File S2. Forest plots of all meta-analyses carried out for Table 4 (all studies)

Heavy lifting/load handling and hip osteoarthritis (see Table 4)

a. All prevalence studies, n=13

Physical workload (prevalence studies)
Study

Allen 2010
Croft 1992b
Cvijetic 1999
Elsner 1995
Heliovaara 1993 ———
Kaila-Kangas 2011
Lau 2007
Plotnikoff 2015
Pope 2003
Riyazi 2008
Roach 1994

Vingard 1992 &
Vingard 1997

Overall
Q=50.25, p=10.00, *=76%

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22
Effect estimate (ES)

b. Prevalence studies, ExpoScore=all, DiagScore=3, n=9

Physical workload (prevalence studies)
Study

Allen 2010
Cvijetic 1999 —
Elsner 1995 -
Lau 2007
Plotnikoff 2015
Riyazi 2008
Roach 1994

Vingard 1992 &
Vingard 1997

Overall
Q=47.73,p=0.00, I*=83%

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22
Effect estimate (ES)

ES (95% Cl) % Weight
167 ( 126, 2.23) 283
250 ( 1.10, 570) 3.4
122 ( 098, 246) 109
1.10 ( 0.65, 2.10) 6.7
2.70 ( 1.70, 440) 102
230 ( 120, 430) 57
415 ( 1.23,1401) 16
132 (034, 517) 12
174 ( 1.06, 2.86) 9.4
3.30 ( 1.30, 820) 27
240 ( 120, 470) 50
12.40 ( 6.70,23.00) 6.1
150 ( 0.90, 2.50) 8.8
2.00 ( 1.34, 299) 100.0
ES (95% Cl) % Weight
167 (126, 223) 397
122 ( 098, 246) 153
110 ( 065, 2.10) 9.4
415 ( 1.23,1401) 22
132 (034, 517) 1.7
3.30 ( 1.30, 820) 38
240 ( 1.20, 470) 6.9
12.40 ( 6.70,23.00) 85
150 ( 0.90, 2.50) 124
1.92 ( 1.02, 359) 100.0



c. Prevalence studies, ExpoScore=3, DiagScore=all, n=6)

Physical workload (prevalence studies)

Study ES (95% Cl) % Weight
Croft 1992b & 250 ( 1.10, 5.70) 10.1
Kaila-Kangas 2011 — 2.30 ( 1.20, 4.30) 16.8
Lau 2007 & 4.15 ( 1.23,14.01) 4.6
Pope 2003 —— 1.74 ( 1.06, 2.86) 27.7
Roach 1994 —_— 240 ( 1.20, 470) 147
Vingard 1997 +—— 1.50 ( 0.90, 2.50) 26.2
Overall ‘ 1.98 ( 1.53, 2.58) 100.0
Q=23.64,p=0.60, >=0%
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Effect estimate (ES)

d. Prevalence studies, ExpoScore=3, DiagScore=3, n=3)

Physical workload (prevalence studies)

Study ES (95% Cl) % Weight
Lau 2007 0 415 (1.23,1401) 102
Roach 1994 —— 240 ( 120, 470) 323
Vingard 1997 -.—— 150 ( 0.90, 2.50) 57.6
Overall T 1.94 ( 1.17, 3.20) 100.0
Q=285,p=024, ?=30%

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
Effect estimate (ES)

e. All case-control studies, n=3

Physical workload (incidence studies)

Study ES(95%Cl) % Weight
Coggon 1998 —— 2.30 ( 1.30, 4.40) 386
Vingard 1991b —B— 331 (197, 557) 53.1
Yoshimura 2000 » 410 ( 1.10,1520) 83
Overall A 2.93 ( 2.00, 4.28) 100.0
Q=1.07, p=059, 2= 0%

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 14 15
Effect estimate (ES)
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f.  All cohort studies, n=6

Physical workload (incidence studies)

Study ES (95% Cl) % Weight
Flugsrud 2002 —— 210 ( 150, 3.00) 8.7
Juhakoski 2009 6.70 ( 2.30,19.50) 0.9
Ratzlaff 2011 1 1.80 ( 0.95, 2.82) 35
Rubak 2013 133 ( 117, 1.53) 584
Rubak 2014 135 ( 1.05, 1.74) 16,5
Wang 2011 : 143 ( 0.84, 1.52) 11.9
Overall Q 1.40 ( 1.03, 1.89) 100.0
Q=16.97, p=0.00, #=71%

0O 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Effect estimate (ES)

g. Cohort studies, ExpoScore=all, DiagScore=3, n=5

Physical workload (incidence studies)

Study ES (95% ClI) % Weight
Flugsrud 2002 0 2.10 ( 1.50, 3.00) 838
Ratzlaff 2011 o 1.80 ( 0.95 282) 36
Rubak 2013 —— 1.33 ( 1.17, 1.53) 58.9
Rubak 2014 = 1.35 ( 1.05, 1.74) 1656
Wang 2011 0 113 ( 0.84, 1.52) 12.1
Overall — 1.38 ( 1.12, 1.69) 100.0
Q=862,p=0.07, =54%
1 2
Effect estimate (ES)
h. Cohort studies, ExpoScore=3, DiagScore=3, n=2
Physical workload (incidence studies)
Study ES (95% Cl) % Weight
Rubak 2013 . 1.33 ( 1.17, 1.53) 780
Rubak 2014 . 1.35 ( 1.05, 1.74) 22,0
Overall ———e R — 1.33 ( 1.19, 1.50) 100.0
Q=001,p=092 2=0%

1.05 1.

1 115 12 125 13 135 14 145 15 155 16 165 1.7 175

Effect estimate (ES)
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Farming and hip osteoarthritis (see Table 4)

a. All prevalence studies, n=8

Farmer (prevalence studies)

Study ES (95% CI) % Weight
Axmacher 1993 - 12.00 ( 6.70,21.40) 16.6
Croft 1992a 9.30 ( 1.90,44.50) 2.3
Croft 1992b | M- 200 ( 0.90, 440) 8.9
Franklin 2010 L 360 ( 2.10, 620) 19.1
Thelin 1990 = 3.20 ( 1.80, 5.50) 18.0
Thelin 1997 » 445 (290, 6.83) 305
Thelin 2004 13.30 ( 1.20,145.00) 1.0
Vingard 1992 13.80 ( 4.00,48.10) 3.6
Overall ' 474 ( 2.84, 7.89) 100.0

Q=21.60, p=0.00, I>=68%

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 150
Effect estimate (ES)

b. Prevalence studies, ExpoScore=1-2, DiagScore=1-2, n=4

Farmer (prevalence studies)

Study ES(95%Cl) % Weight
Axmacher 1993 0 12.00 ( 6.70,2140) 285
Croft 1992a o 9.30 ( 1.90,44.50) 3.9
Croft1992b | HE— 200 ( 090, 440) 153
Thelin 1997 E = 445 (290, 6.83) 524
Overall Al 5.38 ( 2.23,12.97) 100.0
Q= 1452, p=0.00, k= 79%

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45
Effect estimate (ES)

c. Prevalence studies, ExpoScore=1-2, DiagScore=3, n=4

Farmer (prevalence studies)

Study ES(95%Cl) % Weight

Franklin 2010 3.60 ( 2.10, 6.20) 45.9

320 ( 1.80, 5.50) 43.1

Thelin 1990
Thelin 2004 & 13.30 ( 1.20,145.00) 2.3
Vingard 1992 '—I— 13.80 ( 4.00,48.10) 8.7
Overall ’ 3.97 ( 217, 7.26) 100.0
Q=553,p=0.14, 2= 46%

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 110 120 130 140 150
Effect estimate (ES)
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d. All cohort studies, n=5

Farmer (incidence studies)

Study
Andersen 2012
Hubertsson 2017
Thelin 2007
Tuchsen 2003 —i—
— =

Vingard 1991a

Overall )

Q=98.70, p = 0.00, I* = 96%

e. Cohort studies, DiagScore=3, n=4

Study
Andersen 2012

-

Hubertsson 2017
Tuchsen 2003
Vingard 1991a

Overall

Q=97.96, p=0.00, ?=97%

4
Effect estimate (ES)

Farmer (incidence studies)

3
Effect estimate (ES)

ES (95% CI) % Weight

1.96 ( 1.84, 2.08)
156 ( 1.03, 2.38)
3.00 ( 1.70, 5.30)
2.86 ( 262, 3.13)
3.78 ( 2.91, 3.88)

2.34 ( 1.55, 3.53)

ES (95% CI)
1.96 ( 1.84, 2.08)
1.56 ( 1.03, 2.38)
286 ( 262, 3.13)
3.78 ( 291, 3.88)

2.34 ( 154, 3.54)

59.2
1.3
0.7

281

10.7

100.0

% Weight

59.6
1.3

28.3
10.8

100.0
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	S2 File. Forest plots of all meta-analyses carried out for Fig 7  (all studies).



