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BMJ Open publishes all reviews undertaken for accepted manuscripts. Reviewers are asked to 

complete a checklist review form (http://bmjopen.bmj.com/site/about/resources/checklist.pdf) and 

are provided with free text boxes to elaborate on their assessment. These free text comments are 

reproduced below.   

 

 

ARTICLE DETAILS 

TITLE (PROVISIONAL) Do Physical Exposures throughout Working Life Influence Chair-
Rise Performance in Midlife? A Retrospective Cohort Study of 
Associations between Work and Physical Function in Denmark. 

AUTHORS Møller, Anne; Reventlow, Susanne; Hansen, Åse; Andersen, Lars; 
Siersma, Volkert; Lund, Rikke; Avlund, Kirsten; Andersen, Johan; 
Mortensen, Ole 

 

VERSION 1 - REVIEW 

REVIEWER Rachel Cooper 
MRC Unit for Lifelong Health and Ageing at UCL, UK 

REVIEW RETURNED 17-Sep-2015 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS I thank the authors for their careful consideration of my additional 
comments and their detailed response. The authors have 
satisfactorily addressed my comments; as the models presented in 
table 2 are all now correctly based on the same N, there is no need 
to present two columns of Ns (all of which show the same value) but 
instead a note in the title or footnote could be added which indicates 
that the N for all models for men is 2463 and for women is 666.  

 

VERSION 1 – AUTHOR RESPONSE 

According to the latest comments I have the following answers: 

 

1) When reporting differences in mean chair rises (e.g. -1.75 chair-rises in the abstract) it would be 

helpful to also see 95% confidence intervals reported 

Yes, and I have added the confidence intervals, too and calculated the accurate numbers in R. 

 

2) For variables that are highly skewed (as indicated in table 1 by a large difference between the 

mean and median) it would be more useful to see the median and interquartile range reported rather 

than the mean, median and SD. 

Good suggestion. I have calculated the interquartile range and added it to the table.  

 

3) By adding Ns to table 2, as requested, the authors have highlighted a problem with their models; to 

be able to compare the effect estimates from different models and make statements on the impact of 

adjustments for covariates the models need to be run on the same sample.  If different models are run 

on different Ns the change in sample rather than the addition of covariates may explain any observed 
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changes in effect estimate.  All models in table 2 therefore need to be rerun on the sample with 

complete data (i.e. N=2507). 

Thanks for the suggestion. Some of your suspicion was right. 

We now only used participants without missing values in all included variables/covariates, i.e. N=2463 

men and N=666 women. The analyses have been rerun.  

As expected: 

In the unadjusted analyses no changes have been observed. 

In the final model no changes have been observed. 

However, in model 1 we find changes in the estimates and the associations are stronger (statistically).  

Among women, many analyses show stronger associations. Model 1 was not statistically significant in 

the former calculations, whereas this has changed in the new estimates.  

However, the final model has not been changed and the overall conclusion has not been changed.  

I have changed the discussion about the influence of the confounders.  

The participants with missing values in confounders seem to have biased the results.  

I have included the new table with associations based on the same N in all calculations. I have added 

a table in this response comparing the old and the new calculations for your information only. 

 

4) Please check the manuscript carefully for grammatical errors and unnecessary text.  For example, 

please remove ‘jobs’ from the top line on page 8. 

Sorry for the grammatical errors, we will have the manuscript checked by an experienced medical 

writer. 
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