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Authors %
(Study) Year  (95% CI) Weight
Cohort |

Pronk (Shanghai Women's Health) [46] 2010 —0——: 0.80(0.52,1.24) 7.78
Akerstedt (SALT study) [13] 2015 H—— 168 (0.98,2.88) 613
Travis (EPIC Oxford) [12] 2016 € -+ 0.22(0.03, 1.61) 0.69

|
Travis (MWS)[12] 2016 - 1.00 (0.81, 1.23) 13.02
Subtotal (I-squared = 55.7%, p = 0.080) <"_> 1.01 (0.70, 1.48) 27.62
: i

Nested case control :

Lie (Norwegian nurses) [49] 201 —— 1.07 (0.82, 1.41) 11.48
Li (Shanghai textil workers [48] 2015 -+ 0.89(0.79, 1.00) 15.02
Hansen (Danish nurses) [17] 2012a | ———p— 2.10(1.34,3.29) 7.55
Hansen (Danish military) [18] 2012b -:—0— 2.10(0.99,4.45) 385
Subtotal (I-squared = 83.1%, p = 0.000) <3:> 1.30(0.89, 1.92) 37.89
Case-control i

Pesch (GENICA) [15] 2010 ' -+ 248 (0.62,9.95) 1.36
Grundy [16] 2010 —— 1.35(0.92,1.97) 896
Fritschi [50] 2013 102 (0.71, 1.46) 942
Papantoniou (MCC-Spain) [19] 2015 1.21(0.89, 1.65) 1054

Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p=0613) 1.22(1.01,1.48) 3449

Overall (l-squared = 61.8%, p = 0.002)

——
Tse [51) 2014 ——— 155 (0.76,3.15) 421
—
,
1
117 (0.99, 1.39) 100.00
J
|

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

Figure S1. Analysis excluding five studies with uncertain exposure definitions.



Authors %

(Study) Year m (95% CI) Weight
Cohort :
Pronk (Shanghai Women's Health) [46] 2014 —0—:- 0.80(0.52, 1.24) 585
Travis (EPIC Oxford) [12] 2016 € + L 0.22(0.03,1.61) 038
Travis (MWS) [12] 2016 —— 1.00(0.81,1.23) 13.24
Wegrzyn (NHS1) [14] 2017 L d 1.03(0.93, 1.14) 18.46
Wegrzyn (NHS2 updated) [14] 2017 —_—— 140(100,196) 823
Jones (Generations) [47] 2019 —p— 1.03(0.80, 1.33) 11.18
Subtotal (l-squared = 26.6%, p = 0.235) 1.03(0.92,1.17) 57.34
i

Nested case control |
Lie (Norwegian nurses) [49] 2011 —— 1.07 (0.82, 1.41) 1057
Hansen (Danish nurses) [17] 2012a | —— 210(1.34,3.29) 561
Hansen (Danish military) [18] 2012b -E—-o-— 210(0.99, 4.45) 243
Subtotal (l-squared = 74.3%, p = 0.020) -ﬂl'::> 1.59 (0.94, 2.68) 18.61

:
Case-control !
Grundy [16] 2010 +—— 1.35(092,197) 7.15
Fritschi [50] 2013 — 102(0.71,146) 771
Papantoniou (MCC-Spain) [19] 2015 —— 1.21(0.89, 1.65) 9.19
Subtotal (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0.565) 1.18(0.97,1.44) 24.06

1
Overall (I-squared = 48.2%, p = 0.031) 1.13(1.00, 1.28) 100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis E

T T
5 1 15

Figure S2. Analysis of long-term NSW and BC restricted to those studies that reached at least seven. points in the New-
castle Ottawa Scale (NOS 2 7).
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Figure S3. Funnel plot limited to studies of high quality (NOS > 7).



%

Author (Study) Year m (95% CI) Weight

I

Cohort E
|

Schernhammer (NHS1) [20] 2001 -4~ : 1.34(0.77,2.33) 38.99
!
!

Wegrzyn (NHS2 updated, first 10 yrs) [14] 2017 : - ) 213(1.19,381) 3530
i

Subtotal (-squared = 21.8%, p = 0.258) O 167(1.06,2.64) 7428
I

Grundy [16] 2013 *

Subtotal (I-squared = %, p=.) <:> 1.30(0.66,2.57) 2572
]
Overall (I-squared = 0.0%, p = 0435) <> 157(1.11,221)  100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis

!
i
|

Case control :
|
. 1.30(0.66,2.57) 2572
i

I I

Figure S4. Analysis of long-term NSW and premenopausal BC limited to studies of high quality (NOS >7).

Author o,

(Study) Year m (95% CI) Weight
1

Cohort |:

Schernhammer (NHS1) [20] 2001 - 1.14 (0.98, 1.34) 52.40

L

Travis (EPIC Oxford) [12] 2016 € B 0.22(0.03,1.61) 0.49

Travis (MWS) [12] 2016 —— 1.00 (0.81, 1.23) 34.15
Subtotal (I-squared = 42.9%, p = 0.174) q 1.06 (0.87,1.30) 87.03
]
I
Case control :
1
Grundy [16] 2013 —— 1.11(0.77,1.61) 12.97
Subtotal (I-squared = .%, p =) <> 1.11(0.77,1.61)  12.97
I
1
Overall (I-squared = 14.8%, p = 0.318) > 1.08 (0.94, 1.24) 100.00
I
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis |
T T

Figure S5. Analysis of long-term NSW and postmenopausal BC limited to studies of high quality (NOS > 7).



Table S1. Results of the risk of bias assessment by the Newcastle-Ottawa Scale.

Cohort Studies I. Representativeness/Selection IL.Comparability III. Outcome
I1. 12 L3 14 II. 1.1 II1.2. II1.3.

Author, Exposed Non exposed Exposure Outcome Control of Outcome  Follow- Follow-up

study, cohort cohort from the Ascertainm not present covariables Assessment up adequacy

publication same ent at start length (<15% of

date community (>15 yrs) difference in

lost to

follow-up)

Wegrzyn

(2017) NHS 1 o o o L o L L

[14]

Wegrzyn

(2017) NHS TI el el el LR el el el

[14]

Pronk (2010)

SHWS [46] L & & & L & L

Koppes (2014)

Dutch Labor o o o e

Force [22]

Akerstedt

(2015) SALT ol el el el ol el

[13]

Travis (2016)

EPIC-Oxford o o o o L e

[12]

Travis (2016)

MWS UK [12] & e e e L e

Jones (2019)

Generations L & & & LH &

Study [47]

Nested case-

control and

case control
studies

I. Selection II. Comparability IIL. Ascertainment of exposure

11 1.2 L3 14 IL 1.1 I11.2 I11.3
Author, Adequate Representative Controls Controls Control of Exposure Same Non-
study, case ness of the selection  definition covariables ascertainmen method response-rate
publication definition cases t for cases  (<15% of
date & difference)
controls

Nested case- control
studies

Lie (2006)

Norwegian L & & o o
nurses [21]

Lie (2011)

Norwegian L & & L o2 L L
nurses [49]

Hansen

(2012a)

Danish o o3 o foze; & &
nurses [17]

Hansen

(2012b)

Danish e & & LHY & L L
military [18]

Li (2015)

Shanghai

textile worker o o o o o
[48]

Case- control studies

Pesch  (2010) o)
GENICA [15]
Fritschi (2013)
BCEES [50]
Grundy
(2013) [16]
Tse (2014)
[51,55]
Papantoniou
(2015) MCC
[19]
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