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Abstract

Objectives: Sex differences in occupational biomechanical exposures may be part of the explanation why musculoskeletal
complaints and disorders tend to be more common among women than among men. We aimed to determine possible sex
differences in task distribution and task-specific postures and movements of the upper extremities among Danish house
painters, and to establish sex-specific task exposure matrices.

Methods: To obtain task distributions, we sent out a questionnaire to all members of the Painters’ Union in Denmark
(N = 9364), of whom 53% responded. Respondents reported their task distributions in a typical week. To obtain task
exposures, postures and movements were measured in 25 male and 25 female house painters for one whole working day
per person. We used goniometers on the wrists, and inclinometers on the forehead and the upper arms. Participants filled in
a logbook allowing task-specific exposures to be identified. Percentiles and % time with non-neutral postures were used to
characterise postures. Velocity, range of motion, repetitiveness, and variation were used as measures of movement.
Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel statistics and unpaired double-sided t-tests with post-hoc Bonferroni correction were used to
evaluate sex differences.

Results: Statistically significant (p,0.05) sex differences were revealed in task proportions, but the proportions differed by
less than 4%. For task exposures, no statistically significant sex differences were found.

Conclusions: Only minor sex differences were found in task distribution and task exposures regarding postures and
movements among Danish house painters. Sex-specific task exposure matrices were established.
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among Danish House Painters: An Observational Study Combining Questionnaire Data with Biomechanical Measurements. PLoS ONE 9(11): e110899. doi:10.1371/
journal.pone.0110899

Editor: Jonathan A. Coles, Glasgow University, United Kingdom

Received June 5, 2014; Accepted September 17, 2014; Published November 3, 2014

Copyright: � 2014 Heilskov-Hansen et al. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits
unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original author and source are credited.

Data Availability: The authors confirm that all data underlying the findings are fully available without restriction. All relevant data are within the paper and its
Supporting Information files.

Funding: The study was funded by the Danish Working Environment Research Fund (grant no. 43-2010-03) (http://arbejdstilsynet.dk/da/om%20arbejdstilsynet/
arbejdsmiljoforskningsfonden.aspx). JFT and SM received the funding. The funders had no role in study design, data collection and analysis, decision to publish, or
preparation of the manuscript.

Competing Interests: The authors have declared that no competing interests exist.

* Email: Thomas.Heilskov-Hansen@regionh.dk

Introduction

Musculoskeletal disorders (MSDs) account for a large part of the

population’s use of health care, sickness absence, and health

related pensioning before the normal retirement age [1–3].

Women constitute about half of the working population in many

industrialized countries, but female populations are underrepre-

sented in occupational epidemiological studies of MSDs [4–6]. It is

well known that women report more musculoskeletal complaints in

the upper extremities than their male co-workers [7–14], and to

some extent this may reflect a higher prevalence of work-related

MSDs. Three main hypotheses have been proposed to explain this

difference between the two sexes. First, women may have a lower

threshold for reporting complaints [7,15–19]. Second, occupa-

tional biomechanical exposures may be higher among women

even within the same job because of sex-segregated tasks [10,20–

22], different postures and movements while performing the same

task, or higher use of force relative to their maximum [23]. Third,

women may be more vulnerable to specific exposures [15,24].

Increased knowledge on reasons for sex differences could

potentially open up perspectives for the prevention of MSDs.

PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org 1 November 2014 | Volume 9 | Issue 11 | e110899

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://arbejdstilsynet.dk/da/om%20arbejdstilsynet/arbejdsmiljoforskningsfonden.aspx
http://arbejdstilsynet.dk/da/om%20arbejdstilsynet/arbejdsmiljoforskningsfonden.aspx
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1371/journal.pone.0110899&domain=pdf


To evaluate the vulnerability hypothesis, studies should focus on

MSDs that are as objectively assessed as possible and include men

and women who are as equally exposed as possible so that the

reporting and exposure hypotheses cannot explain any differences

in the occurrence of MSDs. In Denmark, the house painters’ trade

seems well suited to investigate the vulnerability hypothesis. About

1/3 of the house painters are women, and house painters have

exposures that are risk factors for MSDs of the upper extremities

[25]. Throughout the period 1998 to 2007, female house painters

were 2 to 3 times as likely as male house painters to report claims

of MSDs of the upper extremities to the Danish National Board of

Industrial Injuries (Rolf Petersen, personal communication). The

question is to which degree men and women in the house painters’

trade actually have equal biomechanical exposures to the upper

extremities.

To evaluate exposure differences between men and women

within the same job, task-based exposure assessment may be a

practicable approach [26]. Using this approach, the job exposure

of an individual is estimated by weighing task exposures (i.e., the

specific exposures to a specific body part which result from

performing a specific task) according to the individual’s task

distribution (i.e., the occurrence and duration of the different tasks

within the job; task proportions designate the duration of each task

relative to the whole working time) [27]. Task exposures may be

aggregated in a task exposure matrix (TEM) in the same way as

job exposures may be aggregated in a job exposure matrix [26].

Task-based exposure assessment is particularly likely to be

successful if there are large exposure differences between the

tasks, and it has previously been shown that there are significant

differences in biomechanical exposures between the tasks of male

house painters [28].

The aim of this study was to determine to which degree there

are sex differences in task distribution and task exposures with

respect to postures and movements of the wrist, shoulder, and

head among Danish house painters, and to establish sex-specific

TEMs. The study was conducted as a part of the SHARM

(Shoulder-Hand-ARM) study. The study aims were fulfilled.

Methods

This study combined questionnaire information on task

distribution with task exposures measured by goniometry and

inclinometry. All data was collected from Danish house painters

who receive professional training for 3 K years.

Questionnaire
In 2011, we sent (by postal mail) a questionnaire about

musculoskeletal health and work to all members of the Painters’

Union in Denmark, who were born in 1940 or later (N = 9364,

3128 (33.4%) women and 6236 (66.6%) men). A maximum of two

reminders were sent. One question concerned the task distribution

during a typical week. The question listed the 11 most common

tasks according to representatives of the Painters’ Union, and a

task labelled ‘‘other’’: 1) removing wallpaper.; 2) levelling; 3)

sanding (hand); 4) sanding (giraffe drywall sander); 5) painting

(brush); 6) painting (roll); 7) spraying; 8) hanging wallpaper.; 9)

covering, carrying materials and equipment, or cleaning; 10)

pause; 11) driving; 12) other. The question was phrased: ‘‘This
question regards your work after 1990. The question is a bit
difficult. Try your best to make the hours add up to your total
working hours in a typical week. Please, state the average number of
hours you have spent on each task. Start by writing 0 for tasks that
you have usually not performed. Then distribute your working
hours so that the numbers add up to your total working hours in a

typical week’’. The participants were encouraged to draft and add

up the hours before filling in the questionnaire. We converted the

self-reported task distribution to task proportions for each

individual and tested for sex differences in the average percentage

of time spent on each task. Due to large sex differences in mean

age, the questionnaire data was analysed divided into 5 age-

groups.

Exposure measurements
All painters’ workshops (N = 267) in the Capital Region of

Denmark were identified in the Danish Central Business Register.

In a random order, we contacted the workshops by postal mail,

followed by a phone-call, and asked them if 1–4 of their house

painters (preferably the same number of men and women) would

be willing to participate in exposure measurements during one

whole working day per person. This procedure was continued

until 25 men and 25 women were included. Originally, we

intended to ask the companies to provide a list of all employed

house painters, so that we could ask a random sample to

participate [28], but in many cases there were only a few

employees or few employees expressed willingness to participate,

so we gave up this procedure.

After contact to 53 companies, 22 companies had agreed to

participate, and the predetermined number of participants had

been achieved. For each participant, one whole day measurement

was performed on an ordinary working day from Monday to

Thursday (Friday was avoided because it normally had fewer

working hours). The measurements were performed in the period

from May 2011 to March 2012. Only right handed persons

without current upper extremity complaints were included.

Investigators met with the participants at their worksite or at the

workshop. Preparation of the measurements was carried out by

one of two investigators and lasted approximately one hour

including questions on background characteristics. The time spent

on preparation of the measurements was paid for by the employer.

After preparation of the measurements, the investigator left and

then returned at the end of the day to remove the equipment.

During the measurements, the participants filled in the clock time

for changes between tasks in a logbook. The tasks were predefined

and corresponded to the ones in the questionnaire. Each

participant was given a synchronized clock radio so that the time

could be read from a digital display. Thus, the measurements

could subsequently be divided according to tasks.

During the data collection four tasks had less than 5 individual

measurements for both the group of men and the group of women

respectively. These tasks were: 1. removing wallpaper; 4.sanding

(giraffe); 7. spraying; and 8. hanging wallpaper. Instead these

measurements were added to task number 12 containing other

tasks than the predefined ones. In order to avoid attenuation of

differences between task exposures due to imprecise indication of

time for task-change, two minutes were excluded from the

measurements at the beginning and end of each task before we

calculated task exposures for the TEMs. For the overall job

exposure ‘‘total work’’, the entire recording was used. If a

participant performed a given task more than once, the recordings

were pooled.

Biaxial goniometers (SG75, Biometrics Ltd, Newport, UK) were

used for measuring wrist postures and movements. The goniom-

eters were placed on the dorsal side of each wrist with the distal

part over the third metacarpal bone and the proximal part in the

midline between ulna and radius [29–31]. Initially, recordings

were made in the anatomical reference position in order to define

the neutral posture, i.e., 0u of flexion/extension and radial/ulnar

deviation. This was done with the participants sitting down, resting
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their lower arms and hands on a table with their palms facing

down.

Triaxial inclinometers (Logger Teknologi HB, Åkarp, Sweden)

were used for measuring inclination of the head and elevation of

the upper arms [32]. The inclinometers were placed on the

forehead and on the lateral side of both upper arms just beneath

the protrusion of the middle deltoid muscle [33]. To define a

neutral posture, reference positions were initially recorded. For the

head, the participants were standing, looking at an object 2 to 4

meters away at eye-level. For the arms, the participants were

sitting sideways on a chair leaning against the backrest with their

arm hanging vertically, holding a 2 kg dumbbell in their hand

[33].

The goniometry and inclinometry data was recorded by two

person-worn data-loggers (Logger Teknologi HB, Åkarp, Sweden)

with a sampling frequency of 20 Hz [34]. Data from both sides

were analysed. For each participant, the exposure measures were

derived for ‘‘total work’’ and for the different tasks. For the wrist,

the 10th, 50th, and 90th percentiles for the flexion/extension

movement were used to represent the extended, median, and

flexed wrist-posture, respectively. The corresponding percentiles

for radial/ulnar deviation were used to represent radial, median,

and ulnar deviation, respectively. The 5th–95th interpercentile

range described the range of motion. Movement velocity was

represented by its median, and the mean power frequency (MPF)

was used as a measure of repetitiveness; for a strictly cyclic

movement, MPF is identical to the inverse value of the cycle time

[29]. Non-neutral postures of the wrist were defined as the % time

with angles exceeding 45u flexion/extension or 20u ulnar/radial

deviation.

For head posture the 1st, 50th, and 90th percentiles were used to

represent the backward, median, and forward inclination,

respectively (49). Upper arm elevation was characterized by the

99th percentile (the angle that is exceeded for 1% of the time) and

the % time spent with an elevation above 90u. As measures of

variation, the 5th–95th interpercentile range was calculated for

each minute. The mean value of these one minute samples was

defined as the ‘‘within-minute variation’’ and the standard

deviation as the ‘‘between-minute variation’’ [35].

Statistical analyses
We used Cochran-Mantel-Haenszel statistics to test for statis-

tically significant (p,0.05) sex differences in task proportions

within each age-group. To evaluate sex differences in task

exposures, we used an unpaired double-sided t-test with post-hoc

Bonferroni correction. Differences between task exposures for the

right and left side were tested using a paired double-sided t-test.

Statistical analyses were made using SAS statistical software (v9.2

Cary, NC, USA).

Ethics Statement
The study was accepted by the Regional Scientific Ethics

Committee, Capital region of Denmark (j.no.: H-C-FSP-2010-

036). Participants in the exposure measurements gave informed

written consent. Permission to store the personal information

about the participants was given by the Danish Data Protection

Agency (j.no.: 2010-41-5325). Data was anonymised before

performing the analyses.

Results

Questionnaire
The proportion who responded was 53% (n = 4957), 59%

among women and 50% among men. The mean age of the non-

responders was 31 years among men and 41 years among women.

Table 1 shows characteristics of the questionnaire respondents.

The age distribution differed considerably between men and

women with a higher percentage of older men.

Figure 1 displays mean task proportions for men and women,

respectively, according to age-group. Within tasks, mean task

proportions differed by up to 5% between age-groups. Age-group

patterns were similar for men and women.

Figure 2 presents sex differences in task proportions, according

to age-group. Some statistically significant differences between

men and women were found, but none exceeding 64%. Men had

higher task proportions for levelling, sanding (giraffe), and

spraying, whereas women had higher task proportions for painting

with brush and roll.

Exposure measurements
Table 2 shows the TEM for postures and movements of the

right wrist for each sex. ‘‘Total work’’ represents the overall job

exposure. No statistically significant sex differences were observed.

For both sexes, there were clear differences in exposures between

tasks. For example, the median angular velocity for flexion/

extension during painting (brush) was approximately 4u/s less than

for sanding (hand) for both men and women. The median angular

velocity was approximately 50% higher for flexion/extension of

the wrist than for ulnar/radial deviation in all tasks due to the

higher range of motion for flexion/extension than for ulnar/radial

deviation. MPF was approximately the same for flexion/extension

as for deviations since this measure is sensitive to the frequency,

but not to the amplitude of the movements. Some measures seem

to reflect the same task properties to a great extent. For example

the 50th percentiles for flexion/extension and non-neutral postures

showed the same difference between men and women within tasks.

Table 3 shows the TEM for postures and movements of the

head and right upper arm for each sex; again, job exposures are

presented as well. There were no statistically significant sex

differences. Between-minute variation was higher for ‘‘total work’’

than for any of the tasks that constituted the work. This shows that,

unlike the rest of the exposure measures, job exposures in terms of

between-minute variation cannot even approximately be derived

by a straight forward time weighting of task exposures.

For both sexes, median velocity was distinctively lower for the

wrist and upper arms in the tasks ‘‘driving’’ and ‘‘pause’’ than in

any other task (tables 2 and 3).

Job exposures differed statistically significantly (p,0.05) be-

tween left and right sides. For flexion/extension and ulnar/radial

deviation, both men and women had a higher median velocity and

MPF on the right side; the same was present for median velocity of

shoulder elevation. Sex-specific TEMs were also established for the

left side, i.e., the non-dominant side since all participants were

right-handed. The TEMs for the left side are available from the

supporting information file (Table S1).

Discussion

This study showed only minor sex differences in task

distribution and task-specific postures and movements among

Danish house painters. There was a considerable difference in age

and seniority between male and female respondents. Thus,

reported task distributions for men could reflect a longer period

back in time, where task distributions may have differed from

nowadays. However, we controlled for effects of age by

stratification, and the age-dependent patterns within each task

were quite similar for men and women. The proportion who

returned the questionnaire was relatively low, and responders and

Sex Differences in Tasks and Exposures among Danish House Painters
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non-responders differed from each other with respect to sex and

age distribution, but we think that the age-specific comparisons

counteracted the risk of non-response bias with respect to assessing

sex differences in task distributions.

There is a potential for recall bias with a tendency for

overestimating time proportions spent on highly exposed tasks;

in particular, women might tend to overestimate time proportions

spent on force demanding tasks because they use more force

relative to their maximum than men do [23,24]. Even if this was

the case, the slight differences in task proportions, which we

identified, seemed to be in a direction of men doing more of the

tasks that require high force [23].

During the whole day exposure measurements, a certain task

could be performed by few persons and the total time spent on the

task could be very short. Based on recent recommendations [35],

we decided on a minimum of 5 measurements for each sex per

task. In case of an insufficient number of measurements for a

specific task, the task was added to the task ‘‘other’’, which

diminished the number of tasks from 12 to 8. An alternative

procedure could have been to supplement the whole day

measurements by task-specific measurements until the pre-

specified number of measurements per task was met, but this

would have been time consuming beyond our resources. As a

tentative rule of thumb, a minimum of 120 minutes of measure-

ment per task has been recommended when constructing a TEM

Figure 1. Mean task distribution for men and women, respectively, by age-group.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0110899.g001

Figure 2. Sex differences in mean task proportions, by age-group. Women are reference-group.* Indicates a statistically significant (p,0.05)
sex difference in the specific age-group.
doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0110899.g002
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[36]. For all 8 tasks in our TEM, the total duration of task

exposure measurements was well above this limit.

Self-reported logbook data on task occurrence and duration

may be less precise than direct observation [37]. In an attempt to

exclude potential overflow between tasks due to imprecise timing,

we decided to exclude two minutes in the beginning and end of

each task measurement. This step caused only minor changes,

which indicates a precise overall reporting. We did not apply a

minimum duration of task recording per period, but due to the

2 minutes cut-off, recordings lasting less than 4 minutes were

discarded.

Regarding non-neutral wrist postures, our limit for radial

deviation (20u) was set higher than reported normative data on

range of motion [38]. This was done because flexion/extension

and ulnar/radial deviation movements are coupled [39,40] so that

during normal activity, radial deviation angles exceed the range of

motion of radial deviation in a constrained neutral flexion/

extension angle. This is caused by an oblique orientation of the

mechanical axes in relation to the anatomical axes of the wrist

[41]. Our choice of 645u for flexion/extension is consistent with

the symmetrical properties of these movements and well within

reported range of motions [38]. However, the contributions of

flexion/extension to non-neutral postures were almost entirely due

to excessive extension. This corresponds well with the 50th

percentile for flexion/extension which showed that all tasks were

performed with a generally extended wrist; in this posture the

fingers can exert more power in the grip. Extended wrist postures

have been shown to produce particularly high carpal tunnel

pressures, which has been linked to the development of carpal

tunnel syndrome and tendon related disorders [42–44]. Especially,

the combination of non-neutral postures and a high use of force

has been reported as a risk factor for developing MSDs in the

upper extremity [45]. Contrary to this, a recent study showed a

protective effect of wrist extension .43u during heavy grip, but

this study mainly concerned de Quervain’s disease and the study

had very few cases [46].

Exposure measures for work with elevated arms are commonly

derived from the right upper tail of the amplitude distribution

function (ADF) of the elevation angle. A high percentile, e.g. the

99th, can be selected, and the corresponding angle, xxu, derived

from the ADF. The interpretation of this measure is that for 1% of

the time, the elevation angle exceeded xxu. Alternatively, a high

elevation threshold, e.g. 90u can be chosen, and the % time above

this angle, yy%, can be derived; the interpretation is that for yy%

of the time, the elevation exceeded 90u. Percentiles are commonly

used to express neutral and extreme postures without any

assumptions about the pathophysiological mechanisms [47–52].

A disadvantage with percentiles is that time weighting of task

exposure is an approximation [47], which may lead to bias for

short measurements [36]. Thresholds are more intuitive and are

generally considered to be easily assessable from low-cost

observations and thus preferable for epidemiological studies and

work place visits e.g. by occupational physicians. However,

observations may be as resource demanding as measurements,

and may introduce bias [53]. The choice of thresholds may be

based on hypotheses on pathogenesis [27] and safe lower levels of

exposure. Exposures below the threshold are disregarded. For

upper arm elevation .90u, the SD in our material exceeded the

group mean for some of the tasks, e.g. driving (table 3). This is a

drawback because it shows that the confidence intervals for these

task exposures are wide.

Upper extremities MSDs have been demonstrated to be more

prevalent in the dominant arm [13,54]. This distinction is also

evident within the house painters’ trade [25]. Our tables presented

exposure measurement data from the right side, which was the

dominant side for all participants, by design. We think that these

task exposures can be assigned to the dominant side for left-

handed persons because house painters are not constrained to use

the right hand due to the design of tools or characteristics of

worksites.

Small, but statistically significant sex differences were found for

some tasks when comparing the self-reported task distributions.

Several studies have addressed the problem of sex-segregated tasks

in relation to sex differences in MSDs within a job [9,24,55–59].

In our study, task-specific postures and movements did not show

statistically significant sex differences, and it could therefore be

considered to use a common TEM for men and women, even in

studies of sex differences in MSDs. However, the sex-specific

TEMs enable inclusion of the derived sex differences, when

estimating the individual exposure in future epidemiological

studies. Moreover, the TEMs can be extended with sex-specific

data regarding use of force (23).

In conclusion, sex-specific TEMs were constructed for the head

and the dominant and non-dominant wrist and upper arm. Only

minor sex differences were found in self-reported task distributions

and objectively measured task-specific postures and movements of

the upper extremities. Thus, the house painters’ trade seems well

suited to investigate sex differences in vulnerability to exposures

that may cause upper extremity MSDs.

Supporting Information

Table S1 Task exposure matrix for postures and
movements of the left wrist for each sex. Data are

displayed for the 7 tasks that constitute the work. Additionally,

data are shown for total work and pause. For flexion/extension

and ulnar/radial deviation, positive angles denote flexion and

ulnar deviation, respectively, and negative angles extension and

radial-deviation, respectively, [MPF = mean power frequency].

(DOCX)

Acknowledgments

The authors wish to thank Rolf Petersen for compiling the data on workers

compensation claims, which initiated the study. We would also like to

thank the Painters’ Union in Denmark and its members for cooperating.

Author Contributions

Conceived and designed the experiments: TH SWS JFT SM GAH.

Performed the experiments: TH. Analyzed the data: TH GAH.

Contributed reagents/materials/analysis tools: TH SWS JFT SM GAH.

Wrote the paper: TH SWS JFT SM GAH. Developed the system used for

biomechanical measurements as well as the software used in analysis:

GAH.

References

1. Thiehoff R (2002) Economic significance of work disability caused by

musculoskeletal disorders. Orthopade 31: 949–956.

2. Nordlund A, Palsson B, Ohlsson K, Skerfving S (2000) Economic consequences

of occupational disorders in women with repetitive industrial work. The

European Journal of Public Health 10: 127–132.

3. Wilson d’Almeida K, Godard C, Leclerc A, Lahon G (2008) Sickness absence for

upper limb disorders in a French company. Occupational Medicine 58: 506–

508.

4. Artazcoz L, Borrell C, Cortes I, Escriba-Aguir V, Cascant L (2007)

Occupational epidemiology and work related inequalities in health: a gender

Sex Differences in Tasks and Exposures among Danish House Painters

PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org 8 November 2014 | Volume 9 | Issue 11 | e110899



perspective for two complementary approaches to work and health research.

J Epidemiol Community Health 61 Suppl 2: ii39–ii45.

5. Messing K, Mager SJ (2006) Sex, gender and women’s occupational health: the

importance of considering mechanism. Environ Res 101: 149–162.

6. Niedhammer I, Saurel-Cubizolles MJ, Piciotti M, Bonenfant S (2000) How is sex

considered in recent epidemiological publications on occupational risks? Occup

Environ Med 57: 521–527.

7. Bingefors K, Isacson D (2004) Epidemiology, co-morbidity, and impact on

health-related quality of life of self-reported headache and musculoskeletal pain -

a gender perspective. European Journal of Pain 8: 435–450. doi: DOI: 10.1016/

j.ejpain.2004.01.005.

8. Dahlberg R, Karlqvist L, Bildt C, Nykvist K (2004) Do work technique and

musculoskeletal symptoms differ between men and women performing the same

type of work tasks? Applied Ergonomics 35: 521–529. doi: DOI: 10.1016/

j.apergo.2004.06.008.

9. de Zwart BC, Frings-Dresen MH, Kilbom A (2001) Gender differences in upper

extremity musculoskeletal complaints in the working population. Int Arch

Occup Environ Health 74: 21–30.

10. Hooftman WE, van Poppel MN, van der Beek AJ, Bongers PM, van MW (2004)

Gender differences in the relations between work-related physical and

psychosocial risk factors and musculoskeletal complaints. Scand J Work Environ

Health 30: 261–278.

11. Nordander C, Ohlsson K, Akesson I, Arvidsson I, Balogh I, et al. (2013)

Exposure-response relationships in work-related musculoskeletal disorders in

elbows and hands - A synthesis of group-level data on exposure and response

obtained using uniform methods of data collection. Appl Ergon 44: 241–253.

S0003-6870(12)00116-0 [pii];10.1016/j.apergo.2012.07.009 [doi].

12. Nordander C, Ohlsson K, Akesson I, Arvidsson I, Balogh I, et al. (2009) Risk of

musculoskeletal disorders among females and males in repetitive/constrained

work. Ergonomics 52: 1226–1239. doi: 10.1080/00140130903056071.

13. Shiri R, Varonen H, Heliovaara M, Viikari-Juntura E (2007) Hand dominance

in upper extremity musculoskeletal disorders. J Rheumatol 34: 1076–1082. 07/

13/034 [pii].

14. Wijnhoven HA, de Vet HC, Picavet HS (2006) Explaining sex differences in

chronic musculoskeletal pain in a general population. Pain 124: 158–166.

15. Hurley RW, Adams MC (2008) Sex, gender, and pain: an overview of a complex

field. Anesth Analg 107: 309–317.

16. Ladwig KH, Marten-Mittag B, Formanek B, Dammann G (2000) Gender

differences of symptom reporting and medical health care utilization in the

German population. Eur J Epidemiol 16: 511–518.

17. Myers CD, Riley JL, III, Robinson ME (2003) Psychosocial contributions to sex-

correlated differences in pain. Clin J Pain 19: 225–232.

18. Riley JL III, Robinson ME, Wise EA, Myers CD, Fillingim RB (1998) Sex

differences in the perception of noxious experimental stimuli: a meta-analysis.

Pain 74: 181–187.

19. van Wijk CM, Kolk AM (1997) Sex differences in physical symptoms: the

contribution of symptom perception theory. Soc Sci Med 45: 231–246.

S0277953696003401 [pii].

20. Kennedy SM, Koehoorn M (2003) Exposure assessment in epidemiology: does

gender matter? Am J Ind Med 44: 576–583.

21. Leijon O, Bernmark E, Karlqvist L, Harenstam A (2005) Awkward work

postures: association with occupational gender segregation. Am J Ind Med 47:

381–393.

22. Lundberg U (2002) Psychophysiology of work: stress, gender, endocrine

response, and work-related upper extremity disorders. Am J Ind Med 41:

383–392.

23. Meyland JK, Heilskov-Hansen T, Alkjaer T, Koblauch H, Mikkelsen S, et al.

(2014) Sex differences in muscular load among house painters performing

identical work tasks. Eur J Appl Physiol .

24. Nordander C, Ohlsson K, Balogh I, Hansson GA, Axmon A, et al. (2008)

Gender differences in workers with identical repetitive industrial tasks: exposure

and musculoskeletal disorders. Int Arch Occup Environ Health 81: 939–947.

10.1007/s00420-007-0286-9 [doi].

25. Svendsen SW, Bonde JP, Mathiassen SE, Stengaard-Pedersen K, Frich LH

(2004) Work related shoulder disorders: quantitative exposure-response relations

with reference to arm posture. Occup Environ Med 61: 844–853.

26. Benke G, Sim M, Fritschi L, Aldred G (2000) Beyond the Job Exposure Matrix

(JEM): the Task Exposure Matrix (TEM). Annals of Occupational Hygiene 44:

475–482.

27. Winkel J, Mathiassen SE (1994) Assessment of physical work load in

epidemiologic studies: concepts, issues and operational considerations. Ergo-

nomics 37: 979–988. doi: 10.1080/00140139408963711.

28. Svendsen SW, Mathiassen SE, Bonde JP (2005) Task based exposure assessment

in ergonomic epidemiology: a study of upper arm elevation in the jobs of

machinists, car mechanics, and house painters. Occup Environ Med 62: 18–27.

29. Hansson GA, Balogh I, Ohlsson K, Rylander L, Skerfving S (1996) Goniometer

measurement and computer analysis of wrist angles and movements applied to

occupational repetitive work. J Electromyogr Kinesiol 6: 23–35.

30. Balogh I, Ohlsson K, Nordander C, Skerfving S, Hansson GA (2009) Precision

of measurements of physical workload during standardized manual handling

part III: goniometry of the wrists. J Electromyogr Kinesiol 19: 1005–1012.

S1050-6411(08)00113-2 [pii];10.1016/j.jelekin.2008.07.003 [doi].

31. Hansson GA, Balogh I, Ohlsson K, Skerfving S (2004) Measurements of wrist

and forearm positions and movements: effect of, and compensation for,

goniometer crosstalk. J Electromyogr Kinesiol 14: 355–367.

32. Hansson GA, Asterland P, Holmer NG, Skerfving S (2001) Validity and

reliability of triaxial accelerometers for inclinometry in posture analysis. Med

Biol Eng Comput 39: 405–413.

33. Hansson GA, Arvidsson I, Ohlsson K, Nordander C, Mathiassen SE, et al.

(2006) Precision of measurements of physical workload during standardised

manual handling. Part II: Inclinometry of head, upper back, neck and upper

arms. J Electromyogr Kinesiol 16: 125–136.

34. Hansson GA, Asterland P, Kellerman M (2003) Modular data logger system for

physical workload measurements. Ergonomics 46: 407–415. 8W8F4P4QCU-

CUHULF [pii];10.1080/0014013021000034920 [doi].

35. Arvidsson I, Balogh I, Hansson GA, Ohlsson K, Akesson I, et al (2012)

Rationalization in meat cutting - consequences on physical workload. Appl

Ergon 43: 1026–1032. S0003-6870(12)00029-4 [pii];10.1016/j.apergo.2012.

03.001 [doi].

36. Mathiassen SE, Wahlstrom J, Forsman M (2012) Bias and imprecision in posture

percentile variables estimated from short exposure samples. BMC Med Res

Methodol 12: 36. 1471-2288-12-36 [pii];10.1186/1471-2288-12-36 [doi].

37. Unge J, Hansson GA, Ohlsson K, Nordander C, Axmon A, et al. (2005) Validity

of self-assessed reports of occurrence and duration of occupational tasks.

Ergonomics 48: 12–24.

38. Klum M, Wolf MB, Hahn P, Leclere FM, Bruckner T, et al. (2012) Normative

Data on Wrist Function. The Journal of Hand Surgery 37: 2050–2060.

39. Garg R, Kraszewski P, Stoecklein HH, Syrkin G, Hillstrom HJ, et al. (2014)

Wrist Kinematic Coupling and Performance During Functional Tasks: Effects of

Constrained Motion. The Journal of Hand Surgery 39: 634–642.

40. Li ZM, Kuxhaus L, Fisk JA, Christophel TH (2005) Coupling between wrist

flexion-extension and radial-ulnar deviation. Clinical Biomechanics 20: 177–

183.

41. Crisco JJ, Heard WMR, Rich RR, Paller DJ, Wolfe SW (2011) The Mechanical

Axes of the Wrist Are Oriented Obliquely to the Anatomical Axes. The Journal

of Bone & Joint Surgery 93: 169–177. doi: 10.2106/JBJS.I.01222.

42. Keir PJ, Bach JM, Hudes M, Rempel DM (2007) Guidelines for Wrist Posture

Based on Carpal Tunnel Pressure Thresholds. Human Factors: The Journal of

the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society 49: 88–99.

43. McGorry RW, Fallentin N, Andersen JH, Keir PJ, Hansen TB, et al. (2014)

Effect of grip type, wrist motion, and resistance level on pressures within the

carpal tunnel of normal wrists. J Orthop Res 32: 524–530.

44. Werner R, Armstrong TJ, Bir C, Aylard MK (1997) Intracarpal canal pressures:

the role of finger, hand, wrist and forearm position. Clinical Biomechanics 12:

44–51.

45. Punnett L, Wegman DH (2004) Work-related musculoskeletal disorders: the

epidemiologic evidence and the debate. J Electromyogr Kinesiol 14: 13–23.

10.1016/j.jelekin.2003.09.015 [doi];S1050641103001251 [pii].

46. Harris-Adamson C, You D, Eisen EA, Goldberg R, Rempel D (2014) The

Impact of Posture on Wrist Tendinosis Among Blue-Collar Workers: The San

Francisco Study. Human Factors: The Journal of the Human Factors and

Ergonomics Society 56: 143–150.

47. Fethke NB, Gant LC, Gerr F (2011) Comparison of biomechanical loading

during use of conventional stud welding equipment and an alternate system.

Applied Ergonomics 42: 725–734.

48. Hansson GA, Balogh I, Ohlsson K, Granqvist L, Nordander C, et al. (2009)

Physical workload in various types of work: Part I. Wrist and forearm.

International Journal of Industrial Ergonomics 39: 221–233. doi: DOI: 10.1016/

j.ergon.2008.04.003.

49. Hansson GA, Balogh I, Ohlsson K, Granqvist L, Nordander C, et al. (2010)

Physical workload in various types of work: Part II. Neck, shoulder and upper

arm. International Journal of Industrial Ergonomics 40: 267–281.

50. Balogh I, Ohlsson K, Hansson GA, Engstrom T, Skerfving S (2006) Increasing

the degree of automation in a production system: Consequences for the physical

workload. International Journal of Industrial Ergonomics 36: 353–365.

51. Delisle A, Lariviere C, Plamondon A, Imbeau D (2006) Comparison of three

computer office workstations offering forearm support: impact on upper limb

posture and muscle activation. Ergonomics 49: 139–160. doi: 10.1080/

10610270500450739.

52. Arvidsson I, Hansson GA, Mathiassen SE, Skerfving S (2006) Changes in

physical workload with implementation of mouse-based information technology

in air traffic control. International Journal of Industrial Ergonomics 36: 613–

622.

53. Trask C, Mathiassen SE, Wahlstrom J, Forsman M (2014) Cost-efficient

assessment of biomechanical exposure in occupational groups, exemplified by

posture observation and inclinometry. Scand J Work Environ Health 40: 252–

265. 3416 [pii];10.5271/sjweh.3416 [doi].

54. Arvidsson I, Arvidsson M, Axmon A, Hansson G, Johansson CR, et al. (2006)

Musculoskeletal disorders among female and male air traffic controllers

performing identical and demanding computer work. Ergonomics 49: 1052–

1067. doi: 10.1080/00140130600733816.

55. Locke SJ, Colt JS, Stewart PA, Armenti KR, Baris D, et al. (2014) Identifying

gender differences in reported occupational information from three US

population-based case-control studies. Occupational and Environmental Med-

icine. Epub ahead of print.

Sex Differences in Tasks and Exposures among Danish House Painters

PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org 9 November 2014 | Volume 9 | Issue 11 | e110899



56. Messing K, Punnett L, Bond M, Alexanderson K, Pyle J, et al. (2003) Be the

fairest of them all: Challenges and recommendations for the treatment of gender

in occupational health research. Am J Ind Med 43: 618–629.

57. Eng A, ’t Mannetje A, McLean D, Ellison-Loschmann L, Cheng S, et al. (2011)

Gender differences in occupational exposure patterns. Occupational and

Environmental Medicine 68: 888–894.

58. Hooftman WE, van der Beek AJ, Bongers PM, van MW (2005) Gender

differences in self-reported physical and psychosocial exposures in jobs with both
female and male workers. J Occup Environ Med 47: 244–252. 00043764-

200503000-00006 [pii].

59. Messing K, Dumais L, Courville J, Seifert AM, Boucher M (1994) Evaluation of
exposure data from men and women with the same job title. J Occup Med 36:

913–917.

Sex Differences in Tasks and Exposures among Danish House Painters

PLOS ONE | www.plosone.org 10 November 2014 | Volume 9 | Issue 11 | e110899


