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Abstract:

Background

Musculoskeletal disorders (MSD) represent the main contributor to disability worldwide. However, a global view
of the geographic and temporal trends in the occurrence of MSD remains lacking. This study aimed to assess the
spatio-temporal distribution of MSD from 1990 to 2019.

Methods

We used data from the 2019 Global Burden of Diseases (GBD) to analyse the prevalence of 6 work-related MSD
defined medically or self-reported pain, over the 1990-2019 period. We mapped raw and age-standardized
prevalence in over 204 countries. We also described the 2019 MSD prevalence by sub-regions, age, and sex. We
assessed temporal trends in prevalence using Cochran-Armitage trend tests (CA). We also explored the correlation
between national income level and medical density for each country with the MSD prevalence using multivariate
regression.

Findings

In 2019, global raw prevalences of work-related MSD ranged from 0-56% [95% CI: 0-43-0-70] for hip
osteoarthritis to 8:62% [95% CI: 7-62-9-74] for low back pain, with large variations across countries. The
prevalence of MSD increased monotonically with age, except for neck pain which increase then remain stable or
decreases after 45-50 years old. Globally, MSD prevalences increased with age in both men and women. Although
the shapes of the age distributions were similar between men and women in all sub-regions, MSD prevalences
were higher in women compared to men. Prevalences were higher in high vs. middle income countries for the 6
MSD. Over time, in most sub-regions, trends in raw prevalences of low back and neck pain increased significantly,
whereas after controlling for age, a majority were no longer significant. Osteoarthritis raw prevalence increased
in more than half of the sub-regions; however, after taking age into account, almost half of the trends remained
significant or close to significance. Finally, on multivariate linear regressions, the World Bank income level and
medical density for each country were positively correlated with the prevalences of MSD.

Interpretation

The ageing of the population presumably drives the growing burden of MSD on a global scale, although other
factors also play a role in the occurrence of these pathologies over time. Longitudinal data on a larger panel of
MSD, considering occupational exposures over time, would allow better prevention of these pathologies.

Fundings
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Research in context

Evidence before this study

Musculoskeletal disorders (MSD) represent a major public health problem and the burden of morbidity is expected
to increase considerably due to the overall ageing of the population. Several studies from the Global Burden of
Disease (GBD) have shown that MSD are among the most disabling chronic non-communicable pathologies in
the world. There are established links between many risk factors and MSD such as biomechanical and
psychosocial factors, but very few studies have focused on the temporal trends of MSD and their geographical
distribution. We searched PubMed and Google Scholar for articles of any language focusing on temporal trends
in MSD, up to July 15, 2022. The search terms were: ("Musculoskeletal disorder*" OR "Musculoskeletal
disease*") AND (“temporal trends” OR “time trends” OR “over time”) AND (“incidence” OR “prevalence”)).
Several articles described the global burden of specific MSD based on data from the GBD. However, these studies
focused on a unique MSD, and did not describe global patterns of diseases. Additionally, a recent systematic
review explored the role of aging and other risk factors in the time trends of MSD. This review highlighted the
scarcity of evidence regarding time trends in the burden of MSD, especially beyond western countries. The
surveys set up by the GBD allowed to quantify the prevalence of several pathologies, including MSD standardized
by age, in the world, to be able to compare diseases and study their trends over time.

Added value of this study

To our knowledge, this study is the first to analyze the spatio-temporal distribution of global and regional MSD.
It has been shown that the burden of MSD has tended to increase over the past 30 years. Regardless of the years
and geographical locations studied, the prevalence of low back pain is by far the most widespread in the world.
There is also a great diversity of prevalence between MSD and regions. Most MSD increased significantly over
time but were explained by age. However, age was not sufficient to explain all the trends we report here.
Especially, we observe a marked difference in the prevalence of MSD between countries in the global North vs.
global South, which was not totally explained by differences in age structures. The prevalence of MSD is higher
in high-income countries and with countries with high medical density.

Implications of all the available evidence

In a context of expected ageing of the active population, a better understand these pathologies, it is becoming
urgent to better understand these pathologies to better prevent them. This study has therefore highlighted the
relevance of broader surveillance of these pathologies, considering occupational exposure over time, with a view
to developing effective policies for the management and prevention. Furthermore, the cause of the difference in
MSD prevalence between the Global North and the Global South deserve further research.
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98 Introduction:

99
100 Musculoskeletal disorders (MSD) are among the most common conditions in the world, affecting 1-71 billion
101  people in 2020. MSD includes approximately 150 distinct conditions and can affect people's quality of life,
102 healthcare costs, and work efficiency.! Beyond health issues, MSD may generate considerable productivity loss.
103 In 2010, it has been estimated that 39-2% of European workers suffered from chronic pain and therefore could
104 not work to their full capacity.? Despite the widespread perception of a Northern country-specific issue, MSD
105 represent a global health concern. In 2016, the Global Burden of Disease (GBD) estimated that low back pain
106 (LBP) was the main cause of years lived with a disability in 160 countries.3* Providing a detailed picture of the
107 current global burden of MSD, and anticipating their likely future trends is thus key to assessing the needs of
108 prevention and care, as well as health expenses. However, evidence of past and current trends in the occurrence
109 of MSD comes primarily from high-income countries, while evidence in the Global South remains scarce.®
110
111  Several factors may drive the spatial and temporal distribution of MSD. First, several risk factors for MSD have
112 been consistently identified, including occupational exposures such as biomechanical or psychosocial factors.5’
113 Moreover, estimates of MSD burden are likely affected by under-report, which itself may be driven by diagnostic
114  capacities and cultural factors, such as perceptions of MSD by caregivers and patients.”®° Therefore, trends in
115  theseindividual, occupational, or diagnostic-related factors may contribute to the temporal and spatial distribution
116 of MSD. Moreover, age also constitutes a strong risk factor for MSD. Among the working population, the
117 incidence of MSD is globally higher in people over 50 years.!®!! Thus, the global variations in demographic
118  structures may also affect the spatial distribution of MSD. Similarly, the global demographic trend of ageing
119 populations may also have impacted the temporal trends in the burden of MSD.*2%3 Assessing the contribution of
120 demography in MSD’ past trends may thus be insightful to anticipate their fate regarding projected further
121 population ageing.
122
123 A global view of the geographic and temporal trends in the occurrence of MSD remains lacking. This study aims
124  to understand the spatio-temporal oral distribution of MSD around the world, between 1990 and 2019, for 204
125  countries and 21 territories, based on an analysis of the GBD 2019 study.

126

127  Method

128

129  The GBD 2019 study
130

131  The GBD constitutes the largest and most comprehensive effort to date to measure levels and trends in disease
132 prevalence worldwide.* It is conducted by the Institute for Health Metrics and Evaluation (IHME). The data
133 processed includes medical claims databases, general population surveys, and medical diagnostics.'® We accessed
134 1990 to 2019 GBD data at: https://vizhub.healthdata.org/gbd-results/.*®

135

136  Case definition

137  The present study focuses on work-related MSD. Therefore, we excluded MSD from inflammatory origin or
138 resulting from a joint manifestation of organic diseases (such as gout, lupus, psoriasis, certain infectious diseases,
139  etc.). We thus included the following definitions, based on two types of MSD data collection: self-reported pain
140  and medically diagnosed osteoarthritis. Both were used for distinct sites: i) low-back pain, ii) neck pain, iii)
141 osteoarthritis of the hip, iv) osteoarthritis of the knee, v) osteoarthritis of the hand, and vi) other osteoarthritis.
142

143 Low back pain (LBP), neck pain (NP), and osteoarthritis (OA) were classified with the following codes according
144 to the International Classification of Diseases (ICD-10): LBP (M54.3, M54.4, and M54.5), NP (M54.2), and OA
145  (M16 and M1). The “other osteoarthritis” category represents the most common form of arthritis, involving
146 chronic inflammation, breakdown, and structural alteration of the joint. Here, the reference case was
147  radiographically confirmed, symptomatic OA present in any joint other than those of the hand, hip and knee that
148  were treated independently.t7:1819

149
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150 Data collection covered 204 countries and 21 sub-regions between 1990 and 2019.16 These subregions were
151  further classified into 6 larger regions: the Americas, the Caribbean, Europe, Oceania, Asia, and Africa. We
152  selected age groups between 20 and 70 years old to best reflect work-related MSD.

153

154  Spatial and temporal distribution of the prevalence of MSD across countries and territories, 1990-2019
155

156 For each MSD studied, we firstly mapped national raw and age-standardized prevalence (supplementary materials
157 S1). We also analysed temporal trends of raw and age-standardized prevalence of MSD, by sub-regions and
158  globally, by computing annual population-weighted average prevalence with the corresponding 95% confidence
159 interval (95% CI). Temporal trends in raw and age-standardized prevalence were tested using Cochran-Armitage
160  (CA) trend tests. Analyses were conducted on both males and females first and then stratified by sex.

161

162  The distribution of the prevalence of MSD considering the income level and medical density worldwide
163

164  We hypothesized that country-level prevalence of MSD was positively correlated with national income level,
165  which may capture the labour/employment structure and then be used as a rough proxy for occupational exposure,
166  and with medical density, which may capture MSD diagnostic capacities.

167

168 National income levels were measured using the World Bank income category provided by the GBD, analysed as
169  an ordinal variable (high-/upper-middle-/lower-middle-/low-income country).*® The national 2017 values of
170 medical density, expressed as the number of healthcare providers per 1,000 inhabitants extracted from the World
171  Bank's BIRD - IDA database.?’ This variable was categorized as ordinal based on the quartiles of its distribution.
172  The independent effect of income level and medical density was explored using multivariate linear regression. All
173  analyses were conducted using the R software (v 4.1.1).

174

175 Results

176

177 Spatial and temporal distribution of the prevalence of MSD by worldwide countries and territories between
178 1990 and 2019

179

180 In 2019, globally, the raw prevalence mean of MSD were 0-46% [95% confidence interval, Cl: 0-35-0-58] for hip
181  OA, 1-71% [95% CI: 1-27-2-29] for hand OA, 2-34% [95% CI: 1-84-2-98] for neck pain, 4-34% [95% CI: 3-71-
182 5-02] for knee OA and 8:22% [95% CI: 7-21-9-35] for low back pain. Country-specific prevalence ranged from
183 0-04% [95% CI: 0-02-0-05] for hand OA in Timor-Leste to 18:9% [95% CI: 16-7-21-4] for LBP in Japan, with
184 important variations across MSD and regions (S2). Among the 6 MSD analysed, lower levels of prevalence were
185  consistently observed for sub-Saharan Africa.

186

187  The higher overall average prevalence (%) per sub-regions all year combined was observed in each barplot
188 presented in figure 1. They varied between 0-09% [95% CI: 0-06-0-13] for hand OA in Southeast Asia and 15-8%
189 [95% CI: 14-6-17-3] for low back in High-income North America. The lowest overall prevalences (%) per sub-
190 regions all year combined were for the LBP in Eastern Sub-Saharan Africa at 3-9% [95% ClI: 3-4-4-4], for NP in
191  Central Sub-Saharan Africa at 0-7% [95% CI: 0-5-0-9], for hip OA in Eastern Sub-Saharan Africa at 0-1% [95%
192 Cl: 0-09-0-15], knee OA in Eastern Sub-Saharan Africa at 1-4% [95% CI: 1-1-1-6] and the hand OA in Southeast
193  Asiaat 0-:09% [95% CI: 0-06-0-13]. The highest overall prevalences (%) per sub-regions all year combined were
194 for NP in Western Europe at 4-7% [95% CI: 3-8-5-8], hip OA in Western Europe at 1-2% [95% CI: 0-9-1-6],
195  knee OA in High-income Asia Pacific at 9-7% [95% CI: 8-5-11-0] and for the hand OA in Eastern Europe at 7-2%
196 [95% CI: 5-5-9-4]. It has mainly been observed that the overall average prevalence for all years combined is
197  higher in high-income countries for LBP, hip, knee, and other OA. For overall prevalence, in all years combined,
198 NP and hand OA were higher in high- and middle-income countries (figure 1).

199

200 Globally, the prevalences of LBP, hip OA, hand OA and other OA increase with age in both males and females
201 (figure 2). The 2019 age-specific prevalence of neck and knee OA increased, then peaked around age 45 for NP
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202  and around age 55 for knee OA. Although absolute levels varied, the shapes of the sex-specific age distributions
203  were similar across sub-regions. Prevalences were higher in women for most of MSD, except for hip OA in
204 Southern Sub-Saharan Africa and other OA for which prevalence was higher in men.

205

206 Over time, more than half of the raw prevalence of pain increase significantly, whereas after age standardization
207  the trends were mostly not significant except for 4 pain trends that were decreasing: 3 for LBP in Australasia, East
208  Asia, and South Asia and 1 for NP in high-income North America (tablel). As observed for LBP and NP, most
209  of the osteoarthritis was explained by demographics, for hand OA and other OA. However, unlike LBP and NP,
210 nearly half of the increasing trends remained so after age-standardization for hip OA (13/22 significant or near-
211  significant increase) and knee OA (6/22 significant increase or near-significant increase).

212

213  To compare temporal trends in MSD prevalences by sex, a total of 252 CA trend tests were performed for age-
214  standardized prevalence (126 for men and 126 for women). Among these 252 tests, differences were observed
215 (supplementary material S4 and S5) for 21 sub-regions. For LBP, 3 different temporal trends were highlighted
216  when considering age: in Australasia, the trends are stable for women and decrease significantly in men; in East
217  Asia and South Asia, trends increase significantly for women and decrease significantly for men. There are no
218 differences in time trends of age-standardized MSD for NP. For hip OA, 8 temporal trends differences were
219  observed between women and men: in Andean Latin America, Southern Latin America, High-income North
220  America, Tropical Latin America, Australasia, and Southeast Asia, stable trends for women and increasing trends
221  for men were highlighted, while for East Asia and South Asia decrease was observed in women and an increase
222  was observed in men. For knee OA, 5 temporal trends in the prevalence of MSD considering age were noticed: in
223  Central Latin America, Tropical Latin America, Caribbean, and Southern Sub-Saharan Africa, the trends were
224 stable for women and increased in men, while in South Asia the opposite was seen (stable trends for men and
225 increasing for women). Finally, for hand OA, 2 differences in trends were observed: in Eastern Europe, the trends
226  were stable in women and decreased in men, while for High-income Asia Pacific, in women the trends increased
227  while in men were stable.

228

229  The distribution of the prevalence of MSD considering the World Bank incomes and the medical density
230  worldwide

231

232  We observed a positive association between the prevalence of MSD and, on the one side, the World Bank income
233 level, and, on the other side, medical density (Figure 4). In multivariate regressions, both variables were
234  independently positively associated with the prevalence, for each of the 6 MSD (S6).

235

236  Discussion

237

238 In this study, relying on an extensive analysis of 6 work-related MSD, we describe several patterns driving their

239  spatial and temporal distribution. First, we observed large geographical variations in the raw prevalence of MSD
240  across sub-regions, with a constant trend toward higher prevalence in high-income countries. Second, we observed
241  that the prevalence of MSD increases monotonically with age, except for neck pain, which plateaus or decreases
242  after 45-50 years old. Third, we report that for 5 out of the 6 MSD (except for other OA) we studied, women were
243 more affected than men, constantly across sub-regions. Fourth, we document that globally, the raw prevalence of
244 MSD has significantly increased between 1990 and 2019, with some variations across sub-regions. This increasing
245  trend is likely to be mainly driven by the ageing of the population, as age-standardized prevalence did not
246 significantly change over time. Fifth, when studying the drivers of the spatial distribution of MSD, we observed
247  that large variations remain in prevalence levels when controlling for age, suggesting that demographics only
248  cannot explain spatial disparities in MSD prevalence. Sub-regional levels of income level and medical density
249  were independently associated with a higher prevalence of MSD, suggesting that both labour landscape and
250 diagnostic capacities may affect the local levels of prevalence. Furthermore, it is also interesting to note that the
251 low prevalence values in low-income countries can be partly explained by a probable under-reporting of MSD
252 since in these countries, research priorities are often directed towards pathologies or health problems requiring
253 rapid action (undernutrition, problems related to geopolitical conflicts, infectious diseases, work-related death or
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254 other competitive risk etc.), whereas high income is more on long action (overnutrition, psychosocial ...) Global
255 health at work are important for all countries with such relevant factors.

256

257 A great disparity in overall average prevalence between the sub-regions, all years combined, depending on the
258  type of MSD has been observed. For LBP the difference is a factor of 4, with 3-9% prevalence in Eastern Sub-
259 Saharan Africa and 15-8% prevalence in high-income North America. For NP, the prevalence in Western Europe
260  (4-7%) is more than 6 times higher than the prevalence in Central Sub-Saharan Africa (0-72%). For hip OA, in
261  Central and Eastern Sub-Saharan the prevalence is 0-12% which is 10 times lower than for Western Europe which
262 has a prevalence of 1-2%. The range between the highest and lowest prevalence for knee OA is more than 7, with
263  aprevalence of 1-3% for Eastern Sub-Saharan Africa and a prevalence of 9-7% for the High-income Asia Pacific.
264  Finally, the prevalence of High-income Asia Pacific at 7-2% is about 80 times higher than for Southeast Asia,
265  which has an overall average prevalence for all years combined of 0-09%. These large variations in prevalence
266  are not solely explained by differences in demography, as large prevalence differences remain while considering
267  age-adjusted prevalence.

268

269  This study showed that the most widely high prevalence is attributable to LBP, which corroborates previous results
270  from a study published in 2014.2* The raw prevalence of MSD increased between 1990 and 2019 in a large
271 majority of sub-regions of the world, but most of the pains were explained after considering the age factor, while
272  there were still persistent increases for hip, knee, and other OA. Depending on the type of MSD, demographic
273  seems, therefore, to explain a large majority of temporal changes in pain, but it is not enough to properly
274  understand and apprehend its geographic distribution. Another interesting point is that when observing the
275 prevalence of MSD for 2019 by sub-region, sex, and age, most of the prevalence was increasing with the age, and
276  at a higher level for women. This higher prevalence in women may be due to several reasons: differential
277  exposures; interactions between exposures and gender; effect modification due to male/ female social roles,
278 genetics, psychology and physiology;differential pain experience, reporting or care-seeking.?? These results
279 improved our understanding of temporal trends in MSD, suggesting notably that the overall average prevalence
280  of MSD will globally increase over time. Furthermore, in regions where overall income and medical density are
281 lower, the burden of MSD was ranked lower, probably due to a lack of means and accessibility to diagnosis.
282  Added to this is the fact that in recent years, the ageing of the world population has been observed, which implies
283  that a considerable number of people living with MSD is expected in the decades to come t0.%

284

285 Large disparities in prevalence between countries have been highlighted, especially a marked distinction between
286  the South and the North countries, with higher prevalence in the latter. After age standardization, OA increase can
287 be explained by the potential underdiagnosis of patients who do not necessarily report their pain because they
288 consider it sufficiently low. In addition, differences in prevalence can be explained by specific characteristics of
289  the populations, not only by the age pyramids but also by obesity?*, biomechanical and psychological exposures’,
290  ergonomics of the workstation and /or the tools used at work?®, or even cultural factors in the diagnosis of
291 patients?. These aspects mean that the sensitivity and specificity of the indicators observed undoubtedly vary
292 geographically due to the diversity of the characteristics of the countries and the profiles of the populations.
293  Among these variations, we can count the differences in definitions, in national income, reflecting the structure
294 of employment and acting in part on cultural factors and pain tolerance, or even variations in medical density
295  which may be used as an indicator of diagnostic capability and probability of detection®. Moreover, country
296  treatment arsenal may also indirectly drive the country diagnostic capacity. Another point to consider is the
297 probable improvement in the sensitivity of diagnostic tools and knowledge of these pathologies in North countries.
298  Given these results, the low prevalence in middle- or low-income countries could see their values increase
299 considerably given the rise in the level of income per country over time and therefore potentially in medical
300  density and accessibility to care.

301

302  The variations in the occurrence of MSD depending on the country can also be explained by the evolution of
303 professions and the predominance of certain sectors according to gender, age, and social categories, or the
304  evolution of occupational exposure.?” Several examples can be cited such as construction or transport trades
305  mainly occupied by men vs cashiers, caregivers, and housekeepers mainly occupied by women.?82 We must
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306 therefore consider several opposing factors that can considerably influence the occurrence of MSD. For example,
307 protective factors such as better knowledge of these pathologies with increasingly effective diagnostic and
308  prevention efforts must be considered as much as the known and emerging risk factors. Among the risk factors
309 that will probably increase, we can cite the evolution and emergence of certain professions requiring increasingly
310 rapid activity leading to high stress and sometimes non-optimal postural and ergonomic conditions, with different
311  level of risk factors .3%31:3233 Finally, even if most MSD do not directly lead to death, the state of health is often
312 being considerably degraded. Indeed, these pathologies can play a role in premature mortality by inducing joint
313  effects with other pathologies, for example by making their diagnosis more difficult 33435

314

315 Despite the strength of the study, the GBD data present certain limitations that must be considered in the
316 interpretations for multiple reasons. First, the GBD estimates rely on various sources of data in which quality may
317 differ across countries. Second, it happens that for certain countries where the data was incomplete, calibration
318  was used on neighbouring countries (this aspect was mainly observed for data from African countries).®
319 Furthermore, this study does not allow to distinguish whether the differences in prevalence observed according to
320  the type of MSD and the geographical location of the individuals are due to differences in risk which depend on
321  the characteristics between the regions, such as genetic factors, or whether these differences in prevalence are due
322 torisk factors such as occupational or environmental exposure factors.

323

324 This work presents other limitations that could explain an underestimation of the prevalence and the real burden
325 of MSD over time.®3 Case definitions for MSD are not universally standardized in population studies, making
326 analysis sometimes less precise, especially for different incomes by region.®” Large-scale population studies on
327  the 150 musculoskeletal conditions are very difficult to set up due to the exhaustiveness of the pathologies making
328  the setting up of field studies very expensive.>* Throughout a person's lifetime, there can be a wide variation in
329 the likelihood of a condition, and reporting of pain resulting from highly variable musculoskeletal diseases makes

330  diagnosis sometimes very difficult, especially in low-income areas and with low medical density.

331

332  Conclusion

333

334 MSD are among the most frequent diseases and the most impactful on the quality of life of individuals worldwide.
335 Globally, there is a large variation of prevalence between countries and whether the MSD studied is related to
336 pain or OA. The burden of MSD is mostly increasing worldwide, especially for OA. As the ageing of the global
337 population is rising, this temporal trend is expected to continue.® The prevalence of lower back pain is by far the
338 most widespread in the world, regardless of the years and geographical locations studied. A great diversity of
339 prevalence is also observed between MSD and between regions. Over time, the variations in MSD are
340 overwhelmingly increasing, with most of these increases explained by age, particularly for LBP and NP.
341 Demography does not seem to be the only indicator to consider in these variations since, for example, the
342 differences in prevalence observed by country in 2019 highlighted that for all MSD, prevalences are much higher
343  for the North countries compared to the South countries. In this sense, it has also been shown that income levels
344  and medical densities by region were significantly correlated with observed prevalence. To reduce the burden of
345  these MSD, which is tending to increase considerably, it is important to continue to set up broad surveillance, and
346  to refine the collection methods by facilitating access to data on a wider type of MSD.% Exhaustive longitudinal
347 data on a larger panel of MSD and relevant factors, taking into account occupational exposures over time, would
348  allow to better understand their evolution and to develop efficient policies for the management and prevention of
349  these diseases.3*%°

350
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Figure 1. Spatial and temporal distribution of the raw prevalence of MSD worldwide by 204 countries and 21 sub-regions between 1990 and 2019.
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Raw prevalence of other osteoathritis by 204 countries worldwide in 2019
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Figure 2: Prevalence of MSD worldwide by sub-regions, age and sex for 2019.
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Table 1: Cochran-Armitage trend tests on the raw and age-standardized prevalence of MSD between 1990 and 2019, by regions and sub-regions in both sexes.
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Figure 4: The distribution of the prevalence of MSD considering the World Bank incomes and the medical density worldwide. A. Distribution of MSD prevalence by World Bank
income (low, lower-middle, upper-middle, and high incomes) in 2019. B. Distribution of MSD prevalence by medical density (per 1,000 individuals) categorized by quantiles in

2017.
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Supplementary materials:

S1: Spatial and temporal distribution of the age-standardized prevalence of MSD worldwide by 204 countries and 21 sub-regions between 1990 and 2019.
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Age-standardized prevalence of hip osteoarthritis by 204 countries worldwide in 2019
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Age-standardized prevalence of knee osteoarthritis by 204 countries worldwide in 2019
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Temporal trend of age-standardized prevalence of knee osteoarthritis by sub-r egions between 1990 and 2019
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Age-standardized of other osteoathritis by 204 countries worldwide in 2019

Temporal trend of age-standardized prevalence of other osteoathritis by sub-regions between 1990 and 2019

_8
s
)
gE
33
2e
]
TE
g5
338
=g
T8
3
gg

E]

Other osteoarthritis

Other osteoarthritis

° m
[ttt

Andean Latin America
Central Latin America

o

8e+06-

o
©

6e+06-.

with CI95%
o
&

o
&

4e+06-

Southern Latin America
High-income North America
Tropical Latin America
Caribbean

Central Europe

2e+06-,

Eastem Eurcpe
Westem Europe
Australasia

0e+00-

Oceania

- Central Asia

High-income Asia Pacific

East Asia

South Asia

Southeast Asia

Central Sub-Saharan Africa

Eastem Sub-Saharan Africa

North Africa and Middle East

Southemn Sub-Saharan Africa

. . : £ | ] ] Westem Sub-Saharan Africa
-1.5e+07 -1.0e+07 -5.0e+06 0.0e+00 5.0e+06 1.0e+07 1.5e+07 B D

-2e+06"

-4e+06-

-6e+06-

Overall prevalence (%) per sub-r egions
all year combined

S2: The table of the minimum and maximum prevalence of MSD considering their 95% Cls per country for the year 2019

Min/ MSD Raw prevalence of MSD Age-standardized prevalence of MSD
max Country Prevalence (%0) Cl 95% Country Prevalence (%) C195%
Low back pain India 331 [2-89-3-77] India 5.37 [4-73-6-09]
Neck pain Niger 0-56 [0-44-0-73] New Zealand 0-96 [0-77-1-20]
§ Osteoarthritis hip Afghanistan 0-07 [0-06-0-09] Democratic People’s Republic of Korea 0-19 [0-14-0-24]
E Osteoarthritis knee Somalia 0-98 [0-82-1-14] Tajikistan 277 [2-38-3-21]
S Osteoarthritis hand Timor-Leste 0-04 [0-02-0-05] Maldives 0-12 [0-08-0-16]
Other osteoarthritis Somalia 0-21 [0-16-0-28] Central African Republic 0-67 [0-51-0-86]
Average minimum prevalence 0-86 [0-73-1-01] Average minimum prevalence 1-68 [1-43-1-96]
Low back pain Japan 18-9 [16-7-21-4] United States of America 13.7 [12-7-14-9]
Neck pain United States of America 7-98 [6-63-9-56] Philippines 5.55 [4-42-7-01]
g Osteoarthritis hip Monaco 208 [1-57-2-64] United States of America 1.12 [0-89-1-37]
£ Osteoarthritis knee Japan 16-9 [19-1-14.-7] Republic of Korea 6-74 [5-80-7-71]
g Osteoarthritis hand Republic of Korea 13-3 [10-0-17-3] Iceland 6-21 [4-65-8-06]
Other osteoarthritis Monaco 1.82 [1-41-2-29] Qatar 1.01 [0-75-1-30]
Average maximum prevalence 10-16 [10-5-11-3] Average maximum prevalence 5.72 [4-65-6-72]
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S3: The table of the global prevalence of MSD considering their 95% Cls worldwide for the year 2019

MSD Prevalence (%) Cl195%
Low back pain 8:62 [7-62-9-74]
Neck pain 2-45 [1-95-3-10]
Osteoarthritis hip 0-56 [0-43-0-70]
Osteoarthritis knee 5-02 [4-32-5-77]
Osteoarthritis hand 2-61 [1-96-3-44]
Other osteoarthritis 0-70 [0-53-0-89]

S4: Summary of the CA temporal trend tests on the prevalence of MSD between 1990 and 2019 in both sexes ((g), women (9), and men (d ).

S4.1: Summary of the CA temporal trend tests on the prevalence of pain between 1990 and 2019.

P-VALUES FROM THE RESULTS OF THE COCHRAN-ARMITAGE TEMPORAL TREND TEST ON PREVALENCE OF 5 TYPES

OF MSDs BETWEEN 1990 & 2019
TYPE OF MSDs LOW BACK PAIN NECK PAIN OTHER MSD
Prevalence Raw Age-standardized Raw Age-standardized Raw Age-standardized

SEX

Andean Latin America
Central Latin America
Southern Latin America
High-income North America
Tropical Latin America

Caribbean

Central Europe
Eastern Europe
Western Europe

§1? |0

glelo|g[e]o]¢

?

d

Australasia
Oceania

Central Asia
High-income Asia Pacific
East Asia

South Asia

Southeast Asia

Central Sub-Saharan Africa
Eastern Sub-Saharan Africa
North Africa and Middle East
Southern Sub-Saharan Africa
Western Sub-Saharan Africa

Legends:
I increase, p-value < 0.05

[ Decrease, p-value < 0.05
Increase, p-value < 0.1
Decrease, p-value < 0.1

Non-significant p-value > 0.1
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S4.2: Summary of the CA temporal trend tests on the prevalence of osteoarthritis between 1990 and 2019

P-VALUES FROM THE RESULTS OF THE COCHRAN-ARMITAGE TEMPORAL TREND TEST ON PREVALENCE OF 5 TYPES OF MSDs BETWEEN 1990 & 2019

TVPE OF MSDs HIP OSTEOARTHRITIS KNEE OSTEOARTHRITIS HAND OSTEOARTHRITIS OTHER OSTEOARTHRITS | Legends:
Prevalence Raw Age-standardized Raw Age-standardized Raw Age-standardized Raw Age-standardized - Increase, p-value <0.05
e §|Q|J J ||| g S d g
I ? g ? @ ? ? g ? g ? §T ? g ? I Decrease, p-value < 0.05
Andean Latin America
Central Latin America
Southern Latin America Increase, p-value < 0.1

High-income North America
Tropical Latin America
Caribbean

Central Europe

Eastern Europe

Western Europe

Decrease, p-value < 0.1

Non-significant p-value > 0.1

Australasia

Oceania

Central Asia

High-income Asia Pacific
East Asia

South Asia

Southeast Asia

Central Sub-Saharan Africa
Eastern Sub-Saharan Africa |
North Africa and Middle East
Southern Sub-Saharan Africa
Western Sub-Soharan Africa

I

S5: Details of the p-values from the Cochran-Armitage temporal trend tests on the prevalence of MSD between 1990 and 2019: in both sex (S5.1), women (S5.2), and men (S5.3).
S5.1
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P-VALUES FROM THE RESULTS OF THE COCHRAN-ARMITAGE TEMPORAL TREND TEST ON PREVALENCE OF 5 TYPES OF MSDs BETWEEN 1990 & 2019 (both sex)

TYPE OF MSDs LOW BACK PAIN NECK PAIN HIP OSTEOARTHRITIS KNEE OSTEOARTHRITIS HAND OSTEOARTHRITIS
e- e e e e
Sraslence | hew stan::rdlzed ha stan::MIzed Sy stan::rdlzed sun::Mhed Row stan::rdlzed
Andean Latin America 0.6048 - 0.5578 0.0626 0.0521 0.2029
Central Latin America 0.4831 0.5639 0.2830 0.1096 0.1371
Southern Latin America 0.4247 0.1049 0.4565 0.0674 0.4713
High-income North America|  0.2111 0.1269 ;  0.0449* 0.8182 0.2689
Tropical Latin America 0.4644 0.8898 0.0906 0.4561
Caribbean 0.4245 0.0542 0.5149 PAEEoss s 0.1192 0.4765
Central Europe 0.3891 10.0591 0.5671 0.1613 0.4665
Eastern Europe 0.5057 0.1469 0.5458 0.1506 0.4312 0.9118
Western Europe 0.2495 0.4195 03374 02210 [JIGGISEEIN 02824
Australasia | 0.0956 0.2629 0.3583 - 00860 [NOOAGESNN  0.5912
Oceania | 0.0708 0.5554 0.5169 0.2013 0.2160 0.4940
Central Asia 0.4885 .079: 0.5445 0.2052 0.1496 0.4945
High-income Asia Pacific 0.2184 0.5566 i 0.1897
East Asia 0.3813 0.5226
South Asia 0.5502 0.4150
Southeast Asia 0.5026 0.5771 0.0800 0.4456
Central Sub-Saharan Africa 0.4409 0.5145 0.4247 0.3673 0.4164 0.3440 0.4882 0.4648
Eastern Sub-Saharan Africa 0.5049 0.5422 0.1723 0.1899 0.4423
North Africa and Middle East 0.2870 0.5507 0.0932 0.1038 0.4501
Southern Sub-Saharan Africa 0.4411 0.5641 0.1595 0.1649 0.4380
Western Sub-Saharan Africa 0.5022 0.3800 0.6109 0.6406 0.4113 0.5171 0.1886 0.6167 0.4521
S5.2
P-VALUES FROM THE RESULTS OF THE COCHRAN-ARMITAGE TEMPORAL TREND TEST ON PREVALENCE OF 5 TYPES OF MSDs BETWEEN 1990 & 2019 (women)
TYPE OF MSDs LOW BACK PAIN NECK PAIN HIP OSTEOARTHRITIS KNEE OSTEOARTHRITIS HAND OSTEOARTHRITIS
e- e
s stan::rdlzed Raw surl:::.!lzed Raw stan::rdized . standAa‘:‘.lized Raw stan:fdued
Andean Latin America 0.4012 0.4552 0.4012 0.0671 0.1933
Central Latin America 0.7429 0.4597 0.7429 0.1573 0.1645
Southern Latin America 04528 0.1229 0.4657 0.4528 0.0861 0.4706
High-income North America|  0.2313 0.8498 0.6680 0.0812 0.2313 0.8498 0.7870 0.1966
Tropical Latin America 05552 0.1014 0.5552 0.1356 0.4823
Caribbean [JOM0033%EN 05710 0.4879 05710 [SSIS0SEEEN  0.1534 0.4905
Central Europe 06794 0.0674 0.4450 0.6794 0.1433 0.4718
Eastern Europe 0.4837 0.1702 0.4670 0.4837 0.1256 0.3394 0.8175
Western Europe |  0.1584 0.6624 0.4348 0.6528 0.1584 0.6624 01916 [JIOBIEEIN  0.2430
Australasia|  0.2059 0.8106 0.2907 0.6753 0.2059 0.8106 - 0.0943 0.0733 0.7384
Oceania 0.4473 0.4904 0.4473 0.1662 0.2303 0.4928
Central Asia 0.5274 0.4664 0.5274 0.2143 0.1829 0.4827
High-income Asia Pacific X 0.8590 0.4306 0.8590 0.1373
East Asia 0.4076 0.0135*
South Asia 0.4760 5 0.0531 0.4757
Southeast Asia 0.4922 0.4372 0.0588 0.4626
Central Sub-Saharan Africa 06456 0.4871 0.5031 0.6456 0.4636 0.3981 0.5024 0.4886
Eastern Sub-Saharan Africa 0.6432 0.2933 0.4740 0.6432 0.2741 0.4729
North Africa and Middle East 06406 [JOOTIEENN 043838 0.6406 0.1012 0.4338
Southern Sub-Saharan Africa 0.7089 0.0526 0.4599 0.7089 0.2592 0.4649
Western Sub-Saharan Africa 04702 0.2390 03774 0.2821 0.4702 0.2294 0.2050 0.5072 0.4921

Legends:

I increase, p-value < 0.05

I Decrease, p-value < 0.05
Increase, p-value < 0.1
Decrease, p-value < 0.1

Non-significant p-value > 0.1

Legends:
I increase, p-value < 0.05

[ Decrease, p-value < 0.05
Increase, p-value < 0.1
Decrease, p-value < 0.1

Non-significant p-value > 0.1
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S5.3

P-VALUES FROM THE RESULTS OF THE COCHRAN-ARMITAGE TEMPORAL TREND TEST ON PREVALENCE OF 5 TYPES OF MSDs BETWEEN 1990 & 2019 (men)

TYPE OF MSDs

Prevalence

Andean Latin America
Central Latin America
Southern Latin America
High-income North America
Tropical Latin America

Carivbean | NGBS

Central Europe

Eastern Europe

Western Europe

Australasia

Oceania

Central Asia

High-income Asia Pacific
East Asia

South Asia

Southeast Asia

Central Sub-Saharan Africa
Eastern Sub-Saharan Africa
North Africa and Middle East
Southern Sub-Saharan Africa
Western Sub-Saharan Africa

S6: Tables of linear regression models on 5 MSD for 2019.

LOW BACK PAIN NECK PAIN HIP OSTEOARTHRITIS KNEE OSTEOARTHRITIS HAND OSTEOARTHRITIS
e- e e e
sacdmisd | M| e aandad) P | e ™| e

0.4002 - 0.4342 - 0.3040

0.1861 0.4215 0.2434 0.1225

0.3860 0.1012 0.4473 i 0.4586

0.1866 0.8818 0.7780 _ 0.7792 0.3662
05214 0.1333 0.0594 0.4677

0.5905 0.0711 0.4842 0.0787 0.0925 0.4874

0.5355 0.0600 0.4156 0.2014 0.1805 0.4523

0.4814 0.1382 0.4362 0.2231 0.1985 . 00169*

0.3015 0.8104 0.3844 0.6571 0.1553 0.1561 0.2797
04956  [JO0ASTE o0.2451 0.5985 0.0627 0.4791
0.0772 0.4410 0.1889 0.4761 0.3431 0.2602 0.4842
0.4773 0.0786 0.4412 0.1869 0.1745 0.4279

0.4655 0.4355 03325 0.1531 0.4490

0.3806 0.8821

0.0569 0.4439 0.0957 0.4574

0.5024 0.4099 0.0497 0.4680

0.4709 0.3216 0.4746 0.3554 0.2692 0.3537 03008 0.4633 0.4791

0.3601 0.2883 0.4486 0.0837 0.1315 0.4506

02292 [JNOOTESENN 04482 0.1135 0.1071 0.4745

0.3941 0.0658 0.4169 0.0756 0.0823 0.4357

05329 0.5970 0.4931 0.7808 0.4166 0.8378 0.2233 0.7789 0.4741

Legends:
I increase, p-value < 0.05

I Decrease, p-value < 0.05
Increase, p-value < 0.1

Decrease, p-value < 0.1

Non-significant p-value > 0.1

The World Bank income was an ordinal variable classified into four income levels: World Bank high-income, World Bank upper-middle-income, World Bank lower-middle-income, and World
Bank low-income. The medical density variable for 1,000 individuals per country in 2017 was initially continuous and then categorized as an ordinal variable according to the highlighted four
quantiles (Q1, Q2, Q3 and Q4).

Low back pain Neck pain Hip osteoarthritis Knee osteoarthritis Hand osteoarthritis
Predictors Estimates Cl (95%) P-Value Estimates Cl (95%) P-Value Estimates Cl (95%) P-Value Estimates | Cl (95%) P-Value | Estimates | Cl (95%) P-Value
World Bank
Incomes 1.54 [1-16 -1-92] | <0-001 0-55 [0-31-0-78] | <0-001 0-17 [0-12-0-21] | <0-001 1.15 [0-89-1.42] | <0-001 0-60 [0-29-0-90] | <0-001
(';’;i‘i::;' 071 [0-51-0-92] | <0-001 0-20 [0-07 -0-33] | 0-002 0-12 [0-10 —0-15] | <0-001 0-55 [0-41-0-69] | <0-001 | 0-52 [0-35-0-69] | <0-001
Observations | 187 187 187 187 187
R%R? 0-654/0-650 0-340/0-333 0-688/0-685 0-697/0-694 0-469/0-463
adjusted
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