coronary risk factors. In more recent years, ‘novel’ coronary risk

factors including inflammatory and haemostatic markers such as C-reactive protein

(CRP), fibrinogen and interleukin-6 (IL-6),"***% have also been reported to be higher in

40;41;213;225;228

lower socioeconomic groups. This has led to the hypothesis that
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inflammatory and haemostatic markers could influence the socioeconomic variation in
CHD.* 19227321 Most studies so far have reported on the relationships between
socioeconomic position and inflammatory markers such as fibrinogen, CRP and IL-
6,0:41223228 and less is known about the relationships of haemostatic markers implicated
in CHD risk (e.g. von Willebrand factor, factor VIII, tissue plasminogen activator
antigen) with socioeconomic position. More recently also, the clustering of some
cardiovascular risk factors (obesity, dyslipidemia, hyperglycaemia, hypertension and
insulin resistance) in the form of the metabolic syndrome has also been reported to be
associated with an increased risk of CHD,***”* although not all studies provide
evidence for this.*** Even though the role of the metabolic syndrome as a cardiovascular
risk marker is contentious,”' there has been an increasing interest in investigating the
relationship of socioeconomic position with the clustering of metabolic risk

14;236;324

factors. It has also been postulated that metabolic syndrome might explain the

233;242

link between socioeconomic position and CHD. However, the association between

socioeconomic position and metabolic syndrome has not been completely consistent

. 14,240,241
between studies,'#**%

and it is possible that the relationship is confounded by
behavioural coronary risk factors, which are strongly related both to metabolic
syndrome and to socioeconomic position.*?%#37:240:241261 Ay agsociation between
socioeconomic position and the metabolic syndrome independent of behavioural factors
has been proposed to form a direct pathway linking socioeconomic position and
CHD,****?** possibly working through neuroendocrine mechanisms responsible for

234

dyslipidemia, insulin resistance, high blood pressure and obesity.”" Dietary intake,

another health behavioural factor, particularly the consumption of fat, fruits and

247;325-327

vegetables has also been reported to be related to CHD as well as to

socioeconomic position, with lower socioeconomic groups consuming less healthy diets
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compared with higher socioeconomic groups.’***** This Chapter aims to assess the
relation between socioeconomic position and coronary risk factors in later life, at ages
60-79 years with a particular focus on novel risk factors. While this Chapter examines
the extent of social class differences in coronary risk factors, the following Chapter will
address the contribution of these risk factors to explaining socioeconomic differences in

CHD.

5.3 Objectives

The objectives of this Chapter are:

1) To examine the association of social class with behavioural coronary risk factors
(cigarette smoking, physical activity, alcohol consumption and body mass index);

i1) To assess the association of social class with biological coronary risk factors (blood
pressure, blood lipids);

iii) To examine the association between social class and inflammatory/haemostatic
markers known to be related to CHD, in men free of chronic diseases and taking
account of the potential confounding effects of behavioural risk factors (cigarette
smoking, body mass index, physical activity and alcohol consumption);

iv) To evaluate the association between social class and metabolic syndrome and to
assess whether this is independent of behavioural factors (smoking, physical activity
and alcohol consumption);

v) To assess the association between social class and dietary intake implicated in CHD

risk.
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5.4 Methods

Data for this Chapter comes from the 20 year re-examination of the British Regional
Heart Study in 1998-2000, when subjects were aged 60-79 years. All men completed a
mailed questionnaire providing information on their lifestyle and medical history, had a
physical examination and provided a fasting blood sample. The men were requested to
fast for a minimum of 6 hours and to attend a measurement session at a specified time
between 0800 and 1800. 4252 men (77% of those still alive) attended the examination
and 4094 men (74%) had at least one measurement of the biological factors. The
indicator of socioeconomic position used was occupational social class, based on the
longest-held occupation measured at baseline when men were aged 40-59 years, and
classified using the Registrar General’s Social Class Classification into social class I, I,

11T non-manual (II NM), III manual (III M), IV and V.>*

5.4.1 Behavioural risk factors

Detailed information on cigarette smoking habits, physical activity and alcohol
consumption was collected at age 60-79 years, as described in the methods Chapter
(section 3.7.3 to 3.7.5 page 82). Based on frequency and number of alcoholic drinks
consumed on average in a week, occasional drinking was defined as <l unit of
alcohol/week, light/moderate drinking as 1-42 units/week and heavy drinking >42
units/week (1 UK unit = 10g). Physical activity scores were assigned on the basis of the
frequency and type of activity and the men were divided into 6 groups: none,
occasional, light, moderate, moderately-vigorous and vigorous. Subjects in the
categories of ‘none’ or ‘occasional’ activity were grouped together as ‘inactive’. Body
mass index (BMI) was calculated (weight/height” in kg/m?) for each man at the physical

examination. BMI greater than or equal to 30 kg/m” was defined as obese.



Chapter 5 Socioeconomic position and coronary risk factors in older age 131

5.4.2 Biological risk factors

As part of the physical examination, blood pressure was measured and fasting blood
samples were collected as described in Chapter 3 (sections 3.8.1 and 3.8.2 page 85 and
86). Biological risk factors investigated in this Chapter were systolic and diastolic blood
pressure, triglycerides, total cholesterol, high density lipoprotein cholesterol (HDL-C)
and low density lipoprotein cholesterol (LDL-C). Total and HDL cholesterol were
analysed using the methods of Siedel et al** and Sugiuchi et al*® respectively. Low-
density lipoprotein (LDL) cholesterol was calculated using the Fredrickson-Friedwald

. 296
equation.

5.4.3 Inflammatory and haemostatic markers

A range of inflammatory and haemostatic markers, many of which were associated with

13;189;193;320;328;32 .
3:189:193:320:328:329 were measured in the blood samples — C-

CHD in previous reports,
reactive protein (CRP), fibrinogen, interleukin-6 (IL-6), factor VIII, von Willebrand
factor (VWF), tissue plasminogen activator (t-PA) antigen, plasma viscosity, fibrin D-
dimer, white blood cell (WBC) count, platelet count, activated protein C (APC) ratio,

activated partial thromboplastin time (aPTT), and haematocrit. Details of the laboratory

measurements of these markers are described in Chapter 3 (section 3.8.2 page 86).

5.4.4 Metabolic syndrome and insulin resistance

Metabolic syndrome was defined according to the National Cholesterol Education
Programme criteria which included three or more of the following: (1) fasting plasma
glucose of at least 110 mg/dL (6.1 mmol/L), (2) serum triglycerides of at least
150 mg/dL (1.7 mmol/L), (3) serum HDL-C less than 40 mg/dL (1.04 mmol/L), (4)
blood pressure of at least 130/85 mmHg or on anti-hypertensive treatment or (5) waist

330

circumference of more than 102 cm.”” Insulin resistance was estimated using the
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homeostasis model assessment (HOMA) as the product of fasting glucose (mmol/l) and

insulin (nU/ml) divided by the constant 22.5.%'

5.4.5 Dietary factors

Dietary intake was recorded from a detailed 7-day food frequency questionnaire as

288 Nutrient intakes were calculated from

described in Chapter 3 (section 3.7.6 page 84).
a validated program using the food frequency of standard portion sizes for each food
and the nutrient composition of the foods obtained from the UK food composition

tables.?®

Dietary factors implicated in CHD risk were included — total fat,
polyunsaturated fat, saturated fat, cholesterol, total fibre, and vitamin C.** To assess
intake of fresh fruit and vegetables, men were asked how often (number of days each

week) they ate fresh fruit and vegetables in summer and winter. Information on plasma

vitamin C was also available from blood samples.

5.4.6 Rationale for analyses

The relationship of socioeconomic position with coronary risk factors in older age was
examined by using occupational social class as the measure of socioeconomic position.
The levels of different coronary risk factors were examined according to social class
groups (I to V). The relationship of social class with metabolic syndrome was adjusted
for behavioural risk factors (smoking, physical activity and alcohol consumption) which
are potential confounders related both to metabolic syndrome and social class.'**
Similarly the relationship between social class and insulin resistance (being in the top
fourth of the HOMA distribution) was adjusted for behavioural risk factors (smoking,
physical activity and alcohol consumption). After adjustment for these behavioural

factors, the effect of insulin resistance was also adjusted for BMI, since BMI is strongly

. . . . . . 290:332: . .
associated with insulin resistance and social class.””******® The analysis on metabolic
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syndrome and insulin resistance excluded men with prevalent diabetes, identified as
those with a doctor diagnosis of diabetes or fasting glucose of >7 mmol per litre
(n=385), because of the greater prevalence of metabolic syndrome and insulin resistance

in diabetics.

Analyses of the association between social class and inflammatory/haemostatic markers
excluded 1570 men with chronic diseases or conditions that have been shown to be
associated with changes in levels of haemostatic and inflammatory factors.'*'?’>%*
Subjects with chronic diseases were those who reported a doctor-diagnosis of
myocardial infarction, angina, stroke, or diabetes, as well as those who were currently
taking anti-inflammatory drugs for musculoskeletal disorders or taking warfarin. To
take into account potential confounders, factors which have been shown to be associated
with haemostatic and inflammatory markers in the present study and in other reports,
such as smoking, BMI, alcohol intake and physical activity, were also adjusted

for. #4193 Byrther adjustment for systolic blood pressure, HDL-C, triglycerides and

insulin and glucose levels was also carried out.

5.4.7 Statistical methods

Logistic regression was used to calculate age-adjusted odds ratios with 95% confidence
intervals (CI) for categorical variables including cigarette smoking, alcohol
consumption, obesity, and metabolic syndrome for the six social class groups (social I
was the reference group). Similarly, odds ratios (95%CI) according to social class were
calculated for the individual components of the metabolic syndrome and for being in the
top fourth of the distribution of HOMA (insulin resistance). Analysis of covariance was
used to obtain age-adjusted mean levels of biological risk factors,

inflammatory/haemostatic markers and dietary factors according to social class. The
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distributions of triglycerides, CRP, IL-6, fibrin D-dimer, WBC count, aPTT, dietary
total fat, saturated fat, polyunsaturated fat, dietary cholesterol, dietary cereal fibre,
vitamin C, plasma vitamin C, were positively skewed and required log transformation.
Mean levels of dietary nutrients were adjusted for total energy intake. For the
adjustments, age, BMI, systolic blood pressure, HDL-C, triglycerides and insulin and
glucose levels were fitted as continuous variables. Tests for trend were carried out by

fitting social class as a continuous variable in the models.

5.5 Results

5.5.1 Social class and behavioural factors

The relationship of social class with cigarette smoking is presented in Table 5.1. Men in
lower social class groups were more likely to be current smokers. Men in manual social
classes (social classes Illmanual, IV, V) compared to non-manual social classes (I, I,
[IInon-manual), were twice as likely to be current smokers (age-adjusted odds ratio was
2.04; 95%CI 1.68, 2.48). On the other hand, the likelihood of being ‘never smokers’
was lower in manual social classes and decreased from social class I to V (age-adjusted
odds ratio for social class V compared to social class I was 0.26; 95%CI 0.16, 0.42).
The prevalence of ex-smokers was greater in lower compared to higher social class

groups.

Table 5.2 shows the association between social class and alcohol consumption. The
proportion of non-drinkers and occasional drinkers increased from social class I to
social class V (p for trend <0.0001 for both). There were fewer men who were

light/moderate drinkers in lower social classes. The age-adjusted odds ratio for being a



Chapter 5 Socioeconomic position and coronary risk factors in older age 135

light/moderate drinker in social class V compared to social class I was 0.35 (95%CI
0.23, 0.63). The proportion of heavy drinkers was greater in social class V compared to
social class I, although this association was not statistically significant possibly due to
the small number of heavy drinkers (the age-adjusted odds ratio for heavy drinking in

social class V vs. social class I was 2.09; 95%CI 0.67, 6.51; p for trend 0.44).

Table 5.3 shows the association of social class with physical activity, obesity and mean
BMI. Men in lower social class groups were more likely to be physically inactive and
were less likely to be engaged in moderate-vigorous physical activity (the age-adjusted
odds ratio for physical inactivity in social class V vs. I was 2.55, 95%CI 1.66, 3.91; p
for trend <0.0001). The proportion of men who were obese increased from social class I
to V. The age-adjusted odds ratio for obesity in social class V compared with I was 2.35

(95%CI 1.41, 3.91). The mean BMI levels tended to be greater in manual social classes.

5.5.2 Social class and biological coronary factors

Table 5.4 shows the relationships of social class with blood pressure and blood lipids.
Mean systolic and diastolic blood pressure levels did not vary by social class. Higher
mean levels of triglycerides were present in lower social class groups (age-adjusted p
for trend 0.0007); this association was markedly attenuated when adjusted for BMI (p
for trend 0.13). Age-adjusted mean levels of HDL-C decreased from social class I to
social class V (p for trend <0.0001). This trend did not substantially change when
adjusted either for BMI (p for trend 0.008) or for triglycerides (p for trend 0.003). Total
cholesterol and LDL-C did not demonstrate a significant variation by social class in

age-adjusted analyses.
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5.5.3 Social class and inflammatory and haemostatic markers

Table 5.5, Table 5.6 and Table 5.7 show the relationships of social class with mean
levels of inflammatory and haemostatic markers in men with no previous history of
doctor-diagnosed diabetes or cardiovascular disease and who were not taking warfarin
or medications for musculoskeletal disorders. In age-adjusted analyses, mean levels of
inflammatory/haemostatic markers (CRP, fibrinogen, fibrin D-dimer, WBC, IL-6, vWF,
factor VIII, plasma viscosity, and platelet count) increased from social classes I to V (all
p for trend <0.05. See Table 5.5 and Table 5.6), showing inverse social class gradients.
When further adjusted for behavioural risk factors (cigarette smoking, physical activity,
BMI and alcohol consumption), social class gradients in levels of fibrinogen, fibrin D-
dimer and WBC count were considerably weakened (Table 5.5). The social class
gradient in CRP level was also weakened, although the trend remained significant
(Table 5.5). In separate stepwise analyses examining the effect of adjustment for
individual behavioural risk factors, it was apparent that most of these attenuations were
caused by cigarette smoking. The relations of mean levels of IL-6, vVWF, factor VIII,
plasma viscosity and platelet count according to social class were only slightly altered
after adjustment for behavioural factors (Table 5.6). Further adjustment for biological
coronary risk factors (systolic blood pressure, HDL-C, triglycerides, insulin and
glucose) did not appreciably alter the above relationships. No association was seen
between social class and t-PA antigen, haematocrit, APC ratio or aPTT in age-adjusted

analyses (Table 5.7).

5.5.4 Social class and metabolic syndrome

Among men without prevalent diabetes defined in 1998-2000, 817 men (28%) had
metabolic syndrome. Table 5.8 shows the prevalence of and odds ratios for metabolic

syndrome according to social class. Age-adjusted analysis showed an inverse social
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gradient in metabolic syndrome, with increasing odds of the metabolic syndrome from
social class I to social class V (age-adjusted odds ratio for having metabolic syndrome
in social class V compared to I was 1.64; 95%CI 0.98, 2.76; p for trend 0.0005). This
association was markedly attenuated when adjusted for behavioural risk factors
including cigarette smoking, physical activity and alcohol consumption; the trend in the
social class gradient was no longer significant after these adjustments (odds ratio for

social class V vs. social class I attenuated to 1.22; 95%CI 0.71, 2.08; p for trend 0.06).

Table 5.9 shows the relationship of social class with individual components of the
metabolic syndrome. Social class was associated with higher levels of 4 of the 5
metabolic syndrome components; the risk of having high blood pressure, high
triglycerides, high waist circumference and low HDL-cholesterol was greatest in social
class V and lowest in social class I. Adjustment for behavioural risk factors attenuated
these associations between social class and the individual components of metabolic
syndrome, except for those for waist circumference and high blood pressure, which
were little affected by adjustment. Compared with social class I, social class V had a
two-fold greater risk of having low HDL-cholesterol levels (<1.04 mmol/L) and a
similar increased risk of having high waist circumference (>102 cm). After adjustment
for behavioural factors (smoking, physical activity and alcohol consumption), the odds
ratio for social class V compared with social class I for low-HDL cholesterol attenuated
to 1.55 (95%CI 0.86, 2.79), while an increased risk for high waist circumference in
social class V remained (odds ratio 1.71; 95%CI 1.02, 2.88). Table 5.10 shows the
association between social class and HOMA (insulin resistance). The risk of being in
the top fourth of HOMA distribution increased from social class I to social class V (p

for trend 0.02). This gradient was attenuated when adjusted for behavioural factors. The
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age-adjusted odds ratio for high HOMA was 2.47 (95%CI 1.44, 4.23) for social class V
compared with social class I, which reduced to 1.98 (95%CI 1.13, 3.46; p for trend
0.17) after adjustment for behavioural factors (smoking, physical activity and alcohol

consumption). This increased risk of high HOMA in social class V was attenuated to

1.46 (95%CI1 0.79, 2.68) when further adjusted for BMI.

5.5.5 Social class and dietary factors

Age-adjusted mean levels of different dietary factors for each social class group are
presented in Table 5.11. Dietary intake of total fat, saturated fat, polyunsaturated fat and
cholesterol did not show social class differences. Fibre intake (total, cereal and
vegetable fibre) decreased from social class I to social class V. Intakes of vitamin C and
fresh fruit and vegetables were also significantly lower in lower social class groups.
These relationships were not substantially altered when adjusted for cigarette smoking
or BMI (results not shown). Plasma vitamin C also showed inverse social class

gradients, with decreasing plasma levels from social class I to social class V.

5.6 Discussion

Several established and novel coronary risk factors in this study of older British men
were related to social class. Lower social classes had higher levels of unfavourable risk
factors, including higher prevalences of cigarette smoking, physical inactivity, obesity,
higher triglycerides levels and low HDL-cholesterol. The levels of inflammatory and
haemostatic markers, and metabolic syndrome increased with decreasing social class.
These social class relationships with inflammatory/haemostatic markers and metabolic
syndrome were substantially explained by behavioural risk factors, but some with vVWF

and factor VIII persisted. Dietary fat intake (total, saturated and polyunsaturated) and
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dietary cholesterol did not demonstrate associations with social class. Lower social class
was associated with lower consumption of fresh fruit and vegetables and vitamin C, and
also with plasma vitamin C; levels of these factors decreased from the highest to lowest

social class.

5.6.1 Strengths and limitations of findings

A particular strength of these results is that they are based on a socioeconomically and
geographically representative sample of older British men. Such a socially
representative sample is a particular strength when studying socioeconomic variations
in coronary risk factors. Using this sample, the relation of a range of different
haemostatic/inflammatory markers with social class has been explored, some of which
have not been studied before in this context. Another strength of these results is the
validity of the measure of socioeconomic position used, which can be difficult to
characterise in older populations. Socioeconomic position was based on the longest-held
occupation assessed at middle-age when the men were aged 40-59 years. Therefore, this
measure is likely to be a stable measure of socioeconomic position over most of adult
life, and is likely to reflect socioeconomic conditions even in older age. A limitation of
the results is that the study sample of older British men excluded subjects from inner
cities and towns with high mobility, thus with little information on ethnic minority
groups and highly mobile people. The results may not, therefore, be generalisable to
younger subjects, women, ethnic minority groups and other Western populations. Also,
the results are based on cross-sectional analyses, which limits the extent to which causal
inferences can be drawn between social class and particularly, inflammatory markers

such as vVWF and factor VIII.
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A potential limitation of the results arises due to the possibility of bias in reporting of
health behavioural risk factors including cigarette smoking, alcohol consumption and
physical activity. If random misreporting of these risk factors occurred in all social class
groups, the strength of the associations presented would be underestimated. Systematic
misreporting of behavioural factors in different social class groups could result in
altering the results in either direction depending on which social class groups
over/under report. Although it was not possible to validate whether misreporting of
these risk factors differed systematically by social class, a close agreement between
reported smoking and cotinine levels had been previously observed in this population

136336 the agreement between cotinine levels and reported

sample, and in other studies;
smoking was similar in non-manual and manual social class groups. It is also possible
that smokers and heavy drinkers with higher mortality rates had died at an earlier age,
resulting in a healthier sample at 60-79 years with fewer smokers and heavy drinkers.
Nevertheless, this issue of selection or survival bias is inherent when studying older
populations. While this issue may weaken the associations between social class and
behavioural risk factors in an older population, the results presented in this Chapter are

consistent with the relationship of smoking, physical activity and alcohol consumption

with social class observed when the study participants were middle-aged.*”*"

Imprecise measurement of physiological and biological markers due to measurement
error or short-term deviation from average levels is also likely to have occurred.
Previous work using a one-week repeatability study indicated that measurement errors
existed to some extent for nearly all biological and inflammatory markers except for
HDL-C and BML**"??® This implies that the relationships of these biological and novel

risk factors with social class presented in this Chapter are possibly weaker than the true
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associations. Single measurements and inaccurate reporting of dietary intake could also
result in measurement errors for dietary intake. An indication of the validity of reported
dietary intake, however, is that social class gradient in dietary vitamins C was consistent

with that of plasma vitamin C.
5.6.2 Comparison with previous studies

5.6.2.1 Social class and behavioural risk factors

A number of studies in middle-aged populations have explored the relationship of

24;37;102;180;214;261;319 .
2 HITS TS The social

socioeconomic position with behavioural risk factors.
class differences in cigarette smoking, physical inactivity, and obesity observed in the
older men of the British Regional Heart Study were similar to the patterns of association
previously described in middle-age, with greater levels of adverse behavioural factors in

24:37:102;180:214;261;319 .
2 LSRR However, few such studies have been

lower socioeconomic groups.
carried out in older people and only one of these were based in the UK, although some
evidence is available from studies in other countries. In the English Longitudinal Study
of Ageing (ELSA), men and women aged >60 years in routine/manual social class were
more likely to be current smokers and less physically active compared to those aged
>60 years in professional/managerial social classes.'"” Manual workers in a Swedish
population-based study of men and women >65 years showed greater rates of cigarette

121 s
Similar

smoking, physical inactivity and obesity than professional employees.
differences in cigarette smoking were observed according to education and income
levels in a US study of men and women aged >65 years, in which lower educational and
income levels were associated with greater prevalences of current smokers.*'® Obesity,

physical activity and heavy alcohol consumption were also greater in people of lower

educational levels, and lower occupational social classes in a Spanish non-
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institutionalised population aged over 60 years.’'® Heavy drinking did not vary
significantly by social class in the present study, possibly due to the small proportion
(3%) of heavy drinkers in this group of older men. In middle-age, however, when heavy
drinking was more prevalent, the men of manual social classes in the British Regional
Heart Study were observed to be far more likely to be heavy drinkers than non-manual
social classes.”® In the present study, older men of lower social classes were more
likely to be non-drinkers or occasional drinkers, which maybe due to a greater
prevalence of co-morbidities in these social classes resulting in reducing/giving up
alcohol consumption. Regular light/moderate drinking was greater in higher social
classes, which was also previously observed when the cohort was middle-aged.” This
social class pattern of alcohol consumption (higher prevalence of light drinking in
higher social classes) 1is consistent with previous studies in middle-aged

: 214;261
populations.?'*2°

5.6.2.2 Social class and biological coronary risk factors

Among biological coronary risk factors, social class appeared to be related only to
triglycerides and HDL-cholesterol, while there was no evidence of social class variation
in total cholesterol, LDL-cholesterol or blood pressure. The association of social class
with triglycerides could be due to greater levels of BMI in lower social class groups
since the association was reduced on adjustment for BMI. However, the cross-sectional
nature of the analyses and the fact that BMI is more precisely measured than
triglyceride limits the assumption that BMI completely explains the association between
social class and triglyceride. The associations of socioeconomic position with blood
lipids are known to be inconsistent from studies in middle-aged subjects; some studies

found no association between triglycerides or HDL-cholesterol and socioeconomic

102;339 d 227;259;333

position, while others di Evidence for a relationship between
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socioeconomic position and total cholesterol in the literature has also been weak,>*!*%*%

and if anything lower socioeconomic groups have been observed to have lower levels of
total cholesterol in middle-age.’’>*'® This was also observed in some studies in older
populations.”'®*"” The social class variations in blood pressure in the above results
appeared to be weaker than the associations seen when the study participants were
middle-aged.”” While most studies in middle-aged men,”*'**** have demonstrated an
inverse relation between socioeconomic position and blood pressure, there are fewer
studies in older subjects. In ELSA, there did not appear to be a social class variation in
hypertension in older men (>60 years), although among women (>60 years) the
prevalence of hypertension was greater in those of routine/manual social classes
compared to those in managerial groups.'”” Some studies report lower socioeconomic

121;216;217

position to be associated with higher blood pressure in older age, while another

study reported a weak association in subjects >65 years.*'®

5.6.2.3 Social class and inflammatory/haemostatic markers

Various inflammatory and haemostatic markers are now known to be related to CHD

risk not only in middle-age but also in the elderly.'®!***

Inflammatory and
haemostatic markers are increasingly being seen as important potential influences on the
relation between social class and coronary heart disease.*” The results of this Chapter
showed an inverse social class gradient in inflammatory and haemostatic markers
independent of chronic diseases in older British men free from cardiovascular disease,
diabetes or musculoskeletal disease. The gradients were, however, substantially
explained by behavioural risk factors, particularly cigarette smoking, but also BMI and
physical activity; the socioeconomic gradients were substantially attenuated for

fibrinogen, fibrin-D dimer and WBC count, and also weakened for CRP, after

adjustment for behavioural factors. These findings are consistent with some
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studies,41;227;231

although other studies have reported a social class relationship of
markers like CRP and fibrinogen independent of these risk factors.**?'??%2%° It is well
established that there are higher levels of inflammatory/haemostatic markers in cigarette
smokers, those who are more inactive and those who are obese.****1°%3> Because these

. . . o . . .1
behavioural factors are also graded by socioeconomic position,**”'*

they could have a
strong confounding effect on the association of social class with inflammatory or
haemostatic markers. While most of these previous studies are in middle-aged subjects,
one study in an elderly population showed that behavioural risk factors were largely
responsible for the relationship between inflammatory markers (CRP and IL-6) and
socioeconomic position.*' In the results of this Chapter, the social class gradient in the
levels of some markers were only slightly diminished after taking behavioural risk
factors into account; IL-6, plasma viscosity and platelet count had a modest independent
relationship with social class, while the vWF—factor VIII complex had a stronger,
consistent relation. Though a similar gradient existed for vWF in the Whitehall II

2 no such social class relationship was found in vVWF and other haemostatic

study,
markers in the Caerphilly study.”® In the Whitchall II study, a greater and more
prolonged response of VWF and factor VIII to mental stress was also associated with
low social class.”** Although a graded association between social class and vWF
independent of lifestyle/behavioural factors was observed in the present study, the
cross-sectional nature of the data cannot establish a causal association between social
class and vWF, nor can it provide direct evidence that vWF mediates the relationship
between social class and CHD. To do this, prospective study information would be
needed. There is also a possibility of residual confounding underlying the apparent

relationship of haemostatic markers such as vVWF with social class. Other confounding

. . . 41 . 42 .
factors such as social area deprivation,’®' and genetic factors,**> which have been
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reported to be related to higher levels of inflammatory or haemostatic markers, may
explain the socioeconomic variation in these markers. Second, imprecision in the
measurement/ascertainment of covariates such as smoking and physical activity, leading

to less precise adjustments, may also result in residual confounding.

5.6.2.4 Social class and metabolic syndrome

The clustering of cardiovascular risk factors (hypertension, insulin resistance,
hyperglycaemia and dyslipidemia) in the form of the metabolic syndrome,”” has in
recent years been found to be associated with increased CHD risk."”> The metabolic
syndrome has also been reported to be related to socioeconomic position.'****” Given
that established coronary risk factors do not always substantially explain the

3839 the metabolic

socioeconomic gradient in CHD in middle-aged populations,
syndrome has been postulated to be a possible biological mediator for socioeconomic
inequalities in CHD.'* Behavioural factors including physical inactivity and cigarette

45241 are also

smoking, which are important risk factors for the metabolic syndrome,
related to socioeconomic position®®' and can, therefore, be expected to confound the
association between socioeconomic position and metabolic syndrome. In the Whitehall
II Study (subjects aged 39-63 years), lower compared to higher employment grades had
about a two-fold greater risk of metabolic syndrome, although behavioural factors
(smoking, physical exercise and alcohol consumption) made little contribution to this
relationship."* Lower household wealth was also found to be associated with a greater
risk of metabolic syndrome, independent of behavioural factors, in the Whitehall II
Study.*** Studies in Finnish and Danish populations, also reported socioeconomic
inequalities in metabolic syndrome by educational levels, which remained after

233;242

adjustment for behavioural factors. However, evidence for the association between

socioeconomic position and metabolic syndrome has not been entirely
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consistent,'##2233:236:237:24 1) the National Survey of Health and Development, when the
participants were aged 53 years, lower education was associated with an increased risk
of metabolic syndrome, while social class was significantly associated in women but not
in men; the influence of behavioural factors on these relationships was not reported.**
A population-based study in South Korea, also found no significant variation in
metabolic syndrome by educational or income levels in men, whereas stronger
independent associations were observed in women.”’ Similarly, a weaker association
between socioeconomic position and metabolic syndrome in men compared to women
was observed in two other studies.***° The influence of adult behavioural risk factors,
particularly physical activity, on metabolic syndrome was found to be much stronger
than that of social class, in a study in Newcastle, UK, comprising subjects aged 49-51
years.”' Another study reported that behavioural factors modified the relationship
between socioeconomic position and metabolic syndrome.*” Most of the studies so far
have been on middle-aged subjects. However, in the older men of the British Regional
Heart Study an independent association between social class and insulin resistance or
the metabolic syndrome was not observed. The results of this Chapter showed that
behavioural risk factors (physical activity, smoking and alcohol consumption) were
responsible for the relationship between social class and metabolic syndrome, as seen in

. 240:241
other studies.”**

In the present study, the risk of lower social class groups having
greater insulin resistance (high HOMA) was also diminished when behavioural risk
factors were taken into account and was further attenuated by BMI. This lack of an
independent relationship of social class with metabolic syndrome and insulin resistance
is consistent with the previously reported finding in this cohort of the lack of an
association between social class and incident type 2 diabetes,*” which is strongly

. . . . 204;344;34
related to insulin resistance and metabolic syndrome.”**?#+3%



Chapter 5 Socioeconomic position and coronary risk factors in older age 147

Of the individual components of the metabolic syndrome, social class had a particularly
strong relationship with high waist circumference (central adiposity) in the above
results, an effect that was independent of behavioural risk factors. This association of
social class with central adiposity was stronger than with metabolic syndrome itself.
Obesity or central adiposity has also been reported to be strongly associated both with
social class,'* and metabolic functioning.”>***" While the metabolic syndrome has
been widely reported to increase the risk of CHD, it has also been found that the
syndrome itself may not predict CHD risk any more than the individual components.>**
It is, therefore, likely that the role of metabolic syndrome in socioeconomic inequalities
in CHD is largely due to behavioural factors and central adiposity/obesity, which are

important coronary risk factors in their own right.**

5.6.2.5 Social class and dietary factors

In the results of this Chapter, there was no evidence of social class differences in the
dietary intakes of most of the CHD-related nutrients — dietary intake of total fat,
cholesterol, saturated fat and polyunsaturated fat were not associated with social class,
while the intakes of dietary fibre and of fresh fruit and vegetables increased from lower
to higher social class. The lack of an association between social class and dietary fat is
consistent with the lack of an association observed between social class and blood
cholesterol. Dietary as well as plasma levels of vitamin C were lower in lower social
class groups. These patterns of socioeconomic differences in dietary consumption
(social class differences absent in fat intakes but present for fibre and fruit and vegetable
consumption) observed in the present study are consistent with results from other
British studies.*****'*** Socioeconomic differences in nutrients like vitamin C and fibre

intake could reflect variations in food consumption patterns, such as the social class
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variations in fruit and vegetable intake. Previous reports have alluded to determinants of
dietary behaviours such as nutritional knowledge, access to and availability of healthy
food products, and aspects of local food environment.*”'>* Although vitamin C has
been suggested to have a protective effect on coronary disease,””” there is no evidence to
substantiate this from large randomised trials.*****° Dietary fibre also has been found to
have only a weak protective effect on CHD independent of other coronary risk
factors.>***® Vitamin C and dietary fibre are, therefore, unlikely to play an important
role in influencing the relationship between socioeconomic position and CHD. The
weak association between dietary fat intake and socioeconomic position suggests that
dietary factors have a limited role in contributing to socioeconomic differentials in
CHD.**?* A decline in CHD mortality in social classes I and II between 1974 and
1981 in Britain was observed to correspond more closely with a decline in smoking
rates in these social classes, while dietary fat intake patterns did not vary by social
class.*® Although adjustment for cigarette smoking did not appreciably alter the
relation between social class and dietary factors in the results of this Chapter, strong
interrelationships of smoking, and dietary patterns have been reported, with smokers
having lower intake of fibre compared with non-smokers.**® This highlights the greater
potential contribution of smoking to socioeconomic variations in CHD than dietary

246;
factors.>*63%

5.6.3 Interpretation of findings

Several established and novel coronary risk factors in older age were found to be related
with socioeconomic position. In older men of the British Regional Heart Study,
established behavioural coronary risk factors, particularly cigarette smoking, physical
inactivity and obesity were more prevalent in lower social classes. Biological coronary

risk factors, such as HDL-cholesterol in older age were also observed to show social
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class variations. Of the novel risk factors, haemostatic markers including vWF appeared
to be related to social class independent of behavioural factors. The relationships of
these coronary risk factors with socioeconomic position imply their potential for

contributing to socioeconomic inequalities in older age.

5.6.4 Conclusions

Established as well as novel coronary risk factors are related to social class. Higher
levels of adverse behavioural risk factors such as cigarette smoking, physical inactivity
and obesity were observed in older British men who were of lower social class groups.
Social class gradients in biological coronary risk factors were weak except for HDL-
cholesterol, which was lower in lower social classes. Dietary fat intake did not show
strong social class variations, although intakes of dietary fibre, vitamin C and of fresh
fruit and vegetables decreased from higher to lower social classes. Metabolic syndrome
was not related to social class independent of behavioural risk factors. The social class
gradient in circulating inflammatory and haemostatic markers was to a large extent
explained by the higher levels of adverse behavioural risk factors (particularly smoking)
in lower social class groups. The contribution of established and novel coronary risk
factors, including inflammatory and haemostatic markers, to the socioeconomic gradient
in CHD in older age needs to be further evaluated in prospective analyses, as presented

in Chapter 6.



Table 5.1 Relationship of social class with cigarette smoking in men aged 60-79 years in 1998-2000

Social class

1 I III non-manual III manual v \% p for trend

N 402 1128 432 1672 370 121
Current smokers

n (%)* 24 (6) 102 (9) 44 (10) 258 (15) 77 (21) 15 (12)

OR (95%CI)T 1.00 1.58 (0.99, 2.50) 1.80 (1.07, 3.02) 2.90 (1.88, 4.47) 4.21 (2.6, 6.83) 2.21(1.12,4.36) <0.0001
Never smokers

n (%)* 198 (49) 380 (34) 146 (34) 370 (22) 93 (25) 25 (21)

OR (95%CI)T 1.00 0.53 (0.42, 0.66) 0.53 (0.40, 0.7) 0.29 (0.23, 0.37) 0.35 (0.26, 0.48) 0.26 (0.16, 0.42) <0.0001
Ex-smokers

n (%)* 180 (45) 646 (57) 242 (56) 1044 (62) 200 (54) 81 (67)

OR (95%CI)+ 1.00 1.65 (1.31, 2.07) 1.56 (1.18, 2.05) 2.04 (1.64, 2.55) 1.42 (1.06, 1.88) 2.59 (1.68, 3.98) <0.0001

*Cells show number of subjects reporting health behaviour (% of all those in that social class)

TOR=age-adjusted odds ratios; CI=confidence intervals
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Table 5.2 Relationship of social class with alcohol consumption in men aged 60-79 years in 1998-2000

Social class

1 1I III non-manual III manual v \% p for trend

Non-drinkers

n (%)* 17 (4) 86 (8) 33 (8) 197 (12) 63 (17) 20 (17)

OR (95%CI) 1.00 1.84 (1.08, 3.13) 1.81 (0.99, 3.30) 2.98 (1.79, 4.95) 4.55 (2.60, 7.94) 4.67 (2.35,9.27) <0.0001
Occasional drinkers (<1 unit/week)

n (%)* 76 (19) 263 (24) 132 (31) 474 (29) 110 (30) 34 (29)

OR (95%CID) 1.00 1.29 (0.97, 1.71) 1.83 (1.33, 2.53) 1.68 (1.28,2.21) 1.80 (1.28, 2.51) 1.72 (1.07, 2.75) <0.0001
Light/moderate drinkers (1-42 units/week)

n (%)* 291 (74) 721 (65) 256 (59) 920 (56) 172 (47) 59 (50)

OR (95%CI) 1.00 0.65 (0.51, 0.84) 0.52(0.39, 0.70) 0.45 (0.35, 0.58) 0.32 (0.24, 0.44) 0.35(0.23, 0.53) <0.0001
Heavy drinkers (>42 units/week)

n (%)* 8(2) 37 (3) 8(2) 46 (3) 13 (4) 54

OR (95%CI) 1.00 1.67 (0.77, 3.62) 0.93 (0.34, 2.49) 1.40 (0.66, 2.99) 1.84 (0.75, 4.49) 2.09 (0.67, 6.51) 0.44

*Cells show number of subjects reporting health behaviour (% of all those in that social class)

+TOR = age-adjusted odds ratios; CI=confidence intervals
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Table 5.3 Relationship of social class with physical activity, obesity and body mass index (BMI) in men aged 60-79 years in 1998-2000

Social class

I I III non-manual III manual v \% p for trend

Physically inactive

n (%)* 103 (26) 331 (30) 163 (39) 588 (37) 144 (40) 55 (47)

OR (95%CI)’ 1.00 1.22(0.94, 1.58) 1.77 (1.31, 2.39) 1.65 (1.29, 2.11) 1.87(1.37, 2.55) 2.55(1.66, 3.91) <0.0001
Moderate-vigorous physical activity

n (%)* 222 (56) 577 (53) 197 (47) 675 (42) 138 (39) 39 (33)

OR (95%CD) 1.00 0.87 (0.69, 1.1) 0.69 (0.53,0.92) 0.58 (0.46, 0.72) 0.50 (0.37, 0.67) 0.37 (0.24, 0.58) <0.0001
Obese (BMI>30 kg/m?)

n (%)* 49 (12) 58 (14) 69 (16) 338 (20) 73 (20) 30 (25)

OR (95%CT)" 1.00 1.18 (0.84, 1.67) 1.38 (0.93, 2.05) 1.85 (1.34, 2.55) 1.80 (1.22, 2.67) 2.35(1.41,3.91) <0.0001
BMI (kg/m®)

Mean (standard error) 26.2 (0.18) 26.7 (0.11) 26.8 (0.18) 27.2 (0.09) 27.1(0.19) 27.6 (0.34) <0.0001

*Cells show number of subjects (% of all those in that social class)

+TOR = age-adjusted odds ratios; CI=confidence intervals
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Table 5.4 Age-adjusted levels of blood pressure and blood lipids according to social class in men aged 60-79 years in 1998-2000

Social class

I I IIT non-manual IIT manual v v p for trend
Mean (SE) Mean (SE) Mean (SE) Mean (SE) Mean (SE) Mean (SE)

Systolic blood pressure 148 (1.19) 149 (0.71) 150 (1.15) 149 (0.59) 150 (1.24) 149 (2.19) 0.95
Diastolic blood pressure 85 (0.56) 85 (0.33) 85 (0.54) 85 (0.27) 86 (0.58) 83 (1.02) 0.55
Triglycerides* 1.54 (1.47, 1.61) 1.57 (1.53, 1.62) 1.65 (1.57, 1.73) 1.70 (1.66, 1.74) 1.60 (1.52, 1.68) 1.60 (1.47, 1.75) 0.0007
Total cholesterol 6.05 (0.05) 5.99 (0.03) 6.04 (0.05) 5.99 (0.03) 5.95(0.06) 5.99 (0.10) 0.40
HDL-cholesterol 1.40 (0.02) 1.34 (0.01) 1.31 (0.02) 1.30 (0.01) 1.33(0.02) 1.31(0.03) <0.0001
LDL-cholesterol 3.93 (0.05) 3.91 (0.03) 3.93 (0.05) 3.88(0.02) 3.86 (0.05) 3.88(0.09) 0.21

*Geometric mean (95% confidence interval)

SE=standard error
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Table 5.5 Inflammatory and haemostatic markers according to social class in men aged 60-79 years in 1998-2000

Social class

I I III non-manual I1II manual v \4 p for trend

CRP - geometric mean*

Age-adjusted 1.17 (1.02, 1.33) 1.39(1.28, 1.51) 1.78 (1.56, 2.03) 1.74 (1.62, 1.86) 1.80 (1.55, 2.08) 1.64 (1.27,2.12) 0.009

Age and behavioural factors} 1.36 (1.2, 1.55) 1.47 (1.36, 1.59) 1.83 (1.62, 2.08) 1.64 (1.54, 1.76) 1.59 (1.38, 1.83) 1.47 (1.15, 1.88) 0.02

Fully adjusted} 1.37 (1.21, 1.55) 1.47 (1.36, 1.58) 1.82 (1.6, 2.06) 1.64 (1.54, 1.75) 1.62 (1.41, 1.87) 1.50 (1.17, 1.91) 0.02
Fibrinogen - mean (SE)

Age-adjusted 3.13 (0.04) 3.14 (0.03) 3.27(0.04) 3.29(0.02) 3.31(0.05) 3.27 (0.09) <0.001

Age and behavioural factorst 3.20 (0.04) 3.17 (0.03) 3.29(0.04) 3.26 (0.02) 3.24 (0.05) 3.22 (0.08) 0.07

Fully adjusted} 3.20 (0.04) 3.17 (0.03) 3.29(0.04) 3.26 (0.02) 3.24 (0.05) 3.23(0.08) 0.05
Fibrin d-dimer - geometric mean*

Age-adjusted 71.8 (65.6, 78.5) 73 (69, 77.2) 86 (78.5,94.3) 81.5(77.8, 85.5) 87.1(78.7,96.4) 80.2 (67.2,95.8) 0.0002

Age and behavioural factors} 76.3 (69.6, 83.5) 76.3 (72.1, 80.7) 86.8 (79.3, 95) 80.1 (76.4, 84) 81.9 (74, 90.6) 76.5 (64.2,91.3) 0.10

Fully adjusted} 76.5 (69.9, 83.7) 74.1(70.1, 78.4) 86 (78.6,94.2) 80.4 (76.7, 84.3) 82.2 (74.3,90.9) 77.9 (65.3, 92.8) 0.06
WBC - geometric mean*

Age-adjusted 6.37 (6.17, 6.58) 6.64 (6.51, 6.78) 6.70 (6.49, 6.93) 6.80 (6.69, 6.92) 6.98 (6.73, 7.23) 6.56 (6.15, 6.99) 0.0006

Age and behavioural factorst 6.56 (6.36, 6.78) 6.73 (6.6, 6.87) 6.77 (6.55, 6.99) 6.72 (6.61, 6.84) 6.76 (6.52,7) 6.45 (6.06, 6.86) 0.73

Fully adjusted} 6.57 (6.36, 6.78) 6.73 (6.6, 6.87) 6.75 (6.54, 6.97) 6.72 (6.61, 6.83) 6.78 (6.54, 7.02) 6.42 (6.04, 6.83) 0.77

*Geometric mean (95% confidence interval)

tBehavioural factors include BMI, smoking, alcohol consumption and physical activity
iFully adjusted - adjusted for age, behavioural factors and blood pressure, HDL, triglycerides, insulin and glucose; SE= standard error
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Table 5.6 (Contd.) Inflammatory and haemostatic markers according to social class in men aged 60-79 years in 1998-2000

Social class

I I III non-manual III manual v \% p for trend

IL6 - geometric mean*

Age-adjusted 1.92 (1.78, 2.08) 2.12(2.02,2.22) 2.42(2.24,2.62) 2.51(2.41,2.61) 2.50(2.3,2.73) 2.65 (2.28, 3.08) <0.0001

Age and behavioural factors} 2.09 (1.94,2.25) 2.18 (2.08, 2.28) 2.46 (2.29, 2.65) 2.44 (2.34,2.54) 2.33(2.14,2.53) 2.48 (2.15,2.87) <0.0001

Fully adjusted} 2.09 (1.94, 2.25) 2.18 (2.08, 2.28) 2.45(2.28,2.64) 2.44 (2.34,2.53) 2.35(2.16, 2.55) 2.51(2.17,2.9) <0.0001
von Willebrand factor- mean (SE)

Age-adjusted 129 (3) 132 (2) 137 (3) 136 (1) 145 (3) 147 (5) <0.0001

Age and behavioural factors} 132 (3) 133 (2) 137 (3) 135 (1) 143 (3) 145 (5) 0.002

Fully adjustedi 131 (3) 132 (2) 137 (3) 136 (1) 144 (3) 145 (5) 0.0004
Factor VIII - mean (SE)

Age-adjusted 126 (2) 127 (1) 130 (2) 132 (1) 137 (2) 137 (4) <0.0001

Age and behavioural factorst 127 (2) 127 (1) 130 (2) 131 (1) 136 (2) 135 (4) <0.0001

Fully adjustedi 127 (2) 126 (1) 130 (2) 131 (1) 137 (2) 135 (4) <0.0001
Plasma viscosity - mean (SE)

Age-adjusted 1.27 (0.005) 1.27 (0.003) 1.28 (0.005) 1.29 (0.002) 1.29 (0.005) 1.29 (0.009) <0.0001

Age and behavioural factorst 1.28 (0.005) 1.27 (0.003) 1.28 (0.005) 1.29 (0.002) 1.29 (0.005) 1.28 (0.009) 0.003

Fully adjusted} 1.28 (0.005) 1.27 (0.003) 1.28 (0.005) 1.29 (0.002) 1.29 (0.005) 1.28 (0.009) 0.003
Platelet count - mean (SE)

Age-adjusted 234 (4) 231 (2) 234 (4) 242 (2) 243 (4) 233 (7) 0.002

Age and behavioural factors} 235 (4) 232 (2) 234 (4) 242 (2) 240 (4) 229 (7) 0.03

Fully adjustedi 235 (4 232 (2) 235 (4) 242 (2) 240 (4) 229 (7) 0.04

*Geometric mean (95% confidence interval)

tBehavioural factors include BMI, smoking, alcohol consumption and physical activity
{Fully adjusted - adjusted for age, behavioural factors and blood pressure, HDL, triglycerides, insulin and glucose; SE= standard error
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Table 5.7 (Contd.) Inflammatory and haemostatic markers according to social class in men aged 60-79 years in 1998-2000

Social class

I I III non-manual III manual v \4 p for trend

tPA

Mean (SE) - age-adjusted 10.64 (0.26) 10.47 (0.16) 10.63 (0.27) 10.84 (0.14) 10.32 (0.29) 11.39 (0.52) 0.25
Haematocrit

Mean (SE) - age-adjusted 0.45 (0.002) 0.45 (0.001) 0.45 (0.002) 0.45 (0.001) 0.45 (0.002) 0.45 (0.004) 0.25
APC ratio

Mean (SE) - age-adjusted 3.29 (0.03) 3.27 (0.02) 3.23(0.03) 3.25(0.02) 3.25(0.03) 3.20 (0.06) 0.09
aPTT

Geometric mean* - age-adjusted 30.8 (30.5,31.2) 30.4 (30.2,30.7) 30.3 (29.9, 30.7) 30.7 (30.5, 30.9) 30.6 (30.2,31.0) 30.9(30.2,31.7) 0.38

*Geometric mean (95% confidence interval)
SE= standard error
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Table 5.8 Metabolic syndrome according to social class in men aged 60-79 years in 1998-2000

Social class

1 I III non-manual III manual v v p for trend
Metabolic syndrome - n (%)* 70 (23) 209 (24) 84 (27) 348 (31) 77 (29) 29 (33)
OR (95%CI)
Age-adjusted 1.00 1.08 (0.80, 1.48) 1.24 (0.86, 1.79) 1.47 (1.10, 1.98) 1.37 (0.94, 1.99) 1.64 (0.98, 2.76) 0.0005
Adjusted for age and behavioural factors’ 1.00 1.02 (0.74, 1.40) 1.11 (0.76, 1.61) 1.27 (0.94, 1.73) 1.15(0.78, 1.70) 1.22(0.71, 2.08) 0.06

*Cells show number of subjects with metabolic syndrome (% of all those in that social class)
"Behavioural factors included smoking, physical activity and alcohol consumption
OR=0dds ratio; CI=confidence intervals
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Table 5.9 Individual components of the metabolic syndrome according to social class in men aged 60-79 years in 1998-2000

Social class

I I III non-manual III manual v \% p for trend
High blood pressure n (%)* 245 (76) 695 (77) 293 (86) 963 (80) 226 (81) 73 (79)
OR (95%CI) - age-adjusted 1.00 1.10 (0.82, 1.48) 2.05(1.37,3.07) 1.32(0.99, 1.77) 1.32(0.90, 1.95) 1.35(0.76, 2.38) 0.03
Adjusted for age and behavioural factors’ 1.00 1.11 (0.82, 1.50) 2.10 (1.40, 3.16) 1.34 (0.99, 1.82) 1.33 (0.89, 1.99) 1.34 (0.75, 2.40) 0.04
High glucose n (%)* 53 (17) 132 (15) 48 (15) 209 (18) 5521 14 (16)
OR (95%CI) - age-adjusted 1.00 0.86 (0.61, 1.22) 0.85 (0.55, 1.30) 1.07 (0.77, 1.49) 1.23 (0.81, 1.87) 0.93 (0.49, 1.77) 0.10
Adjusted for age and behavioural factors’ 1.00 0.90 (0.63, 1.28) 0.87 (0.56, 1.34) 1.14 (0.80, 1.60) 1.27 (0.83, 1.96) 0.94 (0.49, 1.81) 0.08
High triglycerides n (%)* 117 (38) 352 (41) 129 (41) 529 (46) 111 (42) 37 (42)
OR (95%CI) - age-adjusted 1.00 1.13 (0.86, 1.47) 1.15 (0.83, 1.59) 1.40 (1.08, 1.81) 1.18 (0.84, 1.65) 1.13 (0.70, 1.83) 0.03
Adjusted for age and behavioural factors’ 1.00 1.11 (0.86, 1.45) 1.16 (0.85, 1.59) 1.31(1.02, 1.69) 1.08 (0.78, 1.50) 0.98 (0.61, 1.56) 0.23
Low HDL-cholesterol n (%)* 46 (15) 159 (19) 56 (18) 248 (22) 39 (15) 24 (27)
OR (95%CI) - age-adjusted 1.00 1.29 (0.90, 1.84) 1.24 (0.81, 1.90) 1.57 (1.11, 2.21) 0.98 (0.62, 1.56) 2.07 (1.18, 3.64) 0.04
Adjusted for age and behavioural factors' 1.00 1.17 (0.81, 1.69) 1.04 (0.68, 1.62) 1.28 (0.89, 1.83) 0.73 (0.45, 1.17) 1.55 (0.86, 2.79) 0.82
High waist circumference n (%)* 68 (21) 198 (22) 94 (28) 364 (31) 80 (29) 35(38)
OR (95%CI) - age-adjusted 1.00 1.06 (0.77, 1.44) 1.45 (1.02, 2.08) 1.65 (1.23,2.21) 1.51(1.04,2.19) 2.28(1.38,3.76) <0.0001
Adjusted for age and behavioural factors' 1.00 1.00 (0.73 1.38) 1.31 (0.90 1.89) 1.48 (1.09, 2.01) 1.33 (0.90, 1.96) 1.71 (1.02, 2.88) 0.0002

*Cells show number of subjects with the individual component of the metabolic syndrome (% of all those in that social class)
fBehavioural factors included smoking, physical activity and alcohol consumption. OR=o0dds ratio; Cl=confidence intervals
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Table 5.10 Top fourth of HOMA (insulin resistance) distribution according to social class in men aged 60-79 years in 1998-2000

Social class

I I III non-manual III manual v \% p for trend
Top fourth of HOMA - n (%)* 50 (17) 150 (18) 53(17) 208 (18) 51(19) 29 (33)
OR (95%CI)
Age-adjusted 1.00 1.08 (0.76, 1.53) 1.05 (0.69, 1.60) 1.14 (0.81, 1.60) 1.23 (0.80, 1.89) 2.47 (1.44, 4.23) 0.02
Adjusted for age and behavioural factors' 1.00 1.04 (0.73, 1.49) 0.95 (0.62, 1.46) 1.04 (0.73, 1.48) 1.10 (0.71, 1.72) 1.98 (1.13, 3.46) 0.17

*Cells show number of subjects in the top fourth of HOMA distribution (% of all those in that social class)
tBehavioural factors included smoking, physical activity and alcohol consumption. OR=o0dds ratio; CI=confidence intervals
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Table 5.11 Age-adjusted nutrient composition of dietary intake, and plasma vitamin C according to social class in men aged 60-79 years

in 1998-2000 (dietary nutrients were adjusted for total calorie intake)

Social class

1 I III non-manual III manual v \% p for trend
Total fat (gm/day)* 66.5 (65.2, 67.9) 67.4(66.6, 68.2) 67.8 (6.5, 69.2) 67.2 (6.5, 67.8) 67.5 (6.1, 68.9) 66.3 (63.9, 68.9) 0.93
Saturated fat (gm/day)* 26.5(25.8,27.3) 27.1 (26.7,27.6) 27.2(26.4,27.9) 26.8 (26.4,27.1) 27.1(26.3,27.9) 26.4 (25.1,27.8) 0.76
Polyunsaturated fat (gm/day)* 9.7 (9.4, 9.9) 9.7 (9.5,9.8) 10.1 (9.8, 10.4) 9.9 (9.7, 10.0) 9.9 (9.6, 10.2) 9.4 (8.9, 9.9) 0.20
Cholesterol (mg/day)* 250 (242, 258) 258 (253, 263) 253 (245, 260) 252 (248, 256) 251 (242, 259) 257 (242, 273) 0.48
Cereal fibre (gm/day)* 10.5 (9.9, 11.1) 9.8 (9.5, 10.1) 10.0 (9.5, 10.5) 9.2(8.9,9.4) 8.9(8.5,9.4) 8.4(7.7,9.2) <0.0001
Vegetable fibre (gm/day) Mean (SE) 15.6 (0.2) 15.2 (0.1) 14.8 (0.2) 14.5 (0.1) 14.5 (0.2) 13.3 (0.4) <0.0001
Total fibre (gm/day) Mean (SE) 27.5 (0.4) 26.5(0.2) 264 (0.4) 25.3(0.2) 25.0 (0.4) 23.5(0.7) <0.0001
Carbohydrates (gm/day) Mean (SE) 274 (2) 274 (1) 277 (2) 279 (1) 281 (2) 282 (3) <0.0001
Energy (kcal/day) Mean (SE) 2099 (26) 2086 (15) 2097 (25) 2144 (13) 2108 (27) 2087 (48) 0.07
Egigef;agzlzg;’gi‘;g;ﬁ;i"n 5.39 (0.09) 5.17 (0.05) 4.89 (0.09) 4.76 (0.04) 4.82 (0.10) 4.45(0.17) <0.0001
gji:g;j:;‘g?v‘;’;k) 5.56 (0.11) 5.32(0.06) 5.16 (0.10) 5.09 (0.05) 5.12(0.11) 4.98 (0.20) <0.0001
Vitamin C (gm/day)* 85.3 (81.7, 89.0) 81.0 (78.9, 83.0) 77.0 (73.9, 80.3) 71.0 (69.5, 72.5) 68.8 (65.8, 72.0) 66.1 (61.1,71.5) <0.0001
Plasma vitamin C (umol/L)* 27.1 (24.8,29.7) 24.6(23.3,25.9) 24.1(22.0, 26.3) 19.9 (19.0, 20.8) 17.8 (16.2, 19.6) 21.2(17.9,25.1) <0.0001

*Geometric means (95% confidence interval); SE=standard error
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Chapter 6
Socioeconomic position and CHD risk in older British
men: contribution of established and novel coronary

risk factors

6.1 Summary

The extent of socioeconomic inequalities in coronary heart disease (CHD) in older age
and the pathways leading to these inequalities are not fully understood. In this Chapter,
data from the British Regional Heart Study were used to assess the extent of
socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age, and the contribution of established and
novel coronary risk factors to these inequalities. The men, aged 60-79 years in 1998-
2000, were followed-up for at least 6 years for CHD mortality and CHD incidence (fatal
and non-fatal myocardial infarction). Several measures of socioeconomic position were
examined including occupational social class, education, house and car ownership, and
pension arrangements. Age at leaving full-time education, pension arrangements (state
versus private), and house and car ownership were associated with CHD risk. However,
these associations were largely attenuated after adjustment for occupational social class.
Amongst the different measures of socioeconomic position, occupational social class
showed the strongest associations with CHD risk. There was a graded relationship
between social class (based on longest-held occupation recorded at 40-59 years) and
both CHD incidence and mortality (both higher in manual social classes). Compared
with social class I, the age-adjusted hazard ratio for CHD incidence for social class V

was 2.70 (95%CI 1.37, 5.35; p for trend 0.008). Detailed analyses of the contributions
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of established and novel risk factors were carried out for occupational social class. The
hazard ratio for social class V compared with social class I was reduced to 2.14 (95%CI
1.06, 4.33; p for trend 0.11) after adjustment for behavioural risk factors (particularly
cigarette smoking, and physical activity, BMI, alcohol consumption), which explained 38%
of the social class gradient in relative risk (41% of the absolute risk gradient) for CHD
incidence. After additional adjustment for novel coronary risk factors (C-reactive protein,
interleukin-6 and von Willebrand factor), 55% of the relative risk and 59% of the absolute
risk gradient in CHD incidence was explained (hazard ratio for CHD incidence in social
class V compared to I was 1.88 95%CI 0.93, 3.81). Other established coronary risk factors
(systolic blood pressure and lipids) made little difference to these estimates; similar results
were observed for CHD mortality. Socioeconomic inequalities in CHD persisted in older
age. Relative and absolute social class differences in CHD incidence and mortality were
substantially explained by behavioural risk factors, and also by novel inflammatory

markers.

6.2 Introduction

Differences in rates of coronary heart disease (CHD) according to socioeconomic position
have been widely reported in several countries. When compared with those in higher
socioeconomic position, people in lower socioeconomic positions have a greater CHD
risk.'”’® CHD is the single most important cause of morbidity and mortality in middle-aged
and older men and shows a strong socioeconomic gradient in middle age.®*’” Although both
incidence and prevalence of CHD rise steeply with increasing age,’ the extent to which

socioeconomic inequalities in CHD persist in later life is not fully known.
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The pathways through which socioeconomic inequalities in coronary heart disease operate
also remain uncertain, particularly in later life. From studies on middle-aged populations,
behavioural and biological cardiovascular risk factors, adverse socioeconomic
circumstances across the life course, medication and treatment use, and psychosocial stress
have been implicated as mediators of the relationship between socioeconomic position and
CHD."*373%  However, in observational studies, the contribution of established risk
factors including smoking, physical inactivity, obesity and hypertension to socioeconomic
inequalities in  heart disease has  generally been reported to be
limited, ?2426:39:38:39:210211360:361 N6t of these studies report relative inequalities between
socioeconomic groups. More recently, studies have also attempted to understand the extent
to which established coronary risk factors contribute to absolute socioeconomic differences
in CHD risk as well as a relative ones.” > These studies suggest that a greater proportion of
absolute risk difference could be explained by established coronary factors than relative
socioeconomic inequalities in CHD. Novel coronary risk factors including inflammatory
and haemostatic markers such as C-reactive protein (CRP),'? have in recent years been
increasingly implicated as possible contributors to socioeconomic inequalities in heart

. 41;212
disease.”’

However, most studies examining the contribution of coronary risk factors to
socioeconomic inequalities in CHD were conducted in middle-aged subjects and little is
known about whether the same factors contribute importantly to socioeconomic differences
in older age. Measures of socioeconomic position in older age used in previous studies
include education, income and occupational social class.”*''®'?° This Chapter investigates
the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age using different indicators of

socioeconomic position (education, house ownership, car ownership, pension arrangement

and occupational social class). A better understanding of the extent of socioeconomic
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inequalities in CHD risk in later life (assessed in relative and absolute risks) and the role of
underlying coronary risk factors (established and novel) would enable appropriate

initiatives and policy action to be taken to reduce health inequalities in older age.

6.3 Objectives

The objectives of this Chapter are:

1) To examine the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD incidence and CHD
mortality, in older British men (aged 60-79 years), using different indicators of
socioeconomic position.

i1) To investigate the extent to which established behavioural (cigarette smoking, alcohol
consumption, body mass index and physical activity),'®'" biological coronary risk factors
(blood pressure, triglycerides, low density lipoprotein cholesterol, high density lipoprotein

10;11

cholesterol) and novel coronary risk factors (CRP, interleukin-6 and von Willebrand

12;13;188

factor) contribute to socioeconomic differences in CHD in older men in both relative

and absolute terms.

6.4 Methods

The British Regional Heart Study was used to investigate the above objectives. In 1998-
2000 all surviving men, now aged 60-79 years, were invited to a 20" year re-assessment,
which included completion of a questionnaire on medical history and behavioural factors, a
physical examination and collection of blood sample after a minimum 6 hour fast. 4252

men (77%) attended the examination and 4094 men (74%) had at least one measurement of
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the biological factors. The main outcomes for this Chapter were CHD incidence and CHD
mortality. CHD incidence included non-fatal and fatal myocardial infarction cases. In
accordance with the World Health Organisation criteria, non-fatal myocardial infarction
was defined by the presence of at least two of — severe prolonged chest pain, ECG evidence
of myocardial infarction and cardiac enzyme changes consistent with myocardial

infarction. 283284

This was ascertained by regular two-yearly reviews of general practitioner
records including hospital and clinic correspondence. Information from death certificates
using the International Classification of Diseases, 9th revision (ICD-9) was used to identify
fatal myocardial infarction cases as deaths with code 410414 (equivalent to ICD 10th

revision codes 120-125). For this Chapter outcome data from 1998-2000 until June 2006

was used.

6.4.1 Measures of socioeconomic position

The longest-held occupation of subjects at study entry when aged 40-59 years was used to
define social class using the Registrar Generals’ Social Class Classification (I, II, IIInon-
manual, [IImanual, IV and V). Men in the Armed Forces [112 (2.6%)] were excluded from
this analysis; information on social class was not available for 8 men. Information on car
and house ownership was collected through questionnaires in 1998-2000; subjects were
asked if they had a car available for their own use, and were asked to describe their
accommodation as owned, rented from local authority, rented privately and other.
Information on age at leaving full-time education and pension arrangements was collected
through questionnaires in 1996. Subjects were asked whether their retirement support was

or would be state pension only, occupational pension, or private pension.
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6.4.2 Coronary risk factors

Behavioural (cigarette smoking, physical activity, alcohol consumption, body mass index),
biological [systolic blood pressure, triglycerides, high-density lipoprotein-cholesterol
(HDL-C) and low density lipoprotein cholesterol (LDL-C)], and novel risk factors were
measured at the re-examination in 1998-2000 as described in Chapter 3 (section 3.7.3 to
3.7.5 on page 82, and sections 3.8.1 to 3.8.2 on pages 85-86). Information on cigarette
smoking collected in 1998-2000 and previous questionnaires, was used to classify subjects
as never smokers, long-term ex-smokers (>20 years), ex-smokers who quit smoking 15-20
years ago, ex-smokers who quit smoking 10-15 years ago, ex-smokers who quit smoking 5-
10 years ago, ex-smokers who quit smoking within 5 years, and current smokers. Based on
their alcohol intake, subjects were classified into — none, occasional (<1 unit/week), light
(1-15 units/week), moderate (16-42 units/week) and heavy (>42 units/week). Physical
activity scores based on frequency and type of activity were derived and included 6
categories (none, occasional, light, moderate, moderately-vigorous and vigorous). Subjects
in the categories of ‘none’ or ‘occasional’ activity were grouped together as ‘inactive’.
Novel coronary risk factors included CRP, interleukin-6 (IL-6) and von Willebrand factor
(vWF), which are markers of inflammation and endothelial dysfunction related to coronary
risk'*"*"*® and social class.*’ von Willebrand factor antigen levels were measured with
enzyme-linked immunosorbent assays (DAKO, High Wycombe, UK). C-reactive protein
was assayed by ultra-sensitive nephelometry (Dade Behring, Milton Keynes, UK).

Interleukin-6 was assayed by a high-sensitivity ELISA (R and D Systems, Oxford, UK).
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6.4.3 Rationale for analyses

The relationship between socioeconomic position and CHD risk (incidence and mortality)
was examined using different measures of socioeconomic position including occupational
social class, education, car and house ownership, and pension arrangement. Social class
differences for CHD events were similar whether men with previous myocardial infarction
were included in the analysis or not; men with previous myocardial infarction were retained
in the analysis. Age at leaving full-time education was grouped into <14, 15-18 and >18
years. Information on accommodation was used to classify men into those who owned their
house and those who did not. Pension arrangement was categorised into state pension only,
and other pension arrangements including occupational or private pension. Analyses
examining relative and absolute contributions of different risk factors to socioeconomic
differences were carried out using occupational social class. Regression models included
age and behavioural risk factors and were further adjusted for biological risk factors. Novel
risk factors (CRP, IL-6, vWF) were individually adjusted for in addition to behavioural

factors. Fully adjusted models included all of these risk factors.

There is evidence from studies in middle-aged populations, that a composite score
combining different socioeconomic indicators can demonstrate greater mortality risks than
individual measures of socioeconomic position.”’*** Additional analyses was carried out by
combining different socioeconomic indicators, to explore their association with CHD risk.
A score [from 0 (highest socioeconomic position) to 5 (lowest socioeconomic position)]
was combined by giving one point each to manual social class, not owning a house, not

owning a car, having state pension only and full-time education till <14 years.
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6.4.4 Statistical methods

Cox proportional hazards models were used to calculate hazard ratios with 95% confidence
intervals (CI) for CHD incidence and CHD mortality according to different measures of
socioeconomic position (occupational social class, education, car and house ownership, and
pension arrangement). The proportionality assumption for Cox models was assessed by

363 and was found to be valid. Social class I was the

testing the Schoenfeld residuals,
reference category. Fitted as a continuous variable, regression coefficients and hazard ratios
(95%CI) per unit increase for social class were also obtained. For the adjustments age,
BMLI, systolic blood pressure, triglycerides, LDL-cholesterol, HDL-cholesterol, CRP, IL-6
and vWF were fitted as continuous variables; social class (six levels), smoking (seven
levels), physical activity (five levels) and alcohol intake (five levels) were fitted as ordinal
variables. CRP and IL-6 distributions were positively skewed and required log
transformation. The contribution of risk factors to the relative social class difference was
calculated by [(BO-B1)/B0]*100; where PO was age-adjusted log hazard ratio per unit

increase in social class, and B1 was the log hazard ratio adjusted for different risk factors.*®

Survival probability at 6.5 years, the mean survival time, was calculated for each social
class by applying average levels of age and risk factors to all social classes. Event
probability for CHD incidence and CHD mortality was calculated as 1-survival probability,
expressed as a percentage. Absolute social class difference explained by risk factors was
calculated by [(AD0-AD1)/AD0]*100; where ADO is the age-adjusted absolute difference
in event probability between social classes I and V; AD1 is difference in event probability

between social classes I and V adjusted for different risk factors. Approximate 95%CI for
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the estimates of relative and absolute risk explained in each model were calculated using

bias-corrected bootstrap re-sampling of size 1000 to estimate the upper and lower limits.>*

Population attributable risk fraction (PARF) comparing manual with non-manual social
class was calculated for CHD incidence and CHD mortality using the

formula p(RR -1)/(1+ p[RR —1]), where p is the proportion of manual social class in the

study population, and RR is the relative risk for CHD for manual compared with non-
manual social classes (the relative risk was approximated by the relative hazard from Cox

28;364
18,36

proportional hazards mode ). PARF adjusted for coronary risk factors was obtained

using hazard ratios adjusted for the different risk factors.

6.5 Results

Among 4132 men aged 60-79 years who attended the 20 year re-examination, complete
information on all coronary risk factors was available for 3761 men (mean age 69 years).
The age and social class distribution of this group did not differ from that of the original
sample of 4132 men; both groups had a mean age of 69 years and included 48% subjects
from non-manual social classes. The proportion of smokers was slightly greater (15%) in
the group with missing data than in the group without missing data (12%); mean BMI and
blood pressure levels were similar in the two groups. Missing information was largely due
to unavailability of blood measurements in men who declined to provide blood samples. In
the group of 3761 men, 274 incident (non-fatal and fatal) CHD cases and 191 CHD deaths

occurred during a mean 6.5 years of follow-up.
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6.5.1 Socioeconomic position and CHD risk

Table 6.1 describes the relation between occupational social class and other measures of
socioeconomic position. The mean age at leaving full-time education was lower in manual
social classes. A much greater proportion of manual compared with non-manual social
classes had left full-time education at the age of 14 years or less; 57% in social class V and
only 7% in social class I. Among manual social classes (social class [IImanual, IV and V),
the proportions of men who did not own a house or a car were greater than in non-manual
social classes (social classes I, II, Illnon-manual). The proportion who only had a state
pension was also higher than in manual social classes compared to non-manual social

classes.

Table 6.2 shows the relationships of occupational social class and education with CHD risk.
A graded relation between occupational social class and the risk of CHD incidence and
mortality was observed, with the lowest hazard in social class I and the highest hazard in
social class V. The hazard ratio for CHD incidence increased from 1.00 in social class I to
1.40 (95%CI 0.87, 2.26) in social class III manual and was highest in social class V [2.70
(95%CI 1.37, 5.35); age-adjusted p for trend 0.008]. Compared to those with the highest
level of full-time education (up to >18 years), men with the lowest level of full-time
education (up to <14 years of age) had a greater risk of CHD incidence (age-adjusted
hazard ratio 1.70, 95%CI 1.01, 2.86). The increased CHD risk in those who completed full-
time education between 15-18 years of age (age-adjusted hazard ratio 1.67, 95%CI 1.00,
2.70) was not substantially different from those in the lowest level of education (<14
years); the test for trend across educational levels was not significant (p 0.11). The

association of educational level with CHD incidence was attenuated when adjusted for
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occupational social class. After adjustment for occupational social class, the hazard ratios
for CHD incidence were reduced to 1.56 (95%CI 0.92, 2.66) for those with full-time
education up to 15-18 years and to 1.50 (95%CI 0.85, 2.65) for those in full-time education
up to <14 years (p values for trend across educational levels=0.37). These levels of
education were also not related to CHD mortality; compared to those with the highest level
of education, age-adjusted hazard ratio for CHD mortality was 1.15 (95%CI 0.66, 1.98) for
those with the lowest level of education, and 0.96 (95%CI 0.55, 1.67) for those who left
full-time education between 15-18 years of age (p for trend across educational levels 0.42).
These non-significant associations of educational levels with CHD mortality were
attenuated on adjustment for occupational social class; hazard ratios were 0.99 (95%CI
0.54, 1.82) for those with the lowest level of education, and 0.90 (95%CI 0.50, 1.60) for
those who left full-time education between 15-18 years of age (p for trend across
educational levels 0.85). Fitted as a continuous variable, age at leaving full-time education
did not appear to be associated with CHD risk; the age-adjusted hazard ratio for every one
year increase in age at leaving full-time education was 0.98 (95% CI 0.94, 1.01; p for trend
0.17) for CHD incidence and 1.00 (95% 0.97, 1.03; p for trend 0.93) for CHD mortality.
There was some attenuation in the relationship between social class and CHD risk when
adjusted for education; age-adjusted hazard ratio for CHD mortality attenuated from 1.15

(95%CI1 1.02, 1.28) to 1.11 (95%CI 0.96, 1.28) on adjustment for education

Table 6.3 shows the relationship between house and car ownership and CHD risk. Men
who did not own their house/accommodation had a higher risk of CHD incidence and CHD
mortality compared with those who owned a house; age-adjusted hazard ratios (95%CI)

were 1.42 (1.03, 1.96) for CHD incidence and 1.55 (1.08, 2.24) for CHD mortality. These
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effects were attenuated when adjusted for occupational social class; hazard ratios (HR) with
95%CI for those who did not own a house weakened to 1.30 (0.93, 1.80) for CHD
incidence and 1.42 (0.97, 2.08) for CHD mortality. Those who did not own a car had a
higher CHD risk compared to those who owned a car; hazard ratio (95%CI) was 1.39 (1.04,
1.86) for CHD incidence and 1.64 (1.18, 2.27) for CHD mortality. After adjustment for
occupational social class, the risk of CHD incidence among those who did not own a car
was attenuated (HR 1.26; 95%CI 0.93, 1.71), while the risk of CHD mortality remained
marginally significant, though it was weakened (HR 1.50, 1.06, 2.08; see Table 6.3). In
addition to theses results in Table 6.3, the effect of occupational social class on CHD risk
altered marginally and remained significant when adjusted for house ownership and car
ownership; hazard ratio for CHD incidence for a unit increase in social class was 1.14
(95%CI 1.04, 1.25) in age-adjusted analysis and was 1.11 (95%CI 1.01, 1.23) when

adjusted for house ownership and car ownership.

Table 6.3 also shows the relationship between pension arrangement and CHD risk. Men
who only received a state pension had a greater risk of CHD compared with men who also
had occupational/private pensions; age-adjusted hazard ratios (95%CI) were 1.48 (1.11,
1.99) for CHD incidence and 1.40 (0.98, 2.00) for CHD mortality. After adjustment for
occupational social class, the association of pension arrangement with CHD incidence was
reduced, though it remained marginally significant (HR 1.38; 95%CI 1.02, 1.88; p value
0.04). The relationship of pension arrangement with CHD mortality was further reduced
after adjustment for occupational social class (HR 1.28; 95% 0.88, 1.86). In addition to
these results in Table 6.3, there did not appear to be a significant difference in CHD risk

between men who had occupational or private pensions; the age-adjusted hazard ratio
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(95%CI) for CHD incidence was 0.93 (0.66, 1.30) for those with occupational pensions

compared to those with private pensions.

6.5.2 Contribution of coronary risk factors to relative social class difference in CHD

As seen in Table 6.2 and Table 6.3, occupational social class appeared to be the indicator of
socioeconomic position with the strongest association with CHD risk. In age-adjusted
analyses, social class V had more than two and a half times increased risk of CHD
incidence and mortality compared to social class I (Table 6.2). Combining social classes
I+II and IV+V also revealed social class differences in CHD risk — the hazard ratios
(95%CI) for men in social classes IV+V compared to social classes I+II were 1.60 (1.11,

2.31) for CHD incidence and 1.62 (1.05, 2.49) for CHD mortality.

Table 6.4 shows the effect of adjustment for different coronary risk factors on the
relationship between occupational social class and CHD. For every unit increase in social
class, the age-adjusted CHD risk increased by 1.14 (95%CI 1.04, 1.25) for CHD incidence
and by 1.15 (95%CI 1.02, 1.28) for CHD mortality. Adjustment for behavioural risk
factors (cigarette smoking, physical activity, BMI and alcohol consumption) reduced these
increased risks of CHD incidence and mortality with lower social class. Behavioural risk
factors explained 38% (95% bootstrap CI 12%, 166%) of the increased relative risk for
CHD incidence and 39% (95%CI 8%, 236%) for CHD mortality in lower social class
groups. Half of the attenuation in the effect of social class on CHD incidence and mortality
after adjustment for behavioural factors was caused by cigarette smoking (20%). Further
adjustment for biological risk factors (systolic blood pressure, triglycerides, LDL-

cholesterol and HDL-cholesterol) did not materially alter the results after adjustment for
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behavioural factors. Individual adjustment for CRP, IL-6 or vWF in addition to behavioural
risk factors further attenuated the effect of social class — together with behavioural factors,
CRP accounted for 46%, IL-6 for 47% and vWF for 47% of the relative risk difference in
CHD incidence between social class groups. All the behavioural, biological and novel
coronary risk factors together explained 55% (95%CI 22%, 214%) of the relative risk for
CHD incidence and 56% (95%CI 15% to 273%) of the relative risk for CHD mortality in
lower social classes. After adjustment for behavioural, biological and novel risk factors an
increased risk of CHD in social class V compared with I remained, although it was no

longer significant (hazard ratio for CHD incidence 1.88; 95%CI 0.93, 3.81).

6.5.3 Contribution of coronary risk factors to absolute social class difference in CHD

Event probability for CHD incidence and mortality at 6.5 years was graded according to
social class (see Table 6.5); social class I had the lowest event probability (4.74% for CHD
incidence) and social class V had the highest (8.90% for CHD incidence). The absolute
difference in the probability of CHD incidence between social class I and V was 4.16% and
the corresponding figure for CHD mortality was 2.78%. Adjusting for behavioural risk
factors explained 41% (95%CI 18%, 132%) of the absolute risk difference in the
probability of CHD incidence between social classes I and V, and behavioural risk factors
explained 45% of the absolute risk difference in CHD mortality. Further adjustment for
biological risk factors (systolic blood pressure, triglycerides, LDL-cholesterol and HDL-
cholesterol) did not make additional contributions to the absolute difference in CHD risk
between social classes that was explained by behavioural factors. Additional adjustment for
novel risk factors increased the proportions of risk explained slightly. When added to

behavioural risk factors, adjustment for CRP explained 49%, IL-6 51% and vWF 51% of
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the absolute social class difference in the probability of CHD incidence. In combination, all
the risk factors (behavioural, biological and novel) together accounted for 59% (95%CI
33%, 312%) of the absolute social class difference in risk of CHD incidence, and 63%
(95%CI -153%, 162%) for CHD mortality. Limited power resulted in wide Bootstrap 95%
confidence intervals for the analyses both for relative and absolute social class difference
explained. Some confidence intervals reported give upper bounds of >100%, while other
give lower bounds of <0% (negative). A value for percentage explained >100% implies that
if the risk factors were equally distributed in the population, the CHD risk in manual social
classes may be lower than that in non-manual social classes. A negative lower bound
confidence limit suggests that the disadvantage of manual social class would be even more
marked after adjustment for risk factors. At the 95% confidence level, the upper and lower
bound indicate the best and worst possible contribution of risk factors; the point estimates

give the best estimate of the contribution of risk factors obtained in these analyses.

6.5.4 Combining socioeconomic measures

Additional analyses in the present study revealed that combining different socioeconomic
indicators was associated with increased CHD risk. A score combined [from 0 (highest
socioeconomic position) to 5 (lowest socioeconomic position)] by giving one point each to
manual social class, not owning a house, not owning a car, having state pension only and
full-time education till <14 years, was associated with increased risk of CHD incidence.
The age-adjusted hazard ratio for CHD incidence increased from 1.00 in the lowest score
group (highest socioeconomic group) to 1.55 (95%CI 0.95, 2.60) in the lowest
socioeconomic group (combined score >3). The age-adjusted hazard ratio for CHD

incidence per unit increase in the score was 1.13 (95%CI 1.03, 1.24); p for trend 0.01. This
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was reduced to 1.08 (95%CI 0.98, 1.19) after adjustment for behavioural risk factors
(smoking, physical activity, BMI and alcohol consumption). The magnitude of the
association of the combined socioeconomic score and CHD risk was not greater than that
observed between occupational social class and CHD risk. The strength of the association
between the combined socioeconomic score and CHD risk (per unit increase in the score)
was similar to that observed for occupational social class. Moreover, the contribution of
behavioural risk factors to relative socioeconomic differences in CHD incidence using the

combined score was similar (34%) to that observed for occupational social class.

6.5.5 Population attributable risk fractions

Table 6.6 shows the population attributable risk fractions (PARF) from manual social
classes for CHD incidence and CHD mortality; these indicate the population risk for CHD
incidence or mortality attributable to the excess risk in manual compared with non-manual
social classes. Table 6.6 also shows the PARF for CHD adjusted for different risk factors
and the contribution of these risk factors in reducing the PARF from manual social class.
The age-adjusted population attributable risk fraction (PARF) for manual versus non-
manual social classes was 12% for CHD incidence and 15% for CHD mortality.
Adjustment for behavioural risk factors reduced the PARF to 7% for CHD incidence and
10% for CHD mortality, thus accounting for 41% of the PARF (manual versus non-manual
groups) for CHD incidence and 34% for CHD mortality. Further adjustment for biological
risk factors did not alter these attributable risk fractions. Adjusting for CRP, IL-6 and vWF
individually in addition to behavioural factors further reduced the PARF slightly; all
together these risk factors with behavioural factors explained 56% of the PARF from

manual social class for CHD incidence and 52% for CHD mortality. These results are
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similar to the estimated contribution of risk factors to the relative and absolute social class

differences reported in sections 6.5.2 and 6.5.3.

6.6 Discussion

In this prospective study of men aged 60-79 years, socioeconomic inequalities in CHD
persisted in older age. The risk of CHD was almost threefold greater in the lowest
compared with highest social class, and the absolute difference in risk of CHD incidence at
6.5 years was 4%. An appreciable proportion of the increased relative and absolute risk of
CHD in lower social class groups was explained by behavioural factors, especially cigarette
smoking, and also BMI, physical activity and alcohol consumption. Novel coronary risk
factors including CRP, IL-6 and vWF also contributed to the inequalities in CHD in older
age. Biological risk factors (blood pressure and lipids) made little contribution to these

socioeconomic inequalities.

6.6.1 Strength and limitations of findings

A major strength of the results presented in this Chapter is that the findings are from a
socioeconomically representative cohort of older British men with high rates of follow-up.
Another strength of the findings is the wide range of socioeconomic measures used to
assess the socioeconomic inequalities in CHD risk in older age. Occupational social class,
education, house and car ownership, and pension arrangements were used to measure
socioeconomic position and its association with CHD in older age. Socioeconomic
inequalities in CHD risk in older age were present not only across occupational social class
groups but also according to education, car and house ownership and pension arrangements.

Those with state pensions only had a greater CHD risk than those who also had
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occupational or private pensions. Those who did not own a car or house had a higher risk of
CHD compared with those who did. Car and house ownership have been used as proxy
measures of income and wealth in previous studies.’® Taken together with occupation, car
ownership has been reported to reveal stronger mortality differentials in middle-aged

362 . .
97362 However, in the above results, the effects of education, car or house

populations.
ownership and pension arrangements were largely attenuated when adjusted for
occupational social class. As seen in the present study, these measures are influenced by
other indicators of socioeconomic position such as occupational social class. Car and house
ownership in older age can also be influenced also by health status. Poor health can limit
car usage, and housing arrangements can also change in the elderly. Education is often used
as a marker of socioeconomic position due to its advantage of being easy to measure and its
stability over adult life.**>® However, although previous studies in older populations have

2229 the extent of differentiation in

reported differences in CHD according to education,
CHD risk by education appeared to be limited in the present study. There was no evidence
of a consistent relationship across different levels of education and CHD risk. The
increased risk of CHD in those who left full-time education at the age of <14 years was not
substantially different from those who in stayed in full-time education till 15-18 years of
age. A unit increase in year of full-time education also showed no evidence of an
association with CHD risk in this older population. Occupational social class has been
reported by other studies to be a better discriminator of mortality than education, with
education being more a marker of early life socioeconomic position.’® In the present study,
occupational social class appeared to have the strongest associations with CHD risk

compared with the other measures of socioeconomic position. Combining different

socioeconomic measures did not reveal relative risks for CHD that were greater in
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magnitude than that observed across occupational social class groups. Therefore, it seemed
appropriate to use occupational social class as the main measure of socioeconomic position
to investigate the role of risk factors in socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age.
The social class measure, based on the longest-held occupation during middle age (40-59
years), is a particularly stable indicator of socioeconomic position over most of adult life,
which would also determine socioeconomic conditions in older age; a repeat assessment of
social class before retirement indicated a very low proportion (9%) of marked social class
change as reported in Chapter 3 (section 3.9.1 page 87).*® The use of such a measure
overcomes the difficulties of measuring socioeconomic position directly in later life.’®
However, since the study included only older men, the generalisability of the findings to
younger subjects and to women may well be limited. Although limited numbers of events

resulted in wide confidence intervals, it is nevertheless useful to have estimates to quantify

the likely contribution of coronary risk factors to socioeconomic inequalities in CHD.

6.6.2 Comparison with previous studies

The persistence of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age is consistent with

- - 22:118:119;121
previous studies.”” "

In the present study CHD risk was nearly three-fold greater in
the lowest compared with highest social class group, while other lower/manual social
classes had about a 40-60% greater CHD risk. The absolute difference in CHD incidence
risk between the highest and lowest social classes was 4%; for every 100 men followed-up
for a mean period of 6.5 years in each of the highest and lowest social classes, 4 extra CHD
events would be expected in the lowest social class group. Previous studies in older

populations have not reported the magnitude of socioeconomic differences in CHD in

absolute terms. A 20-50% greater relative risk of CHD in lower compared with higher
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socioeconomic groups has been previously reported in older age populations aged over 60
22;26;118;119;121 [ . . oys .

years. These variations in the extent of inequalities previously reported could

be due to the use of different socioeconomic measures including education and

occupational social class.*!''"*!"”12! Also different ways of classifying these measures and

different groups for comparison have been used such as higher versus lower educational

levels, highest versus lowest employment grade or social class, and non-manual versus

22;26;118;119;121

manual social class. In these studies the increased CHD risk in lower

socioeconomic groups in older age was smaller than in middle-age.””""®!" It is

nevertheless, clear that socioeconomic inequalities in CHD are present in older age and are

not restricted to middle-age.

Explanations of socioeconomic inequalities in health have been widely researched in
middle-aged populations. Studies with middle-aged participants mostly show that relative
socioeconomic inequalities in CHD are not largely accounted by established coronary risk

38;39;21
factors,”” 0

although some studies report that coronary risk factors such as cigarette
smoking and blood pressure have a substantial influence on socioeconomic inequalities in
CHD.**?"!! Recent studies in middle-aged populations suggest that coronary risk factors
(smoking, blood pressure and cholesterol) can also explain a substantial proportion of

k. 339222 However, little is known about the

absolute socioeconomic differences in CHD ris
determinants of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age. A Swedish population-
based cohort aged >65 years found adjustment for coronary risk factors (smoking, physical
activity, BMI, hypertension and diabetes) to attenuate the increased risk in manual social

121 . . .. .
class groups. = However, in a prospective study comprising older Danish men (mean age

63 years), established cardiovascular risk factors (blood pressure, smoking, lipids and
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physical activity) made only a small contribution to the relative social difference in CHD
risk.”® A study in South Korea showed much weaker socioeconomic inequalities in 55-64
year old men.*® This study however, comprised public servants, a more homogenous group
than the participants of the present study. The relative and absolute contributions of both
established and novel risk factors to socioeconomic inequalities in CHD risk in older
subjects (60-79 years) with a mean age over 65 years presented in this Chapter have not

been previously reported.

Social class differences in behavioural coronary risk factors including cigarette smoking
(the most important single factor), physical activity, BMI and alcohol consumption made an
important contribution to the increased risk of CHD in lower social class groups,
accounting for about 38% of the relative risk and over 40% of absolute risk. Another study
has also observed that cigarette smoking was the largest contributor to socioeconomic
inequalities in CHD.*® Established coronary risk factors such as blood pressure, HDL-C,
LDL-C and triglycerides made little contribution above that of the behavioural factors,
possibly due to their weaker relationships with CHD with increasing age.'”"'** Novel
cardiovascular risk factors including CRP, IL-6, and vWF explained about a further 10% of
the relative socioeconomic inequalities in CHD risk in addition to behavioural risk factors.
Taken together, both health behaviours and novel risk factors together explained about 55%
of the relative and about 60% of the absolute social class inequalities in CHD. An increased
CHD risk in the lowest social class group (social class V) remained after taking into
account behavioural and novel risk factors, although it was not statistically significant.
Studies examining the possible contribution of novel coronary risk factors such as

inflammatory markers, to socioeconomic inequalities in CHD are limited and no previous
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study has investigated this in older populations. The Women’s Health Study showed that
CRP and fibrinogen explained little of the socioeconomic differences in cardiovascular
disease beyond the effect of traditional coronary risk factors in middle-aged women.?'* The
results of studies in middle-aged populations suggest that a greater proportion of absolute
risk difference can be explained by established coronary risk factors even though the
relative risk explained can be limited.”>*** The limited contribution of established coronary
risk factors such as blood lipids to relative socioeconomic inequalities may reflect the weak
socioeconomic variations frequently observed in these risk factors.” In the present study,
the contributions of risk factors to absolute social class differences were only slightly
greater than contributions to relative inequalities. This difference in results between studies
could be due to different methods used to quantify the contribution of risk factors. In the
present study, average levels of risk factors in the cohort were applied to all participants to
assess the influence of risk factors to absolute inequalities, whereas other studies have used
a more optimistic scenario of complete removal of risk factors, or risk reductions achieved
from best-practice interventions (smoking cessation, reduction of blood pressure and

;36;222
cholesterol).>>>¢

Nonetheless, an appreciable substantial proportion of absolute social
class inequalities (about 40%) was explained by established behavioural factors in the

present study.

This was also reflected in the results on population attributable risk fractions — behavioural
risk factors made the largest contribution to reducing the population risk for CHD
attributable to manual social classes, while novel coronary risk factors made a modest
additional contribution. If manual social classes had the same CHD risk as non-manual

groups 12% of all CHD events could have been prevented. This population risk attributable
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to social class differences would be reduced to 7% if behavioural factors in manual social
classes were similar to non-manual groups — implying a 41% contribution of behavioural

risk factors.

6.6.3 Interpretation of findings

Findings of this Chapter suggest that marked socioeconomic inequalities in CHD persist in
older British men. Occupational social class, based on longest-held occupation in middle-
age, was a good indicator of these inequalities. CHD risk increased from the highest to the
lowest social class. Behavioural coronary risk factors, particularly smoking, made a
substantial contribution to these inequalities, both in relative and absolute terms (about
40%). The importance of these risk factors in terms of relative socioeconomic inequalities
would be in understanding the aetiology of these inequalities, while the contribution of
these risk factors to absolute socioeconomic differences implies their public health potential

to reducing these inequalities in CHD in older age.”

The contribution of inflammatory/haemostatic markers, to the association between
socioeconomic inequalities and CHD risk remains uncertain. The potential contribution of
these markers to socioeconomic inequalities in CHD is based on the premise that these
markers are related to increased CHD risk as well as to socioeconomic position. It is
biologically plausible that this association may partly reflect the effects of psychosocial
stresses on atherothrombosis,'> and acute stress responses for IL-6 and vVWF have been
documented.”***" There is increasing evidence from prospective studies and from meta-
analyses of prospective studies that inflammatory markers (CRP, IL-6 and vWF) are

. I . 12;13;188 .
associated with increased risk of CHD. =~ However, the causal relations of
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inflammatory and haemostatic markers with CHD risk independent of established coronary
risk factors and socioeconomic factors are not fully established.'*”* Moreover, the relation
of these markers with socioeconomic position has been reported to be confounded by

. . AL
behavioural risk factors such as smoking,*'**’

as also presented in Chapter 5. High levels of
inflammatory markers in older age have been shown to be strongly related to morbidity,
and to coronary risk factors including smoking, physical activity, blood pressure and

s ., 43;196;232;
dyslipidemia. 190232369 1¢

is, therefore, possible that the contribution of
inflammatory/haemostatic markers including CRP and IL-6 to socioeconomic inequalities
in CHD reflect some underlying disease processes in the elderly, and the role of
behavioural coronary risk factors. Even if these novel risk factors are considered to be

independent contributors to socioeconomic inequalities, their contribution was less than

that of behavioural risk factors in the present study.

Although the established and novel coronary risk factors together explained a substantial
proportion of the socioeconomic inequalities, the full extent of inequalities in CHD in the
above results was not accounted for by these factors. A possible explanation for this could
be imprecision in measurement of risk factors such as smoking and blood pressure, leading
to an underestimation of their contribution. Single measurements of these risk factors can
fail to capture the cumulative effect of adverse lifestyle which is influenced by

. . .. . 46:261
socioeconomic conditions over the life course.*®?

It is also possible that psychosocial
stress is playing a role. However, if it were important, it would need to be operating

through pathways other than those involving behavioural and other established coronary

risk factors.
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6.6.4 Conclusions

Little is known about the extent and determinants of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in
later life. This Chapter investigated the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in
older age. Data from the BRHS showed that socioeconomic inequalities persisted in 60-79
years old men who were followed up for at least 6 years — nearly a three-fold greater CHD
risk was present in the lowest compared with highest social class, and a 4% absolute
difference in CHD risk between these groups. Socioeconomic inequalities were seen for
different measures including social class, house and car ownership and by pension
arrangements. Behavioural risk factors (particularly cigarette smoking, and also physical
activity, BMI and alcohol consumption) made substantial contributions to both the relative
and absolute social class differences in CHD. Novel risk factors (inflammatory markers)

made some additional contribution to social class inequalities in CHD in older men.



Chapter 6 Socioeconomic position and CHD risk in older age 186

Table 6.1 Relationship between occupational social class and other measures of

socioeconomic position in men aged 60-79 years in 1998-2000

Age at leaving full- Proportion leaving full- Not a house Not a car State only
Social class time education time education <14 years owner owner pension
Mean (SD) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
I 18 (6) 23 (7) 13 (4) 15 (4) 11(3)
I 17 (5) 213 (22) 50 (5) 77 (8) 85(9)
11T non-manual 16 (5) 110 (31) 37 (10) 52 (14) 42 (12)
III manual 15(5) 643 (50) 243 (16) 307 (21) 361 (27)
v 15 (5) 155 (56) 82 (25) 109 (33) 86 (30)
\Y% 15 (4) 50 (57) 32 (30) 37 (34) 31(34)
p for trend <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001

SD=standard deviation



Table 6.2 CHD (incidence and mortality) according to social class and education in men aged 60-79 years in 1998-2000

CHD incidence CHD mortality
n Rate/1000 Age-adjusted Further adjusted for Rate/1000 Age-adjusted Further adjusted for
person years education/social class person years education/social class

Social Class HR (95%CI) HR (95%CI)
I 372 8.1 1.00 1.00 5.6 1.00 1.00
II 1035 10.1 1.21 (0.74, 1.99) 1.33 (0.68, 2.61) 7.1 1.20 (0.66, 2.17) 1.24 (0.72, 2.13)
I non-manual 381 10.6 1.26 (0.71, 2.25) 1.22 (0.55,2.71) 5.8 0.96 (0.47, 1.99) 1.40 (0.75, 2.61)
I manual 1525 11.6 1.40 (0.87, 2.26) 1.42 (0.71, 2.84) 8.2 1.39 (0.79, 2.46) 1.31(0.75, 2.29)
v 336 13.3 1.60 (0.90, 2.84) 1.38 (0.58, 3.30) 9.4 1.59 (0.80, 3.15) 1.25(0.62, 2.52)
\% 112 20.5 2.70(1.37,5.35) 3.10(1.16, 8.31) 144 2.77 (1.23, 6.24) 2.57(1.14,5.79)
HR (95%CI) per unit social class 1.14 (1.04, 1.25) 1.08 (0.96, 1.22) 1.15(1.02, 1.28) 1.11 (0.96, 1.28)
p for trend 0.008 0.02
Age of leaving full-time HR (95%CI) HR (95%CI) HR (95%CI) HR (95%CI)
education
>18 years 431 ¢ 59 1.00 1.00 55 1.00 1.00
15-18 years 1697 - 9.1 1.67 (1.00, 2.80) 1.56 (0.92, 2.66) 4.8 0.96 (0.55, 1.67) 0.90 (0.50, 1.60)
<14 years 1194 13.6 1.70 (1.01, 2.86) 1.50 (0.85, 2.65) 10.0 1.15 (0.66, 1.98) 0.99 (0.54, 1.82)

Trends across groups

HR (95%CI) per unit social class

p for trend per year of education

0.11

0.98 (0.94, 1.01)
0.17

0.37

0.99 (0.95, 1.02)
0.36

0.42

1.00 (0.97, 1.03)
0.93

0.85

1.01 (0.98, 1.04)
0.62

HR=hazard ratio; CI=confidence intervals



Table 6.3 CHD (incidence and mortality) according to house ownership, car ownership and pension arrangements in men aged

60-79 years followed-up from 1998-2000 to 2006

CHD incidence CHD mortality
Age-adjusted Adjusted for social Age-adjusted Adjusted for social
class class
n Rate/1000 — pp g0y HR (95%CT) Rate/1000 HR (95%CT) HR (95%CT)
person years person years

House ownership
Yes 3201 10.4 1.00 1.00 7.0 1.00 1.00
No 457 16.4 1.42 (1.03, 1.96) 1.30 (0.93, 1.80) 12.7 1.55(1.08,2.24) 1.42(0.97, 2.08)
p value 0.03 0.13 0.02 0.07
Car ownership
Yes 3105 10.3 1.00 1.00 6.7 1.00 1.00
No 597 16.5 1.39 (1.04, 1.86) 1.26 (0.93, 1.71) 13.6 1.64 (1.18,2.27)  1.50 (1.06, 2.11)
p value 0.03 0.13 0.003 0.02
Pension arrangement
Occupational/private 2801 9.6 1.00 1.00 6.4 1.00 1.00
State only 616 153 1.48 (1.11, 1.99) 1.38 (1.02, 1.88) 10.0 1.40 (0.98,2.00) 1.28 (0.88, 1.86)
p value 0.009 0.04 0.07 0.20

HR=hazard ratio; CI=confidence intervals
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Table 6.4 Hazard ratios (95%CI) for CHD (incidence and mortality) according to social class and the effect of adjustment for

established and novel coronary risk factors in men aged 60-79 years followed-up from 1998-2000

Social Class Age-adjusted Age and behavioural ~ Age, behavioural and ~ Age, behavioural factors Age, behavioural factors Age, behavioural factors Al risk factors
factors' biological risk factors and CRP and IL-6 and vVWF
CHD incidence
I 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

11

I non-manual
1T manual

v

\'%

Per unit social class

1.21 (0.74, 1.99)
1.26 (0.71, 2.25)
1.40 (0.87, 2.26)
1.60 (0.90, 2.84)
2.70 (137, 5.35)

1.14 (1.04, 1.25)

1.13 (0.68, 1.86)
1.16 (0.65, 2.08)
1.23 (0.75, 2.00)
1.22 (0.68,2.21)
2.14 (1.06, 4.33)

1.08 (0.98, 1.19)

1.10 (0.67, 1.82)
1.12 (0.62, 2.01)
1.20 (0.74, 1.95)
1.23 (0.68, 2.22)
2.08 (1.03, 4.19)

1.08 (0.98, 1.19)

1.09 (0.66, 1.80)
1.09 (0.61, 1.96)
1.16 (0.71, 1.89)
1.17 (0.65, 2.11)
2.04 (1.01,4.11)

1.07 (0.97, 1.18)

1.12 (0.68, 1.85)
1.13 (0.63, 2.02)
1.16 (0.71, 1.89)
1.19 (0.66, 2.15)
2.08 (1.03,4.18)

1.07 (0.97, 1.18)

1.12 (0.68, 1.85)
1.13 (0.63, 2.02)
1.19 (0.73, 1.95)
1.17 (0.65, 2.11)
2.02 (0.97, 4.08)

1.07 (0.97, 1.18)

1.08 (0.65, 1.78)
1.05 (0.58, 1.88)
1.11 (0.68, 1.82)
1.14 (0.63, 2.06)
1.88 (0.93, 3.81)

1.06 (0.96, 1.17)

p for trend 0.008 0.11 0.11 0.16 0.17 0.17 0.25

% Attenuation in age-adjusted relative risk per unit N o N N N N

social class after adjustment for risk factors* 38% 38% 46% 47% 47% 33%
CHD mortality

I 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

I

IIT non-manual
III manual

v

A%

Per unit social class

p for trend

% Attenuation in age-adjusted relative risk per
unit social class after adjustment for risk factors*

1.20 (0.66, 2.17)
0.96 (0.47, 1.99)
1.39 (0.79, 2.46)
1.59 (0.80, 3.15)
2.77(1.23, 6.24)

1.15 (1.02, 1.28)
0.02

1.11 (0.61, 2.01)
0.86 (0.41, 1.79)
1.19 (0.66, 2.13)
1.21 (0.60, 2.44)
2.13(0.92, 4.91)

1.09 (0.97, 1.22)
0.17

39%

1.09 (0.60, 1.98)
0.83 (0.40, 1.74)
1.18 (0.66, 2.11)
1.23 (0.61, 2.48)
2.06 (0.90, 4.76)

1.09 (0.97, 1.23)
0.16

37%

1.06 (0.58, 1.93)
0.78 (0.37, 1.64)
1.11 (0.62, 1.99)
1.15 (0.57, 2.32)
2.01 (0.87, 4.65)

1.08 (0.96, 1.21)
0.23

46%

1.11 (0.61, 2.03)
0.83 (0.40, 1.73)
1.12 (0.62, 2.01)
1.20 (0.60, 2.43)
2.12(0.92, 4.88)

1.07 (0.95, 1.21)
0.24

46%

1.07 (0.60, 1.98)
0.81 (0.39, 1.70)
1.14 (0.64, 2.05)
1.14 (0.56, 2.30)
2.00 (0.87, 4.63)

1.07 (0.95, 1.21)
0.24

48%

1.07 (0.59, 1.95)
0.77 (0.37, 1.61)
1.07 (0.60, 1.92)
1.14 (0.56, 2.31)
1.88 (0.81, 4.36)

1.06 (0.94, 1.20)
0.32

56%

'Behavioural factors=smoking, alcohol consumption, physical activity and BMI; *Biological risk factors=systolic blood pressure, triglycerides, LDL-cholesterol, HDL-cholesterol;

*[(BO- B1)/ B0]*100; BO=age-adjusted log hazard ratio per unit increase in social class, B1=log hazard ratio per unit increase in social class additionally adjusted for risk factors
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Table 6.5 Event probability (%) for CHD (incidence and mortality) according to social class at 6.5 years follow-up from 1998-

2000 and the effect of adjustment for established and novel coronary risk factors on the absolute social class difference in event

probability
Social Class Age-adjusted Age and behavioural Age, behavioural and Age, behavioural factors  Age, behavioural factors ~ Age, behavioural factors ~ All risk factors
factors' biological risk factors® and CRP and IL-6 and vWF
CHD incidence

1 4.74 5.08 4.92 5.12 5.12 5.16 5.05
11 5.38 5.50 5.33 5.49 5.48 5.52 5.35
III non-manual 6.11 5.95 5.78 5.88 5.86 591 5.67
IIT manual 6.93 6.44 6.26 6.30 6.71 6.32 6.01
v 7.86 6.96 6.78 6.75 6.55 6.75 6.37
A% 8.90 7.53 7.34 7.23 7.17 7.22 6.75
% Attenuation in absolute difference

between social class I and V after 41% 42% 49% 51% 51% 59%
adjustment for risk factors*

CHD mortality

1 2.85 291 2.81 2.91 2.87 2.95 2.83
II 3.27 3.17 3.07 3.13 3.08 3.17 3.01
III non-manual 3.75 3.45 3.34 3.37 3.32 3.40 3.20
III manual 4.30 3.75 3.65 3.64 3.56 3.66 3.40
v 4.92 4.07 3.98 3.92 3.83 3.93 3.62
\% 5.63 4.43 4.34 4.22 4.12 422 3.85
% Attenuation in absolute difference

between social class I and V after 45% 45% 53% 55% 55% 63%

adjustment for risk factors*

'Behavioural factors=smoking, alcohol consumption, physical activity and BMI; *Biological risk factors=systolic blood pressure, triglycerides, LDL-cholesterol, HDL-cholesterol;

*(AD0-AD1)/AD0*100; ADO is age-adjusted absolute difference in event probability between social class I and V; AD1 is absolute difference in event probability adjusted for risk

factors
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Table 6.6 Population attributable risk fraction (PARF) from socioeconomic differences between manual and non-manual social

class for CHD (incidence and mortality)

Age-adjusted

Age and behavioural

Age, behavioural and

Population attributable risk fraction

Age, behavioural

Age, behavioural

Age, behavioural All risk factors

factors' biological risk factors factors and CRP factors and IL-6 factors and vVWF
PARF (%) - CHD incidence 12 7 7 6 5 6 5
% PAREF explained by risk 41 41 52 56 52 56
factors*
PAREF (%) - CHD mortality 15 10 10 9 7 9 7
o . .
%0 PARF explained by risk 34 34 43 57 3 52
factors*

*(Unadjusted PARF-adjusted PARF)/unadjusted PARF*100
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Chapter 7
Relationship of childhood socioeconomic position with

coronary heart disease risk in later life

7.1 Summary

The independent influence of childhood socioeconomic position on health in later life
remains uncertain. The extent to which childhood socioeconomic position is related to
risk of coronary heart disease (CHD) in older British men was examined, taking account
of adult social class and adult behavioural risk factors. Childhood socioeconomic
position, based on father’s occupation and childhood household amenities, was assessed
retrospectively in the subjects of the British Regional Heart Study in 1992 when the
men were aged 52-73 years. The men were followed-up for CHD incidence (fatal and
non-fatal) and CHD mortality for 12 years till 2004. Men whose childhood social class
was manual had an increased hazard ratio (HR) of 1.34 (95%CI 1.11, 1.63) for CHD
incidence, though there was no consistent graded association between childhood social
class and CHD incidence (age-adjusted p for trend 0.18). This association was
attenuated when adjusted for adult social class and adult behavioural risk factors
(cigarette smoking, alcohol, physical activity and body weight) (HR 1.21; 95%CI 0.99,
1.48). Men whose family did not own a car in their childhood were at increased CHD
incidence risk even after adjustments for adult social class and behaviours (HR 1.34,
95%CI 1.04, 1.74 for CHD incidence). Men with combined exposure to manual social
class in both childhood and adulthood had the highest risk of CHD incidence (HR 1.51;

95%CI 1.19, 1.91). However, this was substantially reduced after adjustment for adult
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behavioural risk factors (HR 1.25; 95%CI 0.98, 1.61). Similar results were observed for
CHD mortality. Lower socioeconomic position in childhood may have a modest

persisting influence on risk of CHD in older age.

7.2 Introduction

One of the potential pathways to the development of coronary heart disease (CHD) in
adult life is through the environment in early life.’> There is evidence supporting the
association of childhood socioeconomic position with CHD independent of adult
socioeconomic position.”***?*” However, many of the studies, which examined this
issue (seven of the ten studies in a systematic review),”* did not take into account the
role of adult behavioural risk factors. Lower socioeconomic position in childhood is
associated with adverse behavioural factors in adult life including cigarette smoking,
greater physical inactivity and obesity.'****?% Adult behavioural factors could,
therefore, be important influences on the relationship between childhood socioeconomic
position and risk of CHD in later life. Some studies show that the association of
childhood socioeconomic position with CHD is attenuated or reduced when adult

behavioural risk factors are controlled for,>6:>%106:370

Early life socioeconomic position is
related to adult socioeconomic position,262 which is itself related to CHD risk, and
therefore, assessment of the association of childhood socioeconomic position with CHD
needs to take adult socioeconomic position into account. Adjusting for adult
socioeconomic position and adult behavioural factors assumes their role as confounders
of the childhood socioeconomic position-CHD relationship. However, it is plausible
that these factors mediate the influence of early life socioeconomic position on CHD in

later life. It has previously been shown in the British Regional Heart Study that in

middle age (mean age of 50 years), childhood socioeconomic position was related to
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CHD, independent of adult socioeconomic position and behavioural risk factors.””> Few
previous studies have reported the extended influence of childhood socioeconomic

position in older age.

7.3 Objectives

The objectives of this Chapter are:

1) To examine the relation of childhood socioeconomic position to CHD risk (incidence
and mortality) in older men aged 52-74 years (mean age 62 years) over a 12 year
follow-up period, using father’s occupation and childhood household amenities as
markers of childhood socioeconomic position.

i1) To assess the contribution of adult social class and adult behavioural risk factors to
the associations between childhood socioeconomic position and CHD.

ii1) To examine the combined effect of childhood and adult social class on CHD risk.

7.4 Methods

In 1992, information on childhood socioeconomic position in the British Regional Heart
Study was collected by postal questionnaires in addition to information on lifestyle
factors (response rate of 91%). The questionnaires were also used to collect information
on adult behavioural factors. Adult social class was based on the longest-held

occupation recorded at study entry when the men were aged 40-59 years.

For this analysis, follow-up data on morbidity and mortality from 31% October 1992
until 1% June 2004 were used. The outcomes of interest were CHD incidence (fatal and

non-fatal myocardial infarction) and CHD mortality. Information on morbidity and
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mortality has been routinely collected during the follow-up through general practice
records and the National Health Service Central Register respectively (see sections 3.6.1
and 3.6.2). In accordance with the World Health Organisation criteria, non-fatal
myocardial infarction was defined by the presence of at least two of — severe prolonged
chest pain, ECG evidence of myocardial infarction, and cardiac-enzymes changes

. . . . . 283:284
consistent with myocardial infarction.*****®

Information from death certificates using
the International classification of diseases, 9" revision (ICD-9) was used to identify

fatal myocardial infarction cases as deaths with code 410-414 (equivalent to ICD 10™

revision codes 120-125).

7.4.1 Childhood socioeconomic position

As described in section 3.9.3 (page 90 of Chapter 3), the men were asked to report the
longest-held occupation of their father in the 1992 questionnaire. Subjects were
categorised into manual [3747 (72% of all subjects)] and non-manual [1434 (28%)]
childhood social class groups. Based on the longest-held occupation of the father, the
men were also classified into childhood social class groups using the Registrar
General’s Social Class Classification of 1931 (close to the mid-year of birth of study
participants) — I (professional), II (intermediate), III (skilled), IV (partly skilled) and V
(unskilled).'®>% Social class III was further divided into III non-manual and IIT manual
groups. Due lack of adequate information on father’s occupation, a few subjects
(n=120) were only classified into non-manual or manual groups. Information on
childhood household amenities as a proxy for childhood socioeconomic position was
also collected in 1992 to enable a better assessment of early life socioeconomic
position. Subjects were asked if up to the age of 10 years their home had a bathroom,

hot water supply and if their family owned a car.
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7.4.2 Adult socioeconomic position

As described in section 3.9.1 (page 87) subjects’ own adult social class was based on
the longest-held occupation of each man recorded at the study entry when aged 40-59
years. Social classes I, II, III non-manual were categorised as ‘non-manual social class’

and social classes III manual, IV and V as ‘manual social class’.

7.4.3 Adult behavioural risk factors

As described in sections 3.7.3 to 3.7.5 (page 82-83), detailed questions in 1992 were
asked about cigarette smoking (number of cigarettes smoked and changes in smoking
habits), alcohol consumption (frequency and number of alcoholic drinks), physical

43;281;282 .
3281282 Body mass index

activity (frequency and type of activity), and body weight.
(BMI) was calculated as body weight/(height)” using measures of body weight (in
kilograms) and height (in meters, measured at the baseline examination). The men were
classified into groups based on their alcohol intake — none, occasional (<lunit/week),
light (1-15 units/week), moderate (16-42 units/week) and heavy (>42 units/week); 1 UK
unit = 10g. In the questionnaire, subjects were also asked to report their pattern of
physical activity including walking, cycling and other sporting activities. Physical
activity scores were assigned on the basis of frequency and type of activity and were
divided into 6 groups: none, occasional, light, moderate, moderately-vigorous and

vigorous. Subjects in the categories of ‘none’ or ‘occasional’ activity were grouped

together as ‘inactive’.

7.4.4 Rationale for analyses

The relationship between childhood socioeconomic position and CHD (incidence and
mortality) risk in older age was examined. Different measures of childhood

socioeconomic position were used including childhood social class and childhood
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household amenities such as bathroom inside the house, hot water supply and family car
ownership. Since childhood socioeconomic position is associated with adult
socioeconomic position and adult behavioural factors which are also related to
CHD, 180259262 the effect of the different measures of childhood socioeconomic
position on CHD risk was adjusted for adult social class and for adult behavioural risk
factors (cigarette smoking, physical activity, BMI and alcohol consumption). To assess
the combined effect of childhood and adult social class on CHD risk, and to explore any
interaction between childhood and adult social class, subjects were categorised into four
groups according to both childhood and adult social class — both childhood and adult
non-manual social class; childhood non-manual and adult manual social class;
childhood manual and adult non-manual; and childhood and adult manual social class.
The combined effect of childhood and adult social class on CHD risk was adjusted for
adult behavioural factors. The relationship of adult behavioural risk factors with the
combined childhood and adult social class groups was also explored. 268 (5%) men
who did not report their father’s occupation and 115 (2%) men whose fathers’ longest-

held occupation was the Armed Forces were excluded from the analyses.

7.4.5 Statistical methods

Cox proportional hazards model was used to calculate age-adjusted hazard ratios with
95% confidence intervals (CI) for CHD incidence and CHD mortality according to
childhood social class across six social classes with social class I as the reference group,
and separately also for manual (social classes IlImanual, IV, V) compared with non-
manual (social classes I, II, IIlnon-manual) childhood social class. The proportionality
assumption for the Cox models was assessed by carrying out a test on the Schoenfeld

363

residuals.” There was no strong evidence against the assumption. The model was then

separately adjusted first for adult social class (all six social classes), second for adult
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behavioural risk factors, and finally both for adult social class and behavioural risk
factors. Similar hazards ratios were calculated according to childhood household
amenities. Hazard ratios for CHD risk were also calculated according to adult social
class adjusted for childhood social class and then behavioural risk factors. Hazard ratios
for CHD incidence and mortality were calculated for the combined childhood and adult
social class groups - both childhood and adult non-manual social class (reference
category); childhood non-manual and adult manual social class; childhood manual and
adult non-manual; and childhood and adult manual social class. Formal tests of
interaction between childhood and adult social class were also carried out. To further
explore the relationship of adult behavioural risk factors with childhood and adult social
class, the percentage of men who were current smokers, heavy drinkers, physically
inactive and obese (BMI >30 kg/m?) according to the groups of combined childhood
and adult social class was calculated. For the adjustments, age and BMI were fitted as
continuous variables. Childhood social class (six levels), adult social class (six levels),
smoking (six levels), physical activity (five levels) and alcohol intake (five levels) were
fitted as ordinal variables. Analyses were carried out using SAS version § and STATA

version 9.

7.5 Results

7.5.1 Childhood social class, childhood amenities, and adult behavioural factors

Among 5181 men aged 52-74 years at 1992 who were followed over a 12 year period,
595 (1.12% per annum) CHD incident cases and 407 (0.76% per annum) CHD mortality
had occurred. Table 7.1 describes the demographic characteristics of the subjects

according to childhood social class. Table 7.1 shows that lower childhood social classes
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had a greater proportion of men who were in adult manual social class (social class
[IImanual, TV, V). 85% of men of adult manual social class had a manual childhood
social class. The proportions of men lacking childhood amenities (bathroom inside the
house, hot water and family car) were higher in men of manual childhood social class
(Table 7.1). Table 7.2 shows the differences in adult behavioural factors according to
childhood social class. A greater proportion of men of manual childhood social class
were current smokers, overweight, obese and physically inactive compared with men of

non-manual childhood social class groups (I, II and III non-manual).

7.5.2 Childhood social class, childhood amenities and CHD incidence

Table 7.3 shows the number of CHD incident cases and hazard ratios for CHD
according to childhood and adult social class. Across the 6 childhood social class
groups, there was no strong evidence of a consistent association with CHD incidence
(age-adjusted p for trend 0.18). However, men of manual childhood social class had a
greater risk of CHD incidence compared with men of non-manual childhood social class
(age-adjusted hazard ratio 1.34; 95%CI 1.11, 1.63). When adjusted for adult social class
this effect, was weakened (hazard ratio 1.26; 95%CI 1.03, 1.55), though it remained
statistically significant. In an age-stratified analysis, there was no evidence that this
association differed between older (>63 years) and younger (<63 years) men (p for
interaction 0.82). The effect of childhood social class (non-manual vs. manual) was
diminished when adjusted for adult behavioural risk factors (hazard ratio 1.21; 95%CI
0.99, 1.47. See Table 7.3). After adjustment for behavioural factors, additionally
controlling for adult social class did not substantially alter these effect estimates (Table

7.3).
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Adjustment for town of birth or region of residence in adult life (at the time of
recruitment in the study) in addition to adult behavioural risk factors and adult social
class made very little difference to the reported effect of childhood social class on CHD
risk. In addition to adjustment for adult social class and behavioural factors, the hazard
ratio for manual compared to non-manual childhood social classes was 1.17 (95%CI
0.96, 1.44) when adjusted for region of birth, and 1.19 (95%CI 0.97, 1.46) when
adjusted for region of residence. In addition to adult behavioural risk factors and adult
social class, adjustment for other biological risk factors measured at baseline screening
including blood cholesterol, blood pressure and blood glucose also did not materially
affect these results; the adjusted hazard ratio for manual childhood social classes was

1.21 (95%C1 0.98, 1.49).

Men of adult manual social class had a greater risk of CHD compared to non-manual
groups, but the strength of this association was weaker than that seen for childhood
social class (age-adjusted hazard ratio 1.24; 95%CI 1.05, 1.46. See Table 7.3). The
effect of adult social class was slightly diminished when adjusted for childhood social
class, and was attenuated when further adjusted for behavioural factors. Table 7.3 also
shows hazard ratios for CHD incidence in relation to three different childhood
household amenities. Those men whose family did not own a car in childhood had a
higher CHD risk compared to those who did (age-adjusted hazard ratio 1.44; 95%CI
1.12, 1.85). This association remained statistically significant even after adjusting for
adult social class and behavioural risk factors. Other childhood household amenities
(bathroom inside the house and hot water supply) demonstrated weak non-significant
associations with CHD incidence. Combining these childhood household amenities and

childhood social class in a score (from 0 to 5), showed weak evidence of a higher CHD
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risk with increasing number of adverse childhood socioeconomic circumstances [hazard
ratio for CHD incidence per unit increase in score was 1.07 (95%CI 1.01, 1.14); p for
trend 0.02]. This association was, however, attenuated when adjusted for adult
behavioural factors [hazard ratio for CHD incidence per score was 1.04 (95%CI 0.97,

1.10); p for trend 0.27].

7.5.3 Childhood social class, childhood amenities and CHD mortality

Table 7.4 shows the corresponding relationships of childhood social class, childhood
household amenities and adult social class with CHD mortality. The associations of
childhood social class and childhood amenities with CHD mortality were similar to
those with CHD incidence described in the previous section. There was no gradient
observed in the association with CHD mortality across the six childhood social classes
(p for trend=0.24), although men of childhood manual social classes together had an
increased risk of CHD mortality compared with non-manual groups (age-adjusted
hazard ratio was 1.29; 95%CI 1.03, 1.63). The effect of manual childhood social class
on CHD mortality was weakened on adjustment for adult social class and was
attenuated when further adjusted for adult behavioural risk factors (hazard ratio 1.09;
95%CI 0.86, 1.40). Lack of family car ownership was associated with a greater risk of
CHD mortality (age-adjusted hazard ratio 1.68; 95%CI 1.22, 2.33), which was
independent of adult social class and behavioural risk factors. The effect of adult
manual social class on CHD mortality was slightly weakened by adjustment for
childhood social class, but was diminished when adult behavioural factors were taken

into account.
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7.5.4 Association of combined childhood and adult social class with CHD risk

and with adult behavioural factors

The combined effects of social class in childhood and adulthood on risk of CHD were
examined in Table 7.5 and Table 7.6, which show CHD incidence and CHD mortality
rates per 1000 person years and age-adjusted relative risks according to childhood and
adult social class with non-manual childhood and adult social class group as the
reference group (group 1). CHD risk was lowest in this reference group and highest in
those with both childhood and adult manual social class (group 4). Exposure to manual
social class either in childhood or in adulthood (groups 2 and 3) was also associated

with increased risk of CHD incidence and mortality.

Table 7.7 presents the relationship between adult behavioural factors and the combined
childhood and adult social class marker. Higher levels of current smoking, physical
inactivity and obesity were found in men who were of manual social class in either
childhood or adulthood, with the highest levels in those exposed to both childhood and
adult manual social class (group 4). Adult manual groups had higher levels of cigarette
smoking and physical activity than all non-manual groups irrespective of childhood
social class (groups 2 and 4 vs groups 1 and 3); childhood social class and adult social
class had an influence on obesity. There was no evidence that the relation between
childhood social class and these behavioural factors was different in adult non-manual

and manual groups (p for tests for interaction for all behavioural factors >0.05).

Table 7.5 and Table 7.6 also show the relative risk for CHD incidence and mortality
adjusted for these behavioural risk factors according to combined childhood and adult

social class. Adjustment for adult behavioural risk factors substantially reduced the
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increased relative risks seen in those of both childhood and adult manual social class
(group 4); the increased risk of CHD incidence was reduced from 1.51 (95%CI 1.19,
1.91) to 1.25 (95%CI 0.98, 1.61). The greater relative risks of CHD incidence and
mortality in men of manual social class either in childhood or in adulthood (groups 2
and 3) were also attenuated when adjusted for adult behavioural risk factors. A test for
interaction between childhood and adult social class showed no evidence that the effect
of childhood social class (non-manual/manual) differed between those of adult non-
manual and manual groups (p value 0.47 for CHD incidence and 0.41 for CHD
mortality). The test for interaction using the extended childhood social -class
classification also showed no strong evidence of it being different across the six groups
of adult social class (p values for tests for interaction were 0.71 for CHD incidence and

0.43 for CHD mortality).

7.6 Discussion

Manual childhood social class was associated with subsequent CHD risk in older age
(52-74 years). The association diminished when adult behavioural risk factors were
taken into account. The combination of manual childhood and adult social class
increased the risk of CHD further but this was attenuated after adjustment for adult
behavioural risk factors. Lack of family car ownership in childhood was associated with
increased CHD risk, which was independent of adult social class and adult behavioural
factors. A modest relationship of childhood social class with non-fatal CHD
independent of adult social class and behavioural risk factors in middle-age (40-59
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years) has been previously reported in the present cohort.”” This Chapter extends the

observations to CHD incidence and mortality in this population of older men, examines
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other measures of socioeconomic position in childhood as well as investigates the

combined effect of social class in early life and adulthood with incident CHD.

7.6.1 Strengths and limitations of findings

The results of this Chapter are based on a population-based, socioeconomically
representative sample of older men from across Britain, with high rates of follow-up for
morbidity and mortality. The findings, however, are not necessarily generalisable to
women and younger men. Since the British Regional Heart Study comprised largely
white European men, the generalisability of the findings may be limited to other ethnic
groups. Nevertheless, given the generic nature of childhood socioeconomic
circumstances, their association with CHD risk may still be applicable to most
population groups. This would be supported by a study in South Asian men which
showed a greater risk of death from cardiovascular disease (CHD and stroke) in those
from lower socioeconomic positions in childhood and adulthood.”” In the present study,
the childhood social class measure was based on the longest-held occupation of the
father, which is likely to be a stable measure of childhood socioeconomic position, with
social mobility in the father’s generation probably less marked than among men in the
generation of this study, who would have been more influenced by widened educational
opportunities. A limitation of the results of this Chapter is that the measure of childhood
social class is based on retrospective collection of information, raising the possibility
both of random error and reporting bias. A particular tendency to overestimate
childhood socioeconomic position by reporting a higher or more favourable father’s
social class than that recorded in early life has previously been demonstrated.”’" This
would tend to result in underestimation of the effect of childhood social class on CHD
risk. However, the validity of the father’s social class measurement in the British

Regional Heart Study is suggested by its agreement with the childhood household
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amenities data (Table 7.1) and its strong relationship with educational attainment of the
subjects; a markedly lower proportion of subjects with fathers in manual occupations
were educated after 18 years of age and a higher proportion left education at 14 years.
Moreover, reporting bias is less likely for family household amenities in childhood,
particularly car ownership, as participants are likely to recall such questions accurately.
The accuracy of adult social class (based on occupation and used in adjusted analyses)
is also important. This measure was based on longest-held occupation recorded at study
entry in 1978-80 when the subjects were aged 40-59 years. It has already been
established that this measure was stable over a 20-year period; as presented in Chapter 3
(section 3.9.1 page 87) only a small proportion (9%) of subjects changed from non-
manual to manual social class. Moreover, the addition of other measures of adult social
status (including car ownership and housing tenure) had little effect on the results
observed in this Chapter (results not shown). The measures of socioeconomic position
after retirement are however limited, allowing the possibility of some residual

socioeconomic confounding.

7.6.2 Comparison with previous studies

The findings of this Chapter are consistent with previous studies on the relationship

k.3%% These studies have

between childhood socioeconomic position and CHD ris
indicated that lower childhood socioeconomic position is associated with increased
CHD risk. The size of the associations were also mostly weak — increased CHD risk in

lower childhood socioeconomic  groups ranged from 8% to about

57;58,105;258;266;268;370;372;373 - -
50%.7 77 TSI R Some studies reported about a two-fold increased

risk,?*"**% although the estimates for one study had wide confidence intervals.?®” Two

studies, on the other hand, found no significant relationship between early life

socioeconomic position and CHD risk in adulthood.’”*?” Only some of the earlier
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studies have taken into account the additional role of adult behavioural risk factors
(which can be important influences on the relation between childhood socioeconomic
position and CHD) and showed that adjustment reduces the influence of childhood
socioeconomic position. *>*1%267370 gocioeconomic position in childhood has also
been found to be associated with increased accumulation of adult risk factors,?622%437
although some studies have reflected a difference in the influence of childhood and
adult socioeconomic position on adult risk factors, with a stronger association of adult
compared to childhood socioeconomic position with smoking and physical activity and
a strong association between childhood socioeconomic  position and
BMI/obesity.'*****"" Previous studies also show a cumulative effect of childhood and
adult socioeconomic position on CHD risk.”'°%2** This is consistent with the findings
of the present study in which manual social class in both childhood and adulthood was
associated with a greater CHD risk, although the relationship was weakened when
behavioural risk factors were taken into account. Most of the previous studies have,
however, been carried out in middle-aged populations. A previous report from the
British Regional Heart Study when the men were middle-aged (40-59 years), also
observed a modest independent risk of non-fatal CHD in manual childhood social

272
classes.”’

The absence of any relation between most childhood household amenities
(access to bathroom and hot water) with CHD risk in the present study, which is
consistent with findings from the British Women’s Heart and Health Study, suggests
that childhood infections as a result of poor household conditions are unlikely to be an
important pathway to increased CHD risk in adulthood.'® This would also be consistent
with a previous finding in the British Regional Heart Study of the lack of an association
between previous Helicobacter Pylori infection (acquired in childhood) and CHD risk

in adult life.’”8
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7.6.3 Interpretation of findings

The strength and statistical significance of the association of childhood socioeconomic
position and CHD risk in this Chapter was strongly dependent on whether adjustment
was made for adult social class and, particularly adult behavioural risk factors. The
interpretation of these adjusted analyses depends on whether adult social class and adult
behavioural risk factors are regarded as confounders of the childhood socioeconomic
position—CHD association or mediators of it; if regarded as confounders then adjusted
estimates are appropriate, and if regarded as mediators then unadjusted results would be
a better guide. Childhood socioeconomic position is strongly related to adult
socioeconomic position,”®* and the adult behavioural risk factors are themselves

259262 14 the results

affected both by early life and adult socioeconomic conditions.
presented in this Chapter, obesity in later life was related to childhood social class,
while the other behavioural risk factors (smoking, physical activity) were more strongly
influenced by adult social class. While the different effects of childhood and adult
social class on behavioural risk factors have been explored to some extent, it was not
possible in this Chapter to separate fully the issue of whether these risk factors are
mediators or confounders, though the former remains a strong possibility, suggesting
that unadjusted analyses may provide a truer indicator of the association. In the case of
family car ownership in childhood, the association with CHD risk was however
substantially independent of adjustment, though (like that for childhood social class)
limited in strength. The persistence of this effect of childhood socioeconomic position
in this older population is noteworthy. There are possible reasons why lack of family car
ownership retained an independent relationship with CHD. First, the question on family

car ownership may have been less prone to recall bias or misclassification compared

with other questions on father’s occupation or other childhood amenities. Second,
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family car ownership during the childhood of the subjects (approximately in the 1930s
and 1940s) may be a better or stronger marker of material wealth or socioeconomic
affluence. Thus, owning a car probably discriminated the very affluent from the rest,
something that was not fully captured using the father’s occupation-based social class
distinction. It has been previously shown in this study population that material wealth
such as car ownership discriminates mortality even within occupational social class
groups.”® A higher CHD risk in those lacking family car access, not necessarily
indicating poverty as such, probably reflects the relative difference in wealth when
compared to those who had a family car. It is possible that the effect of childhood
socioeconomic position would be more apparent using more precise markers of resource
income. This also highlights that the strength of the association of childhood
socioeconomic position with CHD in later life in observational studies can differ

according to the measures used to assess socioeconomic position in early life.**

Different mechanisms have been postulated to explain how childhood or early life

factors affect health in later life.***>*

Exposures acting during a specific period which
influence the development of chronic diseases forms the basis of the ‘critical period
model’ or ‘critical period with later effect modifiers’ if modified by exposures in later
life. An example of this is the ‘fetal origin of adult disease hypothesis’ which proposes
that low birth weight is associated with an increased coronary risk in adult life.”® It is
possible that in the present study, lower childhood socioeconomic position was
associated with other early life exposures including low birth weight and fetal
undernutrition, which are implicated in CHD risk.>> The role of these early life

exposures on CHD risk was not taken into account in the present study. The other

potential pathway to chronic diseases is the ‘accumulation of risk model’. According to
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this model adverse exposures accumulate over the life course gradually increasing the
risk to worse adult health outcomes.*®>> This accumulation of risk can either occur in a
dose-response fashion or through clustering of exposures such as low birth weight, poor
diet, lower educational attainment which are all associated with lower childhood
socioeconomic position.*® Adverse exposures can also accumulate by forming chains of
risk where one exposure increases the risk of another. Although the data or results in
this Chapter do not allow discrimination between these models, the results (particularly
the combined influence of childhood and adult social class) would be consistent with a
cumulative model of risk, with socioeconomic position at different stages of the life
course contributing to overall CHD risk. However, it remains possible that
socioeconomic exposures, particularly early in life, are critical in their timing. Large-
scale cohorts with measures at a larger number of different stages of the life course are
needed to fully substantiate the ‘accumulation of risk” model and to distinguish it from

the “critical period’ model.

7.6.4 Conclusions

The results of this Chapter show that the association of lower childhood socioeconomic
position and CHD risk persists in a population of older men. Combined exposure to
lower (manual) socioeconomic position in both childhood and adulthood is associated
with the most unfavourable lifestyle behaviour. These findings add to the current
literature in showing that the influence of socioeconomic position in childhood, though
modest, persists in older age. Moreover, by this age, behavioural risk factors, which can
have their origins in childhood and adulthood, play an important role in developing risk

of CHD incidence and CHD mortality.



Table 7.1 Demographic characteristics of men aged 52-73 years in 1992 according to childhood social class

Childhood social class Age (years) Adult manual social class ~ No bathroom in childhood home No hot water supply in childhood home No family access to car in childhood

n Mean (SD) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)

I 208 61 (6) 29 (14) 30 (14) 24 (12) 99 (48)

I 767 62 (6) 259 (35) 268 (35) 253 (33) 471 (62)

IIT non-manual 555 61 (6) 180 (33) 155 (28) 160 (29) 410 (74)

I1I manual 2033 62 (6) 1133 (57) 1159 (57) 1113 (55) 1819 (90)

v 833 62 (6) 592 (73) 539 (65) 523 (63) 785 (95)

\Y% 665 61 (6) 477 (75) 444 (67) 436 (66) 635 (96)

n (%) = number of subjects (% of all those in that childhood social class)

SD=standard deviation
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Table 7.2 Adult behavioural risk factors in men aged 52-73 years in 1992 according to childhood social class

Childhood social class Current smokers Heavy drinkers Physically inactive Overweight* ObeseT BMI in kg/m’

n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) Mean (SE)
I 24 (12) 14 (7) 60 (29) 107 (51) 12 (6) 25.3(0.23)
I 116 (15) 31 (4) 211 (28) 441 (58) 62 (8) 25.8(0.12)
III non-manual 71 (13) 16 (3) 176 (32) 309 (56) 45 (8) 25.8(0.14)
IIT manual 380 (19) 73 (4) 651 (32) 1216 (60) 215(11) 26.1(0.07)
v 203 (24) 34 (4) 291 (35) 531 (64) 107 (13) 26.3 (0.12)
v 158 (24) 27 (4) 210 (32) 416 (63) 86 (13) 26.3 (0.13)
p for trend <0.0001 0.55 0.02 0.0001 <0.0001 <0.0001

n (%) = number of subjects reporting health behaviour (% of all those in that childhood social class)

*BMI >25 kg/m’
+BMI >30 kg/m?
SE=-standard error

211



Table 7.3 CHD incidence according to childhood social class, adult social class and childhood household amenities in men aged 52-73 years
followed-up from 1992 till 2004

CHD incidence Age-adjusted Adjusted for age and Adjusted for age and adult Adjusted for age, adult behavioural
adult social class behavioural risk factors* risk factors* and adult social class

Childhood social class n n (%) HR (95%CI) HR (95%CI) HR (95%CI) HR (95%CI)

1 208 18 (9) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

II 767 86 (11) 1.26 (0.76, 2.10) 1.20 (0.72, 1.99) 1.14 (0.69, 1.90) 1.14 (0.68, 1.90)

III non-manual 555 51(9) 1.03 (0.60, 1.76) 0.98 (0.57, 1.68) 0.91 (0.53, 1.57) 0.91 (0.53, 1.56)

III manual 2033 251 (12) 1.44 (0.89, 2.32) 1.31 (0.80, 2.13) 1.21 (0.75, 1.96) 1.19 (0.73, 1.94)

v 833 94 (11) 1.34 (0.81, 2.21) 1.18 (0.70, 1.98) 1.06 (0.64, 1.77) 1.04 (0.62, 1.76)

N 665 77 (12) 1.34 (0.80, 2.34) 1.17 (0.69, 1.98) 1.07 (0.64, 1.80) 1.05 (0.62, 1.79)

p for trend 0.18 0.64 0.95 0.91

Non-manual 1434 136 (9) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Manual 3747 459 (12) 1.34 (1.11, 1.63) 1.26 (1.03, 1.55) 1.21 (0.99, 1.47) 1.21 (0.99, 1.48)
Adult social class

Non-manual 2288 238 (10) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Manual 2757 338 (12) 1.24 (1.05, 1.46) 1.19 (1.00, 1.42)} 1.06 (0.89, 1.26) 1.04 (0.86, 1.25)F
Bathroom in childhood home

Yes 2504 268 (11) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

No 2660 327 (12) 1.07 (0.91, 1.26) 1.02 (0.86, 1.20) 0.99 (0.84, 1.16) 0.97 (0.82, 1.15)
Hot water supply in childhood home

Yes 2587 279 (11) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

No 2571 316 (12) 1.05 (0.90, 1.24) 1.00 (0.85, 1.18) 0.98 (0.83, 1.16) 0.97 (0.82, 1.15)
Family access to car in childhood

Yes 839 70 (8) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

No 4326 525 (12) 1.44 (1.12, 1.85) 1.37 (1.06, 1.77) 1.34 (1.04, 1.72) 1.34 (1.04, 1.72)

* Adult behavioural risk factors included smoking, alcohol consumption, physical activity and body mass index; HR=hazard ratio; CI=confidence intervals

T Adjusted for childhood social class

212



Table 7.4 CHD mortality according to childhood social class, adult social class and childhood household amenities in men aged 52-73 years

followed-up from 1992 till 2004

CHD deaths Adjusted for age Adjusted for age and Adjusted for age and adult Adjusted for age, adult behavioural risk
adult social class behavioural risk factors* factors* and adult social class

Childhood social class n (%) HR (95%CI) HR (95%CI) HR (95%CI) HR (95%CI)

1 16 (8) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

II 53 (7) 0.79 (0.45, 1.38) 0.72 (0.41, 1.26) 0.70 (0.40, 1.24) 0.68 (0.38, 1.20)

III non-manual 34 (6) 0.74 (0.41, 1.35) 0.67 (0.37, 1.23) 0.64 (0.35, 1.17) 0.62 (0.34, 1.32)

I manual 172 (9) 1.04 (0.62, 1.73) 0.86 (0.51, 1.46) 0.84 (0.50, 1.41) 0.78 (0.47, 1.32)

v 64 (8) 0.95 (0.55, 1.65) 0.75(0.43,1.32) 0.72 (0.41, 1.25) 0.66 (0.37, 1.17)

v 53 (8) 0.98 (0.56, 1.71) 0.77 (0.43,1.37) 0.75(0.42, 1.32) 0.68 (0.38, 1.23)
p for trend 0.24 0.99 0.94 0.63

Non-manual 95 (7) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Manual 312 (8) 1.29 (1.03, 1.63) 1.15(0.90, 1.47) 1.14 (0.90, 1.44) 1.09 (0.86, 1.40)
Adult social class

Non-manual 152 (7) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Manual 245 (9) 1.46 (1.19, 1.79) 1.43 (1.15,1.78) 1.23 (0.99, 1.52) 1.22 (0.97, 1.53)
Bathroom in childhood home

Yes 170 (7) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

No 236 (9) 1.15(0.94, 1.40) 1.06 (0.86, 1.30) 1.05 (0.86, 1.29) 1.02 (0.83, 1.25)
Hot water supply in childhood home

Yes 179 (7) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

No 227 (9) 1.10 (0.91, 1.35) 1.02 (0.84, 1.25) 1.03 (0.85, 1.26) 1.00 (0.82, 1.23)
Family access to car in childhood

Yes 41 (5) 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

No 336 (8) 1.68 (1.22,2.33) 1.54 (1.11, 2.14) 1.55(1.12, 2.15) 1.51(1.09, 2.11)

* Adult behavioural risk factors included smoking, alcohol consumption, physical activity and body mass index; HR=hazard ratio; CI=confidence intervals

+ Adjusted for childhood social class
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Table 7.5 CHD incidence according to childhood and adult social classes in men aged 52-73 years followed-up from 1992 till 2004

Groups according to childhood and CHD incidence Age-adjusted Adjusted for age and adult behavioural
adult social class Rate per 1000 person years risk factors*
Group Childhood Adult n
HR (95%CI) HR (95%CI)
1 Non-manual Non-manual 989 8.5 1.00 1.00
2 Non-manual Manual 406 10.9 1.25(0.87,1.79) 1.11 (0.77, 1.59)
3 Manual Non-manual 1299 11.3 1.33 (1.02, 1.73) 1.27 (0.98, 1.66)
4 Manual Manual 2351 12.8 1.51(1.19, 1.91) 1.25(0.98, 1.61)

* Adult behavioural risk factors included smoking, alcohol consumption, physical activity and body mass index
HR=hazard ratio; Cl=confidence interval
[Permission to publish Table 7.5 has been obtained from the International Journal of Epidemiology]
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Table 7.6 CHD mortality according to childhood and adult social classes in men aged 52-73 years followed-up from 1992 till 2004

Groups according to childhood and

adult social class

CHD mortality
Rate per 1000 person years

Age-adjusted

Adjusted for age and adult behavioural

risk factors*

Group Childhood Adult
HR (95%CI) HR (95%CI)
1 Non-manual Non-manual 53 1.00 1.00
2 Non-manual Manual 8.6 1.62 (1.07, 2.47) 1.48 (0.97,2.27)
3 Manual Non-manual 7.0 1.30 (0.93, 1.80) 1.27 (0.91, 1.77)
4 Manual Manual 8.8 1.72 (1.28, 2.30)

1.41 (1.04, 1.93)

* Adult behavioural risk factors included smoking, alcohol consumption, physical activity and body mass index
HR=hazard ratio; CI=confidence interval
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Table 7.7 Adult behavioural risk factors according to childhood and adult social classes in men aged 52-73 years followed-up from 1992 till

2004
Groups accordmg.to childhood and Current smokers Heavy drinking Physically inactive Obese (BMI>30 kg/m?)
adult social class
Group Childhood Adult n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
1 Non-manual Non-manual 122 (12) 46 (5) 281 (28) 72 (7)
2 Non-manual Manual 65 (16) 13(3) 131 (32) 38(9)
3 Manual Non-manual 172 (13) 44 (3) 380 (29) 112 (9)
4 Manual Manual 577 (25) 98 (4) 801 (34) 311 (13)
n=number of subjects (% of all those in that group)

[Permission to publish Table 7.7 has been obtained from the International Journal of Epidemiology]
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Chapter 8
Socioeconomic inequalities in disability among older

men with coronary heart disease

8.1 Summary

Coronary heart disease (CHD) is an important contributor to disability, which has
considerable public health implications in older people. However, the extent of
socioeconomic inequalities in disability in people with CHD, particularly in older
subjects, has not been well studied. This Chapter examines the extent of socioeconomic
inequalities in disability and functional limitations in a socially representative sample of
men aged 63-82 years in 2003 from 24 British towns. Disability, measured as problems
with activities of daily living (ADLs) and instrumental activities of daily living
(IADLs), and functional limitations were ascertained from questionnaires. Men with
CHD had twice the prevalence of disability of those without CHD. Among men with
CHD, lower social classes had higher risks of disability and functional limitation
compared with higher social classes; odds ratios (95% CI) for social classes IV & V
compared with I & II were 1.73 (1.00, 2.99) for ADL disability, 1.55 (0.88, 2.71) for
IADL disability, and 2.33 (1.41, 3.84) for functional limitation. Behavioural risk factors
(cigarette smoking, BMI, physical activity) attenuated these differences; the odds ratios
(95%CI) in social classes IV & V reduced to 1.31 (0.67, 2.54) for ADL disability, 1.07
(0.54, 2.10) for IADL disability and 2.00 (1.08, 3.71) for functional limitations. Strong
socioeconomic inequalities in disability were present amongst the elderly with CHD,

which were considerably explained by behavioural factors.
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8.2 Introduction

Disability is an important health outcome associated with coronary heart disease (CHD)
in older populations.’” Disability has been defined as limitation or loss of the ability to
perform social roles and activities in relation to family, work or independent

30381 Disability can originate from a pathology (disease) causing impairment

living.
(physiological or emotional), which in turn results in functional limitation, and finally in
disability (limitation in carrying out social roles and activities).® The risk of disability
increases with age and is a significant determinant of quality of life in the elderly.®**?
Disability-free life expectancy is increasingly being used as a marker of population

health in addition to life expectancy.’®**%

With increasing life expectancy, improving
the quality of life is an important dimension of improving the health of the elderly
population. The prevalence of disability has been observed to be 20-40% in people with
CHD, which increases to 50-70% in older age (>75 years).*****% CHD, which is an

important contributor to disability in older populations,®**%=%

also shows strong
socioeconomic gradients as presented in previous Chapters. Therefore, older people
with CHD from lower socioeconomic positions might also have higher levels of
disability than those in higher socioeconomic positions. Although previous studies have
reported socioeconomic inequalities in disability and functional mobility or

L 273:276:277;389-392
limitations,”">*">*""

the focus has largely been on functional mobility/limitations.
While functional limitation and disability are related, they are not identical. Disability is
an expression of functional limitation in a social context; functional limitations refer to
problems in carrying out a task, whereas disability is difficulty in performing social

roles.381;393

Furthermore, little is known about the extent of socioeconomic differences
in disability amongst older populations with CHD. The aim of this Chapter is to

describe the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in disability in elderly men with CHD
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in Britain and their independence of health behaviours. Behavioural risk factors
including smoking and physical activity, which vary by socioeconomic position, also
have an important influence on disability.'**>***%> Therefore, the extent to which
socioeconomic inequalities in disability in those with CHD, were independent of
behavioural factors was also investigated. Data from the British Regional Heart Study
were used, specifically focusing on the questionnaire survey at which disability was
assessed at age 63-82 years. Measures of disability in the form of problems in
performing basic activities of daily living (ADLs) (such as eating and dressing) and
problems in coping with instrumental activities of daily living (IADLs) (like shopping

. 1: .
and managing money),”*' "%’

were used. These markers of disability not only form
the core constructs of disability, but are also indicative of the quality of life in the

elderly. In addition to disability, functional limitation, which is an important predictor

of disability, was also measured.””

8.3 Objectives

The objectives of this Chapter are:

1) To examine the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in ADL disability, IADL
disability and functional limitations in older British men aged 63-82 years with CHD.

i1) To investigate the impact of behavioural factors (cigarette smoking, physical activity,
and body mass index) on the relationship between socioeconomic position and disability

in older British men aged 63-82 years with CHD.
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8.4 Methods

In 2003, when the men of the British Regional Heart Study were aged 63-82 years,
information on disability and behavioural risk factors was sought through postal
questionnaires, supplementing existing information on occupational social class
(collected at baseline). Subjects reporting doctor-diagnosed heart attack or angina were
classified as having CHD (the results were similar if the analyses were restricted to
those only reporting heart attack). The longest-held occupation of each man, recorded at
study entry when aged 40-59 years, was categorised using the Registrar Generals’
Social Class Classification (I, II, III non-manual, III manual, IV and V). As in previous
Chapters, occupational social class was used as the measure of adult socioeconomic

position.

8.4.1 Assessment of disability

Disability was ascertained from responses to items in the 2003 postal questionnaire
relating to problems in performing activities of daily living (ADLs) and instrumental
activities of daily living (IADLs).****'%*%%7 ADLs included performing the following
activities unaided — walking across a room, getting in or out of bed, getting in and out of
a chair, dressing and undressing, bathing or showering, feeding including cutting food,
and getting to and using the toilet. [ADLs included performing the following activities
unaided — shopping for personal items such as toilet items or medicines, doing light
housework such as washing up, preparing meals, using the telephone, taking
medications, managing money (e.g. paying bills, etc), and using public transport.
Reporting of some difficulty or inability/needing help to do one or more of the items

was taken a having problem with ADLs or IADLs.
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Functional limitation was ascertained through questions enquiring about the ability to
walk without stopping or discomfort, to walk up and down stairs, and to bend and stand
up. One or more of the following responses was taken as having a functional limitation
— walking more than a few steps but less than 200 meters or only a few steps without
stopping and without discomfort; unable to walk up and down a flight of 12 stairs
without resting or only by holding and taking a rest; and unable to bend down when

standing to pick up a shoe from the floor.

8.4.2 Behavioural factors

As described in sections 3.7.3 to 3.7.5 (page 82-83) detailed questions were asked in the
2003 questionnaire on smoking habits, physical activity and body weight. Subjects were
asked to report their pattern of physical activity such as walking, cycling and other
sporting activities. Physical activity scores were assigned on the basis of frequency and
type of activity and the men were divided into six groups: none, occasional, light,
moderate, moderately-vigorous and vigorous.'®® Scores of none and occasional were
used to classify physically inactive subjects. Body mass index (BMI) was calculated as

body weight/(height)* in kg/m®. Obesity was defined as BMI of >30 kg/m’,

8.4.3 Rationale for analyses

The relationship between social class and disability and functional limitations in those
with CHD was examined. Adverse behavioural risk factors including cigarette smoking,
greater physical inactivity and obesity can increase the risk of developing functional
limitations and disability in older age.””** These risk factors are also known to be
associated with lower socioeconomic groups.””'*" Therefore, the influence of
behavioural risk factors on the relationship between social class and disability and

functional limitations in those with CHD was also assessed. In this Chapter, which
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focuses on subjects with CHD, social classes I and II were combined, as were social

classes IV and V, due to the small numbers of subjects in these groups.

8.4.4 Statistical methods

The prevalences of ADL disability, IADL disability and functional limitation were
calculated in men with CHD and according to behavioural risk factors — current
cigarette smoking, obesity and physical inactivity. Multiple logistic regression was used
to assess the relation between social class and disability (problems with ADLs and
IADLs) and functional limitation. Social classes I and II were treated as the reference
category. Comparisons between non-manual and manual groups were also made. Non-
manual groups included social classes I, II, III non-manual, and manual groups
comprised social classes III manual, IV and V. After adjustment for age, behavioural
risk factors (cigarette smoking, physical activity and BMI) were included in the models.
For the adjustment, age and BMI were fitted as continuous variables; social class (three
levels), cigarette smoking (six levels) and physical activity (five levels) were fitted as

categorical variables.

8.5 Results

3981 men aged 63-82 years responded to the questionnaire in 2003 (80% response rate).
793 men (23%) reported having a doctor-diagnosis of CHD. Figure 8.1 shows the
prevalences of ADL and IADL disability and functional limitations in men with and
without CHD. Among men with CHD, the prevalence of ADL was 24%, of IADL 23%,
and functional limitations 32%. These prevalences were nearly half in those without

CHD (ADL 12%, IADL 11% and functional limitations 15%).
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The presence of disability and functional limitations according to adverse behavioural
factors among men with CHD is presented in Table 8.1. Current smokers had a greater
prevalence of disability (ADL and IADL) and functional limitations compared to non-
smokers. The prevalences of disability and functional limitations were greater in men
who were obese compared with men who were not obese. The proportions of disability
and functional limitations were also much greater in men who were physically inactive

than in those who were physically active.

Table 8.2 shows the prevalences and odds ratios for ADL and IADL disability and
functional limitations according to social class in men with CHD. There were
approximately graded relations of social class with disability and functional limitations.
Men in manual social class groups had a much greater risk of disability and functional
limitations compared with non-manual groups. The age-adjusted odds ratio for ADL
disability for social classes IV & V was 1.73 (95%CI 1.00, 2.99) compared with social
classes I & II. This increased relative risk was weakened to 1.31 (95%CI 0.67, 2.54)
after adjustment for behavioural risk factors (cigarette smoking, physical activity and
BMI). Similarly, the association of social class with IADL disability was weakened on
adjustment for behavioural factors; age-adjusted odds ratio for social class IV & V was
1.55 (95%CI 0.88, 2.71), which reduced to 1.07 (95%CI 0.54, 2.10) on further
adjustment for behavioural factors. The association of social class with functional
limitations was also reduced when behavioural factors were taken into account; odds
ratio for social class IV & V reduced from 2.33 (95%CI 1.41, 3.84) to 2.00 (95%CI

1.08, 3.71).
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8.6 Discussion

In the present study, a considerable proportion of older men with CHD had disability
and functional imitations. Amongst older men with CHD, strong social class differences
were apparent both in disability and functional limitations; men from lower social class
groups had almost a two-fold greater risk of having disability and more than a two-fold
greater risk of functional limitations compared with non-manual social classes. These
socioeconomic disparities were considerably explained by behavioural factors (cigarette

smoking, physical activity and BMI).

8.6.1 Strengths and limitations of findings

The results highlight strong socioeconomic inequalities in disability in a socially and
geographically representative sample of older British men with CHD. The
generalisability of the findings to women, younger men and other Western populations
i1s, however, limited. Since the study comprised mostly white European men, the
applicability of the findings to other ethnic groups is uncertain. While CHD is known to
be a major contributor to disability in older age, it is also possible that disability through
increasing physical inactivity and obesity can increase CHD risk. However, since the
results are based on cross-sectional data it is not possible to establish the extent to which
disability was a consequence of CHD. It is also possible that physical inactivity was a
result of disability, and therefore, taking physical activity into account in the association
between social class and disability could be viewed as an over-adjustment. However,
excluding physical activity from the model and limiting the adjustment to cigarette
smoking and BMI did not markedly change the overall results reported. Presence of
CHD was based on self-report of doctor-diagnosis. Although there may be potential for
reporting bias, patient-recall was found to be a valid measure of CHD in the study

participants;*! if anything the subjects were likely to over-report heart disease. It can be
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argued that objective measures of physical functioning are more accurate than self-
reported disability. However, self-report of disability is an important evaluation tool for

the health of older populations,”

and ADL and TADL assessments are widely used
measures of disability.®®?"*4%%4%  SQelf-reported disability, using ADL and IADL
measures, has been found to be reliable and valid, although it may not be consistent
over an extended time due to change in disease status or use of interventions.***
Objective measures may be better at capturing functional impairments or limitations but
may not reflect the extent of disability, which is a manifestation of functional

e . . . 1
limitations in a social context.’®

In this analysis, functional limitation was also
examined, since it is a key precursor of disability.*” The measure of socioeconomic
position in this Chapter was social class based on the longest-held occupation of the
subjects at entry to the study. Social class measures based on occupation can be
problematic in the elderly in post-retirement age, as discussed in Chapter 6. However,
social class (based on the longest-held occupation assessed in middle-age when the men

were 40-59 years) can provide a stable marker of socioeconomic conditions over most

of adult life.

8.6.2 Comparison with other studies

The results presented in this Chapter are consistent with those of previous studies which
have shown that lower socioeconomic position is associated with greater levels of

Tl e, 273:276-278;389:392:406:407
disability.”"> IS

However, only two of these studies focused on
socioeconomic differences in physical functioning in those with CHD.>’®*** In the
Whitehall IT Study of London-based civil servants, functional limitations among those
with CHD were found to be greater in lower compared with higher employment grades

and this difference persisted over a 12-year period.””® A Dutch study also showed that

among those with heart disease, lower socioeconomic groups had about a two-fold
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greater risk of decline in mobility in comparison with those of higher socioeconomic
groups.”” While previous studies have mostly used functional limitations or mobility
problems, in this Chapter the extent of inequalities in disability measured as problems
with performing ADLs and IADLs was also explored. In the results of this Chapter,
behavioural risk factors were observed to contribute to the socioeconomic inequalities
in disability. Men with adverse behavioural risk factors, including cigarette smoking,
physical inactivity and obesity had higher levels of functional limitation and disability,
although given the cross-sectional nature of the data it is possible that physical
inactivity and obesity are consequences of disability rather than causes of it. However,
these behavioural risk factors have previously been shown to be strong predictors of

developing mobility problems and disability in later life.****"

8.6.3 Interpretation of findings

In the present study, older British men aged 63-82 years with CHD from lower
socioeconomic positions had a greater risk of functional limitations and ADL and IADL
disability compared to those in higher socioeconomic groups. Behavioural risk factors
such as cigarette smoking, physical inactivity and obesity were observed to account for
a large proportion, but not all of these socioeconomic differences. Apart from
socioeconomic differences in behavioural factors, other pathways could be linking
socioeconomic position and disability. People from lower socioeconomic groups have
poorer access to services or resources, rehabilitation, and worse living conditions.*'**!?
All of these can contribute to increased chances of developing disability, or can retard
the process of recovering from or coping with functional decline or disability.**'*!?

These resources are important in minimising the impact of disability, and in promoting

recovery. In this analysis, however, due to limitations in the data, it was not possible to
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control for or take into account the availability of coping mechanisms (or the lack of

them) on inequalities in disability.

8.6.4 Conclusions

Socioeconomic inequalities in disability exist in older men with CHD. The findings of
this Chapter show that among older British men with CHD, lower compared to higher
socioeconomic groups had about a two-fold greater risk of disability. These
socioeconomic inequalities were to a large extent explained by behavioural risk factors.
Just as disability reflects the overall impact of diseases such as CHD in older people,*
these socioeconomic inequalities in disability in the elderly can be indicative of the

overall extent of health inequalities in later life from CHD.
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Figure 8.1 Prevalence (%) of disability and functional limitations in men with and

without CHD aged 63-82 years in 2003
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Table 8.1 Prevalence of disability and functional limitations according to
behavioural risk factors in men with doctor-diagnosed CHD aged 63-82 years in
2003

Behavioural risk factors ADL disability IADL disability = Functional limitations
n n (%) n (%) n (%)
Cigarette smoking
Current smokers 65 23 (36) 23 (36) 32 (49)
Non-smokers 711 165 (23) 158 (22) 217 (31)
Obesity
Obese 203 72 (35) 66 (33) 86 (43)
Non-obese 573 116 (20) 115 (20) 163 (28)
Physically activity
Inactive 382 151 (40) 154 (40) 193 (51)
Active 394 37(9) 27 (7) 56 (14)

n (%)=number of subjects (% of all those in that group)



Table 8.2 Disability and functional limitations according to social class in men with CHD aged 63-82 years in 2003

Social class

I1&10 III NM 1M IV&V Non-manual Manual

n (%) 47 (17) 24 (26) 91 (30) 26 (26) 71 (19) 117 (29)

ADL .

disability QOdds ratio* 1.00 1.78 (1.01, 3.13) 2.15(1.44,3.21) 1.73 (1.00, 2.99) 1.00 1.74 (1.24, 2.43)
Adjusted odds ratiot 1.00 2.20(1.12,4.32) 1.96 (1.21, 3.17) 1.31 (0.67, 2.54) 1.00 1.44 (0.95, 2.18)
n (%) 49 (18) 18 (20) 90 (30) 24 (24) 67 (18) 114 (28)

IADL .

disability Odds ratio* 1.00 1.23 (0.67, 2.26) 2.11 (141, 3.15) 1.55(0.88, 2.71) 1.00 1.86 (1.31, 2.63)
Adjusted odds ratio¥ 1.00 1.15 (0.56, 2.34) 1.92 (1.18, 3.10) 1.07 (0.54, 2.10) 1.00 1.61 (1.06, 2.45)
n (%) 58 (21) 26 (28) 127 (42) 38 (37) 84 (23) 165 (41)

Functional

limitations Odds ratio* 1.00 1.56 (0.90, 2.68) 2.86 (1.97,4.16) 2.33(1.41, 3.84) 1.00 2.41 (1.76, 3.32)
Adjusted odds ratiot 1.00 1.80 (0.92, 3.51) 2.86 (1.80, 4.54) 2.00 (1.08, 3.71) 1.00 2.25(1.51, 3.34)

* Age-adjusted odds ratio

T Odds ratio adjusted for age and behavioural factors including cigarette smoking, physical activity and BMI
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Chapter 9

Implications and conclusions

9.1 Summary

The implications of the findings of this thesis for public health and for epidemiological
studies are reviewed in this Chapter. Findings from analyses conducted for this thesis
demonstrate the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in coronary heart disease (CHD) in
older age and the possible pathways to these inequalities. The particular findings of
potential public health significance are: i) that further efforts are needed to reduce
socioeconomic inequalities in CHD, which have not narrowed in Britain between the 1980s
and the early part of the twenty-first century; i1) that socioeconomic inequalities in CHD,
which persist in older age, need to be targeted; iii) that focusing on reducing socioeconomic
differences in behavioural coronary risk factors (cigarette smoking, physical activity and
obesity) will substantially reduce (probably by about a third) socioeconomic inequalities in
CHD in older age; iv) that improving early life socioeconomic conditions is likely to have
some modest effects on reducing CHD risk in older age; vi) that socioeconomic inequalities
in disability in older populations with CHD needs to be reduced; and v) that reducing
socioeconomic inequalities in behavioural risk factors can partially reduce theses
inequalities in disability in the elderly with CHD. The results have implications for future
epidemiological studies, which include (1) the need to include older populations when
investigating socioeconomic inequalities in CHD, and (2) to explore other pathways to

these inequalities including early life exposures, social integration and psychosocial
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conditions. A key general implication of this thesis is the need for understanding and

reducing socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age.

9.2 Introduction

Previous Chapters have investigated the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in
older men from 24 towns across Britain and possible pathways to these inequalities.
Between the early 1980s and 2005, relative socioeconomic inequalities in CHD did not
narrow. Relative inequalities narrowed as the men moved from middle to older age,
although absolute inequalities increased with age. Nevertheless, a social class gradient in
CHD persisted in older age and behavioural coronary risk factors contributed to at least a
third of this gradient. Novel coronary risk factors (inflammatory/haemostatic markers)
made some further contribution. Lower early life socioeconomic position was associated
with increased CHD risk in older age. Marked socioeconomic inequalities in disability were
also present in the elderly with CHD. In this Chapter the implications of these findings are
discussed in more detail. Section 9.3 considers the potential public health implications of

the results, and section 9.4 examines the implications for future epidemiological studies.

9.3 Public health implications of findings

9.3.1 Trends in socioeconomic inequalities in CHD

Monitoring trends in health inequalities makes it possible to detect whether disparities have
reduced or increased over time. Reducing the gap in health inequalities has been a high

priority of the Department of Health.*"> Documenting trends in socioeconomic differences
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in CHD has important implications for evaluating policies and informing decision-making
for future policies to reduce health inequalities. The results of Chapter 4 showed that lower
compared with higher social class groups in Britain continued to have a greater risk of
CHD mortality throughout the period between the early 1980s to 2005, and these relative
social class differences tended to have widened during this time. However, with the decline
of overall CHD mortality rates during this period, the absolute difference in CHD mortality
between social classes narrowed in Britain. The results suggest that policies in place during
the 1980-2005 period have not led to a reduction in relative inequalities in CHD mortality.
Although declining death rates have mitigated the consequences of this inequality, marked
inequalities in absolute terms continued to persist. Relative socioeconomic inequalities
express the strength of the association between social class and CHD mortality risk.*'**!?
Absolute socioeconomic differences depict the magnitude of the inequality in CHD
mortality, reflecting its public health importance.***'> Both these measures are important
when monitoring inequalities over time as they indicate different, yet important, aspects of
inequalities; absolute inequalities may change depending on the overall change in the
mortality/disease patterns, while relative inequalities reflect the strength of the effect of
socioeconomic position.*'* Chapter 4 also showed that with increasing age, relative social
class inequalities in CHD had reduced from middle-age to older ages. The absolute social
class difference in CHD, however, widened as the men became older, reflecting the higher
disease mortality occurring at greater age. Socioeconomic inequalities in CHD are,

therefore, likely to be a public health problem even in later life.

If reductions in relative inequalities in CHD are to be achieved, greater efforts are needed to

devise and implement effective policies for inequality reduction. While the possible factors
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contributing to the observed trends in socioeconomic inequalities in CHD were not
examined in the thesis, the actions required are likely to include both general measures to
reduce income inequality and improve living standards of poorer households,** as well as
more specific measures to reduce cigarette smoking prevalence, and improve physical
activity and nutritional intakes among lower-income groups, by a combination of national
and local action.”” For example, policies and strategies at regional and local levels can plan
the maintenance and development of towns and transport services to improve the physical
environment,*'® while local services can encourage individually-focused interventions to
promote physical activity such as exercise-referral schemes.*'” Ensuring equitable provision
of health services, particularly preventive services, will also be important.** A recent
National Institute of Health and Clinical Excellence (NICE) guidance focuses on reducing
premature cardiovascular deaths in those who are disadvantaged including low-income
families, those on benefits, people living in social housing or the homeless.*'® The guidance
recommends identifying disadvantaged groups through primary care and community
services to ensure provision of smoking cessation services and statin therapy, both of which
are effective and cost effective interventions to reduce coronary risk. These actions need to
be set in a broader policy framework ensuring that all government policies are monitored
for their impact on inequality.***'” Monitoring the impact of policies on key risk factors as
well as establishing targets for reducing inequalities in CHD will provide an important
evidence base for the development and implementation of further policies and
interventions. Several such issues have been highlighted in Department of Health
publications such as Tackling Health Inequalities,”® and more recently in Choosing
Health.**® The policy document on health inequalities published by the Department of

Health in 2008 outlines measures to achieve the Public Service Agreement target of
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reducing inequalities in life expectancy by 10% by 2010, and to support improvements
beyond 2010.*' The report emphasises three domains where interventions will have the
greatest impact on health inequalities: influences on health (the environment and wider
social factors), the lives people lead (promoting healthy behaviours), and the services
people use (ensuring equitable treatment and prevention). Suggestions for improvements in
the wider influences on health included continued improvement in employment levels and
education particularly for those in disadvantaged backgrounds, and encouragement of
private sector employers to improve the health and well-being of their staff and their
communities. Advice, support, preventive medication and appropriate treatment to reduce
mortality and morbidity from CHD have also been outlined. However, the possibility of
these initiatives increasing inequalities also needs to be addressed since those from higher
socioeconomic groups or more motivated people may take more advantage from these
initiatives than those at higher risk of disease. While these steps outlined in the Department
of Health report™' are based on evidence from local data of effectiveness and on evidence
showing the relationship between socioeconomic conditions and health, more evidence is
needed to support and evaluate effective policies. For example, the impact of policies such
as the National Support Teams for Health Inequalities set up to support local areas to
reduce health inequalities, need to be constantly evaluated to assess their effectiveness in
reducing inequalities in disease such as CHD.**' The use of health equity audits at local
levels is an important step in monitoring patterns in provision of resources or services in

relation to health needs of different groups.''****

More rigorous and determined steps need
to be taken in implementing these reforms and policies if narrowing of socioeconomic

inequalities is to be achieved.
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9.3.2 Reducing socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age

Strong socioeconomic inequalities in CHD risk persisted in older age, as observed in
Chapter 6. These inequalities were present in relation to occupational social class as well as
other indicators of socioeconomic position including house and car ownership.
Occupational social class differences appeared to have the strongest relationship with CHD;
lower social classes had a greater CHD risk than higher social class groups. Given the
increasing proportion of older people in the population and the greater CHD risk in the
elderly, socioeconomic inequalities in CHD presents an important public health problem in
the elderly. While the National Service Framework (NSF) for CHD highlighted reducing
inequalities as a priority,”” the focus was on individuals aged <70 years. The NSF for
Older People concentrated largely on removal of age-related inequalities in all diseases,

. . . . . e . . 424
with little focus on socioeconomic disparities in heart disease in older age.

9.3.2.1 Role of coronary risk factors

Associations between socioeconomic position and different coronary risk factors were
examined in the older men (aged 60-79 years) of the British Regional Heart Study in
Chapter 5. As with middle-aged populations, behavioural risk factors including cigarette
smoking, physical inactivity and obesity were more common in lower social class groups in
older age. Of the novel coronary risk factors, higher circulating levels of
inflammatory/haemostatic markers were observed in lower social classes. However, the
social class gradient in circulating inflammatory and haemostatic markers was to a large
extent mediated by the higher levels of adverse behavioural risk factors (obesity and
particularly cigarette smoking) in lower social class groups. Focusing efforts on

understanding and reducing adverse behavioural factors and levels of obesity, which
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explained much of the social class variation in inflammatory/haemostatic markers, could

therefore be particularly important in reducing socioeconomic inequalities in CHD.

The findings of Chapter 6 suggest that behavioural factors (particularly cigarette smoking)
and to some extent novel coronary risk factors, are important determinants of
socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age. The substantial contribution of these risk
factors to the absolute risk difference between social classes indicates that their public
health impact in reducing CHD inequalities in older people is potentially important. Novel
coronary risk factors such as inflammatory and haemostatic markers made some
contributions to socioeconomic inequalities, but these were modest in addition to that of
behavioural risk factors. Socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age could potentially
be narrowed by at least a third through reduction in levels of behavioural risk factors
including cigarette smoking, BMI and physical inactivity. Of the behavioural risk factors,
cigarette smoking made a particularly important contribution (about 20%) to these
inequalities. Since there are socioeconomic differences in smoking initiation and cessation,
both these aspects need to be targeted to reduce inequalities in smoking and in turn to
reduce inequalities in CHD in later life. Policy efforts have included smoking bans in
public places, higher prices and taxation policies, and restriction on advertisement and
marketing.**>***® Raising prices of cigarettes and tobacco products has been advocated as a
useful way of reducing overall smoking levels as well as resulting in greater reductions of
smoking in lower socioeconomic groups.*®** However, it has been argued that increased
tobacco taxation is likely to result in imposing further economic hardship in lower
socioeconomic groups who have greater levels of addiction, and could also result in

increased illegal import of cigarettes.”%*! Greater proportion of the tax revenue would be
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required for smoking cessation support especially for lower socioeconomic groups,

. : - . 4313432
alongside an increase in tobacco taxation.”"*

Focusing on manual social class groups is
one of the priorities outlined in the recent NHS Stop Smoking Services guidelines
published by the Department of Health,* since lower quit rates in manual social classes
compared with higher socioeconomic groups have been observed.®**° A narrowing of
inequalities in smoking rates was reported from mid-1980s to the 1990s and continuing to

2000 in Britain.*** These trends appear to be in the right direction to reduce inequalities

in CHD.

In addition to smoking, improving levels of physical activity and reducing levels of obesity,
particularly in lower socioeconomic groups, are also likely to reduce socioeconomic
inequalities in CHD in later life. Food labelling to promote healthy eating, and
environments (work and residential) conducive to encouraging physical activity, are some
interventions aimed at reducing obesity.**' Various interventions have been found to be
effective in improving levels of physical activity and also in reducing body weight or
adiposity.*® These include: i) informational approaches aimed at increasing awareness
about the benefits of physical activity and participation in community-based activities; ii)
social approaches to improve physical activity such as school/college-based health
education programmes, or community-based social support groups; and iii) policy
interventions to improve environmental opportunities, resources and facilities to increase
physical activity.*® Improving physical activity even in older age has been found to be
associated with a reduction in CHD risk.'®® Although the evidence associating reduction in
body weight (intentional weight loss) with decreased CHD risk is limited, weight reduction

is associated with an improvement in coronary risk factors such as decrease in blood
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pressure and LDL-cholesterol and increase in HDL-cholesterol levels.***** Moreover,
weight reduction has also been shown to reduce insulin resistance and clustering of

444447 which are associated with CHD risk. Individual-level

metabolic risk factors,
interventions have shown modest sustained or long-term benefits for behavioural change,

risk factor reduction, and reducing coronary risk.****> Therefore, greater priority for fiscal

and legislative changes is likely to result in further improvements in risk factors.

While targeting behavioural coronary risk factors is an important strategy to reduce
socioeconomic inequalities in health outcomes such as CHD, ultimately reducing
socioeconomic inequalities themselves must be addressed.'’> Although the proportion of
pensioners living in low-income households has decreased over the last decade in the UK,
income inequalities are present in older populations (19% of pensioners lived in low-
income households in 2006/2007).454;455 The wider social, cultural, political and material
societal context along with disadvantaged socioeconomic conditions across the life course
are known to be important in the origin of adverse health behaviours.”*"*****® Higher
socioeconomic groups have advantages in power, prestige and knowledge which enable
them to avoid health hazards and adopt health-protective behaviours.'”® Therefore, these
factors underlying the more proximal causes (coronary risk factors) of CHD also need to be
tackled. Assessing the social context to identify and remove social, financial and
environmental barriers to better health, including poverty, employment and education is
one of the recommendations in the NICE guidance on behaviour change in disadvantaged
groups.”’ Consequently, different sectors of public policy (including housing, transport and
education) would play a crucial role in improving wider societal determinants to modify

behavioural factors particularly in socioeconomically disadvantaged groups.
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9.3.3 Impact of early life socioeconomic position on CHD risk in later life

The results from Chapter 7 show that the effect of lower childhood socioeconomic position
on CHD risk persists even into older age. The influence of childhood social class on CHD,
however, was not independent of behavioural risk factors (smoking, physical inactivity and
BMI). Lack of family car ownership during subjects’ childhood (a marker of lower
socioeconomic position) was associated with a greater CHD risk even though the effect was
diminished by adjustment for behavioural factors. Family car ownership was possibly a
stronger discriminator of material wealth or affluence than childhood social class based on
father’s occupation. Men of manual childhood social class tended to have higher levels of
cigarette smoking, physical inactivity and obesity in older age compared with those from
non-manual childhood social classes. Combined exposure to manual socioeconomic
position in both childhood and adulthood was associated with the most unfavourable adult
lifestyle. Lower socioeconomic position (manual social class) in both childhood and
adulthood was also associated with highest CHD risk in older age, although adult
behavioural risk factors accounted for a lot of this increased CHD risk. Whether
behavioural risk factors were mediators or confounders of the childhood socioeconomic
position-CHD relation was not established in the results, although the former is a
possibility. Nevertheless, behavioural risk factors, which can have their origins in
childhood and adulthood, played an important role in developing risk of CHD in later life.
As mentioned in the previous section (9.3.1), policies to reduce initiation of adverse health
behaviours such as cigarette smoking and physical inactivity are important. However, these
interventions need to be started early in life since health behaviours, such as smoking,

adopted at an early age tend to extend into adulthood.*®*° School-based interventions,
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mass media campaigns, and restrictions in advertising are known to reduce initiation of

460-462

smoking in adolescents. Increasing rates of obesity and lower levels of physical

activity in children particularly in those from poorer socioeconomic backgrounds in

- . 463:464
Britain, 6346

are likely to have an impact on the burden of CHD in later life. Recognition
of the importance of early life socioeconomic conditions on health has led to the inclusion
of a focus on early years and parenting in a recent Department of Health report on health
inequalities.*”' Although childhood obesity was highlighted as one of the priority areas,
there was little focus on improving physical activity in children and reducing the likelihood
of taking up smoking in the report.*”' Specific interventions or policies are needed to
improve early life socioeconomic conditions and health behaviours, which influence their
association with CHD in later life. In addition to short-term gains from investing in
socioeconomic conditions in early life such as better health of children, long-term gains can
also be achieved in adult life with respect to improved adult health behaviours, and lower
levels of CHD in older age, as observed in Chapter 7. Thus, as regards to public health
policy, a dual approach aiming both to improve childhood socioeconomic conditions as

well as to target socioeconomic disparities in behavioural risk factors in adult life will help

reduce the burden of CHD in older people.

9.3.4 Socioeconomic inequalities in disability in the elderly with CHD

The findings of Chapter 8 show marked socioeconomic inequalities in disability in older

61;64
" Therefore,

men with CHD. CHD is an important contributor to disability in older age.
among older populations with CHD, inequalities in disability could highlight

socioeconomic inequalities in functional performance, fulfilling social roles, independent

living in the elderly and ultimately in the quality of life, associated with CHD in the elderly.
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In the British Regional Heart Study, older men with CHD had about twice the prevalence of
disability compared with men without CHD. Furthermore, within men with CHD, lower
compared with higher socioeconomic groups had a greater risk of disability. Disability was
measured as difficulty in performing activities of daily living (ADL) and instrumental
activities of daily living (IADL). Activities of daily living included tasks such as eating,
bathing, dressing, and instrumental activities of daily living included shopping, preparing
meals, taking medications. These measures, therefore, capture essential elements of
disability, which has been defined as the limitation or loss of the ability to perform social
roles and activities in relation to family, work or independent living.*>*® A large
proportion of the increased risk of ADL and IADL disability in manual social groups with
CHD was accounted for by behavioural risk factors such as smoking, physical inactivity
and BMI, which are known risk factors for disability.

] .
381 will

An understanding of pathways underlying disability or the ‘disablement process
inform health policy-makers in ways to reduce the burden of disability and inequalities in
disability in those with CHD. First, continued efforts to reduce levels of behavioural risk
factors such as smoking, physical inactivity and obesity in the elderly are needed. Although
these may be regarded as ‘individual’ risk factors, they are influenced by the

. . 261;4
socioeconomic context,”®'4¢7

and therefore policy plays a vital role in reducing these
factors in the population. Improving these behavioural risk factors across all age groups
would be likely to prevent disability as well as specific diseases and would reduce
inequalities in disability in later life. Changes in lifestyle even later in life has been shown

in the British Regional Heart Study to have the potential to not only reduce the onset of

mobility limitations but also to improve recovery from disability in the elderly.*”® Smoking
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cessation and uptake of physical activity can reduce the onset of mobility limitations in
older age, and improvements in physical activity in the form of walking or gardening can
improve the likelihood of recovery from mobility problems.*® Second, provision of
adequate rehabilitation, interventions and care would be needed to cope with functional
decline in old age. The ability to perform tasks for independent living and functioning in
old age is not only dependent on the functional ability of older people but also on the
facilities available in the physical or environmental context in which they live.”®"**'**7° This
implies that adequate provision for the needs of older people is important in housing and
environmental policies. Trials have shown the effective prevention of disability from
interventions including physical exercise, home visits, training in use of assistive devices

. 471;472
and removal of environmental hazards.*’"*’

However, more such evidence is needed to
establish further means of reducing disability, particularly among the lower socioeconomic
groups. Evaluation of the effectiveness and cost-effectiveness of interventions targeted at
reducing inequalities in disability in the elderly are needed. Policy efforts are required to

reduce the overall burden of disability in later life as well as to reduce the greater burden of

disability experienced by those in lower socioeconomic groups with CHD.

9.4 Implications for future epidemiological studies

The implications of the findings of this thesis for future epidemiological studies will be
discussed in the following sections. The particular areas that will be considered are the
design and analysis of population-based studies to investigate 1) socioeconomic
inequalities in CHD in older age; 2) pathways to these inequalities; and 3) the influence of

early life socioeconomic position on CHD risk in later life. This will enable a better
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understanding of these important public health issues, and thus provide opportunities to

reduce socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in later life.

9.4.1 Investigating socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age

In this thesis, relative socioeconomic inequalities in CHD did not appear to narrow over the
25 years between 1978-80 and 2005, although absolute socioeconomic inequalities in CHD
had narrowed (Chapter 4). Previous work on the British Regional Heart Study showed that
favourable changes (reductions) in smoking, blood pressure and cholesterol levels played

473 Further

an important role in the decline of overall CHD rates over the last 25 years.
research is needed to examine whether socioeconomic inequalities in these coronary risk
factors changed during this period. In order to do this, changes in levels of coronary risk
factors (smoking, physical activity, BMI, blood lipids and blood pressure) over this time

according to socioeconomic groups would need to be studied and repeated information on

these coronary risk factors would be required.

In order to investigate socioeconomic differences, it is important for epidemiological
studies to be representative of the general population. An important strength of the data
used in this thesis is that it comprises a population-based study of older men who were
recruited in middle-age from socioeconomically representative general practices from
towns representing all the major regions of Britain. In epidemiological studies in the
elderly, there maybe a possibility of selection bias when recruiting older subjects. Non-
response in epidemiological studies is often related to ill-health, and this factor can be more
important in the elderly. Elderly non-responders tend to have more ill-health and are more

474;475

likely to be in hospital or nursing homes, thus resulting in an underestimation of
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disease prevalence and possibly even weakened associations between disease and
exposures like socioeconomic position. To reduce this bias, subjects could be recruited in
middle-age and followed-up thereafter, as was done in the present study. This would also
provide opportunities to collect information on occupation, other socioeconomic indicators
and coronary risk factors across adult life. Although attrition of the cohort with age remains
an issue when studying older populations, follow-up can be maximised as much as is

possible through careful tracking of subjects.

At the time of the inception of the British Regional Heart Study in the mid-1970s, it was
realised that the lower risk of CHD in women in middle-age demanded a very large number
of women subjects to ensure adequate number of endpoints, making for considerable
logistic and financial problems. The study, therefore, comprised only men. Also, the towns
selected at that time had relatively stable populations with a small proportion of ethnic
minority groups. Therefore, the data presented in this thesis are based on men and do not
include appreciable representation of British ethnic minority groups. It is now well-
recognised that CHD is a major chronic disease in women,® and in ethnic minority groups
such as south Asians, who have a much greater risk of CHD compared with white European
population groups.*’®*”” Therefore, it is important to extend investigations to include
women and ethnic minority groups. While there was some advantage in the British
Regional Heart Study in that it comprised a homogenous group of white European men, it
was not possible to explore the extent of socioeconomic inequalities in other ethnic groups.
Future studies including different ethnic minority groups would enable investigation of

socioeconomic inequalities in CHD within and between ethnic groups in later life.
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9.4.1.1 Ascertaining socioeconomic position in later life

A key challenge in future epidemiological studies investigating socioeconomic inequalities
in older age is measuring socioeconomic position in old age, which is complex.
Occupation-based measures are difficult to use in post-retirement age. In this thesis, the
longest-held occupation of the men assessed in middle-age was used as the main marker of
socioeconomic position. The advantage of using such as measure is that it is a relatively
stable marker of socioeconomic position across adult life. The longest-held occupation is
also likely to be related to socioeconomic conditions in later life, and can therefore, be an
indicator of socioeconomic position in older age. Education did not appear to be related to
CHD risk in later life in the results of this thesis (Chapter 6). Education, although
commonly used as a marker of adult socioeconomic position, is to a large extent dependent
on parental or early life socioeconomic position. This could mean that education is,
conceptually, a weaker marker of socioeconomic position in old age. Other markers, such
as house and car ownership, were associated with differences in CHD risk in this thesis,
though they were not independent of occupational social class (Chapter 6). A limitation in
using house and car ownership to measure socioeconomic position in old age is that these
markers are likely to be influenced by ill-health and other processes of ageing, which
weakens their validity as socioeconomic indicators in the elderly. People are likely to stop
owning a car due to disability in old age, and housing status may also change with
increasing age and ill-health (for example from owned home to nursing home/relatives’
home). Combinations of different indicators, including social class, income, education, and
house/car ownership, in the form of composite measures of socioeconomic position have

97:478 . - T
also been used.””""" Combining such measures has been previously shown to indicate a
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greater magnitude of socioeconomic inequalities in all-cause and cardiovascular mortality
in middle-age,”” although combined measures (social class, car/house ownership, education
and pension arrangements) in the present study of older men were not associated with a
greater magnitude of CHD risk compared with that of occupational social class alone.
However, caution should be exercised in choosing measures when combining indicators in
older age; for example house/car ownership may not be particularly appropriate markers of
socioeconomic position in old age. Alternatively, income, a powerful indicator of material
wealth and socioeconomic conditions, can be used as an indicator of socioeconomic
position. However, collecting information on income has been shown to reduce response
rates.””” Moreover, income has been shown to be more strongly related to health in younger
rather than older ages, possibly due to lower income in old age.*””*** Wealth in the form of
financial assets, house ownership, and employment benefits instead of income has been
proposed as a robust marker of socioeconomic position.””” Wealth can be viewed as an
indicator of income over the life course, which also reflects inherited assets and wealth.
Retired and elderly individuals can have greater wealth (house value or measures of
accumulated income or savings) even though they may have lower income due to reliance
on pensions (a contemporaneous measure of income).*” The English Longitudinal Study of
Ageing in older populations has recently collected detailed information on wealth including
financial, pension, housing and physical (assets, land, jewellery) wealth.”®' Although
wealth offers an opportunity to capture socioeconomic position in older age, it has not been
widely used. Its limited use could be due to the difficulty in collecting and combining
information on different aspects of wealth including savings, inherited wealth, and

.4
household amenities.*”
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Therefore, attention needs to be paid to conceptual issues in measuring socioeconomic
position in later life whether using education, occupational social class, house/car
ownership, income or wealth. The use of different measures also depends on the feasibility
of collection and appropriateness of the measure in the elderly. It is difficult to propose one
indicator as the best measure over any other. However, it is important for studies to clarify
why a particular indicator is chosen and what exactly it is used to measure. There may be
merit in using more than one indicator to gain a better picture of the extent of

socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age.

9.4.2 Pathways to socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in later life

9.4.2.1 Established and novel coronary risk factors

In this thesis the specific role of established and novel coronary risk factors in contributing
to socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age was investigated (Chapter 6). The focus
was on established risk factors including cigarette smoking, physical inactivity, BMI, blood
pressure, and on novel risk factors such as inflammatory/haemostatic markers. The impact
of these risk factors on relative inequalities is important in understanding their contribution
to the relationship between socioeconomic position and CHD risk in older age. Previous
studies in older populations have not investigated these pathways, particularly the role of
novel risk factors to socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in later life; more evidence from
future prospective studies is required to corroborate the findings of this thesis. Future
studies could be improved by collecting more precise measurements of coronary risk
factors. The risk factors used in the thesis were measured only once, and therefore lack
long-term information on risk factors such as blood pressure and HDL-cholesterol.

Imprecise measurement of these risk factors may contribute to residual confounding
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observed in relationships being studied, in this case of socioeconomic position and CHD.**?
Collecting information on risk factors more than once may reduce this bias. Further
research is also needed to assess the effectiveness of change in behavioural factors in older

age on reducing socioeconomic inequalities in CHD.

9.4.2.2 Exploring other pathways

Further research is required to explore other possible pathways to socioeconomic
inequalities in CHD in older age, which were not investigated in this thesis. Studies have
shown that lower socioeconomic groups have greater case fatality from CHD than higher

483-485 1, -
It is

socioeconomic groups, implying inequities in CHD treatment and management.
possible that socioeconomic differences in case fatality or differences in treatment may
partly underlie the relationship between socioeconomic position and CHD mortality. A
Finnish study of middle-aged subjects found that socioeconomic differences in case fatality
contributed to a large proportion of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD mortality.*** To
explore this, detailed information on procedures including coronary bypass and
revascularisation, and other aspects of quality of care such as time to treatment, use of
statins and referral patterns would need to be collected and explored. Further research is
also needed to investigate whether the relationship of socioeconomic position with CHD
risk in older age is influenced by area-level deprivation. Socioeconomic conditions at area
or neighbourhood level have been found to be associated with CHD risk independent of

T . . . . .. 486-489
individual socioeconomic measures such as socioeconomic pOSlthl’l.

Another postulated mechanism to link socioeconomic position with CHD in middle-aged

populations concerns psychosocial factors. Studies have shown that psychosocial factors
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including, job control, depression, social isolation and poor coping mechanisms, can
contribute to socioeconomic inequalities in CHD.**¥*° These factors are found to be more
prevalent in lower socioeconomic groups and have also been observed to be related to
coronary risk.*'™*> One hypothesis is that psychosocial factors associated with low
socioeconomic position can influence smoking, lack of physical activity, and in turn have
an impact on haemostatic and lipid profiles;*”'™” a stressful psychosocial environment
without adequate coping resources can lead to negative emotions, and in turn to adverse
health behaviours such as smoking, poor diet and lack of exercise. Thus, psychosocial
factors can have an indirect impact on CHD. Another hypothesis is that psychosocial
factors may exert more of a ‘direct’ effect on coronary risk independent of health
behaviours. Psychosocial stresses can trigger pathophysiologic processes through their
influence on neuroendocrine systems and result in increased adiposity, hypertension, and
activation of platelets and inflammatory markers such as C-reactive protein and interleukin-
6.*! While the role of job stress or low job control may be limited after retirement in older
populations, psychosocial factors related to social support and network could be important
in the elderly. Social networks represent formal or informal relationships with friends,
family, clubs or groups, and indicate the extent to which individuals are engaged or
integrated within societies.*”**” From these relationships, individuals draw social support
which can be emotional or functional or informational.***” Previous studies have shown
that low levels of social support and social network are associated with increased coronary
risk.*****3% I the elderly, who are more likely to experience social exclusion or isolation,
it is important to ascertain whether levels of social support or network contribute to

socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age. Future studies need to investigate this

further. However, care is needed in investigating this issue since social support is closely
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related to socioeconomic position and also to behavioural risk factors.”®' Also, care needs
to be taken in measuring social relationships; social support is mostly ascertained as
perceived support,””® which can be influenced by disease status. Other quantitative aspects
of social relationships such as social network or ties are less subjective and are measured as
number of friends/contacts, membership of clubs, and frequency of contact with friends and

family.493;496

9.4.3 Childhood socioeconomic position and CHD risk in older age

In this thesis, information on early life socioeconomic position was collected
retrospectively for one period of the life course (early childhood). Lower childhood
socioeconomic position appeared to have some association with CHD risk in later life
(Chapter 7). However, from these findings important implications arise for future studies.
Ascertaining childhood socioeconomic position retrospectively in adult life may result in
inaccurate recording of information. Recall bias is likely in the form of subjects,
particularly from lower socioeconomic positions, over-estimating the social class of their

271 . . . . . ..
This can result in less marked childhood socioeconomic variations and a

father.
weakened effect of childhood socioeconomic position on adult disease.””’ Studies such as
the British birth cohort studies, which follow-up subjects from birth have the advantage of
recording parental occupation and other measures of childhood socioeconomic position

502-504
more accurately.

Following-up a cohort from birth also provides advantages in the
possibility of gaining information on socioeconomic position at different stages of life from
birth, early childhood, later childhood, adolescence, early adult life, middle-age and old

age. Along with information on socioeconomic position across the life course, other

information on behavioural risk factors (smoking, physical activity and BMI) and CHD
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outcomes at different life stages would enable investigation of the temporal relationship
between early life factors and adult behaviours. This information might help explore
whether adult behavioural factors are mediators or confounders of the relation between
early life socioeconomic position and CHD in old age. It would also be possible to
investigate the cumulative effect of socioeconomic position across the life course on CHD
risk in older age. Path analysis could be used to explore the effect of early life
socioeconomic position on coronary risk in later life taking into account detailed
information on intermediary factors including health behaviours and socioeconomic
position in adolescence and middle-age. Despite these advantages, birth cohort studies
involve substantial costs and are of prolonged duration when studying long-term outcomes
such as CHD in old age. An alternative would be to follow-up subjects from early adult or
middle-age to old age, and rely on accurate sources of data for information on early life
factors such as birth or medical records, or school records for parental occupation and
anthropometric measures, provided high retrieval rates for such records can be achieved.
These data can complement adult recall information and provide valuable information on

childhood socioeconomic position.

While in this thesis the association between childhood socioeconomic position and CHD
risk in older age was investigated (Chapter 7), particular areas of further research are
required to confirm this finding. First, in addition to behavioural risk factors, early life
socioeconomic position is also known to be associated with biological coronary risk factors
such as blood pressure, blood lipids and BMI, which can influence the relationship between
childhood socioeconomic position and CHD in older age.'****?%*% Lower childhood

socioeconomic position has been observed to be associated with higher blood pressure in
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adult life, with the possibility of increased blood pressure tracking from childhood to
adolescence and onto adulthood.***%>® Similar associations of lower early life
socioeconomic position with increased BMI,* and tracking of BMI from early to adult life
have been reported.’” The extent to which these coronary risk factors influence the relation
between early life socioeconomic position and CHD risk in later life needs to be
investigated. Second, some studies also show a relationship between childhood
socioeconomic position and novel coronary risk factors such as fibrinogen in
adulthood.”**" This relationship needs to be further explored with other inflammatory
markers. Third, the influence of other early life exposures such as fetal undernutrition or
low birth weight, postnatal growth and breastfeeding, which have been implicated in
increasing CHD risk in adult life,”* were not taken into account in this thesis. The extent to
which these early life exposures are associated with CHD risk in older age independent of
childhood socioeconomic position, or their influence on the association between childhood

socioeconomic position and CHD risk in older age warrants further investigation.

9.5 Recommendations

Results of this thesis demonstrate that relative socioeconomic inequalities in CHD have not
narrowed over the last 25 years in Britain. While social class inequalities in CHD narrowed
with age (in relative terms), absolute social class differences increase with age. Marked
socioeconomic differences in CHD persist in older British men. The proportion of older
people in the UK population, as in most developed countries, is growing rapidly; the
proportion of the UK’s population aged over 65 years has doubled since the 1930s.***

Coronary risk also increases with age.” Therefore, socioeconomic inequalities associated
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with CHD in the elderly pose an important public health problem. Current policies place
little emphasis on reducing inequalities in CHD in older populations. In 2002, the
Government announced a target to reduce inequalities in health (as measured by infant
mortality and life expectancy) by 10% by 2010.°'° Similarly, specific targets to reduce
socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age are also required. A substantial proportion
of socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older age can be reduced by targeting established
coronary risk factors particularly cigarette smoking, and also physical activity and BMI.
Reducing overall levels as well as socioeconomic differences in these risk factors in older
age would be important for narrowing current socioeconomic inequalities in CHD in older
age. Understanding the origins of these risk factors across the life course would also be
valuable in preventing these inequalities. Individual-level interventions have shown limited

benefits in long-term improvement of health behaviours or risk factors.”"!!

Population-
wide approaches to reducing risk factor levels with specific efforts targeted at lower
socioeconomic groups would be more effective.”'”!" Some of these interventions include
restricting smoking advertisements, improving food labelling, improving the environment

to promote physical activity, and other fiscal and legislative changes.”'”"

Addressing the
fundamental social, economic and material context in order to influence the causes of

socioeconomic inequalities through public policy is essential if socioeconomic inequalities

in CHD in older men are to be reduced.



Appendix I Social class distribution of subjects at twenty-year follow-up according to social

class measured at baseline

Social class at baseline

(1978-80) based on longest-held

Social class at follow-up (1998-2000) at age 60-79 years, based on most-recent or last occupation before retirement

occupation at 40-59 years I 1I IIT non-manual I manual v \Y Total Non-manual Manual

I 223 (56%) 110 (28%) 22 (6%) 28 (7%) 11 (3%) 0 394 (100%) ™

I 82 (9%) 661 (61%) 182 (17%) 118 (11%) 30 3%) 7 (1%) 1080 (100%) > 1624 (86%) 269 (14%)
III non-manual 19 (5%) 123 (29%) 202 (48%) 38 (9%) 29 (7%) 8 (2%) 419 (100%) ~

III manual 33 (2%) 170 (11%) 95 (6%) 974 (62%) 248 (16%) 60 (4%) 1580 (100%) ~

v 2 (1%) 16 (5%) 19 (5%) 100 (29%) 176 (52%) 27 (8%) 340 (100%) > 346 (17%) 1684 (83%)
A% 0 2 (2%) 9 (8%) 44 (40%) 24 (22%) 31 (28%) 110 (100%) -~

Total 359 (9%) 1082 (28%) 529 (14%) 1302 (33%) 518 (13%) 133 (3%) 3923 (100%)
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Appendix III BRHS questionnaires

The subsequent pages include the following British Regional Heart Study questionnaires
which are relevant to this thesis, and the general practice medical record review sheet:

1. Baseline questionnaire in 1978-80

2. Postal questionnaire in 1992

3. Questionnaire in 1998-2000 at twenty-year follow-up

4. Dietary questionnaire in 1998-2000

5. Postal questionnaire in 2003

6. General practice medical record review sheet used for two-yearly update of

morbidity data



Baseline questionnaire (1978-80)
1

Senal Number

[
Card Number Ell ]

Date of Screening

Time of Screening

24

If your father has died, what were you told was the cause of his
death?
Heart trouble

High blood pressure
Stroke

Respiratory disease
Cancer of lung
Other cancer
Accident or injury
Other

Don't know

=R e =T B B - o T

1 GENERAL
What is your date of birth? Day T 1=
Month 3
Year 190 | |*
Where were you born?
TOWN .o
County ...
Country ...
12  How many years have you lived within 10 miles of this town? I:I:l
If you have moved to this area within the last five years, where did 27
you move from? years
13  Whatis your marital status?
Single 1
Married 2 |L 1
Widowed 3
Other 4
1.4 How many children do you have? M _F
<5 yrs 30
5-10 yrs. 32
11-16 yrs. ks
= 16 yrs. 36
2 YOUR FATHER
21 Where was your Father born?
Town
County
Counfry -
22  Isyour father alive? (Y/N) N - -
23 How old is he now? / How old was he when he died? 39
years

32
33

34

YOUR MOTHER

Where was your mother born?
Town ...

County ...
Country ..o
Is your mother alive? (Y/N)

How old is she now? / How old was she when she died?

If your mother has died, what were you told was the cause of her
death?
Heart trouble

High blood pressure
Stroke

Respiratory disease
Cancer of breast
Other cancer
Accident or injury
Other

Don't know

wom =~ @ s W M =

42

years 43

E:ts

4.
4.1

42

OCCUPATION
Whatis your presentjob? ...

If employed go to question 4 4

If you are unemployed, for how long has this been?
<Bweeks
BGwk.-5mo
Gmo. —1yr

oW N =

=1 year

46
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43  |s this because of ill health? (Y/N) |:| 47
4.4 What kind of work have you done for the longest period of time?
45 What . busm ess or |nd ustry |s th|s'P ..........................................
46 How many years have you done s kind ofworks T L]
years 48
47  Are/were you:
SELF-EMPLOYED with 25 or more employees 1
with less than 25 employees 2
without employees 3
MANAGER of 25 or more people 4 I:\ 50
of less than 25 people 5
FOREMAN 6
ORDINARY EMPLOYEE ... 7
ARMED SERVICES ... 8
SEVERE CHEST PAIN
51 Have you ever had a severe pain in your chest lasting for half an B
hour or more? (Y/N)
If NO, go to question 6.
52  Where did you get this severe pain?
52
{Show chart.)
5.3  Did you see a doctor because of this pain? (Y/N) 5
6 CHEST PAIN
6.1 Do you ever have any pain or discomfort in your chest? (Y/N) I:\ 56
If NO, go to question 7.
6.2  When last did you get the pain?

Within 1 month
1-5 months ago
6-12 months ago
Over 1 year ago
Occasionally

[ S .

nights)? (Y/N)

6.3  How often do you get it?
Daily 1
Weekly 2
Manthly 3 I:I 58
Once only 4
Occasionally 5
6.4  Where do you get this pain or discomfort?
(Show chart.) 59
6.5  When you walk at an ordinary pace on the level, does this produce I:I 82
the pain? (Y/N)
6.6  When you walk uphill or hurry, does this produce the pain? (Y/N) 63
6.7 When you get any pain or discomfort in your chest on walking,
what do you do?
Stop
Slow down I:’ o
Continue at the same pace 3
6.8  Does the pain or discomfort in your chest go away if you stand
still? (Y/N) ’—I 65
6.9  How long does it take to go 10 minutes or less 1
away? more than 10 minutes 2 u *
70 PHLEGM, COUGH AND BREATHING
7.1 Do you usually bring up phlegm (spit) from your chest first thing in p
the morning in the winter? (Y/N) I:’
If NO, go to question 7.4
7.2 Do vyou bring up phlegm like this on most days for as much as 3 65
months in the winter each year? (Y/N) I:l
7.3 In the past 3 years have you ever had a period of increased cough
and phlegm lasting 3 weeks or more?
Yes, once 1
Yes, twice or more 2 u &
Never
T4 Does your chest sound wheezy or whistling on most days (or 0
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v

HEEN

Serial Number

[ [ ]

\

7.5  Does the weather affect your breathing?
And if so, at what season of the year is it most affected?
Not affected 1
71
Winter 2 I:l
Summer 3
Both 4
8 BREATHLESSNESS
8.1 Do you get short of breath walking with people your own age on .
level ground? (Y/N) D
8.2  Onwalking up hills or stairs, do you get more breathless than 7
people you on age? (Y/N)
8.3 Do you ever have to stop walking because of breathlessness? 74

(YIN)

Social class

SEG.

Activity score

75

7

73

D[E

Card Number 0 2
9 LEG PAIN
91 Do you ever get pain in your calf muscles on walking at an )
ordinary pace, on the level? (Y/N) J
92 Doyou ggl pain in your calf muscles when you walk uphill or :l
hurry? (Y/N)
10 MEDICAL HISTORY
101 Have you ever been told by a doctor that you have, or have had,
any of the following? .
Angina (Y/N)
Heart attack (YIN) 1
Coronary thrombosis (Y/N) ]
Myaocardial infarction (Y/N) ]
Other heart trouble (Y/N) ]
High blood pressure (YIN) ]
Stroka oy | [
Diabetes ovmy | [
Peptic ulcer (Y/N) ]
Gout oy |
Gall bladder disease (YIN) ]
Thyroid disease (Y/N) ]
Arthiritis (Y/N) ]
Bronchitis (Y/N) :
Asthma oy |||
Other condition (s)
includingsurgery ... (Y/N) :l
10.2  Are you on any regular medical treatment from a dactor for
any condition? (¥IN) :l
If NO, go to question 10.3
Do you know if the pills / medicines /injections are:-
Tranquillizers YIN
Pain Killers Y/N
Antihypertensive drugs  Y/N
Anti coagulants YIN
Lipid lowering drugs YIN I_I

20
pal
22
23
24
25
26

27

23

29

30
M
3z
33
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Oral antidiabetics YIN

Injection of insulin YiIN
Any others YiIN
Don't know YIN

103 Have you taken any of these in the last 48 hours?

35
36
kY
28

Tranquillizers YIN 39
Pain killers YN[ ]
Antihypertensive drugs  Y/N | a1
Anti coagulants YN ||| 42
Lipid lowering drugs ~ Y/N | 43
Oral antidiabetics YIN ([ ]
Injection of insulin YINC[[ ] 45
Any others YiIN || 46
Don't know YN | [ 4w
" DIET & ALCOHOL
11.1  How many times during an average week would you have the
following foods?
Meat (including beef, lamb, pork, bacon in any form) { | 43
Chicken 0
Fish 52
Eggs - how many eggs do you eat in a week B
Cheese — how often do you eat cheese, including cheese 56
dishes? )
o) State K e e AT
11.2  What kinds of bread do you eat ? -
White YiN &0
Brown YN || &1
Wholemeal YINC[[ ] 82
Other YINC[[ ] 83
11.3  Spreading fats: What kinds do you use at home?
Butter YiN o4
Margarine ......................... YIN | 85

(State kind or brand name.)
114 Do you take sugar?
In tea YIN

In coffee YIN
In other drinks YIN

i
a7
Lt

Do you use milk?
On cereals

In tea
In coffee
As a milk drink

(I)  Would you describe your present alcohol intake as:
None

On special occasions only
Once or twice a month
Weekends
Daily / most days

If NONE. go to question 12

(i) What type of drink do you usually take?
Beer

Spirits

Wine/sherry

Mixed beer & spirits
Mixed beer, spirits, wine
and sherry

(i) How much do you usually take?
2 drinks a day or less

3-6 drinks a day

more than 6 drinks a day

(One drink is a single whisky, gin or brandy, a glass of wine, sherry

or port or half a pint of beer.)

YIN
YIN
YIN
YiIN

[ I S B R [ B L O B

[
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u 70
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Serial Number | | | ‘ | ‘ ‘ | | 126 (i)  Have you ever smoked for a more than 1 month ? (Y/N) B
Card Number 0 13 How much did you usually smoke
Cigarettes (per day) 3@
12 SMOKING ) 38
— Pipe (0zs) (per week) m
121 (1) Do you smoke at present? a d L
Yes, regularly 1 igars (per day) arge 42
No 2 " Small
Occasionally 3 If NO. go to question 13.
i ing?
If NO. go to question 12.6 () At what age did you start smoking
(i)  How old were you when you started? I::I years 44
. . ears 12 (iii) At what age did you finally stop smoking?
(i) Have you ever given up smoking?  (Y/N)
(iv) If yes, what is the maximum time for which you have given b years 4
up sm‘oking’ﬁ I::l (iv)  What was the maximum time between these two ages for LJ
years 15 which you gave up smoking?
122 (i) Do you smoke cigareties now? years 48
Yes regularly 1
No 2 [ ] - 13 EXERCISE
Occasionally (<1 day) 3 13.1 (i) Do you usually walk or?cycle in the course of your journeys to
If NO. or OCCASIONALLY go to question 12.3 or from work each day? No i
(i)  How many cigarettes do you usually smoke a day? 12 Walk 2 =
(i) If hand rolled, how much tabacco do you use a week? (0zs.) Cycle 3
0Zs 20 H i > T
Now procead to 124 If YES, how many minutes do these journeys take? LJ
123 (i)  Were you previously a regular cigarette smoker? (Y/N) 2 mins 51
(i) If Yes, how many cigarettes did you usually smoke a day? B (i) Apart from your journeys to or from work, do you usually
(i) Atwhat age did you change to a pipe and / or cigars? F—| walk or cycle on Weekdaysrj :
o]
ears 25
124 (i) Do you smoke a pipe now? Walk 2 I:\ 50
Yes regularly 1 Cycle 3
No 2 I:\ 57 If YES, how many minutes do you walk/cycle each day? ’::‘
Occasionally 3 mins 51
IFNO or OCCASIONALLY qo to guestion 12 (i) Would you say that in your occupation you are physically :
(i) If YES, how many ozs. a week do you smoke? )
Very active 1
075 20 Fairly active 2
125 (1) Do you smoke a pipe now? Average 3 I:’ 55
Yes regularly 1 Fairly inactive 4
No 2 I:’ 0 Very inactive ]
O I 3
) ceasionaly 13.2 On average, a man of your age spends 4 hours on most weekends
(i) If YES, how many cigars do you smoke a day? on some of the following activities: walking, gardening, household
Large o chores, DIY projects. Compared to such a man, how physically
Small 2 active do you consider yourself?
If you smoke ANYTHING currently, go to question 13 Eglﬁya;gl\r\?e
Average

Fairly inactive
Very inactive

O LR =
o
=




133

134
13.5

13.6

Apart from these activities, do you take active physical exercise,
e.g. running, digging, swimming, tennis, golf, sailing, etc.
No

Occassionally
Frequently
If NO or Occasionally — stop here.

Please state type of activity ... ...
How many years have you been involved in this activity?

How many times a month {(on average) do you undertake these
activities?
Winter

Summer

]

years 5o

63

Administrator

Coder

65

66

L
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BRITISH REGIONAL HEART STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE

1992

Roval Free Hospital School of Medicine
Department of Public Health and Primary Care
Rowland Hill Street
London NW3 2PF

Please answer the following questions by filling in the appropriate box with a tick or an answer in

the space provided.

1.0 Please write your date of birth here

office use

0 1

day month vear

2.0  How would you describe your health at present?

3.0 Hawve you ever been told by your doctor that you have, or have had any of the following?

Ezxcellent
Good
Fair
Poor

ooao

Yes No
Heart attack, coronary thrombosis
or myocardial infarction
Angina
Other heart trouble
High blood pressure
Stroke
Diabetes
Aortic aneurysm
Gastric, peptic or duodenal ulcer
Gout
Gall bladder disease
Thyroid disease
Arthritis
Eronchitis
Asthma

Cancer

OO0 OoO0Oo0ooDOoOoOoooOonOod
OoooOoooooooooono o

If you have ever had cancer please state what kind of cancer

office use

L[]

W b3 e




40 Have you ever had any of the following ?

A referral to a heart specialist
An ECG Exercise test - bicyele
- treadmill
X-ray or angiogram of your coronary arteries
Angioplasty of coronary arteries
Coronary artery by-pass graft
Surgery to acrta for aneurysm
Other heart surgery - Valves
- Pacemaker
Any other major surgery?
If you have had any other major surgery please give

details

DEHEEDHEDE?
Oo0odofodoooooz

o8 Uuse

&

Are you on any regular treatment from a doctor for

any condition?

If you answered YES
5.1  Please tick all those you are on and give the
name of tablets if possible

Tablets to lower blood pressure
Diuretics (water tablets)
Tranguillisers
Anti-depressants
Sleeping tablets
Insulin injections
Diet for diabetes
Other regular treatment

Please specify
other treatments

5.2 Do you take aspirin on a regular of daily basis?
If you answered YES,

How many tablets of aspirin do you usually take
each week

Yes

ooooogoog g
mooooooo z

No

Name of tablet

Ifyou have diabetes
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53 What year was your diabetes first diagnosed? 19
5.4 What year did you begin regular treatment with diet or drugs for diabetes? 19 I:I
5.5 Do you currently attend a diabetie clinic?

No not at all 1

Ll
Yes, at the hospital ] >

Yes. at the GP surgery [ 2

6 0 Family Historv

Yes No
6.1 Is your father alive 1 O

6.2 How old is he now? or How old was he when he died?

6.3 Did/ does he ever suffer from: If dead. did he die from

Yes No Yes No
Heart trouble Lo O O
High blood pressure [ O O
Stroke 0 O O O
Diabetes O 11 .
Cancer O O O O

office use

L° ] 2
Yes No
64 Is your mother alive 0 O

6.5 How old iz she now? or How old was she when she died?

6.6 Did/ does she ever suffer from: If dead. did she die from

Yes No Yes No
Heart trouble 0 O 0 O
High blood pressure O O O O
Stroke O 0 O
Diabetes O o 0O O
Cancer [ 0 O




Family history continued

Chest pain continued
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6.7 How many older brothers or sisters do vou have? (include any who have died) \:I
6.8 How many vounger brothers or sisters do you have? (include any who have died)

Yes No
6.9 Are you one of twins or triplets O O

6.10 Have any of your brothers and sisters ever suffered from

Yes No How many of them have

this problem
Heart trouble Lo
High blood pressure O O
Stroke O O
Diabetes O 0
Cancer O O

6.11 Did any of your brothers or sisters die at birth or in Yes No

their first year of life? O O

7.0 Chest pain

Yes No
71 Do vou ever have any pain or dizcomfort in vour chest? O O

7.2 Where do you get this pain or discomfort?

Please mark X on the appropriate places

v/ k

office use
YOUR — - -y YOUR
RIGHT 2 , LEFT
SIDE \‘ SIDE
\ _/ \m...

Yes No
7 When vou walk at an ordinary pace on the level. does this produce the pain? O O
7. When you walk uphill or hurry, does this produce the pain? O O
7. When vou get any pain or discomfort in yvour chest on walking, what do vou do?
Stop 1
Slow down =
Continue at the same pace s
Yez No
7.6 Does the pain or discomfort in your chest go away if you stand =till? O O
7.9 How long does it take to go away?
10 minutes or less e
more than 10 minutes ] =
8.0 Severe chest pain
Yes No
g1 Have you ever had a severe pain across the front of your chest lasting for half g
an hour or more ?
If vou answered No please go to section 9.0
If you answered Yes, Yes Ne
8.2  Did you see a doctor because of this pain? [
8.3 What yvear(s) did this happen? 19 and 19
80 Leg Pain
Yez No
9.1 Do you ever get pain in your calf when walking at an ordinary pace on the level? [] [
9.2 Do vou get pain in your calf muscle when you walk uphill or hurry? O O
IfYES, Yes No
9.3 Does the pain go away if you stop or stand still? 0O O

9.4 How long does it take to go away?
10 minutes or less

more than 10 minutes




13.0 Personal Circumstances

office use

|
t

13.1  Are you
Married
Single
Widowed
Divorced or separated

Other

ooood

13.2 Please describe your accommodation. Are you

an owner OCCHpiEl‘

renting from the council

]
renting privately a =

Ol

O

other (please specify below)

office use

13.2 How many cars are there available for use in your household?
None |

One 0 =
O

Two or more

10.0 Breathlessness
Yes No
10.1 Do you get short of breath walking with other people of your own age on level O O
ground?
10.2  On walking uphill or stairs do you get more breathlessness than people of your own age? O g
10.3 Do yvou ever have stop walking because of breathlessness? O O
11.0 Cough and Wheeaze
Yes No
11.1 Do you usually bring up phlegm (spit) from your chest first thing in the morning ] [ ]
in the winter?
If vou answered No then go to question 11 4
11.2 Do you bring up phlegm like this on most days for a= much as 3 months in the [mEN
winter each year?
11.3 In the past 5 years have you ever had a period of increased cough and phlegm
lasting 3 weeks or more?
Yes, once ]
Yes, twice or more ]2
Never 1,
Yes Neo
11.4 Does your chest sound wheezy or whistling on most days or nights? 0 O
11.5  Does the weather affect your breathing and if so what season of the year is it
most affected?
Not affected 1
Winter ]2
Summer 0
Both Oy
12.0  Weight
12.1 Has your weight changed in the last five years?
No change nE
Increased ] =
Decreased | 3
Don't Know Oy
12.2  What is your preszent weight? or
(Indoor clothes, no shoes) stones pounds kilos

Ifyou have no scale. please fill in an estimate.

14.0 Smoling
Yes No
141 Do you regularly smoke cigarettes at present? O O
IfYES,
142 How many cigarettes do you smoke a day?
14.3 Have you changed your smoking habits over the last 5 years?
No 1
Yes increased 12
Yes decreased [,
Yes given up (I
Yes No
144 Do you currently smoke a pipe or cigars? O O
If No. Yes No
14.5 Have you ever regularly smoked a pipe or cigars? O O

267



For those not smoking at present

Drinking continued
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15.5

Have you reduced your alechol intake in the last five years?

If NO, go to gquestion 16.0

IfYES
15.6 Was this due to

Personal choice
Doctor’s advice

Definite illness

Oo0od

Yes No
O O

16.0 For drinkers and ex drinkers

Yes No
1468 Were you previously a regular cigarette smoker? O O
If YES,
14.7 At what age did you give up? ‘
148 Why did you give up?
Personal choice 1
Doctor’s advice I
Definite illness il 3
15.0 Drinking Alcohol
151 Would you desecribe your present alechol intake as
Daily / most days [
Weekends only O =
Onece or twice a month 1,
None s
152  One drink is HALF a pint of beer, a SINGLE whisky, gin ete or a glass of wine or sherry.
How much do you usually drink?
More than 6 drinks a day ]!
3-6 drinks a day 2
2 drinks a day or less O s
None s
Yez No
153 Have you ever been a regular drinker of more than 6 drinks daily? O O
154 What type of drink do you usually take?
Beers, lagers O
Wines, sherry 12
Spirits s

Variety of beers, wines or spiritd |

Low alechol drinks

O

Have you ever felt that vou should cut down on your drinking?
Have other people annoyed you by criticising your drinking habits?

Have you ever felt guilty about drinking?

Have you ever taken a drink in the morning to steady your nerves or get rid of a

hangover?

0 oo gy
000 0z

17.0 For peaple who do not drink at present

Why do you not drink at present?
Personal choice
Doctor’s advice

Definite illness

Did you drink in the past?

IfYES
17.3 For how long have you given up?

Less than 5 years
5-10 years
11-20 years

more than 20 years

oo

OoOooad




18.0 Physical activity

18.1 Do you usually walk or eycle in the course of your journey to or from work each day?

No ]
Wallk O =
Cyele s
Not applicable .

IFYES,
18.2 How many minutes do these journeys take in total each day? nminutes

18.3 Apart from any journeys to or from work. do you usually walk or eyele on weekdays?

No ]

Walk -

Cyele s
IFYES,
18.4 How many minutes do these journeys take in total each day? minutes

185 Would vou say that in your occupation you are or were physically
Very active
Fairly active
Average

Fairly inactive

oo ood

Very inactive

18.6  On average a man of your age spends 4 hours on most weekends on some of the
following activities:
walking, gardening, household chores, DIY projects.
Compared to such a man, how physically active do you consider vourself?
Very active
Fairly active
Average

Fairly inactive

oo oogd

Very inactive

Physical activity continued
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18.7 How many hours a week do vou spend gardening

In the spring/summer In the autumn/ winter?

Hours of light gardening work per week ] [
Hours of moderate gardening work per week ] [
Hours of heavy digging gardening work per week

18.8 Do you take active physical exercise such as running, swimming, golf, tennis, squash,
jogging, bowls, cycling ete.?
No [
Occasionally (less than once a month) [ :

Frequently (once a month or more) [

If vou ticked No or Occasionally then please go to question 19.0

If vou ticked Frequently (once a month or more),

18.9 Please state type of activities :

office use

.

18.10  How many years have you been involved in this activities ?

18.11 How many times a month (on average) do you take part in this activities in

Winter :'

Summer |




19.0 Disabifity

19.2

19.3

Do you currently have difficulty carrying out any of the following activities on

your own as a result of a long term health problem?

Going up or down stairs
Bending down
Straightening up
Keeping your balance
Going out of the house
Walking 400 yards

OooOooad
ogooood

office use

[0 T« ]

If vou ticked No in all eases then please go to question 20.0

Is your present state of health causing problems with any of the following

Job at work (paid employment)
Household chores

Social life

Sex life

Interests and hobbies

Holidays and outings

ogoooooad
Ooo0oOooao

Family relationships

If vou have ticked YES in questions 19.1 or 19.2 please give details of the

condition that you have which causes yvou these difficulties?

office use

]

z
o

z
o

20.0 Falls

201

Have you had a fall in the last year? O O
If NO please go to question 21.0

I YES,
20.2 How many times?

Yes No
203 Did you have medical attention for any of these falls? O 0
21.0 Present Employment
21.1 At present are you
Employed full time ]
Employed part time O -
Unemployed, seeking work s
Unemployed, not seeking work [] 4
Retired s
212  If unemployed, is this due to
Redundancy ]t
Illness/ disability [ :
Other reasons s
If you ticked Other reasons please give details below
office use
21.3 TIfretired. is this due to

Normal retiring age

Early retirement opportunity
Tllness/ disability
Redundancy

OO0 oo

Other reasons
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Employment continued

214 What job have you done for the longest period of time?

216 Would you deseribe this work as
Manual

Non-manual

21.5  What job did you father do for the longest peried of his working life?

21.6  Would you deseribe this work as

office use

I

office use

23.0 At present

Manual ]t
Non-manual 1=
22.0 When you were a child (up to 10 years old)
Yes No
221 Did you have a bathroom in your house? O O
Yes No
222 Did you have a hot water tap in the house? 0O O
Yes No
223 Did you share a bedroom with brothers or sisters? 0O O
Yes No
224 Did your family own a car? O O

231

23.2

23.3

23.4

235

238

237

23.8

239

23.10

23.11

Yes
Do you have access to a telephone in your house? |
Yes
Have you made a personal phone eall in the last week? O
Yes
Have you written a personal letter in the last week? m
Yes
Do you take a weekly or monthly magazine or journal? O
Yes
Do you attend religious services or meetings? O
Yes
Did you vote in the last general or local elections? |
Yes
Have you been on holiday in the last year? |
Yes
Are you planning to go on holiday next vear? |
Yes
Do you use the public library? |
Yes
Are you a member of any club. society or group? O
IfYES, Yes
In the past month have you attended a meeting of a club, society or group? O

Thank you for you help
All your answers will be treated in complete confidence and will not be
identifiable. Please you would check that yvou have answered all the questions
vou can, and then return the form in the envelope provided. NO STAMP I3
NEEDED.

Universitv of London Senate House Printina Services 44788 10m 10/22
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STlld}’ Number : ‘ | ‘ | ‘ | l | ‘ Conditions affecting the heart or circulation

1.0 Have you ever been told by a doctor that you have or have had any of the following
conditions ?
If after 1996,
Yes No please give year
(a)  Heart attack (coronary thrombosis

or myocardial infarction) O O 19
(b)  Heart failure O O 19
(c)  Angina O O 19
(d)  Other heart trouble O O 19
BRITISH REGIONAL HEART STUDY (e) High blood pressure O O 19
N ~ S (f)  Aortic Aneurysm O O 19
20 YEAR FOLLOW-UP SURVEY
(g)  Narrowing or hardening of the leg
arteries (including claudication) O O 19
(h)  Deep Vein Thrombosis (clot in the deep leg vein) O O 19
(1) Pulmonary Embolism (clot on the lung) O O 19
Thank you for attending this follow-up survey. It would be very helpful if you could Treatment for heart trouble
complete this questionnaire, which will bring us up to date with your health and 2.0 Have you ever had any of the following TREATMENTS for chest pain or heart disease ?
. Yes No  If Yes, please give year of treatment
lifestyle. (a)  Angioplasty of coronary arteries

('balloon treatment") a m} 19 19

(b)y  Coronary artery bypass graft

. . L CABG) operation a m} 19 19
Most questions can be answered simply by ticking the correct box E ( ) op E—

Stroke
Yes No  Year of first
. : : liagnosis
All information will be treated as strictly i ial. ciag
strictly confidential 3.0  Have you ever been told by a doctor that you have had a stroke ? O O 19
(a)  If Yes, did the symptoms last for more than 24 hours ? O O

The Research Nurse will help you with any problems.

Thank you for your help.



273

Cancer
Yes No
4,0  Have you ever been told by a doctor that you have or have had Cancer ? O O
If Yes. please give the following information:-
OFFICE USE
(a)  Cancer Site [] Year first diagnosed 19
Diabetes
Please answer all the questions
5.0 Have any of your close 'blood' relatives ( your parents, brothers or Yes No
sisters) ever had diabetes ? o O

If Yes. please list any of these relatives who have had diabetes and if possible their age
when they were first diagnosed:

(a)  Mother

(b)  Father

(¢)  Brothers u \_I
(d)  Sisters D \:I

Yes No

5.1  Have you ever been told by a doctor that you have (or have had) diabetes? O O

(a)  If Yes, in what year was yvour diabetes first diagnosed ? 19

Chest pain

6.0

6.1

Do you ever have any pain or discomfort in your chest ?

Yes O

No O=» IfNo. go to Question 7.0 on the next page

Yes No
Do you know the cause of the pain ? O |
(a)  If Yes, please state:
(b)  Where do you get this pain or discomfort ?
Please mark X on the appropriate places
v
-
YOUR . L- - YOUR
LEFT
SIDE

A N
\ . M

—_—

(¢)  When you walk at an ordinary pace on the level does this produce the chest pain ?

Yes O,
No O,
Unable to walk on level [

(d)  When you walk uphill or hurry does this produce the chest pain ?

Yes 0O,
No 0O,
Unable to walk on level [O;

OFFICE USE




Chest pain continued

(g)  When you get any pain or discomfort in your chest on walking. what do you do?
Yes 0,
No Dg
Continue at the same pace Oj
Yes No
(f) Does the pain or discomfort in your chest go away if you stand still? O O
(g) How long does if take to go away ? 10 minutes or less 0,
More than 10 minutes 0O,
(h)  Overall is the chest pain Becoming more frequent O,

Staying about the same O,
Becoming less frequent  Os
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Leg pain
9.0 Do you get pain or discomfort in your leg (or legs) when you walk?

Yes 0,

No L, - [fNo or Unable to walk, go to

Unable to walk O question 10.0, on the next page
Yes No
9.1 Do you know the cause of the pain ? a o
(a)  If Yes. please state: - CFECELSE
Yes No
(b)  Does this pain ever begin when you are standing still or sitting ? a O

(¢) Do you get the pain if you walk uphill or hurry?

Previous Chest Pain

7.0  Have you previously had chest pain. which has stopped because of
an operation? [} O

Yes O,
No 0,
Unable to walk O

(d)y Do you get the pain walking at an ordinary pace

Yes
No
Unable to walk

on the level?

O
O,
mE

(a)

If Yes, please give details:

Severe chest pain

8.0  Have you ever had a severe pain across the front of your chest lasting for half an hour or more ?

NoO =¥ If No, go to question 9.0 on the next page

r YesO

(a)  If Yes. what year did this happen ? 19
(b)  Did you see a doctor because of this pain? Yes No
O m|
OFFICEUSE
(¢)  If Yes, what were you told was the cause

RIGHT
SIDE

What happens to the pain if you stand still?

Usually continues more than 10 minutes 0,
Usually disappears in 10 minutes or less 0,

Please mark on the diagram below where you get the pain.

Back
LEFT
SIDE
LEFT
SIDE
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Smoking

10.0 Have you ever smoked cigarettes regularly (at least 1 a day) ?

Yes 0O,
No O, =» If No. go to question 10.3 below

10.1 Do you smoke cigarettes at present?

Yes 0,
No O,

(a)  If Yes. how many cigarettes do you smoke a day at present ?Dj

(If hand-rolled. how much tobacco do you use a week ? I:l:' oz /

[T T Jerams

10.2 Have you changed your cigarette smoking habits over the last three years ?

(b)  If No. at what age did you give up ?

No 0,
Yes, increased 0,
Yes, decreased 0O,
Yes, given up O,

Pipe & Cigar Smoking

10.3 Have you ever regularly smoked a pipe ? Yes O No O
(a)  If Yes. do you currently smoke a pipe ? Yes O No O
(b)  If Yes, how much tobacco do you smoke per week? D:‘ oz/

10.4 Have you ever regularly smoked cigars ?

Yes O,
No O, = If No. go to question 10.5 below

(a)  If Yes. do you currently smoke cigars ? Yesd NoO

(b)  If Yes, how many cigars do you smoke per week ? Dj

Other exposure to Cigarette smoke

10.5 Does your wife / partner smoke cigarettes ?

Yes O, =»Number per day l:l:‘

Ex -Smoker O,

No EI]
Does not apply O,

10.6 For about how many hours each day are you exposed to other people's cigarette smoke ?

Dj (hours)
(b)  outside the home ED (hours)

(a)  at home

(¢)  Tick here if rarely exposed to cigarette smoke [,




Alcohol

11.0  Would you describe your present alcohol intake as
Daily/most days 0O,
Weekends only 0,
Occasionally (once
or twice a month) O:
Special oceasions onlyy
None Os

One drink is HALF a pint of beer /cider, a SINGLE whisky, gin, ete. or ONE GLASS of wine or sherry

11.1 How much do you usually drink on the days when you drink alcohol ?

More than 6 drinks [

3-6 drinks 0,
1-2 drinks Os
None O,

11.2  How many alcoholic drinks do you have during an average week ? D:D

11.3  What type of drink do you usually take? Beers, Lagers O,
Wines, Sherry ]
Spirits O,
Variety of Beers,

Wines or Spirits O,
Low alcohol drinks s

Yes No  If Yes, glasses per week

(a) Do you drink white wine ? O m} l:l:‘
redwine? O a l:l:‘

11.4  Ts the aleohol which you drink usually taken (tick whichever applies) :-

before meals O,
with meals 0,
after meals O,

separate from meals [,

11.5  Have you changed your alcohol intake in the last three years?

No Dl
Yes, increased O,
Yes, cut down O
Yes, given up O

11.6  If you have CUT DOWN or GIVEN UP
Was this due to (tick which ever apply):-  Personal choice Oy
Doctor's advice 0,

Tllness or ill health 0O
Health precaution O
Being on medication [y
Financial reasons O,
Other 0,
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12.0

Physical Activity

Do you make regular journeys every day or most days either walking or eyeling ?

No D1
Walk O,
Cyele 0O,
Both Oy

How long do you spend on all forms of walking in an average week mllolu‘s

Which of the following best describes your usual walking pace

Slow 0,
Steady average w3
Fairly brisk Os
Fast (at least 4 mph) O,

How long do you spend cyeling in an average week ? |:|:|hours

Compared with a man who spends four hours on most weekends on activities such as: walking,
gardening, household chores, DIY projects, how physically active would you consider yoursel?

Much more active O,
More active O,
Similar Os
Less active O,
Much less active O

Do you take active physical exereise such as running, swimming, dancing. golf, tennis. squash.
jogging. bowls, cycling, hiking, etc.?

No i
Occasionally (less than once a month) >
Frequently (once a month or more) [
(a) If you ticked frequently please state type of activities : OFFICE USE

(b)  How many years have you been engaged in these sort of
physical activities ?

(c) How many times a month (on average) do you take part in these activities (give overall
total)?

In winter D:l In summer [I:]
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Your Health Overall

Please indicate which statements best deseribe your health TODAY
( Do not tick more than one box in each group)

13.0  General Health:- Excellent 0,

Good O,
Fair O
Poor O,
13.1 Pain/Discomfort:- I have no pain or discomfort 0,

I have moderate pain or discomfort [
I have extreme pain or discomfort s

13.2  Usual Activities ( ¢.g. work, study, housework, family or leisure activities):-
I have no problems with performing my usual activities [
I have some problems with performing my usual activities [y

I am unable to perform my usual activities O
13.3  Self Care:- I have no problems with washing and dressing O,
I have some problems with washing and dressing myself [,
T am unable to wash or dress myself O
13.4  Mobility:- I have no problems in walking about O
I have some problems in walking about O
I am confined to a chair / wheelchair Os
13.5  Anxiety Depression:-
I am not anxious or depressed O,
T am moderately anxious and /or depressed O,
I am extremely anxious and /or depressed O
13.6  Your Memory:- compared to five years ago, is your memory
improved O
the same [
almost as good Os
worse O.
much worse Os

13.7 Health Scale

We have drawn a health scale (rather like a thermometer) on which perfect health is 100 and
very poor health is 0. Please put a cross (X) on the scale to reflect how good or bad your health is today.

Worst Imaginable
Health State

Best Imaginable
Health State  gzmepuee

0w .

« 100

Disability
Yes No
14.0 Do you have any long-standing illness, disability or infirmity ? m} jm}

('long-standing' means anything which has troubled you over a period of time or is likely to do
50)

If Yes. Yes No
(a)  Does this illness or disability limit your activities in any way? m} jm}
(b) Do you receive a disability allowance ? O m|

14.1 Do you currently have difficulty carrying out any of the following activities on your own
as a result of a long term health problem?

Yes No  Datestarted Cause of problem
(a)  Difficulty going up /
down stairs O O 19
(b)  Difficulty bending down /
straightening up [m} O 19

(c)  Falling or having great
difficulty keeping balance O O 19

(d)  Difficulty walking for a quarter
of a mile on the level ] O 19

14.2  Is your present state of health causing problems with any of the following ?

Yes No  Cause of problem
(a)  Jobatwork (paid employment) O O
(b)  Household chores O O
(c)  Social life O m}
(d)  Interests and hobbies O O
(e)  Holidays and outings O O
(f) Family relationships O m}




Contact with relatives and friends

15.0 How often do you see or speak to :-

Every
week

Every
month 5

Every few
months 3

Every
Year

=

Rarely or
Never 5

Does not

apply

]

Your Children

Brothers / Sisters

Friends

Neighbours

15.1 Is the amount of contact you have with each of these:-

Too little 1 | About right ;| Too much 3 | Does not apply 4
Your Children
Brothers / Sisters
Friends
Neighbours
Present Circumstances
16.0  Are you at present :- Please give year
single 0O,
married 0O, w
widowed O; =19
divorced or separated O, 2
other Os
16.1 Are you at present :-
living alone 0,
living with a partner or spouse O,
living with other family member(s) [P
living with other people O,
16.2 Your accommodation
Are you :-  an owner occupier 0,
renting from the local authority 0O,
renting privately 0O,
other (please give details) O,

Present Circumstances continned

Yes No
16.3 Do you have a car available for your own use ? m} O
164 Do you have a pet ? | O
(a) If Yes. what kind of pet do you own :-
16.5 Heating
Please tick the fuels you use to heat your home:-
Naturalgas 0O; 0il 07 Wood O

O, Coal O,

Calor gas

Electricity [0y  Other O; please specify
16.6  Does your home have:- Yes No
Ceniral heating 0, O,
Open fires 0, 0O,
Double Glazing 0, [ In part O3
16.7  Please tick the fuels you use for cooking:-
Natural gas [0,
Electricity O,
Other O,  (Please specify)
Work and Retirement
17.0 At present are you :- D:‘
retired 0O, age at retirement
employed, full time 0,
employed, part time Os
unemployed, seeking work O,
unemployed, not seeking work Os
(a) If you are retired, did you retire because of:-
normal retiring age 0O,
early retirement, voluntary O,
carly retirement, compulsory O;
retirement, medical grounds O,
other reasons Os

17.1  Please give details of your current occupation or the last job you held before retiring: -

(a)  What kind of work do you / did you do

(b)  Type of business or industry

(c) How many years have you done or did you do that kind of work ?
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18.0 Are you on any regular medication ?

Yes
No

O

O =» If No. go to question 18.3 on the next page

For Research Nurse use only
Actual medications

Prescription Card (repeat)

Other list

No formal documentation

poon

2 hich medications ( including tablets, medicines, inhalers, sprays, injections) you are taking ?
18.2  Which licat; luding tablet: d hal pray ject 3 taking ?
Please list medications below:

Medication

Dose

Frequency

Reason for taking

OFFICE USE

BNF CODE ICDCODE

279

Aspirin
Yes No
18.3 Do you take aspirin regularly ? m} O =P If No, go to question 18.3(b) below
(a)  IfYes, year started 19 D:‘
Dose D:‘:’ mg
Frequency / week I:I CFFICELE
Reason for use
On Prescription Yes O No O
Yes No
18.3 (b)  IfNo, have you taken aspirin regularly in the past ? O a
If Yes . year started 19 I:I:I
year stopped 19 D:‘ OFFICELEE
Reason for taking
On Prescription Yes O No O
Warfarin
Yes No
18.4 Have you taken warfarin regularly at any time ? O a
If Yes . year started 19 I:I:I
Duration in months I:I:I
OFFICE USE

Reason for taking

GIN
18.5 Have you ever taken GTN tablets under the tongue (or spray) to relieve pain in the chest ?

Yes O No O

(a) If Yes, when was the last time you used them ? D:D mths ago
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Vitamins & Minerals 21.0 Consent to follow up studies
Yes No

18.6 Do you regularly take any vitamin or mineral tablets? O O An important part of this study is to observe the future health of the people taking part. We are

. . therefore seeking your permission to receive specific information related to heart disease and
(a) If Yes, please give details :- =

stroke, particularly from the records held by your general practitioner. All these details would

Name of vitamin/mineral | Daily Dose Year Started be freated in absolute confidence by the Research Team.
19
Do you agree to us following your future health through your health records ?
19
O; Agreed  O; Not Agreed
19
19 We will arrange to have your blood sample checked for cholesterol and other factors which are

important for heart disease risk. The results of these tests will be sent back to your doctor in the

next four to five weeks. If any of the results give cause for concern. you will be asked to make an

appointment with your doctor.
Blood Cholesterol Test

Yes No Do you agree to us passing the test results to your doctor ?
19.0 Have you ever had your blood cholesterol measured ? O O O, Agreed O, Not Agreed
(a)  If Yes, were you told that the result was High O,
I[fj‘l‘j_lml g; Part of your blood sample will be frozen and kept for special scientific studies of factors affecting
Not told O, heart disease risk, which may help us to understand how to prevent heart disease in the future.

Among the factors we may need to study will be the way in which genetic factors affect heart

(b)  If High, have you been advised to take any particular action 7 (please give details) disease risk.

Diet [, Would you allow us to use your sample in this way ?

Drugs O, B
O, Agreed  O; Not Agreed

I agree to allow the Research Team to continue to study my health in accordance with the

Eating and drinking criteria above. Tunderstand that any details recorded will be treated in complete confidence.

20.0  What time did you last have something to eat or drink other than water ?

D:| . D:Ihours If yesterday please tick 0O,

Signed:

Date:




Study Number :

BRITISH REGIONAL HEART STUDY
20 YEARTOLLOW-UP SURVEY

QUESTIONNAIRE ON PHYSICAL ACTIVITY AND DIET

We should be very grateful if vou would complete this guestionnaire which asks about

vour physical activities and diet. Please retum 1t to us with vour appointment reply card in

the reply paid envelope provided. You may wish to seek help from others with some of

the guestions on diet, especially if you do net do your ewn cooking. If vou have any

-

difficulties m completng this guestionnaire, please phone us on 0171 830 2335 and leave

vour telephone number so that we can call vou back and answer your gueries.

All information will be treated as strictly confidential.
Thank you for your help.

British Regional Heart Study
Department of Primary Care & Population Sciences
Rovyal Free Hospital School of Medicine
Rowland Hill Street
London NW3 2PF
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PARTI: FPHYSICAL ACTIVITY

Thesa quastions are desiznad to find out how physically active you are in everyday life, both inside and
outside your home. Plsase iy to answer all questions, deseribing your usual activitias OVER THE
LAST YEAR.

Getting About

1.0 Which of the followme forms of transport do vou use most often? (tick only one box)
Car 1
Fublic transport Oa
Walking or Cycling O3
Walking
1.1 How many miles do youwalk m tofal in an average week 7 milas / week
1.2 How many jowrnevs of at least a mile do you walk each week 7 Joumays
{Plzasze write "0 if none)
20 Household Activities
Abeout how many hours each week do you usually spend on the following household activities 7
(please tick one box for sach question)
Iione Lessthaml | Lol Jind Gto 10 | More than
bour a hours a bours a hoursa | 10 hours a
o | week ;| wesk o | week |, | week . | week
Lizht Activities

(ez preparing food, cooking,
washing up, dustmg)

Moderate Activities
(ez cleaning, sweeping, hoovering
washmg floors, shopping)

Heavy Activities
(ez scrubbmg floors, walking
with heavy shopping)

3.0 Climbing Stairs
How many flights of stairs de you climb up each day 7 (z flight of stairs = 10-13 stairs)
None lta 3 &t 10 1lte 15 Mora than 13
1 | flighss 7 | flizhts 3 | flights 4 | flighss 5
On a weekday

On a weekend

day




40 Other Activities in the past year

Please indicate how often vou did these activities during the past year.
If wou didn't de 2 particnlar activity at all, simply write X' in the first columm.

How many fimes
each month 7

(.|

How many months

of the vear?

Average fime on

sach occazion?

Howrs | Minute
o= (m]

Walking on specific journeys
(eg ro shops, srrands)

Fambling / Hiking

Cyeling

Light gardening
(e watering the lawn/zarden)

Moderate gardaning
(eg plantng, cutfing grass)

Heavy gardening
(eg dizging, shovelling)

DIY (eg homa / car
maintenance, capeury)

Swimming

Jogzing

Exercizes (smetching,
bending, keep fit, etc)

Dancing

Bowling
(mdoor, lawn, tenpin)

Golf

Tennis / Badmmton

Fishing

FRELE

Other exereizes (pleass specify)

L S NS TR TN S N SEE R N SR T N S -

L A T R T T T T I A T T S

50 Did you do any of thess activities vigorously enough to causs

sweating, breathlessness or fast heartheat 7

51 If Yes, for about how many nenntes did vou do such vigorous activities

sach week 7

52 Comparad with vou lavel of activity thres years ago, are you doinz
mere
about the same
lasz

53 If lezs, plzase give the reazon

(1mins)

1010
o=

w
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PARTII: YOURDIET

1. Are you en any special diet (eg vegetarian , low fat, diabetic) 7 O PR

If Yes. pleasze give details

How to fill i the diet guestionnaire

The following questions are mostly about how often vou USUALLY eat different sorts of food each
week.

If vou nznally eat a food every day, ring 7 davs a week
If vou nsnally eat a food on three days a week, ring 3, and 0 on
For foods which vou eat less than onee a weel --

Fing M if you eat it at least once 2 month

Fing R if vou eat it less than once a month, or 1f you never eat 1t at all

Plezase ring one answer for sach of the foods listed. Femember to circle R 1f vou never eat a food.

Example

Mumber of days each week Meathly) Rarely

e Wever
Food saten every day (7 days a week) s 8 5 4 3 1 1| M 24
Food saten on three days a week T 68 5 4 ';_'_\. 1 1| M (R
Food saten lass often than once 2 week but at ~
lzast once 2 month 7 & 5 4 3 1 1 6{, 124

ot

Food eaten never or less than once a month 7 6 5 4 3 1 1| M [ \'




i

Please ring the correct number or letter for everv food item (ons circle only per line)
E

Meat Mumber of days each week
{a) Beef (including minced beef, beefbugers) 7 6 5 4 3
() Lamb T8 5 4 3
{c) Pork, bacon, ham, salanu T 6 3 4 3
{d) Chicken, turksy, other poultry T 6 3 4 3
(e} Tinned meat (all types, corned beef, etc) 706 5 4 3
) Pork Sauzages T8 5 4 3
{=) Beef Sausages T 6 3 4 3
(&) Meat Pie, Fastias T 6 3 4 3
{1 Liver, kidusy, heart T8 5 4 3
Fizh
{a) White fizh {ced, haddock, hake, plaice,

fizh fingers, etc) T8 5 4 3
() Kippers, herrmgs, pilchards, una, sardmes,

salmon, mackerel {Including Hmmed) T 6 3 4 3
{e) Shellfizh 7 68 3 4 3
Vegetables (fresh, tinned, dried, frozen)
(a) Potatoes: boiled, baked, mashed 7 6 3 4 3
) Potatoes

(2) elups or fried { from shop) T8 5 4 3

(i1) chips, fried or (cocked at homs) 706 5 4 3

(iii) roast potatoes 7 ] 5 4 3
{ch Green vegetzbles, salads T8 5 4 3
{d) Carrots T8 5 4 3
(=} Parsmips, swedes, furnips, beetroot, and

other root vegetables T8 5 4 3
£y Baked or butter beans, lantils, peas,

chickpeas, sweetcom T 6 3 4 3
(=) Onicns (cocked, raw, pickled) 706 5 4 3
(&) Garlic T8 5 4 3
{1 Spagheitt and other pasta T8 5 4 3
)] Eice ( all types except puddmeg rice) T 6 3 4 3
[i 3] Tomatoes (frash, finned, puread) T8 5 4 3

How eften de you eat fresh vegetables mn -
o JUmMImer T8 5 4 3
{mn) winter T8 5 4 3

Please remember to circle @ if you never eat a food

L L N ]

b

[ b

b2

[

b

b b

[ R R )

b

[

Month)

2 22 R ER 2R R =

= 2R 2R =

22 2R EB R

-4

r Rarely!
Hever

WoW W W W W W W

] W e ]

oW W

Fresh fruit

How often de you eat frash fruit in -
(=) summer
()] winter

{e) Mumber of apples saten a week

() Number of pears saten a week

(=) MNumber of cranges or grapefruit saten 2 week

[£3] MNumber of bananas eaten a wazk
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{z} Mumber of other fimits 2aten 2 week (please zive name and quantity)

Mame Cantity

Cheese

Full- fat chease
{eg Cheddar, Leicester, Stilton, Brie, soft cheeses)

Low-fat cheesa
{eg Edam, Cottage cheese, raduced fat cheases)

Bread

{a) White bread

{b) Brown bread

{e) Wholemeal

(@) Brzad rolls

(=) Crispbread (Fyvita, cveam crackers, etc)

pleaszs zrve nams of erispbread ete. .

[£3] Further detzils about your bread

How many slices
crrolls 2 day 7

(1) Whate Bread
(11} Brown Bread o
(1i1) Wholemeal Bread_ __
(1w} Bread Rolls

] g
Number of days each week Monthly Rarely/
MWever
T4 5 4 3 1 1 M i
T8 5 04 3 1 I M e
Mame Quantity

0 g
Mumber of days each waek Monthly Rarely
Never

7 6 5 4

=
=l

[

768 5 4 3 1 I IE.
T8 3 4 3 12 1 M [E.
768 3 4 3 12 1 M [R.
768 3 4 3 12 1 IM [E.
76 3 4 3 1 I [E.

Are the slices thick, medinm or thin?
Cirele vour answer.

thick ; medium 3 thin 3
thick medium thin
thick medium thin
larze medium small

Please remember to circle & if you never eat a food



10.

11

12.

Breakfaszt Cereals
{a) Grapenuts, Porndge, Ready Brek,
Special K| Sugar Puffs, Rice Crispies

{b) Comflakes, Muesh, Shredded Wheat,
Sultanza Bran, Weetabix

1G] Bran Flakes, Puffed wheat

(@ All Bran, Wheat Bran

(=) Amncther Careal
please give name ...

Biscuits, puddings and sweets

{a) Drigestive bizeuits, plain biscuits

(&) Sweet biscuits, sponge cakes, scones, buns

() Ice cveam, sweet yoghuts, tifle

{d Fruit cake, fruit bread, plum pudding

(=) Fruz taxt, jam tart, frurt crumble

[43] Milk puddmgs (rice, tapioca)

(=) Timmed fiuit, jelliss

(k) Sweet sauces (chocolate, custard)

{1y Chocolate, chocolate bars, swasts (all types) 7

Ezz=
{a) Ezz=: (boiled, poached, fiied, scrambled)

(&) Egzzz m baked dishes
{eg flansz, quiches, soufflés, egz custard, etc)

Other foods

{a) Soups (all kinds, home-made, tinned, packet)?

(&) MNuts, nut butter
{eg salted or unsalted peanuts)

{c) Savoury snacks
{eg potato crizps, com chips, crackers)

{d) Chutney, brown sauce, tomato sauce

{a) Sweet spreads (eg jam, honey, marmalade,
choeolate spread)

Drinks: and Juice: (non-aleoholic)
{a) Natural fimzt juices (inchiding tomato juice)

{b) Fizzy drinks and Non-dist zquashes

{c) Low calorie (diet] squazhes and fizzy drinks7 &

Mumber of days each waek

T8 3 4 3 1
T8 3 4 3 1
76 5 4 3 1
T8 3 4 3 1
T8 3 4 3 1
76 5 4 3 1
76 5 4 3 1
T8 3 4 3 1
T8 3 4 3 1
T8 3 4 3 1
T8 3 4 3 1
76 5 4 3 1
76 3 4 3 2

76

L
-
s
s

e
wn
I
[
(X

T8 5 4 3 1
T8 5 4 3 1
5 4 3 12

Please remember to circle & if you never eat a food

Monihl

2 2 &2 &

222 =R =Rz &=2 &2 =2

=

¢ Rarely/
Hever

W omm

I I R R I R I

13.

14,

15.

Milk

(&)

Fats

&)

(&)

)

Sale

(b

Foughly how much milk do you deink 2 day 1n tea, coffee,

mulky drinks or cereals 7 (Tuck only one box)
1T nene at all

2 00 half pint or lass

3 0 between half and one pint

4 [ mora than one pint

What kind of milk do vou usually use? (Tick only one box)
10 full fat milk, fresh or dried

20 semi-skimmed nulk, fresh or dried

30 fully skimmed milk, frezh or dried

4 0 other kinds of milk, eg condensed, evaporated

What do you nsually spread on bread 7

1T butter Givebrand name ...
10 full-fat soft margarme  Give brand name ..
10 low-fat soft margarine Give brand name .......co.ooooveeveeccreene

1 O hard margarine Give brand name oo
Heow do you normally spread the fat 7

10 thinky 20 average 30 thickly

How often do you eat home-fied food (including chips), cooked with -

o g
Number of days each week Monthly Rarely)
Never
Lard, dripping, solid vegetableadl 7 4§ 5 4 3 I 1 |M
Gave brand name and type oL
Limmd vepetabla ol T 6 5 4 31 1 1 |M R

Give brand name and trPe oo e e

How much salt iz added to vour food, on cooking 7
10 alot 20 a litie 3 O none

How much salt 1= added to vour food on vour plats 7

10 alot 20 alitdle 30 none

Please remember to circle ® if you never eat a food

RFICEUSE

O
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16.

18.

15

Your household

How many people nommally eat in vour household 7
MNumber of adults (mecluding vourselfy _ Mumber of children 1 to 4 years old
MNumber of chuldren 5 to 16 years old _ MNumber of bzabies imder | year old

How mmich of the following foods does yvour housebold use on averaze each weel (inch
eocking and baking }7 If yvou live on your own, please give the amounts which vou vourself eat a
waazk.

zly or paver
Butter O b= ozs | or ETams
Margzarime (all types) O, lbs ozs | or ETams
Lard and solid vegstabls o1l O, lbz ozs | or ETams
Liquid vegetable o1l
{ez Sunflower, Com, Groundnut oil) T, ozs | or ml
Olwvre Onl L, ozs | or ml
Cream 0O, ozs | or ml
Full- fat chease (eg Cheddar, Laicaster,
Stilten, Brie, and soft cheases) O, lbs ozs | or ETams
Low-fat cheeszs (2g reduced fat cheddar,
reduced fat soft cheeses, Edam) O, lbs ozs | or grams
Sugar O b= oZs | oor ETams
Hot drink:
Coffee
(&) How many cups of coffee do vou have a day 7 cups a day
Is this O, zvound coffes T instant coffes
Is it decaffoinated 7 [, Yes O, No

(&) How many teaspoons of sugar do vou take in each cup 7 teaspoons

(Do oot count artificial sweetspers)
Tea
{c) How many cups of tea do you have a day 7 cups a day
(d) How many teaspoons of sugar do vou take in each cup 7 teaspoons

(Do oot count artificial sweetspers)
Other Hot Drinks
{e) How many cups of other hot drinks (eg drinking hot chocolate,

malted mulk, Horlicks) do you have a day 7 cups a day

Aleoholic drinks

Py
{c)

Have vou ever consumed alecholic drmks 7

Do wou take aleoholic drnks at present 7 .

Thmk back carefully over the last seven days.
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Flease wrtte the mumber of alecheolie drinks vou have consumed on each day durmg the
past week It may help if you trv to remember where yon wers and who you were with on

each day.

For each day, wiite in how much vou have dmnk

the number of pints of low-alechel baer, lager, ate

the number of zingle glasses of w v, vedka, gin

(1) (11}

the number of pints of non-alechelic beer, lager, ete

the number of pints of beer, lager, shandy, cider, stout, ate

mm, et

the number of single glaszes of wine, shewry, martini, port, ete

=Y
i

Pint: of Pints of
Low-alcohol Beer | Beer, Lager, Shandy

Pint: of
Non-alcohalic
Beer

Single glasses
of Spiritz

Single glazses
of Wine

Monday

Tuesday

Wednesday

Thursday
Friday
Samurday
Sunday
Tas MNo
(d) Would you say last week was fanly typical of
what vou usmally have to diink m one wesk 7 O, 1,
More Less
(e} If last week was not typical, would vou normally

drink maore or less m a week 7 .



0. Birth Weight

Fecent rezaarch has suggestad that circumstances avound the time of birth, and particularly
birthweight, may influence the heart and ewenlation many years later.

If vou can tell us about vour birthweizht and the birthweizght (5) of youwr children (asking other

family members if necessary) this would be very helpful :-

{a) Your birth weight:

()] The birthweizght of your children:-

First Cluld

Second Child _

Etc

oz Mot known
Gul Not known
O, Does not apply

Thank you for vour help with this questionnaire.

Please check that yvou have answered all questions and

return the questionnaire to us in the envelope provided.

For comments

No stamp is required.
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Study Number:l ‘ | l | l | l ‘

1.0 Date of birth 19
day month year

(This information is necessary for us to ensure that you are the correct recipient)

BRITISH REGIONAL HEART STUDY

2003 QUESTIONNAIRE

Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this questionnaire, which
will bring us up to date with your present state of health. All the information
will be treated as strictly confidential and will only be seen by the Research
Team.

Most questions can be answered by ticking the correct box

Please check that you have answered as many questions as you can and return
it to us in the envelope provided — you do not need to use a stamp.

If you have any trouble answering the questions, or would like a large-print
copy, please phone us on 020 7830 2335 and give us your telephone number.
We will then call you back to answer your query.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP

Department of Primary Care & Population Sciences
Royal Free & University College Medical School,
Rowland Hill Street, London NW3 2PF

Conditions affecting the heart or circulation

2.0 Have you ever been told by a doctor that you have or have had any of the following conditions?

If you tick Yes, please give the year of last occurrence

Yes No Year of last
occurrence

(a) Heart attack (coronary thrombosis or myocardial
infarction) O ]
(b) Heart failure O O
(©) Angina O O
(d) Other heart trouble O O
(e) High blood pressure O O
3] High blood cholesterol O m|
(2) Aortic Aneurysm O O
(h) Narrowing or hardening of the leg arteries O O

(including claudication)
(i) Deep Vein Thrombosis (clot in the deep leg vein) O O
)] Pulmonary Embolism (clot on the lung) O O
Stroke Yes No Year of last
occurrence
3.0 Have you ever been told by a doctor that you have had O O
a stroke?
If Yes,
3.1 Did the symptoms last for more than 24 hours? O O
3.2 Have you made a complete recovery from your O m|
stroke?

3.3 Following your stroke, do you still need any help O O

in carrying ouf everyday activities?




Investigations and special treatment for conditions affecting the heart and circulation
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Cancer

6.0 Have you ever been told by a doctor that you have or have had cancer?

If Yes. please give:

(a) Year first diagnosed

(b) Cancer Site

Yes No
O |
OFFICE USE

Arthritis

7.0 Have you ever been told by a doctor that you have or have had arthritis?

7.1

72

7.3

If Yes,

Type of arthritis (if known). (eg. osteoarthritis, rheumatoid arthritis, other):

Year first diagnosed

Joint(s) affected:

please tick the relevant box(es)

Knees

Hips

Feet

Hands and/or wrists

Other (please specify)

oooo

Yes No
O |
OFFICE
USE

OFFICE
USE

[ ]

diabetes? (Please give year of last check)

4.0 Have you ever had one of the following?
Yes No Year of last occurrence
4.1 A referral to a heart specialist O |
42  Areferral to a chest pain clinic O O
4.3 An exercise ECG (“stress” or “treadmill”) test O |
4.4 Angiogram or X-ray of coronary arteries O d
(using a dye)
4.5 Angioplasty (balloon treatment of coronary artery O |
for angina)
4.6  Coronary artery bypass graft operation O O
(*heart bypass™ or “CABG™)
4.7  Other tests, investigations or operations on the heart, O a
arteries or veins?
If Yes, please give details: %E?CE
Diabetes ;
Yes No
5.0 Have you ever been told by a doctor that you O m}
have or have had diabetes?
If Yes,
5.1 Inwhat year was it first diagnosed? (Year)
5.2 Do you have any complications of diabetes Yes No
affecting.. your feet? O [}
your nerves? O O
your kidneys? O m}
your eyes? O m}
5.3 Have your eyes been checked for signs of O [} (Year)

Other Medical Conditions

8.0 Have you ever been told by a doctor that you have or have had any of the following conditions?

(@)
©
O

(2

(1
[L9]
(m)
w

If Yes. please give the year when first diagnosed, if possible

Yes

Asthma O
Cataract O
Emphysema O
Gastric, peptic or jm}
duodenal ulcer

Gout O

Parkinson’s disease O

Prostate trouble m|

No

O

O
O
O

Year

Other conditions, please give details:

(b) Bronchitis

(d) Depression

(f) Gall bladder
disease

(h) Glaucoma

(j) Osteoporosis

(1) Pneumonia

(year)

(year)

Yes

o o od

o o

No

O oo

o o

Year

OFFICE USE

HEEN
HEEN




Joint pain. swelling or stiffness

for at least one month, in your...

Yes No
(a) Hands or wrists O O
(b) Knees O O
(c) Hips O O
(d) Feet O [}
(e) Other joint O O  (please specify)

9.0 During the past year have you had pain, aching, stiffness or swelling on most days

OFFICE
USE

289

Lower back pain Yes No
10.0 Have you ever had pain in your lower back on most days for a O
at least one month?
10.1 If Yes, have you had this in the last year? O O
Fractures and falls .
Yes No Please give year
11.0 Have you ever fractured your hip? O a
11.1 Have you ever fractured your wrist? | a
11.2 Have you had a fall in the last 12 months? | a
If Yes,
(a) how many times? l:l:| times
(b) Did you receive medical attention for any of these falls? [
Chest pain
Yes No
12.0 Do you ever have any pain or discomfort in your chest? O O
If Yes. ¥ Unable to walk
es on level
(a) When you walk at an ordinary pace on the level, does this O O O
produce the pain?
Yes No Unable to walk
uphill
(b) When you walk uphill or hurry, does this produce the pain? O | m}

Breathlessness
Yes No
13.0 Do you ever get short of breath walking with other people of your O O
own age on level ground?
13.1 On walking up hill or stairs do you get more breathless than people of o O
your own age?
13.2 Do you ever have to stop walking because of breathlessness? o O
13.3 In the past twelve months have you at any time been awoken at night o O
by an attack of shortness of breath?
Weight
14.0 What is your present weight (indoor clothes, without shoes)?
Stones Pounds / or Kilograms
(If you have no scales and have made an estimate please tick here )
Yes No
14.1 Have vou tried to lose weight in the last four vears? m} m}
If Yes, did you:
Change vour diet? O O
Take more exercise? O O OFFICE
USE
Other (please give details) u
Yes No
14.2 Have you been advised by a doctor or other health professional to lose O m}
weight in the last four years?
14.3 Has your weight changed in the last four years? Not changed 0,
Increased O,
Decreased 0O,
Both increased O,
and decreased)
Don’t know O
14.4 If your weight has changed Yes No
-was this change intentional? m} m}
-was it the result of:- Personal choice 0O,
Medical advice 0,
Illness or ill health [,
14.5 Do you consider your present weight to be:- about right 0,
too high O,
too low [




Disability
Yes No
15.0 Do you have any long-standing illness, disability or infirmity? O O

(“long-standing” means anything which has troubled you over a period of time or is likely to do so0)

If Yes, Yes No
(a) Does this illness or disability limit your activities in any way? O O
(b) Do you receive a disability allowance? O O

15.1 Do you currently have difficulty carrying out any of the following activities
on your own as a result of a long term health problem?
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Yes No
(a) Going up or down stairs O O
(b) Bending down O O
(© Straightening up O O
(d) Keeping your balance O O
(&) Going out of the house? O O
) Walking 400 yards O O
15.2 Is your present state of health causing problems with any of the following:-
Yes No
(a) Job at work (paid employment) O O
(b) Household chores O O
(© Social life O O
(d) Sex life O O
(e) Tnterests and hobbies O O
) Holidays and outings O O
Evyesight
Yes No
16.0 Using glasses or corrective lenses if needed. can you see well enough to
recognise a friend at a distance of 12 feet/ four yards (across a road)? O a
If No, can you see well enough to recognise a friend at a distance of one yard? O O
Hearing
Yes No
17.0 Do you use a hearing aid? m} |
17.1 Using a hearing aid if needed. is your hearing good enough to follow a O O

TV programme at a volume others find acceptable?

If No. can you follow a TV programme with the volume turned up? O O

Your Health Overall

Please indicate which statements best describe your health TODAY. (Please tick only one box)

18.0 General Health:-

18.1 Pain/Discomfort:-

18.2  Mobility:-

18.3  Anxiety/Depression:-

Sleep:-

Excellent
Good
Fair
Poor

I have no pain or discomfort
I have moderate pain or discomfort
I have extreme pain or discomfort

I have no problems in walking about
I have some problems in walking about
I am confined to a chair/wheelchair

I am not anxious or depressed
I am moderately anxious and/or depressed
I am extremely anxious and/or depressed

18.4  Onaverage. how many hours’ sleep do you have each night?

18.6 Do you snore while asleep?

18.7 Health Scale

We have drawn a health scale (rather like a thermometer) on which perfect health is 100 and very
poor health is 0. Please put a cross (X) on the scale to reflect how good or bad your health is today.

‘Worst Imaginable
Health State

Yes, regularly
Yes, occasionally
No, never

Don’t know

l:l: hours

18.5 On average, how much sleep (if any) do you have during the daytime? \:I:l hours

m
O,
Os
O,

ne - -

10 20

7%
[=]
=
(=]
i
=
[=)
(=]

-1
(=]
[=2]
(=]
=
(=]

®100 OFFICE USE

Best Imaginable
Health State

[TT]




Physical activity

19.0 Do you make regular journeys every day or most days either walking or cyeling?

No Dl
Walk Dg
Cycle Os
Both O,

(a) How many hours do you normally spend walking (e.g. on errands or for leisure)
in an average week? hours

19.1 Which of the following best describes your usnal walking pace?

Slow O,
Steady average 0,
Fast mp
19.2 How long do you spend cycling in an average week? hours

19.3  Compared with a man who spends four hours on most weekends on activities such as:
walking, gardening. household chores. DIY projects. how physically active would you
consider yourself?

Much more active Oy

More active O,
Similar Os
Less active O,
Much less active Os

19.4 Do you take active sporting physical exercise such as running. swimming,. dancing, golf,
tennis, squash, jogging, bowls, cycling, hiking, etc.?

No Dl
Occasionally (less than once amonth) [,
Frequently (once a month or more) O;

(a)  If you ticked frequently please state type of activities:
OFFICE USE

(b)  How many times a month (on average) do you take part in these activities?

(give overall total)
In winter times
In sumimer | times

19.5 Do you engage in exercises to increase muscle strength and endurance such as lifting weights,
doing push-ups, using exercise machines?
Yes O
No O
If Yes. on average how many hours per week do you engage in these

; hours per
exercises?

week
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Cigarette smoking

Yes No
20.0 Do you smoke cigarettes at present? | O

If Yes. please answer the following questions:

20.1 How many cigarettes do you smoke a day at present?

20.2 If hand-rolled, how much tobacco do you use a week? oz ;'| | | ‘ grams
Yes No

20.3 Do you want to give up smoking? O O

20.4 Have you tried to stop smoking? O O

20.5 Have you been offered any of the following to help you stop smoking?

Yes No
(a) Advice from a health professional (e.g. doctor or nurse) | O
(b) Referral to a stop-smoking clinic | O
(c) Nicotine replacement treatment (including sprays, patches etc) | O
] O O
(d) Zyban tablets OF{EEE

(e) Other treatment (please specify)

21.0 Have you changed your cigarette smoking habits during the past four years?

No D]
Yes, increased O,
Yes, cut down i
Yes, given up O,

21.1 If you have given up smoking in the last four years, were any of these factors important?

Yes No
(a) Advice from a health professional (e.g. doctor or nurse) | O

(b) Referral to a stop-smoking clinic
(c) Nicotine replacement treatment (including sprays, patches etc)
(d) Zyban tablets

(e) Ilness or ill-health

Oooooadd
Ooo0ooaoao

(f) Cost of cigarettes OFFICE
USE

(g) Other factors (please specify)

Pipe and cigar smoking

Yes No
22.0 Do you currently smoke a pipe? a O
221 Do you currently smoke cigars? O O




Alcohol intake

23.0 Would you describe your present alcohol intake as

Daily/most days 0,
Weekends only 0,
Occasionally (once or O,
twice a month)

Special occasions only O,
None O

One drink is HALF a pint of beer/lager/cider, a SINGLE whisky. gin, ete. or ONE GLASS of wine or sherry

23.1 How much do you usually drink on the days when you drink alcohol?

More than 6 drinks 0,
5-6 drinks [
3-4 drinks O,
1-2 drinks O,
23.2 How many alcoholic drinks do you have during an average week? |
23.3  What type of drink do you usually take? Beers, Lagers 0,
Wines, Sherry O,
Spirits O,
Combination of Beers, O,
‘Wines or Spirits
Low alcohol drinks Os

23.4  What is your usual consumption of these alcoholic beverages? Please tick boxes
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Alcohol Intake continued

23.6 Have you changed your alcohol intake in the last four years?
No
Yes, increased
Yes, cut down
Yes, given up

23.7 If you have CUT DOWN or GIVEN UP, was this due to (tick whichever applies):-

Personal choice 0O, Being on medication
Doctor’s advice 0, Financial reasons
Illness or ill health 0, Other

Health precaution O,

mh
mh
0,

Preventive Health Care
24.0 Inwhat year did you last consult a GP about a health problem?

24.1 Have you ever had any of the following Yes

(a) Blood pressure check [m|
(b) Blood cholesterol check
(¢) Flu vaccination

(d) Dental check

O ooaog

(e) Foot care from a chiropodist

242 Approximately, how many times in the last twelve months
have you consulted your GP about a health problem?

No

Ooooao

If Yes, year
of most recent

I_I_I times

PER WEEK
Never/

Type of drink hardly ever Less than 1 1-6 7-13 14-20 21+
Beer or lager (pints) o O O O O O
Red wine (single glass) | [} a m} O [}
White wine (single glass) | [} a m} O [}
Spirits (1 drink/shot) O O a m} O O

23.5 Is the alcohol which you drink usually taken (tick whichever applies):-
before meals 0,
with meals 0O,
after meals 0,
separate from meals 0,

Questions about medicines Yes
25.0 Do you take any regular medication? O

If Yes, do you take any of the following medicines regularly?

(a) Aspirin tablets O
(b) Treatment for any form of heart disease O
(c) Treatment to lower blood pressure O
(d) Treatment to lower blood cholesterol O

25.1 Ifyou are on treatment to lower your blood cholesterol:-

(a) Please give the name of this medicine:

O

Ooooao

Year started

QFFICE
USE

(b) Please give the amount you take each day:

:

(details of the amount in each tablet should be on the bottle)
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Details of ATT medicines

26.0 Please write down details of all medicines — including tablets, injections, inhalers, eye-drops
etc — which you take regularly. Please also include any medications which you buy for

yourself.

Name of medicine

Reason for taking
(if you know)

Date started

Is this prescribed?

Yes

O

No

O

OFFICE USE

Present circumstances

27.0 Are you at present:-

single

married

widowed

divorced or separated
other

=

(a) If you are widowed or divorced/separated. please give the year when this occurred:-

27.1 Are you at present:-

Your accommodation
Are you:-

o
i

living alone

living with a partner or spouse
living with other family member(s)
living with other people

an owner occupier

renting from the local authority
renting privately

living in a residential home
living in a nursing home

other (please give details)

27.3 During the winter, is your accommodation usually:

Very warm
Warm
Medium
Cold

Very cold

27.4 Do you have a car available for your own use?

27.5  Are you currently in full-time paid employment?

27.6 Do you have private medical insurance?

27.7 Have you ever had private medical treatment?

m
m
mp
mh
mE
Os




Activities of daily living

The following questions will help us to understand difficulties people may have with various
everyday activities

28.0 What is the furthest you can walk on your own without stopping and without discomfort?

200 metres or more [
More than a few steps but less than 200 metres [,
Only a few steps Os

28.1 Can you walk up and down a flight of 12 stairs without resting?
Yes [
Only if I hold on and take arest O,
Notatall [Oj

28.2 Can you, when standing, bend down and pick up a shoe from the floor?
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Yes O
No O
29.0 Please indicate if you have difficulty doing any of the No Some Unable to do
following activities: difficulty  difficulty  or need help

Reaching or extending your arms above shoulder level O O O
Pulling or pushing large objects like a living room chair O O O
Walking across a room O O O
Getting in and out of bed on your own? O O O
Getting in and out of a chair on your own? O O O
Dressing and undressing yourself on your own? O [} O
Bathing or showering? O O O
Feeding yourself, including cutting food? O O O
Getting to and using the toilet on your own? O O O
Lifting and carrying something as heavy as 10 lbs, for o O O
example a bag of groceries
Shopping for personal items such as toilet items or

s O O O
medicine by yourself
Doing light housework such as washing up O O O
Preparing your own meals by yourself O O O
Using the telephone by yourself O O O
Taking medications by yourself O O O
Managing money (e.g. paying bills etc) O [} O
Using public transport on your own O O O
Driving a car on your own O O O

Time spent on various activities

30.0  Approximately how many hours each week (if any) do you spend:
Tick box if
you never do

Looking after wife/partner? hours per week O
Looking after other adult family member or friend? |
Looking after grandchildren? |
In paid work? hours per week a
In voluntary work? O
On housework? hours per week a
On gardening? O
In a pub or club? hours per week |
Attending religious services? O
Playing cards, games, or bingo? |7—| hours per week O
Visiting the cinema/restaurants/sporting events? \_J O
Watching television/videos? hours per week |
Reading? O
Attending class or course of study? |

31.0 Do you go on day or overnight trips... Never O,

Sometimes [,
Often O,
Yes No
311 Have you been on holiday in the last year? a [}

Thank you very much for completing the questionnaire.

Please return it to us, along with the blue consent form, in the envelope provided.

No stamp is needed.
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