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Hwang (2011)

Overall

Heterogeneity: 7° = 0.00, I> = 0.00%, H> = 1.00

Test of 6, = 6;: Q(1) = 1.00, p = 0.32
Testof6=0:2=-1.72, p=0.09
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Cohen's d Weight

Study with 95% CI (%) p_value
Adams (2018) . 3 -0.50[-0.58, -0.42] 4.70  0.000
Ardiansyah (2019) —— -061[-0.92, -0.29] 282 0.000
Bruin (2020) [ | -0.32[-0.33, -0.30] 4.89  0.000
Chang (2019) —— -0.06 [-0.28, 0.16] 3.57 0.609
Chen (2018) —— -0.08[-0.36, 0.19] 3.10  0.556
Dai (2018) [ | -0.04[-0.08, 0.00] 485 0.069
Fan (2018) —— -0.10[-0.27, 0.06]) 4.05 0.230
Farahmand (2000) 3 -0.59[-0.65, -0.52] 4.75  0.000
Hong (2021) —— -0.38[-0.53, -0.23] 4.16  0.000
Huang (1996) —— -0.27[-0.45, -0.09] 3.97  0.001
Humbert (2020) —l—— 0.05[-0.30, 040] 257 0.778
Jha (2010) —— -0.28[-0.56, 0.00] 3.09 0.051
Komorita (2020) —— -0.42[-061, -0.23] 386  0.000
Leslie (2017) B -0.36[-0.41, -0.30] 4.80  0.000
Liu (2017) e -0.21[-047, 0.04] 326 0.110
Liu (2021) . B -0.55[-0.64, -0.46] 4.64  0.000
Lobo (2016) - -0.08 [-0.20, 0.04] 4.41 0.227
Min (2020) - 0.12[ 0.00, 0.23] 446  0.221
Su (2019) -l -0.26[-0.41, -0.11] 4.18  0.001
Su (2017) —— -0.40([-0.58, -0.22] 3.97 0.000
Takeshima (2017) —— -0.56 [-0.91, -0.20] 2.51 0.002
Torbergsen (2017) —— -043([-0.73, -0.13] 295 0.003
Valentini (2018) L -0.24[-061, 0.14) 239 0214
Wainwright (2005) - -0.27[-0.40, -0.14]) 4.37  0.000
Yu (2021) —— -0.15[-0.29, -0.01] 4.29 0.047
Zhuang (2020) —— -0.60[-0.84, -0.35] 3.38  0.000
Overall <> -0.29[-0.37, -0.21]

Heterogeneity: v = 0.03, I = 94.72%, H’ = 18.94
Test of 6, = 6: Q(25) = 411.01, p = 0.00
Testof 8 =0:z=-7.06, p=0.00

Random-effects REML model
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exp(ES) Weight
Study with 95% CI (%) p_value
Divorced
Al-Algawy (2019) = 279[0.71, 1096] 166 0.142
Farahmand (2000) = = 135[0.99, 1.84] 617 0.056
Fernandez-Ruiz (2014) = 168[052, 544] 208 0.387
Grisso (1997) -+ 1.39[0.82, 236] 480 0222
Hansen (2018) (| 1.83[1.75, 1.92] 7.19  0.000
Robbins (2007) ‘B 0.87[0.72, 105 678 0.148
Heterogeneity: t° = 0.09, I = 85.58%, H” = 6.94 <> 1.38[1.01, 1.89]
Test of 6, = 6: Q(5) = 60.18, p = 0.00
Testof 8 =0:z=2.00, p=0.05
Single unmarried
Farahmand (2000) _—- 142[097, 208 572 0072
Fernandez-Ruiz (2014) +—— 159[0.93, 272] 475 0.091
Grisso (1997) ——— 154[083, 285 429 0.170
Hansen (2018) ] 210[1.98, 223] 717  0.000
Robbins (2007) E = 150[1.17, 1.93] 648  0.002
Heterogeneity: v = 0.03, I = 59.92%, H* = 2.50 <> 1.70[1.38, 2.10]
Test of 6, = 6 Q(4) = 11.72, p = 0.02
Testof 8 =0:z=5.00, p=0.00
Widowed
Al-Algawy (2019) —,— 117[0.66, 2.08] 453 0592
Farahmand (2000) N B 145[1.07, 196] 620 0.016
Fernandez-Ruiz (2014) —— 248[1.78, 346] 602 0.000
Grisso (1997) —— 164[1.16, 232] 593 0.005
Hansen (2018) [ | 050[048, 052] 719  0.000
Hwang (2011) - 1.36[0.98, 1.88] 6.08 0.062
Robbins (2007) | ] 194[169, 222] 698 0.000
Heterogeneity: 1* = 0.27, I* = 96.73%, H* = 30.55 B 1.36[0.91, 2.03]
Test of 6, = 8 Q(6) = 528.46, p = 0.00
Testof86=0:2=1.50,p=0.13

172 1 2 4 8

Random-effects REML model

Figure S3



exp(ES) Weight

Study with 95% CI (%) p_value
Family history of osteoporosis

Hundrup (2005) 0.92[063, 135 11.01 0.668
Turner (1998) 1.08[052, 226] 604 0.838
Heterogeneity: T = 0.00, I* = 0.00%, H* = 1.00 0.95[0.68, 1.34]

Testof 6,=6;: Q(1) =0.14, p=0.70
Testof6=0:z2=-0.29,p=0.77

Maternal hip fracture

Fox (2000) ek 159[1.27, 2.00] 1365 0.000
Turner (1998) N = 209[1.34, 326] 993 0.001
Zhang (2021) e 128[071, 230] 7.81 0409
Heterogeneity: t° = 0.00, I = 0.00%, H* = 1.00 R 1.63[1.35 1.98]

Test of 6, = 6, Q(2) = 1.90, p=0.39
Testof 6=0:z=5.04, p=0.00

Parental hip fracture

Anpalahan (2014) A 267[125 570] 583 0011
Hwang (2011) S 0.91[040, 209] 519 0824
Robbins (2007) B 174[151, 201] 1484 0.000
Su (2019) e 0.80[049, 131 918 0374
Weber Silva (2017) =1 3.96[1.29, 12.14] 334 0.016
Zhang (2017) - 106[0.82, 1.37] 1317 0.656
Heterogeneity: ° = 0.18, I* = 83.15%, H* = 5.93 < 142[0.94, 2.15]

Test of 6, = 6 Q(5) = 23.94, p =0.00
Testof6=0:z=1.65,p=0.10

Random-effects REML model

Figure S4
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