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Abstract. 

Breast, ovarian and endometrial cancers are named hormone dependent cancers (HDC) 

because of the effects of endogenous hormones, including parity, on the incidence rates. 

Here, we will test the hypothesis that each additional child has the same relative preventive 

effect on the risk of each of the three cancer sites and with similar shapes of the incidence 

curves over the extended exposure range, 1 - 18 children in postmenopausal women.   

The study is based on parity information from the Norwegian 1960 Census for women aged 

45-89 years. A total of 385 816 married women answered the question of number of children 

in present marriage to a civil servant. Follow-up continued until the first of any of the HDC 

diagnosis, death, or end of follow-up 2005 through linkages based on the unique Norwegian 

birth number. Included were 16 905 breast cancers, 3 827 ovarian cancers and 3 834 

endometrial cancers. Based on person-years (PY), the percentage change in incidence rates of 

the three cancer sites for each additional child was calculated using a logit regression model 

including models with higher order terms. A new statistical method for analyses of 

collinearity between parity and age at first birth has been developed. Age at marriage was 

used as a proxy for age at first birth.  

Parity had strong linear effects on the incidence rates for all three cancer sites (p<2e-16). The 

percentage decrease for each of the cancer diagnosis for an additional child were for breast 

cancer 10.5% (95% CI; 9.6-11.4), ovarian cancer 13.2% (11.2-15.3) and endometrial cancer 

10.9% (8.9-12.8) with similar curvilinear relationship. Models with higher order terms gave 

slightly better fit to the data with a stronger protective effect for increasing parity on ovarian 

cancers, while for breast cancer age became more important. Combining the incidence of all 

three cancers gave a percentage decrease for each additional child of 11.0% (10.1-11.8). The 

risk for HDC cancer was reduced with earlier age at marriage (first birth) for women with 1-2 

children for breast cancer and ovarian cancer and 1 child for endometrial cancer, but the 

effect was smaller than one additional child. Age of the women at marriage was not 

significant for the sum of the three cancers.  

The study demonstrated the strong, regular protective effect of each additional child or full-

term pregnancy on the incidence rates of the hormone-dependent cancers throughout the 

exposure range and with similar curvilinear relations. Reduced fertility is a common, strong 

etiological factor for the three hormone-dependent cancers in postmenopausal women. These 

findings support a hypothesis that similar immunological changes during each pregnancy 

could be the biological explanation.  
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Introduction. 

Cancer of the breast, ovary and endometrium have been named the hormone-dependent 

cancers, HDC, (1, 2) due to the associations with changing levels of endogenous hormones 

related to menstruation such as age at menarche and menopause, and pregnancy factors like 

parity, age at first birth and lactation. Parity has been the first and most intensively studied 

over the last century (3, 4, 5). Only a few studies have been performed with all three cancer 

sites in the same study yielding directly comparable estimates of either incidence (6, 7, 8) or 

mortality (9, 10, 11, 12). Some few cohort studies have shown estimates for grand-grand 

multiparity (GGM), 10 or more children (7, 9). Neither of the studies have described the 

linear trends for either of the HDC over the extended exposure range up to 18 children, nor 

compared the curvilinear relationship for each of the HDC separately or in combination. 

Almost all current large cohorts have a restricted exposure range for parity with lack of 

women with grand parity, five or more children partly due to the low fertility for decades in 

most western countries. This is described further in Discussions. In today’s high fertility 

countries in Africa and Asia large cohorts or linkage studies is difficult to run due to lack of 

registers and infrastructure 

In a previous Norwegian linkage study information on number of children at the 1970 Census 

were linked to the Cause of Death Register in Norway. Both analyses of each cancer site 

separately (13, 14, 15) or combined (9) showed regular decrease of mortality rates for 

increasing parity, but rather few grand-grand multiparous women reduced the statistical 

power.  

To explore the common curvilinear relationship between number of full-term pregnancies or 

parity and the three HDC, a historical cohort study based on all married women in the 1960 

Norwegian Census with follow-up through linkages to the national cancer register has been 

created. The strong design feature using the 1960 Census is the creation of a unique birth 

number for all persons alive in Norway at the time of the census (16). This number have 

made linkage studies feasible. This study will cover women born between 1871 and 1915, a 

period with many grand-grand parous women. From the 1960 Census forward till the 1970 

Census the numbers of married women with 10 children decreased from 5452 to 2386 or 

55%. Changing the analyses from mortality to incidence with a prolonged follow-up will 

increase the statistical power considerable. Based on previous work (9,12,13,14) we aim at 

testing the biological hypothesis that each additional full-term pregnancy or child, has similar 

protective effect in all three hormone-dependent cancers with the same overall curvilinear 

relationship over the extended exposure range of 1-18 children.  

 

Material and methods. 

Material. The 1960 Census in Norway was the source for the creation of the population 

register of Norway. The information was gathered from every household by civil servants 

(16). For social reasons the questions of number of children were only posed to married 

women and only children born in the actual marriage were counted. All persons in Norway 
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alive November 1960 were counted and given a unique birth number. The study population 

consists of all married women aged 45-89 years at the Norwegian 1960 Census. Women aged 

45 years, or more are defined as postmenopausal. The information used for the analysis is 

number of children, age at marriage and age in 1960 of the women. There are 386 114 unique 

women in the data set and 385 816 where the number of children in the present marriage is 

known, see Table 1.  For 298 women the number of children was not specified. Of the 

women 64.7% was aged 45-59, 30.7% 60-74 and 4.6% 75-89. Table 2 shows the average age 

and the quantiles of age when the women were married as a function of number of children in 

the present marriage. The age of marriage decreases with the number of children in the 

marriage. In particular, the age when marrying is much higher for women without children in 

the present marriage. A number of these women might have children in a previous marriage 

that was not registered in the census data.  

The 1960 Census did not ask women about the age at each birth in contrast to the 1970 

Census (9). Due to the discussions around the effect of age at first birth mainly for breast 

cancer age at marriage is introduced as an approximation. In 1965 the Central Bureau of 

Statistics in Norway published an analysis showing the close relationship between age at 

marriage and age at first full-term pregnancy (17). As an example, among women married 

1946-1950 aged 18-20 years 81% had a child within 2 years marriage compared to 61% in 

women aged 25-29 years. Of the 385 816 women with number of children, age at marriage 

(interval 16,45 years) is known for 319 454 women with at least one child. 66 158 women did 

not have children in their current marriage.  

The effects of collinearity between number of children and age at first and last birth is 

illustrated in Figure 1 using the 10% and 90% percentiles from Table 2. It is assumed that the 

first child is born max(2 exp(-0.1(n-1)),1) after the marriage, which is 2 years for n=1 child 

and decreases for higher number of children, n. Further, the average interval between the 

children follows the function max(4 exp(-0.08(n-2)),1.5) which is 4 years for n=2 children 

and decreases to 1.5 for n=14 children. These functions are based on data for marriages 1946-

1960 given by Statistics Norway (17). This gives a 14-year interval for the first birth for 

women with 1 child, 7 years interval for women with 10 children and 5 years interval for 

women with 15 children. The uncertainty in the distribution of the age of the mother for the 

last child is larger than the uncertainty at the time of the first child. While a woman with two 

children, the normal in Norway today, can have both deliveries early in the twenties or both 

late in the thirties, a woman with ten children must start early and end late. Hence, there are 

no women with late start and high parity. The statistical limitations of observed values for 

both age at first and last birth with increasing parity has not been discussed in statistical 

analyses of grand multiparous women. A new method is described under Statistical methods. 

The project has been evaluated and accepted by the Regional Ethical Committee for South-

East Norway (number 475656) and approved 12.10.2022. 
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Follow-up. 

Follow-up to the Norwegian Cancer Register and the register of death certificates was based 

on the unique birth number given all women alive at the 1960 Census. Follow-up was 

terminated at 31.12.2005. The main analyses will use cancer incidence diagnoses for the three 

hormone-dependent cancer sites: breast, endometrium, and ovary. In addition, information on 

cervical cancer was included as a non-hormonal comparison since the major causal factor is 

human papilloma virus (18). The Cancer Registry of Norway started in 1953 and had reached 

good national coverage at start of follow-up. The international codes for diseases ICD7, 

ICD8, ICD9 and ICD 10 have been transformed to a common version of ICD10 by the 

register. The linkage to the Norwegian Cancer Registry gave a total of 29 730 diagnosis. 

Sarcomas (n=62) were excluded together with in-situ (n=272). For women with two or three 

HDC diagnosis or cervical cancer only the first diagnosis was included (n=1063). Women 

with cancer above 89 years (n=1047) and with unknown parity (n=13) were excluded leaving 

a study population of 27 273 cases. The study covers 16 905 breast cancer cases, 3 827 

ovarian cancers, 3 834 endometrial cancers and 2 707 cervical cancers.  

Causes of death were available from Central Bureau of Statistics. Date of death independent 

of cause were extracted while cause of death was included only for the three hormone-

dependent cancers in the period 1960-2005, i.e., when all women in the Cohort is at least 90 

years old. No information can be obtained for date of death of the youngest women in the 

1960 census that lived longer than 90 years and the very small number of women that 

emigrated after 1960. Number of women not registered in the Cause of Death registry for 5- 

and 10-years cohorts is shown in Table 3. The number of women that emigrates is less than 

0,2%. For the 742 women that would have been above 100 years in 2005, end of follow-up is 

set to 1970, 10 years after the census. 

For each woman the number of person-year is calculated from the age at the 1960 census and 

until the first of the following: age 90, death or the first cancer diagnosis of the four selected 

for these analyses.  

 

Statistical methods. 

The confidence intervals for the probability per year for the four types of cancers were 

estimated as a function of number of children. For 11 children and more, the estimate for n 

children is based on the observations for n, n+1 and n+2 and part of the observations with n-1 

children such that the average number of children is n. This implies that the intervals for less 

than 9 children are independent for each number of children and that there is a slight 

smoothing of the curves above 8 children due to partly use of the same data. The uncertainty 

is estimated from the binomial distribution based on the number of observed cancers and the 

number of years with women with the specified number of children.  
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The probability for the four cancers was modelled in a logit regression model using number 

of children and age as covariates. A linear logit model implies that the following three 

parameter model was estimated for the probability for cancer:  

(1)                                          1/(1 + exp(−𝛼 − 𝛽𝑎 − 𝛾𝑛)) 

 

where 𝑎 is the age and 𝑛 is the number of children. This model gives the reduction in 

probability of cancer    

                                                        1 −  exp(𝛾) ≈ −𝛾 − 𝛾2/2    

when adding one more child. This is independent of 𝑛, the number of children.  A logit model 

with higher order terms, i.e. six parameters were included: 

(2)                         1/(1 + exp(−𝛼 − 𝛽𝑎 − 𝛾𝑛 − 𝜃𝑎2 − 𝜇𝑛2 − 𝜑𝑎𝑛)) 

 

This model gives the reduction in probability of cancer 

  1 −  exp(𝛾 + 𝜇(2𝑛 + 1) + 𝜑𝑎) 

when adding one more child. This depends on both age and the number of children. 

Several studies have found that age of the women at the first birth is important for the risk of 

mainly breast cancer. The age of the first birth is highly correlated with the number of 

children, Figure 1, particularly when there are many children, making it difficult to include 

this covariate in the model in addition to a covariate for the number of children. Instead, it is 

introduced a separate covariate for each number of children of the women: 

 𝑑𝑛 = 𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑎𝑡 𝑡ℎ𝑒 𝑓𝑖𝑟𝑠𝑡 𝑏𝑖𝑟𝑡ℎ 𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝑤𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑛 𝑤𝑖𝑡ℎ 𝑛 𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑙𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑛 −

                                         𝑎𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑎𝑔𝑒 𝑎𝑡 𝑓𝑖𝑟𝑠𝑡 𝑏𝑖𝑟𝑡ℎ 𝑓𝑜𝑟 𝑤𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑛 𝑤𝑖𝑡ℎ 𝑛 𝑐ℎ𝑖𝑙𝑑𝑟𝑒𝑛  

This eliminates the covariation problem. The covariate 𝑑𝑛 only has effect on women with n 

children. This makes the covariates number of children, n, and the value of 𝑑𝑛 when it is non-

zero, independent of each other. The covariates 𝑎, 𝑐, 𝑑1, 𝑑2, 𝑑3, …. are used in the model: 

(3)                     1/(1 + exp(−𝛼 − 𝛽𝑎 − 𝛾𝑐 − ∑ 𝑑𝑛𝑛 𝜔𝑛)) 

 

with the parameters 𝛼, 𝛽, 𝛾, 𝜔1, 𝜔2, 𝜔3, … The data set is so large that the new parameters 𝜔𝑛 

can be estimated with small uncertainty for n<8.  

First, an analysis was performed with all parameters in each of Model 1-3 corresponding to 

equations (1-3). Then the parameters that are not significant were removed and another 

analysis was performed. The parameters were chosen that minimized the Akaike information 

criterion, AIC=2K-2ln(L). Here K is number of model parameters and L is the likelihood of 

the model. Minimizing AIC is considered as the best trade-off between few parameters and a 

poor fit to data and many parameters and a good fit to the variability in the data. It is not 

possible to compare AIC between different datasets. A decrease of AIC with 2 is considered 
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as a much better fit to the data (19). The p-value for each covariate in the model are reported. 

Lastly, the reduction in deviance between data and model is shown.   

 

Results 

Table 3 shows the average age when dying by age at in 1960, the start of follow-up period 

and parity. The mortality seems independent of number of children. Each additional 

pregnancy does not change the total mortality rates. 

The number of cancer diagnoses before age 90 as a function of number of children in the 

present marriage and the age at the time of diagnosis for the four different cancer diagnosis 

are given in Tables 5, 6, 7, 8, Upper panel. The number of ovarian and endometrial cancers 

are almost identical. In the lower panel of the tables are given the number per 10 000 women 

years (ie. number of diagnoses divided by number of years with women in the category) of 

the four types of cancer for each age group and number of children.  

The reduction in incidence rates for cancer with increasing number of children 0 till 14 is 

illustrated in Figure 2 with a (0.05,0.95) confidence interval for the probability per year for 

the four cancer sites. The same linear decrease is observed for all three HDC cancers. There 

is no reduction with increasing number of children for cervical cancer. There is larger 

uncertainty and some noise in the curves for higher number of children due to less data. 

However, for the sum of the three HDC cancers the uncertainty is small up to 14 children as 

shown in Figure 3. Figure 2 shows that the ratio of cancer diagnoses for women without 

children is between the ratio for women with one and two children for breast cancer but not 

for the two other cancers. 

Logit regression analysis 

The probability for the four cancers was modelled using a logit regression model with age 

and number of children as covariates. Women without children were omitted. The results for 

the three Model 1-3 and the four types of cancer and the sum of the three HDC are shown in 

Table 9-13 and Figure 4-8. For breast, ovarian and endometrial cancer, and the sum of the 

three HDC, a good fit with the linear model (1) was obtained for the probability of cancer as 

a function of age and number of children.  All parameters are significant with p<1 e-11.  

The probability for cancer is reduced for each additional child. The reduction in relative 

probability, given the estimated parameter 𝛾, is 1 − exp (�̂�), or 10.5% (95% CI; 9.6-11.4) per 

child for breast cancer, 13.2% (11.2-15.3) for ovarian cancer, and 10.9% (8.9-12.8) for 

endometrial cancer based on the estimated parameters and their uncertainty. 

This implies that the relative probability for breast cancer with n+1 children is 10.5% less 

than for n children for n>0. In this model, this decrease is independent of number of children.  

This gives the risk reduction (RR) for 2 children compared to 1 child equal to 0.90 (95% CI 

0.89, 0.90), 0.87 (0.85, 0.89), 0.89 (0.87,  0.91) and 0.89 (0.88, 0.90) respectively for the 

three HDC cancers and the sum of the three cancers, for 5 children compared to 1 child 0.64 
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(0.62, 0.67), 0.57 (0.52, 0.61), 0.63 (0.58, 0.69) and 0.63 (0.61, 0.65) respectively, for 10 

children compared to 1 child 0.37 (0.34, 0.40), 0.28 (0.23, 0.34), 0.36 (0.29, 0.43) and 0.35 

(0.32, 0.38) respectively, and 0.24 (0.21, 0.27 ), 0.16 (0.12, 0. 21), 0.22 (0.17, 0.30) and 0.22 

(0.20, 0.25) respectively for 14 children compared to 1 child. These confidence intervals are 

based on the linear logit model using data from all women with children and gives slightly 

different values than the intervals illustrated in Figure 2 and 3 where we use a binominal 

model and the estimate for n children is based on the data for only for n children (n low) or 

data for n-1, n, n+1 and n+2 children (n high). The binominal model gives larger CI-intervals 

for high parity since the data is sparse.   

In a model with higher order terms, Model 2, all terms were included at first. Then the terms 

with p>0.05 were removed and a new analysis performed. Notice that the added terms have 

small coefficients and do not change the main picture. Model 2 reduces the AIC and is 

therefore considered as a better model for the variability in the data, but the uncertainty in the 

parameter estimation increases compared to the result from Model 1. The curvilinear results 

are presented for the HDC in Figures 4, 5, 6, 7. The left panels show estimates from Model 1, 

the right panel from Model 2. The curves are quite similar the results with only linear terms. 

The main difference is that the curve for age equal 60 years is lower for ovarian and 

endometrial cancer. With higher order terms added the reduction in probability for each 

additional child varies both with number of children and age. In Model 2 is the reduction 

dependent of both age and number of children. The reduction in probability for breast cancer 

per added child in the preferred model is 10% at age 60 and increases to 13% at age 75 and is 

independent of number of children. For ovarian cancer the reduction in the preferred model is 

when increasing from one to two children 8.6% at age 60 and 16% at age 75 and when 

increasing from 5 to 6 children the reduction is 15% and 22% respectively. For endometrial 

cancer the reduction in probability for cancer per added child is 10.9% independent of age 

and number of children.  

For the sum of the three HDC cancer, the parameter estimates are shown in Table 12 and the 

curves in Figure 8. The general properties of the three HDC cancers are very similar except 

that breast cancer has about 4.4 times as high probability. When including higher order terms, 

Model 2, the result with the three HDC cancers is quite like the results with only breast 

cancer. Two higher order term have p<0.05 as reported in Table 12. The higher order model 

did not give a reduction in AIC nor deviance and is therefore not included in Figure 8.  

In Model 3 all covariates for the age at birth of the first child were included at first and then 

performed a second modelling leaving out covariates with p>0.05.  For breast and ovarian 

cancer, the covariates for 1 and 2 children were significant and for endometrial cancer only 

the covariate for age at the first child was significant. The results are presented in Tables 9-

11, right panel. For the sum of all three HDC cancers the covariate with age at first birth was 

not significant and therefore not included in Table 12. Table 2 shows that 80% of the women 

with one child have an age in the interval (22,37) years with 28 years as average. The 

corresponding intervals for two and three children are (21,34) and (21,32). The birth 5 years 

earlier with a covariate equal 0.014 implies a reduced risk for cancer equal exp (-5*0.014) 

=0.93. This is only 70% of the reduction due to one more child which is 0.9.  
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The corresponding analysis for cervical cancer, Table 13, shows that the probability for 

cervical cancer decreases with age and is independent of number of children. The regression 

term for children was far from significant. For cervical cancer the curves are horizonal lines 

since the probability is independent of parity (not shown). 

Discussion 

We found highly significant and similar curvilinear relationships between number of full-

term pregnancies and each of the three hormone-dependent cancers over the full fertility 

range up to 18 children.  The figures clearly demonstrate the dominating relationship of 

parity for the three cancer sites separately and combined.  

In a simple linear, logit model, the reduction in incidence rates was around ten percent for 

each child for breast and endometrial cancer and slightly higher for ovarian cancer. Second 

order terms increased the fit for the model but reduced the precision of the estimates. The 

higher order model gave a stronger effect of parity on ovarian cancer while for breast cancer 

age became more important. No changes were shown for endometrial cancer. The figures 

illustrate how the seemingly small changes of around ten percent reduction for each child 

cumulate to an impressive effect throughout life for grand parity women.  

No effect was found for cancer of the cervix which is known to have other risk factors like 

HPV virus (18). The total mortality was found to be the same regardless of parity. This is 

compatible with previous work (10,12) where the reduced number of deaths from hormone-

dependent cancers in high parous women are balanced against more deaths of other diseases. 

The new statistical approach for the analysis of the collinearity of parity and age at first birth 

showed that an early age at first birth, here with age at marriage as proxy, had less effect than 

another child on the incidence rates of all three cancer sites. The joint model with parity and 

age at first birth as almost independent variables shows the combined effect of the two 

covariates. This is to our best knowledge a novel approach.  

The interpretation of the findings must consider the similarity of the shapes of the curves for 

three different cancer sites and the strong protective effect in grand-grand multiparous 

postmenopausal women. The strong linear relationships make it almost impossible to explain 

the findings by any confounder. This was thoroughly discussed for the first results linking 

cigarette smoking to lung cancer and the relation to other proposed risk factors at that time 

(20). In an updated summary of the causality criteria both temporality and dose-response are 

still the core of causality criteria (21). The findings could be explained by two different 

hypotheses: 

The first hypothesis would focus on the separate causes for each of the three HDC. This 

hypothesis would imply different major, strong risk factors for each of the three cancer sites. 

No risk factors or exposures are proposed that could exhibit such confounding risks in each 

of the three HDC sites. One could argue that for each site there could be different risk factors. 

This would demand a very complicated set of biological theories.  
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The second hypothesis propose that the incidence rates of the three HDC are related to full-

term pregnancies as the major cause for all three sites.  

It is important to note that the protective effect of the pregnancy is linked to full-term 

pregnancies 34 weeks or more (22). This explanation for the effect of high parity on breast 

cancer incidence has been put forward as the semi-allograft theory (23). This theory relies on 

the well-known dynamic changes during pregnancies of the immune systems of fetus and 

mother (24, 25, 26). The hypothesis is based on the findings that each full-term pregnancy 

has the same effect and not only the first as proposed by others (27). The future research 

could focus on the immunological mechanisms behind these effects. Abortions have not been 

found to protect against breast cancer (28, 29). 

The discussion of potential confounders in this study must take into considerations that these 

birth cohorts born 1871 till 1915 had highly different lives from today’s Norwegian women. 

Norway was a very poor country with a large emigration to the US. Poverty was extensive 

both in cities and on the countryside leaving a population with a low average BMI. The abuse 

of alcohol among men was extreme. This gave a full stop of legal hard liquor during the first 

world war and for ten years after. Women had a low consumption of alcohol. Smoking was 

not at all common among women even up to 1960. The study cohort had no access to OC or 

HRT. Women were expected to be married before the first birth and assumed to stay at home 

while the husband was working. Women with a child outside marriage was looked upon by 

many as a shameful woman (30). Consequently, a substantial part of the female population 

stayed throughout life as nulliparous. The fertility rates for the different birth cohorts 

included here, 1871 to 1915, differed over time and so did age at first birth.  

 

Some methodological moments. 

Use of observed versus expected values from the population. 

Several of the studies of high or grand parity have compared the observed number (O) of 

cancers with expected (E) number based on the use of national incidence or mortality figures 

(6. 7, 10, 11). The expected value is an estimate of the average risk of a specific cancer site in 

the population given the existing average parity. Average number of children in the different 

populations analyzed could be between 2 and 3 children.  The observed versus expected 

calculations O/E have given reduced or flawed risk estimates for multiparous women due to 

the undefined reference group. However, in smaller studies will the use of national expected 

values add statistical power to the estimation of risk due to the expected values from the total 

population.  

Collinearity. 

Studies of hormone-dependent cancers and parity mostly includes different aspects of parity 

like number of children, age at first and last birth, and lactation. Little attention has been paid 

to the fact that these variables are dependent on each other. The quantile of age at present 

marriage registered in the 1960 census for a given number of children is given in Table 2. 
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When parity increases, the range of age at first and last birth diminish as shown in Figure 1. 

The findings in this analysis of a continuous downward trend in the incidence rates for ten or 

more children clearly demonstrates the independent effect of high parity on the incidence 

rates for all three cancer sites. The use of multiplicative models like Cox analyses that 

implicitly assumes independence between covariates, could be misleading. If there are no 

observed values for certain combinations of the exposure variables an expected value will be 

created anyhow. This could have important effects on estimations of marginal values in the 

observed data. As an example, age at first birth has a restricted range for multiparous women. 

There are almost no observations of age at first birth >30 if parity is ten or more, see Table 2. 

Therefore, the logit Model 3 is introduced that decouples the two covariates, parity, and age 

at first birth.  

Right-truncation of high parous women. 

In a dataset with a limited number of women with high parity, it is tempting to treat all high 

parity women in one group when analysing whether the age of the first birth influence the 

risk of cancer. This is illustrated in Table 14.  Women are divided into groups with women 

with 1, 2, 3 and >3 children. There is an increasing p-value for 1, 2 to 3 children (2e-7, 0.3, 

0.15 respectively) but for the group with >3 children, the p-value is small (0.0015). The 

reason for the small p-value is that there is a strong correlation between parity and age at first 

birth. Hence, the association of lower risk for lower age at first birth is caused by the higher 

parity, not because the early first birth. In a dataset with many women with 4-14 children 

there is no need to group the high parous women in one group to get significant statistical 

strength. 

Most previous studies have used a collapsed last group i.e., 12-20 children as an example. 

While the middle value is 16, the arithmetic mean is slightly below 13 which can be 

calculated based on Table 1. This might give a false impression of the incidence curves 

flattening out in high parous women. The same applies to the use of right truncations like 5+ 

or 8+. In the present analyses this is accounted for, see Statistical methods. This correction of 

the estimated number of women in each parity group will move the points towards left and 

give a steeper downward curve demonstrating more precisely the effect of each single 

pregnancy in high parity women. 

Previous studies comparing the three hormone-dependent cancers within 

the same design. 

Only a few other studies have published incidence analyses comparable to the present. In a 

Norwegian prospective study based on population samples from counties in Norway (6) with 

63 000 women, 5+ versus 1 child had a relative risk for breast cancer of 0.54, ovary cancer 

0.43 and endometrial cancer 0.42 based on the O/E method. Based on Finnish registry data 

(7) risk estimated for grand-grand multiparity women used standard incidence ratios (SIRs). 

Among 86 978 GGM women 92 breast cancer, 15 ovarian cancers and 14 endometrial 

cancers were identified. The respectively SIRs were 0.44, 0,49 and 0.31. Grand multiparity, 

5+ children, was investigated in the Jerusalem Perinatal Study Cohort using Cox proportional 

hazard (8). Participants were 8 246 GM women and 19 703 women with parity 1-4 as 
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reference. The adjusted hazard ratio was 0.62 for breast cancer, for ovarian 0.83, and for 

endometrial 0.75.  

Mortality studies started with a study based on English death certificate questions on parity 

for 1.2 million deaths between 1938 and 1960, women aged 45-74 years (5). The analysis 

looked only at nulliparous versus parous women. Mortality ratios were calculated for three 

different periods. The last period 1959-60 showed age-standardized mortality ratios (SMRs) 

of 92 for breast cancer, 73 for ovary and 74 for endometrial cancer. In 1990 a Norwegian 

linkage study between the 1970 Census and the register of deaths in the Central Bureau of 

Statistics in Norway (9) were undertaken with a total of 6 979 cancer deaths of HDC. In an 

analysis combining the three cancer sites into one as outcome the mortality decreased linearly 

with increasing number of children. RR for women with 12-20 children was 0.23 with only 2 

deaths. The linear trend gave a reduction in the relative risk for each child of 9.6% (8.3-10.9). 

No consistent trend with age at first birth were found. In separate analyses for each cancer 

site the percentage reduction was 7.2% for breast, 12.7% for ovary and 12.2% for 

endometrial cancer. In 2005, a Finnish study based on parity information in the national 

population register women found 87 922 women of whom 3 678 had ten or more deliveries 

(10). Linkage to the Finnish national cause-of-death files gave follow-up out 2001. Standard 

mortality ratios, SMRs, calculated for all causes of cancer showed that grand-grand 

multiparous women had SMR for breast cancer of 0.70, ovarian cancer 0.43 and endometrial 

0.34 with 24, 6 and 2 deaths. In a study from Taiwan all grand-multiparous women registered 

in the Birth Register between 1978-87 were included, 144 922 women (11). Analyses were 

based on SMRs or O/E with a total of 394 breast, 72 ovarian and 18 endometrial cancers. The 

SMRs for among GM women were 0.73 for breast cancer, 0.64 for ovary and 0.54 for 

endometrial cancer. Lastly, the census-based Israel Longitudinal Mortality Study II identified 

1995-2004 a total of 68 822 women 45-89 years old (12). Record linkage to death registers 

identified a total of 568 cases of hormone-dependent cancers. Older women, 65-89 years, 

with 8+ children had a reduced risk in a Cox analysis of 0.22 for reproductive cancers 

combined or a linear reduction of 10%. 

Studies of parity in single cancer sites. 

The number of studies of parity and each of the three cancer sites published separately has 

been extensive over the decades.  

Most studies are found for breast cancer. In a prospective study in Norway with 63 000 

women (31) a consistent inverse trend with parity was described. Postmenopausal women 

with 9-15 children had an O/E ratio of 0.30. A Swedish study (32) used census information 

and registers. The nested case-control analyses had 12 782 incident cases and a 5:1 matching. 

RR for 1 versus 9 children was 0.68 based on four incident cases. The linear trend was 10% 

per child, but the trend analysis showed that women with 8 and 9 children had higher RR than 

those with lower parity. Another large collaborative study (33) with 47 epidemiological 

studies including 50 302 breast cancer cases with an average age of 50.1 years, found a 

decrease of 7.0% per child and an additional decrease of 4.3% for every 12 months of 

breastfeeding. Less than ten percent of the cases were from cohort studies. In the Nurses’ 
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Health Studies (34) breastfeeding were inversely related to hormone-negative receptor breast 

cancer. The highest parity group was 4+. In the EPIC cohort (35) women with 3+ children as 

cutoff point had a reduced risk of 0.77. In the Norwegian Women and Cancer Study, 

NOWAC, the linear trend from 0-6 children was estimated to 8.0% per child (36). 

Adjustment for major risk factors including the effect of lactation, did not change the 

estimates. Women with 6 children had a crude relative risk of 50% compared to 49% after 

adjustment. 

Parity in relation to ovarian cancers have been analyzed in the Million Women Study (37) 

based on follow-up of 1.1 million UK women with 8 719 ovarian cancers. Relative risk for 

each birth among parous women were 0.94 from 1 till 4+ women. In an analysis from the 

Ovarian Cancer Consortium (38) 21 prospective studies with 1.3 million women 5 584 

ovarian cancers showed a reduction in risk of all ovarian cancer of 0.90 per one child to 4+. 

Four children had a reduced risk of 0.58. In a meta-analysis of age at last birth and epithelial 

ovarian cancer (39) information from 2,451,071 women with 19,959 cases age at last birth 

were negatively associated, 0.77 with no change when adjusted for parity (36).  

In a study of endometrial cancer in the EPIC study (40) the relative risk for one versus 4+ 

children were 0.65. In an Asian analysis of 13 prospective cohort studies pooled was the 

hazard ratio for 5 deliveries versus nulliparous was 0,37 (41). In a pooled analysis of 

pregnancy outcome and risk of endometrial cancer in 11 cohort and 19 case-control studies 

odds ratio was estimated to 0.85 per full-term pregnancy. For women with 9+ children the 

OR was 0.27.  

Overall, there is quite consistent findings in single cancer studies that increasing parity 

reduces the risk of breast, endometrial and ovary cancers in many different populations. 

Common to most published analyses the number of studies with grand-grand multiparous 

women is scarce. None of the described studies demonstrated the linear relationships between 

the full range of pregnancies and HDC.  

Weaknesses. 

The discussion of the findings should consider the potential for confounding. In the 1960 

Census of women above 15 years 61.8% were married, 26.0% unmarried, 0.4% separated, 

1.7% divorced and 10.1% widower. Women without children may be a mix of different 

groups including women that are not able to give birth, women married at late age in the 

present marriage and possibly with children in a previous marriage. Divorces were very rare 

in this period. Some women remarried after becoming a widow or after a divorce. A separate 

analysis of the age at time of marriage in the present marriage showed that nulliparous 

women were much older than the parity women at time of marriage. The nulliparous women 

were taken out of the analyses.  

No information on breast-feeding were collected in the census. The discussions should 

carefully consider the collinearity problem as shown for the age at first birth here. In a 

reanalysis of 47 epidemiological study the effect of parity was estimated to 7.0% and an 

independent effect of breastfeeding of 4.3% for each 12 months (33). The Norwegian Women 
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and Cancer study is a representative population-based cohort with 154 000 participants, 

adjustment for total months of lactation did not change the estimates for number of children 

in a multivariate adjusted analysis (36). In an analysis from the AMBER consortium (43) 

parity had no protective effect on receptor positive (ER+) with OR 0.92 (0.81-1.03). 

Lactation had a protective effect on estrogen receptor ER- negative cancer, OR= 0.81, with 

no trend for ever breastfed. In the Nurses’ Health Studies (44) parous women who had ever 

breastfed, had a relative risk of 0.82 (0.74-0.98) for ER- cases (18% of all cases) versus 

nulliparous, while ER positive cases had no reduced risk. There was no significant trend of 

breastfeeding for all cases. These large studies could not demonstrate a common reduction in 

risk for duration of breastfeeding.  

No information on use of hormones at and after menopause existed at the time of the census. 

In Norway the very first preparation for menopausal estrogen replacement was introduces in 

1953. The preparation contained etinyloestradiol (0.05mg).  Preparations with a progestin 

have been available since 1960, but the use was seldom until the end of the eighties’ (less 

than 30 000 users) (45). 

Routine use of receptor information in breast cancer started in Norway around 2000 and no 

information existed for most of these cases. 

 

Strength. 

The strength of the study is the statistical power using a whole nation with a high parous 

population, information collected by civil servants during the same time, and the introduction 

of the birth number. The data quality is supposed to be good as it is based on compulsory 

participation in the census with interview information.  

Norway has a well-established cancer registry operating from 1953 giving a follow-up of 45 

years. The register is based on compulsory reporting of all diagnoses of cancer from the 

responsible department by originally a standard form. In addition, the register received 

independently copies of all histopathological diagnoses from the pathology departments. A 

third source of information was linkage to the register of death certificate diagnoses. For the 

years 1959-60, the cancer diagnosis was histologically confirmed for 94.1% in breast, 99.1% 

in corpus uteri and 89.2% in ovary. In an evaluation in 1976 of the completeness of the 

cancer registry 97.5% of all diagnoses registered in the national hospital system was found in 

the cancer registry (Lund 1981). In Norway access to diagnostics and treatment of cancer is 

free of charge. 

Due to the large number of grand-grand parity women the use of right truncation like 8+ or 

12-20, was avoided.  

The introduction of an analytical approach of collinearity improved the understanding of the 

relationship between increasing parity and age at first birth. Using the 1960 Census with 

information on only parity and not age at each birth in studies of breast, endometrial and 

ovarian cancers can be defended by the decreasing event space with increasing parity. The 
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fertile period for each woman is from 18 till 43 years or 25 years of menstruation. To have 

ten children and pregnancy and lactation period around 2 years or maybe less, 10 children 

will take around 20 years of the 25. This will reduce the importance of age at first and last 

birth due to the strong restrictions of possible values. With 12 children or more the two 

variables will be almost fixed as illustrated in Table 2. 

 

Conclusion. 

The 1960 Census represents generations with high fertility in Norway. This large historical 

cohort made it possible to estimate the risk from one till 18 children also for ovarian and 

endometrial cancer due to sufficient statistical power. A new statistical method was used for 

the combined analysis of the collinearity between parity and age at first birth (marriage). 

We have shown for the first time a strong curvilinear reduction in the incidence rates for all 

three cancer sites separately and combined for each additional pregnancy or child, over the 

whole exposure range of 1-18. The simplest explanation for the similarities of the three 

curves is a common cause – the pregnancies. The terms parity or number of children have 

potentially distracted the biological thinking away from the immunological changes in each 

pregnancy.  

These findings support the hypothesis that reduced fertility is the major, strong etiological 

factor for the three hormone-dependent cancers in postmenopausal women. Further studies 

are needed to explore this hypothesis that the common protection is an effect of similar 

changes in the immune system during each pregnancy.   
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Privacy. 

The restriction on the information was a follow-up till 90 years, no geographical information 

and all published results based on less than five persons should be truncated. 

The women in the Cohort are born in the period 1871-1915. These women are only followed 

until they are 90 years old witch are at least 18 years ago. All women are dead except for few 

women in Table 1 and 2 with an age of at least 108 years. Most of the Cohort died at least 30 

years ago. There is so little information that it is not possible to identify the women since 

there is no dates and no geographical information.  Only one person (LH) has access to the 

data. In all published results, there is at least 5 women in each cell.  
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Tables 

Table 1. Number of women in the 1960 Census after parity and age-groups in the current 

marriage (Statistics Norway). Cell with less than 5 women are truncated due to privacy. 

Age\chi 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

45-59 42758 43932 57019 40098 25514 15229 9408 6037 3941 2499 

60-74 20322 20719 26792 19162 12178 7241 4350 2870 1860 1201 

75-89 3078 3008 3968 3011 1857 1081 703 396 291 201 

Sum 66158 67659 87779 62271 39549 23551 14461 9303 6092 3901 

           

Age\chi 10 11 12 13 14 15- 

21 

15 16 17 18-

21 

45-59 1562 826 480 209 94  42 13 6 11 

60-74 776 393 239 104 50 28     

75-89 116 64 37 24 10 8     

Sum 2454 1283 756 337 154  64 22 8 14 

 

Table 2. Age at marriage in the present marriage as function of age at the 1960 Census and 

number of children in the present marriage; the age at different quantiles.  

Children 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Av. Age 36.5 28.8 26.8 25.8 25.0 24.3 23.9 23.3 

10% 24 22 21 21 20 20 20 19 

20% 27 23 23 22 21 21 21 20 

50% 36 28 26 25 24 24 23 23 

80% 45 34 31 29 28 27 27 26 

90% 49 37 34 32 31 30 29 28 

Children 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 14+ 

Av. Age 22.9 22.4 22.0 21.5 21.3 20.6 20.6 20.4 

10% 19 19 19 19 18 18 18 18 

20% 20 20 20 20 19 19 19 18 

50% 23 22 22 22 21 21 20 20 

80% 26 25 25 24 24 23 22 22 

90% 28 27 26 26 25 25 23 23 
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Table 3. Average age at death according to parity and age at start of follow-up based on 

information from the Cause of Death Registry and Statistics Norway. Calculated in cells with 

at least 5 women.  

Age\chi 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

45-59 79.9 80.3 80.5 80.4 80.3 80.1 80.1 79.8 80.0 

60-74 81.8 82.1 82.2 82.1 82.1 82.0 82.0 81.8 81.4 

75-89 85.7 85.7 86.1 85.9 86.1 86.2 86.0 85.9 85.3 

Sum 80.6 80.9 81.2 81.3 81.5 81.6 81.8 81.8 81.8 

          

Age\chi 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

45-59 79.5 78.9 78.6 77.8 80.8 74.1 79.8   

60-74 81.6 81.6 81.7 81.1 81.8 81.2 79.2 84.0 81.7 

75-89 85.9 85.3 85.4 86.4 86.2 82.8    

Sum 81.8 81.7 81.8 80.8 82.7 79.7 81.0 82.1 83.2 

 

Table 4. The number of women not found in the Cause of Death (CoD) register for different 

age cohorts. Includes women with unknow number of children.  

Age in 1960 Age in 2005 Number of 

women not in 

CoD 

Number of 

women in 1960 

census 

Ratio missing in 

CoD 

>44 >90 19631 386114 5,1% 

>54 >100 742 206387 0,36% 

>59 >105 273 136281 0,20% 

>64 >110 144 80293 0,17% 

>69 >115 75 41541 0,18% 

>79 >125 14 5767 0,24% 
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Table 5. Upper panel. Number of breast cancer diagnoses occurring in the age range in the 

1960 census as a function of number of children in the present marriage. Lower panel. Age-

specific incidence rates (per 10.000 PY) of breast cancer after number of children in the 

present marriage. Rates based on <3 cases not shown.  

Age\chi 

N.cancers 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

45-59 415 560 660 395 214 83 39 22 2 1 2 0 1 0 0 1 
60-74 1364 1502 1969 1170 619 300 157 67 45 22 11 7 5 1 0 0 
75-89 1331 1461 1794 1231 679 333 201 91 72 37 24 7 5 3 1 1 
Sum 3110 3523 4423 2796 1512 716 397 180 119 60 37 14 11 4 1 2 

Incidence 
rates by 

Age 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

45-59 12.7 13.7 11.8 10.7 10.3 7.9 7.3 7.8       
60-74 18.6 18.9 19.0 16.4 14.3 12.4 11.3 8.2 9.0 7.4 6.0 7.7 10.0  
75-89 27.9 28.8 26.2 25.0 21.9 18.2 18.0 12.3 15.9 13.1 13.4 7.6 9.2 13.8 
Sum 20.3 20.6 19.4 17.8 15.9 13.5 13.1 9.9 10.8 9.1 9.0 6.8 9.5 7.9 

 

Table 6. Upper panel: Number of ovarian cancer diagnoses occurring in the age range as a 

function of number of children in the present marriage. Lower panel: Age-specific incidence 

rates (per 10.000 PY) of ovarian cancer after number of children in the present marriage. 

Rates based on <3 cases not shown. 

Age\chi 
N.cancers 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

45-59 149 187 175 95 53 20 11 4 4 1 1 0 0 0 
60-74 365 398 471 263 160 66 28 12 7 2 3 2 0 1 
75-89 253 232 365 248 110 70 38 18 8 2 3 2 0 0 
Sum 767 817 1011 606 323 156 77 34 19 5 7 4 0 1 

Incidence 
rates by 

age 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 

45-59 4.6 4.6 3.1 2.6 2.6 1.9 2.1 1.4 2.6    
60-74 5.0 5.0 4.5 3.7 3.7 2.7 2.0 1.5 1.4  1.6  
75-89 5.3 4.6 5.3 5.0 3.5 3.8 3.4 2.5 1.8  1.7  
Sum 5.0 4.8 4.4 3.8 3.4 2.9 2.5 1.9 1.7 0.76 1.7 2.0 

 

Table 7. Upper panel. Number of endometrial cancer diagnoses occurring in the age range 

as a function of number of children in the present marriage. Lower panel; Age-specific 

incidence rates (per 10.000 PY) of endometrial cancer after number of children in the present 

marriage. Rates with <3 cases not shown. 

Age\chi 

N.cancers 
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

45-59 157 164 182 112 43 19 11 7 3 1 1 2 1 0 
60-74 412 399 436 273 152 90 39 16 7 6 0 1 1 0 
75-89 258 255 333 196 116 61 32 20 11 7 7 0 2 1 
Sum 827 818 951 581 311 170 82 43 21 14 8 3 4 1 

Incidence 
rates by 

age 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

45-59 4.8 4.0 3.2 3.0 2.1 1.8 2.1 2.5 2.0     
60-74 5.6 5.0 4.2 3.8 3.5 3.7 2.8 1.9 1.4 2.0    
75-89 5.4 5.0 4.9 4.0 3.7 3.3 2.9 2.8 2.4 2.5 3.9   
Sum 5.4 4.8 4.2 3.7 3.3 3.2 2.7 2.4 1.9 2.1 2.0 1.5 3.4 
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Table 8 Upper panel. Number of cervical cancer diagnoses occurring in the age range as a 

function of number of children in the present marriage. Lower panel. Age-specific incidence 

rates (per 10.000 PY) of cervical cancer after number of children in the present marriage. 

Age\chi 
N.cancers 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

45-59 153 150 211 134 80 43 21 14 9 3 1 2 1 1 
60-74 262 276 304 176 119 63 35 29 17 14 5 3 2 4 
75-89 108 95 132 88 52 38 23 14 9 11 0 3 2 0 
Sum 523 521 647 398 251 144 79 57 35 28 6 8 5 5 

Incidence 

rates by 

age 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

45-59 4.7 3.7 3.8 3.6 3.9 4.1 3.9 4.9 5.9 3.7     
60-74 3.6 3.5 2.9 2.5 2.8 2.6 2.5 3.5 3.4 4.7 2.7 3.3   
75-89 2.3 1.9 1.9 1.8 1.7 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.0 3.9  3.3   
Sum 3.4 3.0 2.8 2.5 2.6 2.7 2.6 3.1 3.2 4.2 1.5 3.9 4.3 9.8 

 

Table 9. The estimated parameters for breast cancer in Model 1-3. Linear model: estimated 

AIC equal 200783, deviance reduced from 202392 to 200777. Higher order model: estimated 

AIC equal 200777, deviance reduced from 202392 to 200767. Corresponding numbers are 

not comparable in the model with age at birth since the data set is smaller.  

 Linear model, Model 1 Higher order model, Model 2 Age at first birth, Model 3 

Param. Est. S.dev. P Est. S.dev. P Est. S.dev. P 

𝛼 (interc.) -8.013 0.060 <2e-16 -8.663 0.37 <2e-16 -8.01 0.061 <2e-16 

𝛾 (child) -0.111 0.0052 <2e-16 -0.197 0.039 5e-7 -0.111 0.0052 <2e-16 

𝛽 (age) 0.0283 0.00083 <2e-16 0.0508 0.011 1e-6 0.028 0.00083 <2e-16 

𝜃 (age**2)    -0.00018 0.000075 0.015    

𝜑 

(age*child) 

   0.0012 0.00053 0.026    

𝜔1       0.011 0.0021 <2e-7 

𝜔2       0.0095 0.0043 0.03 

 

Table 10. The estimated parameters for ovarian cancer in Model 1-3. Linear model: AIC 

estimated equal 53886, deviance reduced from 54115 to 53880. Higher order model: 

estimated AIC equal 53876, deviance reduced from 54115 to 53864. Corresponding numbers 

are not comparable in the model with age at birth since the data set is smaller.   

 Linear model, Model 1 Higher order model, Model 2 Age at first birth, Model 3 

Param. Est. S.dev. P Est. S.dev. P Est. S.dev. P 

𝛼 (interc.) -8.485 0.123 <2e-16 -10.13 0.76 <2e-16 -8.534 0.124 <2e-16 

𝛾 (child) -0.142 0.012 <2e-16 -0.277 0.089 0.0018 -0.138 0.0012 <2e-16 

𝛽 (age) 0.0149 0.0017 <2e-16 0.0687 0.0022 0.00151 0.0151 0.00089 <2e-16 

𝜇 (child**2)    -0.00922 0.00045 0.039    

𝜃 (age**2)    -0.000441 0.00016 0.0055    

𝜑 

(age*child) 

   0.00286 0.00122 0.020    

𝜔1       -0.0334 0.0046 6e-13 

𝜔1       -0.0479 0.0098 9e-7 
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Table 11. The estimated parameters for endometrial cancer in Model 1-3. Linear model: 

estimated AIC equal 53139, deviance reduced from 53283 to 53133. Higher order model: 

estimated AIC equal 53114, deviance reduced from 53283 to 53106. Corresponding numbers 

are not comparable in the model with age at birth since the data set is smaller.    

 Linear model, Model 1 Higher order model, Model 2 Age at first birth, Model 3 

Param. Est. S.dev. p Est. S.dev. P Est. S.dev. P 

𝛼 (interc.) -8.317 0.124 <2e-16 -12.16 0.77 <2e-16 -8.321 0.124 <2e-16 

𝛾 (child) -0.115 0.011 <2e-16 -0.115 0.011 <2e-16 -0.114 0.0011 <2e-16 

𝛽 (age) 0.0112 0.0017 1e-11 0.0126 0.023 3e-8 0.0112 0.0017 1e-10 

𝜃 (age**2)    -0.000830 0.00016 4e-7    

𝜔1       -0.0104 0.0046 0.023 

 

Table 12. The estimated parameters for the sum of breast, ovarian and endometrial cancer in 

Model 1-2. Linear model: estimated AIC equal 238722, deviance reduced from 240526 to 

238710. Higher order model: estimated AIC equal 238726, deviance reduced from 240526 to 

238716. Note that AIC og deviance is higher in linear model. The model is included since 

two higher order parameters were significant.  

 Linear model, Model 1 Higher order model, Model 2 

Param. Est. S.dev. P Est. S.dev. P 

𝛼 (interc.) -7.622 0.054 <2e-16 -8.373 0.33 <2e-16 

𝛾 (child) -0.116 0.0047 <2e-16 -0.222 0.035 4e-10 

𝛽 (age) 0.0259 0.00074 <2e-16 0.0521 0.0095 4e-8 

𝜃 (age**2)    -0.00021 0.000068 0.016 

𝜑 

(age*child) 

   0.0015 0.00048 0.026 

 

Table 13. The estimated parameters for cervical cancer in Model 1. AIC estimated to 39936. 

Parameter Estimate St. dev. p-value 

𝛼 (intercept)      -6.438 0.135 <2e-16 

𝛽 (age) -0.026 0.0020 <2e-16 

 

Table 14. The estimated parameters for breast cancer in Model 3 when women with 4 and 

more children are collected in one group 4+.  

 Age at first birth 

Param. Est. S.dev. P 

𝛼 (interc.) -8.00 0.061 <2e-16 

𝛾 (child) -0.111 0.0052 <2e-16 

𝛽 (age) 0.028 0.00083 <2e-16 

𝜃 (age**2)    

𝜑 

(age*child) 

   

𝜔1 0.011 0.0021 <2e-7 

𝜔2 0.0095 0.0044 0.03 

𝜔3 0.0091 0.0064 0.15 

𝜔4+ 0.021 0.0068 0.0015 
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Figures. 

 

 

 

Figure 1. The dependency of age at first and last birth with increasing on parity, based on 

numbers from Table 2 and estimated intervals between births. The two lines are age at first 

and last birth for the 10% of women with an early birth and the 10% women with early last 

birth. Showing decreasing age with increasing parity. The dashed lines are the 90% quantile 

for the first and last child. With 10 children is the 80% interval for the first birth (20,27) years 

and for the last birth (39,46) 
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 Figure 2. The incidence rate per 10 000 person-years for breast, ovarian, endometrial, and 

cervical cancer as a function of number of children 0-14. The dotted lines are the estimated 

(0.05,0.95) confidence interval.   
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Figure 3. The incidence rate per 10 000 person-years for the sum of breast, ovarian and 

endometrial cancer as a function of number of children 0-14. The dotted lines are the 

estimated (0.05,0.95) confidence interval.   
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Figure 4. The incidence rate per 10 000 women for breast cancer at the age 45 (lower 

curve), 60 and 75 (upper curve) as a function of number of children. Left the linear model, 

right including higher order terms. 

  

Figure 5: The incidence rate per 10 000 women for ovarian cancer at the age 45 (lower 

curve), 60 and 75 (upper curve) as a function of number of children in present marriage at the 

1960 census. Left the linear model, right including higher order terms.  
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Figure 6. The estimated incidence rate per 10 000 women for endometrial cancer at the age 

45 (lower curve), 60 and 75 (upper curve) as a function of number of children in present 

marriage at the 1960 census. Left figure a linear model, right including higher order terms.  

 

  

Figure 7. The estimated incidence rate per 10 000 women for cancer of the breast (black, 

right axis), ovary (red, left axis) and endometrium (green, left axis) for the ages 45, 60 and 75 

years for 1 until 18 children. Left figure linear model right figure higher order terms.  
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Figure 8. The ratio per 10 000 women for the sum of breast, ovarian and endometrial 

cancer at the age 45 (lower curve), 60 and 75 (upper curve) as a function of number of 

children in present marriage at the 1960 census. Linear model. The higher order model did 

not give a better fit to the data and is therefore not included.  
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