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Abstract

Background: Muscular strength is a powerful marker of current health status and robust predictor of age-related disease and disability. Handgrip

strength (HGS) using isometric dynamometry is a convenient, feasible, and widely used method of assessing muscular strength among people of
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all ages. While adult HGS norms have been published for many countries, no study has yet synthesized available data to produce international

norms. The objective of this study was to generate international sex- and age-specific norms for absolute and body size-normalized HGS across

the adult lifespan.

Methods: Systematic searches were conducted in 6 databases/web search engines (MEDLINE, SPORTDiscus, Embase, Web of Science,

CINAHL, and Google Scholar) up to December 1, 2023. We included full-text peer-reviewed observational studies that reported normative HGS

data for adults aged �20 years by sex and age. Pseudo data were generated using Monte Carlo simulation following harmonization for methodo-

logical variation. Population-weighted Generalized Additive Models for Location, Scale, and Shape were used to develop sex- and age-specific

norms for absolute HGS (kg) and HGS normalized by height (Ht, m) squared (i.e., HGS/Ht2 in kg/m2). Norms were tabulated as percentile

values (5th to 95th) and visualized as smoothed percentile curves.

Results: We included data from 100 unique observational studies representing 2,405,863 adults (51.9% female) aged 20 to 100+ years from 69

countries and regions tested from the year 2000 onward. On average, absolute and normalized HGS values negligibly improved throughout early

adulthood, peaked from age 30�39 years (at 49.7 kg (males) and 29.7 kg (females) for absolute HGS or 16.3 kg/m2 (males) and 11.3 kg/m2

(females) for HGS/Ht2), and declined afterwards. The age-related decline in HGS accelerated from middle to late adulthood and was slightly

larger for males than for females during middle adulthood.

Conclusion: This study provides the world’s largest and most geographically comprehensive international norms for adult HGS by sex and age.

These norms have utility for global peer-comparisons, health screening, and surveillance.

Keywords: Adult; Reference values; Hand strength; Mass screening; Population health
1. Introduction

Physical fitness refers to the ability of the bodily systems to

work well together to support physical activity and basic self-

care. Several components of physical fitness are considered to

be health-related because they are strongly and consistently

associated with overall health.1,2 One such fitness component

is muscular strength, which reflects the ability of a muscle or

group of muscles to generate maximal force in a single

contraction.3 Muscular strength is a powerful marker of

current and future health. A recent overview of 8 systematic

reviews representing 34 studies and nearly 2 million adults

revealed that low muscular strength was significantly linked

with early death from all causes and cardiovascular disease as

well as a higher incidence of physical disability.4 Among

adults, low muscular strength better predicts all-cause and

cardiovascular mortality than do traditional risk factors like

systolic blood pressure.5 Low muscular strength is also associ-

ated with considerable economic burden on government health

care expenditure, with a 10% reduction in the prevalence of

adults with low strength at the population level leading to

considerable (»18%) healthcare cost savings.6 In their popula-

tion-based public health guidelines on physical activity and

sedentary behavior, the World Health Organization (WHO)

recommends muscle-strengthening activities (in addition to

aerobic activities) using major muscle groups at a moderate or

greater intensity on at least 2 (adults) or 3 (older adults) days a

week.7 Collectively, this evidence highlights the importance

of good muscular strength for mitigating health risks across

the lifespan.

Although muscular strength cannot be defined by a single

measure, it is widely assessed by handgrip strength (HGS)

using handgrip dynamometry, which is easily applicable and

recommended for use in clinical, research, and community

settings.8�10 HGS is a convenient, safe, non-invasive, reliable,

and feasible method of assessing muscular strength among

people of all ages, which can be administered by staff with

minimal experience and easily scored and interpreted.11,12
2

This strength capacity assessment has moderate-to-high

construct validity and lower exclusion and dropout rates in

epidemiological studies when compared to more complicated

assessments of whole-body and major muscle group

strength.13�15 Handgrip dynamometers are also becoming

more affordable, with evidence indicating comparable HGS

values between lower cost and standard dynamometers.16

Measures of HGS have excellent clinical utility4,17,18 as low

HGS is used in decision algorithms and assessment criteria for

determining sarcopenia,19�21 dynapenia,22 and frailty.23 HGS

can also be used as a surveillance tool to monitor temporal

trends in population health and to evaluate the effectiveness

and monitor the progress of healthy public policies.24,25

A recognized approach to interpret HGS test results is with

normative values (herein called norms). Norms allow for

comparison to a reference population to determine how well

one compares to their peers of the same sex and age. Norms

can be used to identify individuals with low muscular strength

who may be at risk of poor health and in need of intervention,

or individuals with high muscular strength who are likely to

perform well in sports or occupational tasks. They can also be

used to monitor healthy aging by examining changes in

strength capacity over time. Adult HGS norms have been

widely published for decades. Such norms generally have been

developed using local city or district samples,26�30 rather than

national samples,31�35 and reported for a limited age range

(often older adults)36�40 rather than across the adult lifespan

(i.e., early, middle, and late adulthood).29�31,33,35 Several

studies have alternatively pooled HGS data across surveys

within41�43 or among44,45 countries to present norms at the

national level41�44 or across diverse geographical regions.45

Norms have been reported almost exclusively for absolute

HGS, with few studies adjusting for the known influence of

body size on strength capacity.39�41,44,46�49 To our knowl-

edge, no study has systematically pooled published data and

reported international norms for both absolute HGS and body

size-normalized HGS (herein called normalized HGS) across

the adult lifespan.
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The primary aim of this study was to develop international

sex- and age-specific norms for absolute and normalized HGS

across the adult lifespan. We expect these norms to help with

the interpretation of HGS test results and to extend the utility

of HGS for global peer-comparisons, health screening, and

surveillance.

2. Methods

2.1. Registration and protocol

This systematic review and meta-analysis protocol was

prospectively registered with PROSPERO on April 18, 2022

(ID: CRD42022306992). We followed the Preferred Reporting

Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA)

2020 statement (Supplementary Table 1).50

2.2. Eligibility criteria

Studies were included if they met the following criteria:

a) Population: Adults aged �20 years at baseline, following
the WHO’s definition of adult.51 We excluded studies on

special interest groups (e.g., specific disease, illness, occu-

pation, or athletic groups).
b)
 Measure: Objectively measured HGS in kilograms (kg) (or

values from which kg could be calculated) using handgrip

dynamometry and a published test protocol. Studies must

have tabulated HGS norms in terms of sample size, mean,

and SD (or values from which SD could be calculated)

stratified by sex, age, and country (for multi-country

studies). We included studies that reported closed age

groups to a maximum range of 10 years (e.g., 20�29

years). Studies with incomplete information on sampling,

test, or normative data reporting protocols were excluded.
c)
 Study design: Unique observational (cross-sectional or

cohort) studies reporting HGS data. For cohort studies,

data from both baseline (initial) and refreshment (new)

samples were included if available, but follow-up data

were excluded. We excluded studies that reported dupli-

cate or sub-group data from another included study as well

as data from small samples (mean sample size �20 across

all sex and 5-year age group strata) because mean and SD

were less reliable than those from larger studies. Systematic

reviews were also excluded.
d)
 Publication status: Full-text peer-reviewed published

journal articles. Conference abstracts/papers, commen-

taries, editorials, and dissertations were excluded.
e)
 Timeframe: To minimize the potential bias of temporal

trends and to maintain data recency, only studies reporting

HGS data measured from the year 2000 onward (i.e., the

midpoint testing year was from the year 2000 onward)

were included.
2.3. Information sources

We identified studies by searching online databases and

other sources, including the reference lists of included studies
3

and topical systematic reviews as recommended by the

PRISMA statement.50 We followed the recommendations of

Bramer and colleagues52 regarding the optimal combination of

online databases. Searches of databases and web search

engines were performed in: MEDLINE (via OVID), SPORT-

Discus (via EBSCOhost), Embase (via OVID), Web of

Science (Core Collection), CINAHL (via EBSCOhost), and

Google Scholar (first 200 results sorted by relevance). All

searches were run from database inception to December 1,

2023.

2.4. Search strategy

We designed the online search strategy in consultation with

an academic librarian experienced in systematic reviews. No

language restrictions were applied. The online search strategy

is shown in Supplementary Table 2A�2F.

2.5. Selection process

Records were imported into EndNote (Clarivate Analytics,

Philadelphia, PA, USA), where they were de-duplicated, and

then into Covidence (Veritas Health Innovation, Melbourne,

VIC, Australia) for further de-duplication and record screening.

Titles and abstracts were independently screened against inclu-

sion criteria by 2 authors (GRT and LR) well-experienced in

conducting and publishing systematic reviews. Full-text articles

were then independently screened against inclusion criteria by

the same authors. A third author (BG) resolved conflicts.

2.6. Data collection process and data items

Data were independently extracted by one of the following

authors (GRT, BG, or HTB) using a pre-designed Excel

spreadsheet (Microsoft, Redmond, WA, USA) and were

checked for accuracy by another author (LR). The following

data were extracted from each study: name of lead author,

country or region of participants’ residence, study design

(cross-sectional or cohort), sampling strategy (probability

(i.e., random selection) or non-probability (i.e., non-random

selection)), sample base (national or non-national (i.e., state/

provincial or city/district) sampling), cohort/survey name,

additional sampling notes, testing year(s), sex/gender, age

(range, mean, and SD), standing height (measurement units,

sample size (n), mean, SD, and median), testing protocol,

dynamometer (brand, model, type—electronic (i.e., used elec-

tronic load cell), hydraulic (i.e., used hydraulic fluid), or

mechanical (i.e., used spring mechanism)), body position

(seated or standing), shoulder position (abducted or adducted),

elbow position (extended or flexed), radioulnar position

(neutral, pronated, or supinated), wrist position (neutral or

other (i.e., extended or flexed)), handle position (adjusted to

hand size or adjusted to a standard position), time (min)

between repetitions (reps) on the same hand (<1 or �1),

verbal support (yes or no), testing hand (left, right, non-domi-

nant, dominant, or both), reps per hand (1, 2, or 3), summary

statistic for normative data reporting (average, average of

maxima, or maximum), HGS (measurement units, absolute
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HGS (n, mean, SD, and median for each sex and age stratum),

body size-normalized HGS (n, mean, SD, and median for each

sex and age stratum) if reported as absolute HGS in kg divided

by height (Ht) in meters squared (m2)), additional study-

specific notes, and the full citation.

2.7. Quality assessment

Study quality was assessed using the standard quality

assessment criteria for evaluating primary research papers

from a variety of fields tool.53 This tool includes a 14-item

checklist for assessing quantitative studies by asking about

study design, methods, sample size, analytical approach,

confounding factors, study conclusions, etc. A score of

“Yes” = 2, “Partial” = 1, or “No” = 0 was given to each item

depending on the degree to which the criteria were met. Items

considered not applicable were scored “NA” and excluded

from the total score. The overall quality was calculated by

summing the scores across relevant items and dividing by the

total possible score (i.e., 28 � (number of NA items£ 2)). The

quality of all studies was assessed by a single author (BG),

with 10% of randomly selected studies independently assessed

by a second author (LR).

2.8. Synthesis methods and data analyses

We emailed the corresponding authors of each study to ask

whether they could help develop international sex- and age-

specific norms for adult HGS. To reduce data heterogeneity

among studies, we asked study authors to clarify study details

(e.g., sampling, test, and reporting protocol) and to either

share deidentified raw data or to recalculate descriptive HGS

data (weighted according to study-specific protocols) as per

our “reference” test and reporting protocol where possible.

Public-use raw data were also sought. Ultimately, we had

access to descriptive HGS data that were either extracted from

published studies or were recalculated from raw data. We

reported the descriptive characteristics of included studies as

frequencies (percentage) for categorical variables and medians

(interquartile range [IQR]) for continuous variables.

To combine data across studies, we harmonized for meth-

odological variation by adjusting HGS values to a common

metric, test, and reporting protocol (see Supplementary

Harmonization Methods and Supplementary Table 3A�3E

for a detailed description). First, we expressed age (years at

baseline) in closed 5-year age groups (e.g., 20�24 years,

25�29 years). Second, we expressed absolute HGS values in

kg. According to published studies,46,54,55 we normalized

HGS in kg by dividing by height in meters squared (i.e.,

HGS/Ht2 in kg/m2) because this is the most appropriate

single body size dimension associated with HGS as identified

by allometry. Third, we adjusted HGS values to a reference

test protocol using Poisson regression models generated from

available raw data (n = 366,367) to estimate the relative

difference between the reference handgrip dynamometer

and other dynamometer types, and between reference

testing positions and other positions. Lastly, HGS

values were adjusted to a reference reporting protocol using
4

within-participant raw data (n = 69,528) to estimate the

adjustment factors for testing hand, the number of reps per

hand, and summary statistic.

We used Monte Carlo simulation to generate pseudo data to

develop the international norms for adult HGS. Monte Carlo

simulation uses a random number generator to produce

approximate normal distributions based on reported mean and

SD. Visual analysis of available raw data indicated that both

absolute and normalized HGS were normally distributed

(Supplementary Fig. 1A�1D). We then cleaned the pseudo

datasets with 2 approaches. First, we excluded improbable

values based on available raw data (0�100 kg for absolute

HGS and 0�35 kg/m2 for normalized HGS). Second, we

excluded outliers, which we identified as §3 SD away

from the sex- and age-specific mean values. This cleaning

process resulted in the exclusion of n = 10,368 test results

for absolute HGS and n = 11,424 test results for normalized

HGS.

Norms were developed in R (R Foundation for Statistical

Computing, Vienna, Austria) using the Generalized Additive

Model for Location, Scale, and Shape (GAMLSS)

package.56,57 We fitted 50 response distributions and 3

nonparametric smoothing functions (i.e., cubic splines, poly-

nomial splines, and fractional polynomials). All models were

stratified by sex. Each GAMLSS model was weighted using

United Nations sex- and age-specific population estimates for

202158 to adjust for underlying country-sex-age demographics.

Detrended Q-Q (worm) plots were used for visual analysis. We

selected the model that provided the best balance between fit

and model complexity (i.e., degree of smoothing) using the

Akaike Information Criterion. The sinh-arcsinh SHASH (m, s,
n, t) distribution with fractional polynomials produced the

best balance between fit and smoothness for most models. This

distribution is a 4-parameter distribution that includes m

(approximately the median, which controls the location), s

(approximately the coefficient of variation, which controls the

scale), n (approximately the skewness, which controls the

asymmetry), and t (approximately the kurtosis). The 5th, 10th,

20th, 30th, 40th, 50th, 60th, 70th, 80th, 90th, and 95th percen-

tiles were calculated, with mean percentile values used to

summarize 16 closed age groups, each with a range of 5 years,

between the ages of 20 and 99 years (20�24 years. . .95�99

years) as well as 1 open-ended age group (100+ years). Norms

were tabulated as percentile values and visualized as smoothed

percentile curves.
2.9. Deviation from registered protocol

We planned to use an alternate quality assessment tool

but found the standard quality assessment criteria for eval-

uating primary research papers from a variety of fields

tool53 more suitable for use with both cross-sectional and

cohort studies. While no date restriction was initially

planned for our search, we only included studies reporting

HGS data measured from the year 2000 onward to mini-

mize the potential bias of temporal trends and to maintain

data recency.
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3. Results

3.1. Study selection

Fig. 1 provides a detailed flow diagram of the literature

search and screening process, including reasons for full-text

exclusion. A total of 15,732 records were identified from the

online database search and 27 additional records were identi-

fied from other sources (e.g., reference lists of included studies

and topical systematic reviews). After removing 3787 dupli-

cates, 11,972 records were screened at the title/abstract level,

which was reduced to 313 papers for full-text screening. Of

these, 213 papers were excluded for not meeting inclusion

criteria, with 100 unique observational studies included in this

review.
Fig. 1. PRISMA flow diagram showing the flow of studies through different pha

Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses.

5

3.2. Study characteristics

A summary of the descriptive characteristics and HGS test

protocols of the included studies is shown in Table 1, with the

full list of included studies provided in Supplementary Table

4A and 4B. Following data cleaning, absolute HGS

(n = 2,405,863) and normalized HGS (n = 2,328,890) data

were available for adults (51.9% female) aged 20 to 100+

years from 69 countries and regions tested since the year 2000.

Because the normalized HGS dataset (generated from 89

studies and 4362 study-country-sex-age groups) was a large

subset of the absolute HGS dataset (generated from 100 studies

and 4621 study-country-sex-age groups), only the absolute

HGS dataset is described herein.
ses of the systematic review. HGS = handgrip strength; PRISMA = Preferred



Table 1

Summary of the descriptive characteristics and handgrip strength test proto-

cols of the included studies.

Characteristic Absolute handgrip
strength
(n = 100)

Normalized handgrip
strength
(n = 89)

Year of testing
2000�2009 31 (31.0) 29 (32.6)
2010�2021 69 (69.0) 60 (67.4)
Stage of adult lifespan
Early (20�39 years) 55 (55.0) 46 (51.7)
Middle (40�64 years) 85 (85.0) 74 (83.1)
Late (65+ years) 92 (92.0) 83 (93.3)
All adult stages 47 (47.0) 40 (44.9)
Sample size 1690 (618�8357) 1780 (818�8889)
Study design
Cross-sectional 62 (62.0) 52 (58.4)
Cohort 38 (38.0) 37 (41.6)
Sampling strategy
Probability 61 (61.0) 60 (67.4)
Non-probability 37 (37.0) 27 (30.3)
Both 2 (2.0) 2 (2.2)
Sample base
National 36 (36.0) 33 (37.1)
Non-national 64 (64.0) 56 (62.9)
Dynamometer
Hydraulic 38 (38.0) 30 (33.7)
Electronic 32 (32.0) 29 (32.6)
Mechanical 30 (30.0) 30 (33.7)
Body position
Seated 51 (51.0) 41 (46.1)
Standing 49 (49.0) 48 (53.9)
Shoulder position
Adducted 97 (97.0) 86 (96.6)
Abducted (slight, <45˚) 3 (3.0) 3 (3.4)
Elbow position
Flexed 68 (68.0) 58 (65.2)
Extended 32 (32.0) 31 (34.8)
Radioulnar position
Neutral 98 (98.0) 87 (97.8)
Supinated 2 (2.0) 2 (2.2)
Wrist position
Neutral 100 (100) 89 (100)
Handle position
Adjusted to hand size 69 (69.0) 66 (74.2)
Adjusted to standard position 31 (31.0) 23 (25.8)
Time (min) between reps
<1 38 (38.0) 34 (38.2)
�1 33 (33.0) 28 (31.5)
Not specified 29 (29.0) 27 (30.3)
Verbal support
Yes 67 (67.0) 59 (66.3)
No 15 (15.0) 14 (15.7)
Not specified 18 (18.0) 16 (18.0)
Testing hand
Both 73 (73.0) 63 (70.8)
Dominant 26 (26.0) 25 (28.1)
Non-dominant 1 (1.0) 1 (1.1)
Reps per hand
1 6 (6.0) 4 (4.5)
2 42 (42.0) 40 (44.9)
3 52 (52.0) 45 (50.6)
Summary statistic
Maximum 90 (90.0) 83 (93.3)
Average 9 (9.0) 5 (5.6)
Average of maxima 1 (1.0) 1 (1.1)

Notes: Data are presented as n (%) or median (IQR). Year of testing was

calculated as the mid-year of the testing period. At least 5-years’ worth of data

had to be available to count for the corresponding stage of adult lifespan.

Sample sizes were extracted from published reports or were recalculated from

raw data. Additional information can be found in Supplementary Notes and

Abbreviations.

Abbreviations: IQR = interquartile range; reps = repetitions.
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Normative data were from 47 very high, 13 high, 7 medium,

and 2 low human development index countries and regions,59

which represented 6 of 7 continents, 17 of 22 United Nations’

geographical subregions,60 71% of the world’s population,58

and 67% of the world’s land area.61 Studies presented data for

a broad range of ages spanning a median of 34 years (IQR:

30�55), including early (20�39 years), middle (40�64

years), and late adulthood (65+ years). About half (47%) of

the studies, represented all stages of the adult lifespan, and

nearly all (92%) studies represented late adulthood. The

median study-specific sample size was 1690 (IQR:

618�8357), and participant age was 51 years (IQR: 37�62).

Most studies collected normative HGS data after the year 2010

(69%), using a cross-sectional study design (62%), probability

sampling (61%), and a non-national sample (64%).

In terms of the test protocol, most studies used a hand size-

adjusted (69%) hydraulic dynamometer (38%) and measured

participants’ HGS while seated (51%) with their testing arm

adducted (97%), elbow flexed (68%), and their forearm (98%)

and wrist (100%) in a neutral position. Studies generally had

participants maximally squeeze the dynamometer 3 times

(52%) for each hand (73%), allowed less than 1 min of rest

between reps (38%), provided verbal support (67%), and

statistically summarized HGS as the maximum value

(90%).

3.3. Quality assessment

The quality assessments are summarized in Supplementary

Table 5. The 2 reviewers (BG and LR) agreed on 94% of item

scores, demonstrating nearly perfect inter-rater agreement (k

(95% confidence interval): 0.93 (0.88�0.98)). Four Items (#5

(random allocation), #6 (interventional and investigator

blinding), #7 (interventional and participant blinding), and #12

(controlled for confounding)) were considered not applicable

and excluded from the total score. The median study score was

18 (IQR: 17�19) out of a total possible score of 20, which

indicated high quality overall. Common deficiencies were

related to partial description of subject selection (Item #3)

and an incomplete description of the HGS test protocol

(Item #8).

3.4. Synthesis of results

Tables 2 and 3 show the norms with adjustments for test

and reporting protocols as tabulated percentiles (5th to 95th)

for absolute and normalized HGS, respectively. Smoothed

percentile curves are presented in Fig. 2.

On average, absolute and normalized HGS negligibly

improved per decade throughout early adulthood (standardized

(Cohen’s) effect size (ES) < 0.20, equivalent to 1.0 kg (males)

and 0.7 kg (females) for absolute HGS or 0.5 kg/m2 (males)

and 0.3 kg/m2 (females) for HGS/Ht2) and peaked from age 30

to 39 years (at 49.7 kg (males) and 29.7 kg (females) or 16.3

kg/m2 (males) and 11.3 kg/m2 (females)) (Tables 2 and 3,

Figs. 2 and 3). HGS declined every decade thereafter, with a

negligible-to-small per decade decline in middle adulthood

(ES < 0.49, equivalent to 2.8 kg (males) and 1.4 kg (females)
6



Table 2

Normative values (percentiles) for absolute handgrip strength in kilograms by sex and age based on data from 2,405,863 adults aged 20 to 100+ years representing

69 countries and regions.

Age (year) P5 P10 P20 P30 P40 P50 P60 P70 P80 P90 P95

Male

20�24 33.9 36.8 40.5 43.2 45.7 48.0 50.4 52.9 56.0 60.1 63.6

25�29 35.5 38.5 42.1 44.8 47.1 49.3 51.5 53.9 56.7 60.7 64.0

30�34 35.0 38.3 42.2 45.0 47.4 49.7 52.0 54.4 57.4 61.5 64.9

35�39 33.8 37.3 41.5 44.5 47.1 49.5 51.9 54.4 57.5 61.8 65.3

40�44 32.3 36.0 40.4 43.6 46.3 48.8 51.2 53.9 57.1 61.5 65.1

45�49 30.6 34.4 39.0 42.3 45.1 47.6 50.2 52.9 56.2 60.7 64.4

50�54 28.9 32.8 37.4 40.7 43.5 46.2 48.8 51.6 54.8 59.4 63.1

55�59 27.2 31.0 35.6 38.9 41.7 44.4 47.0 49.8 53.1 57.7 61.4

60�64 25.5 29.1 33.6 36.9 39.7 42.4 45.0 47.8 51.1 55.6 59.3

65�69 23.7 27.2 31.5 34.7 37.5 40.1 42.8 45.6 48.8 53.2 56.8

70�74 21.9 25.2 29.3 32.4 35.1 37.7 40.3 43.1 46.3 50.6 54.1

75�79 20.0 23.1 27.0 29.9 32.5 35.1 37.6 40.3 43.5 47.7 51.1

80�84 18.0 20.8 24.5 27.3 29.8 32.3 34.8 37.5 40.5 44.7 48.0

85�89 15.9 18.5 21.9 24.6 27.0 29.4 31.8 34.4 37.4 41.5 44.6

90�94 13.7 16.1 19.2 21.7 24.0 26.3 28.7 31.2 34.2 38.1 41.2

95�99 11.3 13.5 16.4 18.8 20.9 23.1 25.4 27.9 30.8 34.6 37.5

100+ 8.8 10.8 13.5 15.7 17.8 19.8 22.0 24.5 27.2 30.9 33.8

Female

20�24 19.7 21.7 24.0 25.7 27.2 28.6 30.0 31.6 33.6 36.6 39.1

25�29 20.0 22.0 24.5 26.3 27.9 29.4 30.9 32.6 34.6 37.4 39.7

30�34 19.6 21.8 24.4 26.4 28.1 29.7 31.3 33.1 35.2 38.0 40.4

35�39 19.0 21.3 24.1 26.2 28.0 29.7 31.4 33.2 35.4 38.4 40.8

40�44 18.3 20.7 23.7 25.8 27.6 29.4 31.1 33.0 35.2 38.3 40.8

45�49 17.6 20.1 23.1 25.2 27.1 28.9 30.6 32.5 34.8 37.9 40.4

50�54 16.9 19.4 22.4 24.5 26.4 28.2 29.9 31.8 34.0 37.1 39.7

55�59 16.1 18.5 21.5 23.7 25.5 27.3 29.0 30.9 33.0 36.1 38.6

60�64 15.2 17.6 20.6 22.7 24.5 26.2 27.9 29.7 31.8 34.9 37.4

65�69 14.3 16.6 19.5 21.6 23.3 25.0 26.6 28.4 30.5 33.4 35.8

70�74 13.2 15.5 18.3 20.3 22.0 23.6 25.2 26.9 28.9 31.8 34.1

75�79 12.0 14.3 17.0 18.9 20.5 22.1 23.6 25.2 27.2 29.9 32.2

80�84 10.7 12.9 15.5 17.4 18.9 20.4 21.9 23.5 25.3 28.0 30.2

85�89 9.3 11.4 13.9 15.7 17.2 18.6 20.0 21.5 23.3 25.9 28.0

90�94 7.8 9.8 12.2 13.9 15.3 16.7 18.0 19.5 21.2 23.6 25.7

95�99 6.1 8.0 10.3 11.9 13.3 14.6 15.9 17.3 18.9 21.2 23.2

100+ 4.2 6.1 8.3 9.8 11.2 12.4 13.6 14.9 16.5 18.7 20.6

Notes: Population-weighted smoothed percentiles were calculated using the Generalized Additive Model for Location, Scale, and Shape method. Percentiles were

adjusted to the reference test and reporting protocol (i.e., dynamometer type = hydraulic, body position = seated, elbow position = flexed, radioulnar posi-

tion = neutral, handle position = adjusted to hand size, testing hand = both, repetitions per hand = 3, and summary statistic = maximum). No statistical adjustment

was made for shoulder or wrist position (see Supplementary Harmonization Methods for details). The ages shown represent 5-year age groups (e.g.,

20�24 = 20.00�24.99).

Abbreviation: P = percentile (e.g., P5 = 5th percentile).

J Sport Health Sci 2025;14:101014G.R. Tomkinson et al.
or 0.7 kg/m2 (males) and 0.4 kg/m2 (females)) and a moderate

per decade decline in late adulthood (ES: 0.50�0.79, equiva-

lent to 5.6 kg (males) and 3.5 kg (females) or 1.7 kg/m2

(males) and 1.3 kg/m2 (females)). The age-related decline in

HGS was slightly smaller for females than for males during

middle adulthood, with age-related changes similar for males

and females in early and late adulthood. The sex-related differ-

ence in HGS was large (ES � 0.80), though it was 0.77-fold

smaller for normalized HGS than for absolute HGS and

reduced in magnitude with each decade of adult life.

The variability in HGS was greatest in later life, as

evidenced by an age-related increase in relative distributional

variability (i.e., the coefficient of variation) especially in late

adulthood (data not shown). HGS also varied more for females

than for males.
7

4. Discussion

This study presents the most comprehensive international

norms for HGS—an important marker of general strength and

health—by sex and age across the adult lifespan. Using a

systematic review strategy, we pooled HGS data from 100

unique observational studies representing 2.4 million adults

aged 20 to 100+ years from 69 countries and regions to present

norms for both absolute and normalized HGS. We anticipate

that our findings will help support global peer-comparisons,

health screening, and surveillance.

These international norms can assist future clinical,

research, and surveillance efforts by providing a global bench-

mark to contextualize adults’ HGS test results relative to their

peers of the same sex and age. For instance, our norms can be



Table 3

Normative values (percentiles) for normalized handgrip strength (handgrip strength in kilograms divided by height in meters squared) by sex and age based on data

from 2,328,890 adults aged 20 to 100+ years representing 69 countries and regions.

Age (year) P5 P10 P20 P30 P40 P50 P60 P70 P80 P90 P95

Male

20�24 11.0 12.0 13.2 14.1 14.8 15.6 16.3 17.1 18.0 19.3 20.4

25�29 11.5 12.5 13.7 14.6 15.3 16.1 16.8 17.6 18.5 19.8 20.9

30�34 11.6 12.6 13.8 14.7 15.5 16.3 17.0 17.8 18.7 20.0 21.1

35�39 11.5 12.5 13.8 14.7 15.5 16.2 17.0 17.8 18.8 20.1 21.1

40�44 11.2 12.3 13.6 14.5 15.3 16.1 16.9 17.7 18.6 20.0 21.0

45�49 10.8 11.9 13.2 14.2 15.0 15.8 16.6 17.4 18.4 19.7 20.8

50�54 10.4 11.5 12.8 13.8 14.6 15.4 16.2 17.1 18.0 19.4 20.5

55�59 9.9 11.0 12.4 13.3 14.2 15.0 15.8 16.6 17.6 19.0 20.1

60�64 9.3 10.5 11.8 12.8 13.6 14.4 15.2 16.0 17.0 18.4 19.6

65�69 8.7 9.9 11.2 12.2 13.0 13.8 14.6 15.4 16.4 17.8 19.0

70�74 8.1 9.3 10.6 11.6 12.4 13.1 13.8 14.7 15.6 17.1 18.3

75�79 7.5 8.6 9.9 10.8 11.6 12.3 13.1 13.8 14.8 16.2 17.5

80�84 6.9 8.0 9.2 10.1 10.8 11.5 12.2 13.0 13.9 15.3 16.6

85�89 6.2 7.3 8.5 9.3 10.0 10.6 11.2 12.0 12.9 14.3 15.6

90�94 5.5 6.5 7.7 8.4 9.1 9.6 10.2 10.9 11.8 13.2 14.6

95�99 4.8 5.7 6.8 7.5 8.1 8.6 9.2 9.8 10.7 12.1 13.4

100+ 4.0 4.9 5.9 6.5 7.1 7.5 8.0 8.6 9.4 10.8 12.2

Female

20�24 7.4 8.1 9.0 9.7 10.3 10.8 11.4 12.0 12.7 13.8 14.7

25�29 7.6 8.3 9.3 10.0 10.6 11.1 11.7 12.4 13.1 14.2 15.0

30�34 7.6 8.4 9.3 10.1 10.7 11.3 11.9 12.5 13.3 14.4 15.2

35�39 7.5 8.3 9.3 10.0 10.7 11.3 11.9 12.6 13.4 14.4 15.3

40�44 7.3 8.2 9.2 10.0 10.6 11.2 11.9 12.5 13.3 14.4 15.3

45�49 7.2 8.0 9.1 9.8 10.5 11.1 11.7 12.4 13.2 14.3 15.2

50�54 7.0 7.8 8.9 9.6 10.3 10.9 11.5 12.2 13.0 14.1 15.0

55�59 6.7 7.6 8.6 9.4 10.1 10.7 11.3 12.0 12.7 13.8 14.7

60�64 6.4 7.3 8.3 9.1 9.7 10.4 11.0 11.6 12.4 13.5 14.4

65�69 6.1 6.9 8.0 8.7 9.4 10.0 10.6 11.2 12.0 13.0 14.0

70�74 5.7 6.5 7.6 8.3 8.9 9.5 10.1 10.7 11.5 12.5 13.4

75�79 5.2 6.1 7.1 7.8 8.4 9.0 9.5 10.1 10.9 11.9 12.8

80�84 4.6 5.5 6.6 7.3 7.9 8.4 8.9 9.5 10.2 11.2 12.1

85�89 3.9 4.9 5.9 6.6 7.2 7.7 8.2 8.8 9.4 10.5 11.4

90�94 3.1 4.1 5.2 5.9 6.5 6.9 7.4 7.9 8.6 9.6 10.5

95�99 2.2 3.3 4.4 5.1 5.6 6.1 6.5 7.0 7.7 8.7 9.6

100+ 1.1 2.3 3.5 4.2 4.7 5.1 5.5 6.0 6.6 7.6 8.6

Notes: Population-weighted smoothed percentiles were calculated using the Generalized Additive Model for Location, Scale, and Shape method. Percentiles were

adjusted to the reference test and reporting protocol (i.e., dynamometer type = hydraulic, body position = seated, elbow position = flexed, radioulnar posi-

tion = neutral, handle position = adjusted to hand size, testing hand = both, repetitions per hand = 3, and summary statistic = maximum). No statistical adjustment

was made for shoulder or wrist position (see Supplementary Harmonization Methods for details). The ages shown represent 5-year age groups (e.g.,

20�24 = 20.00�24.99).

Abbreviation: P = percentile (e.g., P5 = 5th percentile).
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used to identify individuals who may be at an increased health

risk for conditions related to low muscular strength. Cut-points

have commonly been used to identify individuals considered

weak, as determined by low HGS. One approach is to establish

criterion-referenced cut-points, where an individual’s HGS

level is compared to an absolute (e.g., health- or performance-

related) criterion. Criterion-referenced cut-points are often

established using receiver-operating characteristic curve or

classification regression tree analyses.19,62�67 Another

approach is to establish norm-referenced cut-points. For

example, sarcopenia cut-points for low HGS have been defined

as 2.5 SDs below the mean sex-specific value for apparently

healthy young adults,20 or the lowest sex-specific quintile (i.e.,

the 20th percentile) value for older adults.21 While these cut-

points are sex-specific and use younger or older adults as refer-

ence groups, they do not integrate age-specific norms into their
8

definition. Alternatively, some authors have proposed a sex-

and age-specific quintile framework for use with large datasets

to interpret and analyze the distribution of data across the

entire adult lifespan.46,68,69 Such an approach may improve

the health- and performance-related predictive utility of HGS

for young- and middle-aged adults by better informing

screening decisions.70

Monitoring age-related changes in strength levels from

repeated measurements over time, in addition to estimates of

strength levels from a single measurement, may improve the

prognostic utility of HGS. For example, several studies71,72

have reported a higher risk of early mortality among older

adults who have experienced an accelerated loss of HGS in

combination with a low level of HGS. Our norms may be

useful for promoting and monitoring healthy aging by allowing

age-related changes in strength levels to be tracked against



Fig. 2. Smoothed percentile curves (P5 to P95) for absolute handgrip strength in kilograms (kg) and normalized handgrip strength (handgrip strength in kg divided

by height in meters squared (kg/m2)) for adults aged 20 to 100+ years. Smoothed percentile curves for absolute handgrip strength (top panels) and normalized

handgrip strength (bottom panels) are shown separately for males (left panels) and females (right panels). Population-weighted smoothed percentiles were calcu-

lated using the Generalized Additive Model for Location, Scale, and Shape method. Percentiles were adjusted to the reference test and reporting protocol (i.e.,

dynamometer type = hydraulic, body position = seated, elbow position = flexed, radioulnar position = neutral, handle position = adjusted to hand size, testing

hand = both, repetitions per hand = 3, and summary statistic = maximum). No statistical adjustment was made for shoulder or wrist position (see Supplementary

Harmonization Methods for details). Large, high-resolution images for each panel are provided as Supplementary Fig. 2A�2D.
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percentile (or quintile) bands to identify expected, better than

expected, or worse than expected changes. Consistent with

other studies that have examined HGS across the adult

lifespan,29�31,33,35 we found that HGS negligibly improved

throughout early adulthood, peaked from age 30 to 39 years,

and declined thereafter at an increasing rate. However, caution

must be taken when using our norms to estimate age-related

changes in adult HGS because they may not reflect true

within-individual age-related changes.15,41,73�76 Furthermore,

age-related changes estimated using our norms may be influ-

enced by cohort effects (i.e., generational differences influ-

encing HGS levels).47 For example, if younger generations are

healthier than older generations,77 then the age-related decline

in later life experienced by today’s young adults may be less

than that estimated by our norms. Alternatively, because our

inclusion criteria resulted in samples that were likely healthier

than the general population, the true age-related decline in

later life may be larger than that estimated by our norms.

Our international norms can similarly be used to stan-

dardize HGS test results (i.e., to develop z-scores) for
9

facilitating comparisons between countries or regions (i.e.,

comparisons of sex- and age-matched cohorts collected at a

similar time), similar to approaches that have been performed

elsewhere.78 For comparisons within countries (e.g., to iden-

tify at-risk populations), scores standardized using our norms

may be used as primary or complementary to scores standard-

ized using national norms, such as those presented by Leong

and colleagues.45 Scores standardized using norms can also be

used to estimate temporal trends (i.e., comparisons of sex- and

age-matched cohorts collected at different times). Trends in

HGS at the population level may correspond to trends in

general and functional health and can be used to monitor the

progress and evaluate the effectiveness of implemented public

health policies.24,79 Web-based monitoring and surveillance

systems could likewise be used by investigators to share their

data to help update these norms; to provide individuals, clini-

cians, or sports medicine professionals with a tool to interpret

test results and receive informative feedback; and to help

public health policy makers with evaluation and decision

making by identifying outlying subpopulations or tracking



Fig. 3. Sex- and age-related differences in mean absolute handgrip strength and normalized handgrip strength for adults aged 20 to 100+ years. Sex-related (i.e.,

the standardized difference in absolute handgrip strength (top left panel) and normalized handgrip strength (top right panel) between males and females in 5-year

age intervals) and age-related differences (i.e., the standardized difference in absolute handgrip strength (bottom left panel) and normalized handgrip strength

(bottom right panel) with each 5-year age interval relative to age 20 years) with adjustment for test and reporting protocols are shown as standardized (Cohen’s)

effect sizes for absolute handgrip strength (left panels) and normalized handgrip strength (right panels). The limits of the gray zone represent a large, standardized

effect size (i.e., 0.8 or �0.8). Positive sex-related differences indicate higher handgrip strength for males than for females (top panels). Age-related differences are

standardized to age 20 years = 0. Positive age-related differences indicate higher handgrip strength for adults aged >20 years than for adults aged 20 years, and

negative age-related differences indicate lower handgrip strength for adults aged >20 years than for adults aged 20 years (bottom panels).
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temporal trends. For example, the FitBack platform,80 which is

a web-based, open-access, multilanguage fitness platform that

automatically and interactively interprets fitness test results

based on sex- and age-specific norms of children and adoles-

cents and provides advice for improvement, could potentially

be expanded to include adults. Such web-based surveillance

efforts could complement surveillance efforts that use objec-

tive measures. Having robust data infrastructures that enable

long-term data pooling and sharing to facilitate regular and

comprehensive studies are clearly needed.81 We recommend

reporting standardized scores using our international norms to

facilitate comparisons within and between countries and to

monitor temporal trends.

Different HGS test and reporting protocols have been used

over time. We found considerable heterogeneity in the proto-

cols of included studies, which differed by dynamometer type

and handle positioning, participant positioning, testing hand

(s), number of reps and rest, sensory stimuli (e.g., verbal

support), and reporting method. Such differences have been

highlighted previously8,78 and have made data pooling across
10
studies challenging. For example, our investigation attempted

to account for the potential bias introduced by test and

reporting differences across studies by calculating and

applying adjustment factors (i.e., the risk relative to the refer-

ence protocol) ranging from <1% to 10% for different dyna-

mometer types and participant positions, up to 17% for

different reporting variants. Given the widespread use of HGS,

there is a need to raise awareness of the extant test and

reporting inconsistencies and to make recommendations for

improving methodological consistency. Such methodological

consistency will also have implications for HGS testing in

clinical settings as far as helping to reduce misclassification of

weakness, specify risk for age-related disease and disability,

and guide interventions seeking to improve muscular strength.

In support of calls for standardization,8,82 we recommend the

following to facilitate future pooling and to improve the utility

(and eventual update) of our norms:

a) Ideally, a single and established HGS test protocol should
be used (e.g., the Southampton protocol8—the reference
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protocol used to adjust test results in the present study) and

an online multilingual operations and procedures manual,

including instructional videos, should be made available.

At the very least, the test protocol should be accurately

described in the main text (or in an online supplement if

space is limited due to journal word counts) using the

minimum protocol reporting framework provided by

McGrath and colleagues;82
b)
 Where possible, 3 reps on each hand should be

performed,83 with absolute HGS calculated as the

maximum value, irrespective of hand, because it better

aligns with overall strength capacity;8
c)
 While it might be challenging to adopt a standardized test

and reporting protocol, in lieu of that, our adjustment

factors should be applied to correct HGS test results to

minimize biases when comparing with our norms;
d)
 Sex- and age-specific descriptive statistics (sample sizes,

means, SD, and medians) for HGS should be reported in

the main text or Supplementary materials. Where possible,

closed age groups should be presented to a range of

5 years. The year(s) of testing should also be reported;
e)
 To remove the influence of body size and enable the best

comparison with our norms, HGS should be normalized to

a cross-sectional or surface area measure of body size,

such as height-squared, when relevant.46,54,55
4.1. Strengths and limitations

The study pooled data from 100 unique, high-quality obser-

vational studies to present international norms for HGS based

on data from 2.4 million adults aged 20 to 100+ years from 69

countries and regions. We applied rigorous data treatment

procedures to combine datasets and harmonize for methodo-

logical variation, and we recreated unavailable raw data to

generate absolute and normalized HGS norms using popula-

tion-weighted GAMLSS that provided the best balance

between fit and model complexity.

Despite these strengths, this study is not without limitations.

First, included studies used different sampling methods (both

probability and non-probability selection) and bases (across

national, state/provincial, and city/district levels) and mostly

included adults from countries with high to very high human

development, who are known to exhibit higher levels of HGS

than their peers from countries with low to medium human

development.78 This obviously raises the issue of representative-

ness. However, while more adult HGS data are needed from

geographical regions where data are few (e.g., Africa (Northern,

Eastern, Southern, Western, and Middle Africa), the Caribbean,

Central America, and Oceania (Melanesia, Micronesia, and

Polynesia)) to improve global representativeness, we included

the best available data and applied a poststratification population

weighting procedure to adjust for underlying country-sex-age

demographics and to better estimate internationally representa-

tive population parameters. Second, differences in test and

reporting protocols among studies, which are inherent to any

large data synthesis, may have biased our results. While our

norms were adjusted for test and reporting differences, it is
11
acknowledged that we could not adjust for all test variants.

Third, we examined sex as a biological variable by sex-strati-

fying our analyses, which is consistent with certain scientific

guidelines84 and most included studies, although some studies

reported gender instead of sex. Fourth, HGS testing may have

been contraindicated for adults with chronic conditions (disease,

injury, or illness) or those presenting with pain, resulting in them

being excluded or opting out. While such exclusions differed

among studies and were not always reported, it is likely that the

included samples were healthier than the general population.

The absence of data from these individuals may have meant that

our lower percentiles overestimated true general population

values. In lieu of a global study examining adult HGS levels

across a representative sample of countries using a standardized

sampling, test, and reporting protocol, our international norms

represent the best estimate of current global adult HGS levels.
4.2. Practical applications

Our norms provide a valuable international benchmark with

which to compare and track individual HGS test results. We

propose a quintile framework to interpret our international

sex- and age-specific norms in clinical settings. For example,

adults below the 20th percentile can be considered as having

“low” strength; between the 20th and 39th percentiles as

having “somewhat low” strength; between the 40th and 59th

percentiles as having “moderate” strength; between the 60th

and 79th percentiles as having “somewhat high” strength; and

at or above the 80th percentile as having “high” strength.

Comparison to our norms could help clinicians or sports medi-

cine professionals identify adults who may need to improve

their strength capacity or who may benefit from further assess-

ment. In prospective cohort studies,23,85�89 the lowest quintile

has been used as a threshold for defining low fitness and has

been significantly linked with increased risk of poor health or

early death in later life.

While there is heterogeneity in the definition of low HGS,90

in the absence of universal sex- and age-specific criterion-

referenced cut-points for low HGS, interim cut-points corre-

sponding to our lowest quintile could be used to identify at-

risk adults until better evidence for criterion-referenced

health-related cut-points is established by future research.91

Adults classified as having low HGS may “need improvement”

and are potentially at increased future health risk if they

continue to track at this level. Clinicians or sports medicine

professionals can then provide feedback, advice, and interven-

tion referral for improving overall strength capacity. For

example, advice may include strategies for helping persons

classified as needing improvement in their strength meet the

minimum weekly threshold for muscle-strengthening activities

as recommended in the WHO’s global physical activity guide-

lines.7 Provided that the prescribed muscle-strengthening

activities are multimodal,92 value-added follow-up HGS

assessments could be informative by evaluating the effective-

ness of physical activity programming through monitoring of

progress against our percentile bands. Future research is

needed to empirically validate the health-related predictive
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utility of our interim cut-points or to provide evidence for

universal criterion-referenced health-related cut-points.

We provided sex- and age-specific norms for both absolute

and normalized HGS across the adult lifespan. Because abso-

lute HGS is significantly associated with future health

outcomes4,5 and can be easily measured and interpreted with

minimal data post-processing, clinicians and sports medicine

professionals may prefer to simply compare or track individual

HGS test results against our absolute HGS norms to provide

more timely feedback to individuals. However, in addition to

sex and age, body size is known to influence HGS, with body

size strongly and positively associated with HGS.46,54 There-

fore, when comparing or tracking test results against our abso-

lute HGS norms, larger individuals may be unfairly

advantaged (i.e., appear better than they are) and smaller indi-

viduals unfairly disadvantaged (i.e., appear worse than they

are). To overcome this limitation and remove the confounding

influence of body size, HGS should be normalized to a cross-

sectional or surface area measure of body size, such as height-

squared.46 Normalizing HGS to height-squared creates a

“level playing field” (i.e., no systematic advantage or disad-

vantage), providing a fairer way of comparing the HGS of

adults who differ in body size. While normalized HGS test

results require additional data post-processing and may be

more challenging to interpret than absolute HGS test results,

we recommend that both absolute and normalized HGS be

assessed and compared against our norms for extra insight into

how body size influences strength capacity.

5. Conclusion

HGS is an excellent marker of general strength and health

that is widely used in clinical, research, and community

settings. This study pooled, harmonized, and analyzed the best

available data to present the world’s largest and most

geographically comprehensive international norms for HGS

by sex and age across the adult lifespan. Our international

norms can be used to identify adults with low or high strength

relative to their peers of the same sex and age and to monitor

healthy aging. These norms should be updated in the future to

better reflect the HGS of subsequent generations of adults.
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Jesus Ferreiro, Universidade Federal Fluminense (UFF),

Brazil. Mar�ıa Cristina Enr�ıquez Reyna, Universidad Aut�onoma

de Nuevo Le�on, Facultad de Organizaci�on Deportiva

Monterrey, Mexico. Eduardo Ferriolli, Department of Internal

Medicine, Ribeirao Preto Medical School, University of S~ao
Paulo, Brazil. Gillian Forrester, School of Psychology, Univer-

sity of Sussex, UK. Elena Frolova, The North-Western State

Medical University named after I.I. Mechnikov, Russia. Abadi

K. Gebre, Nutrition & Health Innovation Research Institute,

School of Medical and Health Sciences, Edith Cowan Univer-

sity, Australia; School of Pharmacy, College of Health

Sciences, Mekelle University, Ethiopia. Atef M. Ghaleb,

Department of Industrial Engineering, College of Engineering,

Alfaisal University, Saudi Arabia. Tiffany K. Gill, Adelaide

Medical School, The University of Adelaide, Australia; Alli-

ance for Research in Exercise, Nutrition and Activity

(ARENA), Allied Health and Human Performance, University

of South Australia, Australia. Yasuyuki Gondo, Graduate

School of Human Sciences, Osaka University, Japan. M. Cris-

tina Gonzalez, Postgraduate Program in Nutrition and Food,

Federal University of Pelotas, Brazil; Pennington Biomedical

Research Center, USA. Citlali Gonzalez Alvarez, Escuela

Nacional de Antropologia e Historia, Instituto Nacional de

Antropologia e Historia, Mexico. Mary K. Hannah, MRC/

CSO Social and Public Health Sciences Unit, School of Health

and Wellbeing, University of Glasgow, UK. Nicholas C.

Harvey, MRC Lifecourse Epidemiology Centre, University of

Southampton, UK; NIHR Southampton Biomedical Research

Centre, University of Southampton and University Hospital

Southampton NHS Foundation Trust, UK. Jean-Yves Hogrel,

Neuromuscular Investigation Center, Institute of Myology,

France. Marie-Theres Huemer, Institute of Epidemiology,

Helmholtz Zentrum M€unchen, German Research Center for

Environmental Health (GmbH), Germany. Toshiko Iidaka,



J Sport Health Sci 2025;14:101014G.R. Tomkinson et al.
Department of Preventive Medicine for Locomotive Organ

Disorders, 22nd Century Medical and Research Center, The

University of Tokyo, Japan. Lewis A. Ingram, Alliance for

Research in Exercise, Nutrition and Activity (ARENA), Allied

Health and Human Performance, University of South

Australia, Australia. Dmitri A. Jdanov, Max Planck Institute

for Demographic Research, Germany; National Research

University Higher School of Economics, Russia. Victoria L.

Keevil, Department of Medicine, University of Cambridge,

UK. Wolfgang Kemmler, Institute of Radiology, University-

Hospital Erlangen, Germany; Institute of Medical Physics,

University of Erlangen-N€urnberg, Germany. Rose Anne

Kenny, The Irish Longitudinal Study on Ageing (TILDA),

School of Medicine, Trinity College Dublin, Ireland. Dae-

Yeon Kim, Measurement and Evaluation in Physical Educa-

tion and Sport Science, Korea National Sport University,

Republic of Korea. Tracy L. Kivell, Department of Human

Origins, Max Planck Institute for Evolutionary Anthropology,

Germany. Ingirid G. H. Kjær, Department of Sport Science

and Physical Education, The University of Agder, Norway.

Alexander Kluttig, Institute of Medical Epidemiology,

Biometrics and Informatics, Interdisciplinary Center for

Health Sciences, Medical Faculty of the Martin-Luther-

University Halle-Wittenberg, Germany. Rumi Kozakai,

Department of Health and Welfare Science, School of Lifelong

Sport, Hokusho University, Japan; Department of Epidemi-

ology of Aging, Research Institute, National Center for Geriat-

rics and Gerontology, Japan. Danit Langer, School of

Occupational Therapy, Faculty of Medicine, Hebrew Univer-

sity, Israel. Lisbeth A. Larsen, Department of Public Health,

Epidemiology, Biostatistics and Biodemography, University

of Southern Denmark, Denmark. Wei-Ju Lee, Center for

Healthy Longevity and Aging Sciences, National Yang Ming

Chiao Tung University; Department of Family Medicine,

Taipei Veterans General Hospital Yuanshan Branch. David A.

Leon, Faculty of Epidemiology and Population Health,

London School of Hygiene & Tropical Medicine, UK. Eric

Lichtenstein, Department of Sport, Exercise and Health,

University of Basel, Switzerland. Bertis B. Little, School of

Public Health and Information Sciences, University of Louis-

ville, USA. Roberto Alves Lourenço, Research Laboratory on

Human Aging—GeronLab, Internal Medicine Department,

Faculty of Medical Sciences, State University of Rio de

Janeiro, Brazil; Department of Medicine, Pontifical Catholic

University, Brazil. Rahul Malhotra, Centre for Ageing

Research and Education, Duke-National University of Singa-

pore Medical School, Singapore; Health Services and Systems

Research, Duke-National University of Singapore Medical

School, Singapore. Robert M. Malina, Department of Kinesi-

ology and Health Education, University of Texas, USA;

School of Public Health and Information Sciences, University

of Louisville, USA. Kiyoaki Matsumoto, Graduate School of

Human Sciences, Osaka University, Japan. Tal Mazor-

Karsenty, School of Occupational Therapy, Faculty of Medi-

cine, Hebrew University, Israel. Marnee J. McKay, Sydney

School of Health Sciences, Faculty of Medicine and Health,

The University of Sydney, Australia. Sin�ead McLoughlin, The
14
Irish Longitudinal Study on Ageing (TILDA), Trinity Central,

Trinity College Dublin, Ireland. Abhishek L. Mensegere,

Centre for Brain Research, Indian Institute of Science, India.

Mostafa Mohammadian, Health Foresight and Innovation

Research Center, Institute for Futures Studies in Health,

Kerman University of Medical Sciences, Iran. Virgilio Garcia

Moreira, Research Laboratory on Human Aging—GeronLab,

Internal Medicine Department, Faculty of Medical Sciences,

State University of Rio de Janeiro, Brazil. Hiroshi Murayama,

Tokyo Metropolitan Institute for Geriatrics and Gerontology

(TMIG), Japan. Anne Murray, Berman Centre for Outcomes

and Clinical Research, Hennepin Healthcare Research Insti-

tute, USA; University of Minnesota, USA. Anita Liberalesso

Neri, Department of Educational Psychology, Faculty of

Education, State University of Campinas, Brazil. Claudia

Niessner, Institute of Sports and Sports Science, Karlsruhe

Institute of Technology, Germany. Gabriel N�u~nez Oth�on,
Division of Biological Sciences and Health, University of

Sonora, Mexico. Gabriel Olveira, Servicio de Endocrinolog�ıa
y Nutrici�on, Hospital Regional Universitario de M�alaga,
Spain; IBIMA/plataforma Bionand, Spain; Departamento de

Medicina y Dermatolog�ıa, Universidad de M�alaga, Spain;

CIBER de Diabetes y Enfermedades Metab�olicas Asociadas,

Instituto de Salud Carlos III, Spain. Suzanne G. Orchard,

School of Public Health and Preventive Medicine, Monash

University, Australia. Andrezj Pajak, Department of Epidemi-

ology and Population Studies, Jagellonian University Colle-

gium Medicum, Poland. Chan Woong Park, Department of

Kinesiology, College of Health & Human Services, Sacra-

mento State University, USA. Julie A. Pasco, Deakin Univer-

sity, Institute for Mental and Physical Health and Clinical

Translation (IMPACT), Australia; Department of Medicine—

Western Health, The University of Melbourne, Australia.

Maria E. Pe~na Reyes, Escuela Nacional de Antropologia e

Historia, Instituto Nacional de Antropologia e Historia,

Mexico. Leani Souza M�aximo Pereira, Postgraduate program

in Health Sciences at the Faculty of Medical Sciences of

Minas Gerais, Brazil. Annette Peters, Institute of Epidemi-

ology, Helmholtz Zentrum M€unchen, German Research

Center for Environmental Health (GmbH), Germany; Institute

for Medical Information Processing, Biometry and Epidemi-

ology (IBE), Faculty of Medicine, LMU Munich, Pettenkofer

School of Public Health, Germany. Eric Tsz-Chun Poon,

Department of Sports Science and Physical Education, The

Chinese University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong, China.

Margareth C. Portela, Sergio Arouca National School of

Public Health, Oswaldo Cruz Foundation, Brazil. Jedd Pratt,

Institute for Sport and Health, University College Dublin,

Ireland; Department of Sport and Exercise Sciences,

Manchester Metropolitan University Institute of Sport, UK.

Robinson Ram�ırez-V�elez, Navarrabiomed, Hospital Universi-

tario de Navarra (HUN)-Universidad P�ublica de Navarra

(UPNA), IdiSNA, Spain; CIBER of Frailty and Healthy Aging

(CIBERFES), Instituto de Salud Carlos III, Spain. Wendy

Rodr�ıguez-Garc�ıa, Licenciatura en Nutriolog�ıa, Facultad de

Estudios Superiores Zaragoza, Universidad Nacional

Aut�onoma de M�exico, Mexico. Joanne Ryan, School of Public



J Sport Health Sci 2025;14:101014G.R. Tomkinson et al.
Health and Preventive Medicine, Monash University,

Australia. Mauricio A. San-Mart�ın, Instituto de Ciencias del

Movimiento y la Ocupaci�on Humana, Facultad de Medicina,

Universidad Austral de Chile, Chile. Francisco Jos�e S�anchez-
Torralvo, Servicio de Endocrinolog�ıa y Nutrici�on, Hospital
Regional Universitario de M�alaga, Spain; IBIMA/plataforma

Bionand, Spain. Mahnaz Saremi, Workplace Health Promotion

Research Center, School of Public Health and Safety, Shahid

Beheshti University of Medical Sciences, Iran. Arno Schmidt-

Trucks€ass, Department of Sport, Exercise and Health, Univer-

sity of Basel, Switzerland. Satoshi Seino, Tokyo Metropolitan

Institute for Geriatrics and Gerontology, Japan. Shamsul

Azhar Shah, Department of Public Health Medicine, Faculty

of Medicine, Universiti Kebangsaan Malaysia, Malaysia. Marc

Sim, Nutrition & Health Innovation Research Institute, School

of Medical and Health Sciences, Edith Cowan University,

Australia; Medical School, The University Western Australia,

Australia. Bjørn Heine Strand, Department of Physical Health

and Ageing, Norwegian Institute of Public Health, Norway.

Mythily Subramaniam, Research Division, Institute of Mental

Health, Singapore; Saw Swee Hock School of Public Health,

National University of Singapore, Singapore. Charlotte Suetta,

Department of Geriatric and Palliative Medicine, Copenhagen

University Hospital, Bispebjerg and Frederiksberg, Denmark;

Department of Clinical Medicine, Faculty of Health, Univer-

sity of Copenhagen, Denmark. Sophia X. Sui, Deakin Univer-

sity, Institute for Mental and Physical Health and Clinical

Translation (IMPACT), Australia. Jonas S. Sundarakumar,

Centre for Brain Research, Indian Institute of Science, India.

Koya Suzuki, Graduate School of Health and Sports Science,

Juntendo University, Japan. Abdonas Tamosiunas, Institute of

Cardiology, Medical Academy, Lithuanian University of

Health Sciences, Lithuania. Maw Pin Tan, Division of Geri-

atric Medicine, Department of Medicine, Universiti Malaya,

Malaysia. Yu Taniguchi, Tokyo Metropolitan Institute of

Gerontology, Japan. Barbara Thorand, Institute of Epidemi-

ology, Helmholtz Zentrum M€unchen, German Research

Center for Environmental Health (GmbH), Germany; Institute

for Medical Information Processing, Biometry and Epidemi-

ology (IBE), Faculty of Medicine, LMU Munich, Pettenkofer

School of Public Health, Germany. Anna Turusheva, The

North-Western State Medical University named after I.I.

Mechnikov, Russia. Anne Therese Tveter, Center for treatment

of Rheumatic and Musculoskeletal Diseases (REMEDY),

Health Service Research and Innovation Unit, Diakonhjemmet

Hospital, Norway; Department of Rehabilitation Science and

Health Technology, Institute of Health Sciences, Oslo Metro-

politan University, Norway. Jonathan Wagner, Department of

Sport, Exercise and Health, University of Basel, Switzerland.

Dao Wang, Physical Fitness Research and Health Guidance

Center, Shanghai Research Institute of Sports Science

(Shanghai Anti-Doping Agency), China. Stuart J. Warden,

Department of Physical Therapy, School of Health and Human

Sciences, Indiana University Indianapolis, USA. Julia

Wearing, School for Interprofessional Health Care, Coopera-

tive State University Baden-Wuerttemberg, Germany. Shiou

Liang Wee, Health and Social Sciences Cluster, Singapore
15
Institute of Technology, Singapore; Geriatric Education and

Research Institute, Singapore. Leo D. Westbury, MRC Life-

course Epidemiology Centre, University of Southampton, UK.

Agnieszka Wi�sniowska-Szurlej, Institute of Health Sciences,

Medical College of Rzeszow University, Poland. Alexander

Woll, Institute of Sports and Sports Science, Karlsruhe Insti-

tute of Technology, Germany. Noriko Yoshimura, Department

of Preventive Medicine for Locomotive Organ Disorders, 22nd

Century Medical and Research Center, The University of

Tokyo, Japan. Ruby Yu, Department of Medicine and Thera-

peutics, Faculty of Medicine, The Chinese University of Hong

Kong, Hong Kong, China; CUHK Jockey Club Institute of

Ageing, The Chinese University of Hong Kong, Hong Kong,

China.
References

1. Lang JJ, Prince SA, Merucci K, et al. Cardiorespiratory fitness is a strong

and consistent predictor of morbidity and mortality among adults: An

overview of meta-analyses representing over 20.9 million observations

from 199 unique cohort studies. Br J Sports Med 2024;58:556–66.

2. Garc�ıa-Hermoso A, Cavero-Redondo I, Ram�ırez-V�elez R, et al. Muscular

strength as a predictor of all-cause mortality in an apparently healthy

population: A systematic review and meta-analysis of data from approxi-

mately 2 million men and women. Arch Phys Med Rehabil 2018;99:

2100–13.

3. American College of Sports Medicine. ACSM’s guidelines for exercise

testing and prescription. 11th edition Philadelphia, PA: Wolters Kluwer;

2022.

4. Soysal P, Hurst C, Demurtas J, et al. Handgrip strength and health

outcomes: Umbrella review of systematic reviews with meta-analyses of

observational studies. J Sport Health Sci 2021;10:290–5.

5. Leong DP, Teo KK, Rangarajan S, et al. Prognostic value of grip strength:

Findings from the Prospective Urban Rural Epidemiology (PURE) study.

The Lancet 2015;386:266–73.

6. Chaput J-P, Janssen I, Sampasa-Kanyinga H, Tomkinson GR, Lang JJ.

Economic burden of low muscle strength in Canadian adults. Appl Physiol

Nutr Metab 2023;48:634–8.

7. Bull FC, Al-Ansari SS, Biddle S, et al. World Health Organization 2020

guidelines on physical activity and sedentary behaviour. Br J Sports Med

2020;54:1451–62.

8. Roberts HC, Denison HJ, Martin HJ, et al. A review of the measurement

of grip strength in clinical and epidemiological studies: Towards a stand-

ardised approach. Age Ageing 2011;40:423–9.

9. Beaudart C, Rolland Y, Cruz-Jentoft AJ, et al. Assessment of muscle func-

tion and physical performance in daily clinical practice: A position paper

endorsed by the European Society for Clinical and Economic Aspects of

Osteoporosis, Osteoarthritis and Musculoskeletal Diseases (ESCEO).

Calcif Tissue Int 2019;105:1–14.

10. Bruy�ere O, Beaudart C, Reginster JY, et al. Assessment of muscle mass,

muscle strength and physical performance in clinical practice: An interna-

tional survey. Eur Geriatr Med 2016;7:243–6.

11. Cuenca-Garcia M, Marin-Jimenez N, Perez-Bey A, et al. Reliability of

field-based fitness tests in adults: A systematic review. Sports Med

2022;52:1961–79.

12. Suni JH, Miilunpalo SI, Asikainen TM, et al. Safety and feasibility of a

health-related fitness test battery for adults. Phys Ther 1998;78:134–48.

13. Castro-Pi~nero J, Marin-Jimenez N, Fernandez-Santos JR, et al. Criterion-

related validity of field-based fitness tests in adults: A systematic review.

J Clin Med 2021;10:3743. doi:10.3390/jcm10163743.

14. Bohannon RW, Magasi SR, Bubela DJ, Wang YC, Gershon RC. Grip and

knee extension muscle strength reflect a common construct among adults.

Muscle Nerve 2012;46:555–8.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0007
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0008
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0009
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0011
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0012
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0012
https://doi.org/10.3390/jcm10163743
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0014
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0014


J Sport Health Sci 2025;14:101014G.R. Tomkinson et al.
15. Kozakai R, Nishita Y, Otsuka R, Ando F, Shimokata H. Age-related changes

in physical fitness among community-living middle-aged and older Japanese:

A 12-year longitudinal study. Res Q Exerc Sport 2020;91:662–75.

16. S�anchez-Aranda L, Fern�andez-Ortega J, Mart�ın-Fuentes I, et al. Reli-

ability and criterion validity of a low-cost handgrip dynamometer: The

Camry. medRxiv 2024. doi:10.1101/2024.06.25.24309304.

17. McGrath RP, Kraemer WJ, Snih SA, Peterson MD. Handgrip strength and

health in aging adults. Sports Med 2018;48:1993–2000.

18. Rijk JM, Roos PR, Deckx L, van den Akker M, Buntinx F. Prognostic

value of handgrip strength in people aged 60 years and older: A systematic

review and meta-analysis. Geriatr Gerontol Int 2016;16:5–20.

19. Cawthon PM, Manini T, Patel SM, et al. Putative cut-points in sarcopenia

components and incident adverse health outcomes: An SDOC analysis. J

Am Geriatr Soc 2020;68:1429–37.

20. Cruz-Jentoft AJ, Bahat G, Bauer J, et al. Sarcopenia: Revised European

consensus on definition and diagnosis. Age Ageing 2019;48:16–31.

21. Chen L-K, Woo J, Assantachai P, et al. Asian Working Group for Sarco-

penia: 2019 consensus update on sarcopenia diagnosis and treatment. J

Am Med Dir Assoc 2020;21:300–307.e2.

22. Manini TM, Clark BC. Dynapenia and ageing: An update. J Gerontol A

Biol Sci Med Sci 2012;67:28–40.

23. Fried LP, Tangen CM, Walston J, et al. Frailty in older adults:

Evidence for a phenotype. J Gerontol A Biol Sci Med Sci 2001;56:

M146–56.

24. Dufner TJ, Fitzgerald JS, Lang JJ, Tomkinson GR. Temporal trends in the

handgrip strength of 2,592,714 adults from 14 countries between 1960

and 2017: A systematic analysis. Sports Med 2020;50:2175–91.

25. Lang JJ, Smith JJ, Tomkinson GR. Global surveillance of cardiorespira-

tory and musculoskeletal fitness. In: Brusseau TA, Fairclough SJ,

Lubans DR, editors. The Routledge handbook of youth physical activity.

London: Routledge; 2020. p.47–68.

26. Alrashdan A, Ghaleb AM, Almobarek M. Normative static grip strength of

Saudi Arabia’s population and influences of numerous factors on grip

strength. Healthcare (Basel) 2021;9:1647. doi:10.3390/healthcare9121647.

27. Amaral CA, Amaral TLM, Monteiro GTR, Vasconcellos MTL, Portela

MC. Hand grip strength: Reference values for adults and elderly people of

Rio Branco, Acre, Brazil. PLoS One 2019;14:e0211452. doi:10.1371/

journal.pone.0211452.

28. Ingram LA, Butler AA, Walsh LD, Brodie MA, Lord SR, Gandevia SC.

The upper limb physiological profile assessment: Description, reliability,

normative values and criterion validity. PLoS One 2019;14:e0218553.

doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0218553.

29. Lee SY, Choo PL, Pang BWJ, et al. SPPB reference values and perfor-

mance in assessing sarcopenia in community-dwelling Singaporeans—

Yishun study. BMC Geriatr 2021;21:213. doi:10.1186/s12877-021-

02147-4.

30. Massy-Westropp NM, Gill TK, Taylor AW, Bohannon RW, Hill CL. Hand

grip strength: Age and gender stratified normative data in a population-

based study. BMC Res Notes 2011;4:127. doi:10.1186/1756-0500-4-127.

31. Hoffmann MD, Colley RC, Doyon CY, Wong SL, Tomkinson GR, Lang

JJ. Normative-referenced percentile values for physical fitness among

Canadians. Health Rep 2019;30:14–22.

32. Kenny RA, Coen RF, Frewen J, Donoghue OA, Cronin H, Savva GM.

Normative values of cognitive and physical function in older adults: Find-

ings from The Irish Longitudinal Study on Ageing. J Am Geriatr Soc

2013;61(Suppl.2):S279–90.

33. Kim M, Won CW, Kim M. Muscular grip strength normative values for a

Korean population from the Korea National Health and Nutrition Exami-

nation Survey, 2014�2015. PLoS One 2018;13:e0201275. doi:10.1371/

journal.pone.0201275.

34. Ram�ırez-V�elez R, Rinc�on-Pab�on D, Correa-Bautista JE, Garc�ıa-Hermoso

A, Izquierdo M. Handgrip strength: Normative reference values in males

and females aged 6�64 years old in a Colombian population. Clin Nutr

ESPEN 2021;44:379–86.

35. Wang YC, Bohannon RW, Li X, Yen SC, Sindhu B, Kapellusch J.

Summary of grip strength measurements obtained in the 2011�2012 and

2013�2014 National Health and Nutrition Examination Surveys. J Hand

Ther 2019;32:489–96.
16
36. Alqahtani B, Alenazi A, Alshehri M, Alqahtani M, Elnaggar R. Reference

values and associated factors of hand grip strength in elderly Saudi popu-

lation: A cross-sectional study. BMC Geriatr 2019;19:271. doi:10.1186/

s12877-019-1288-7.

37. Albrecht BM, Stalling I, Bammann K. Sex- and age-specific normative

values for handgrip strength and components of the Senior Fitness Test in

community-dwelling older adults aged 65�75 years in Germany: Results

from the OUTDOOR ACTIVE study. BMC Geriatr 2021;21:273.

doi:10.1186/s12877-021-02188-9.

38. Kemmler W, Teschler M, Goisser S, et al. Prevalence of sarcopenia in

Germany and the corresponding effect of osteoarthritis in females

70 years and older living in the community: Results of the FORMoSA

study. Clin Interv Aging 2015;10:1565–73.

39. Mendes J, Amaral TF, Borges N, et al. Handgrip strength values of Portu-

guese older adults: A population based study. BMC Geriatr 2017;17:191.

doi:10.1186/s12877-017-0590-5.

40. Reichenheim ME, Lourenço RA, Nascimento JS, et al. Normative refer-

ence values of handgrip strength for Brazilian older people aged 65 to 90

years: Evidence from the multicenter Fibra‑BR study. PLoS One 2021;16:

e0250925. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0250925.

41. Frederiksen H, Hjelmborg J, Mortensen J, McGue M, Vaupel JW, Chris-

tensen K. Age trajectories of grip strength: Cross-sectional and longitudinal

data among 8,342 Danes aged 46 to 102. Ann Epidemiol 2006;16:554–62.

42. Seino S, Shinkai S, Fujiwara Y, et al. Reference values and age and sex

differences in physical performance measures for community-dwelling

older Japanese: A pooled analysis of six cohort studies. PLoS One 2014;9:

e99487. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0099487.

43. Dodds RM, Syddall HE, Cooper R, et al. Grip strength across the life

course: Normative data from twelve British studies. PLoS One 2014;9:

e113637. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0113637.

44. Abdalla PP, Bohn L, Dos Santos AP, et al. Adjusting grip strength to body

size: Analyses from 6 countries. J Am Med Dir Assoc 2022;23:903.e13–21.

45. Leong DP, Teo KK, Rangarajan S, et al. Reference ranges of handgrip

strength from 125,462 healthy adults in 21 countries: A prospective urban

rural epidemiologic (PURE) study. J Cachexia Sarcopenia Muscle

2016;7:535–46.

46. Nevill AM, Tomkinson GR, Lang JJ, Wutz W, Myers TD. How should

adult handgrip strength be normalized? Allometry reveals new insights

and associated reference curves.Med Sci Sports Exerc 2022;54:162–8.

47. Steiber N. Strong or weak handgrip? Normative reference values for the

German population across the life course stratified by sex, age, and body

height. PLoS One 2016;11:e0163917. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0163917.

48. McGrath R, Hackney KJ, Ratamess NA, Vincent BM, Clark BC, Kraemer

WJ. Absolute and body mass index normalized handgrip strength percen-

tiles by gender, ethnicity, and hand dominance in Americans. Adv Geriatr

Med Res 2020;2:e200005. doi:10.20900/agmr20200005.

49. Peterson MD, Krishnan C. Growth charts for muscular strength capacity

with quantile regression. Am J Prev Med 2015;49:935–8.

50. Page MJ, McKenzie JE, Bossuyt PM, et al. The PRISMA 2020 statement:

An updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews. BMJ 2021;372:

n71. doi:10.1136/bmj.n71.

51. World Health Organization. Definition of key terms. 2013. Available at:

https://www.who.int/hiv/pub/guidelines/arv2013/intro/keyterms/en/. [accessed

04.03.2024].

52. Bramer WM, Rethlefsen ML, Kleijnen J, Franco OH. Optimal data-

base combinations for literature searches in systematic reviews: A

prospective exploratory study. Syst Rev 2017;6:245. doi:10.1186/

s13643-017-0644-y.

53. Kmet LM, Lee RC, Cook LS. Standard quality assessment criteria

for evaluating primary research papers from a variety of fields.

Edmonton, AB: Alberta Heritage Foundation for Medical Research

(AHFMR); 2004.

54. Jaric S, Mirkov D, Markovic G. Normalizing physical performance tests

for body size: A proposal for standardization. J Strength Cond Res

2005;19:467–74.

55. Maranhao Neto GA, Oliveira AJ, Pedreiro RC, et al. Normalizing hand-

grip strength in older adults: An allometric approach. Arch Gerontol

Geriatr 2017;70:230–4.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0015
http://10.1101/2024.06.25.24309304
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0018
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0019
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0021
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0022
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0023
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0024
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0025
https://doi.org/10.3390/healthcare9121647
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0211452
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0211452
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0218553
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-021-02147-4
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-021-02147-4
https://doi.org/10.1186/1756-0500-4-127
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0031
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0032
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0032
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0201275
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0201275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0034
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0035
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-019-1288-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-019-1288-7
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-021-02188-9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0038
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0038
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-017-0590-5
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0250925
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0041
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0041
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0041
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0099487
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0113637
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0044
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0044
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0046
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0046
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0046
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0163917
https://doi.org/10.20900/agmr20200005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0049
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0049
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71
https://www.who.int/hiv/pub/guidelines/arv2013/intro/keyterms/en/
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-017-0644-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-017-0644-y
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0053
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0053
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0053
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0053
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0054
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0055


J Sport Health Sci 2025;14:101014G.R. Tomkinson et al.
56. Stasinopoulos DM, Rigby RA. Generalized Additive Models for location

scale and shape (GAMLSS) in R. J Stat Softw 2007;23:1–46.

57. Stasinopoulos DM, Rigby RA, Voudouris V, et al. GAMLSS: Generalized

Additive Models for Location Scale and Shape. 2024. Available at: https://

cran.r-project.org/web/packages/gamlss/index.html. [accessed 12.01.2024].

58. United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Population

division. World Population Prospects 2022, Data Sources. https://popula

tion.un.org/wpp/Publications/Files/WPP2022_Data_Sources.pdf. [accessed

26.03.2024].

59. United Nations Development Programme. The 2021/2022 Human Devel-

opment Report: Uncertain times, unsettled lives Shaping our future in a

transforming world. New York, NY: United Nations; 2022.

60. United Nations, Department of Economic and Social Affairs, Statistics

Division. Methodology: Standard country or area codes for statistical use

(M49)—Geographical regions; 2024. Available at: https://unstats.un.org/

unsd/methodology/m49/. [accessed 26.03.2024].

61. The World Bank. Land area (sq. km). 2024. Available at: https://data.

worldbank.org/indicator/AG.LND.TOTL.K2. [accessed 26.03.2024].

62. Alley DE, Shardell MD, Peters KW, et al. Grip strength cutpoints for the

identification of clinically relevant weakness. J Gerontol A Biol Sci Med

Sci 2014;69:559–66.

63. McGrath RP, Ottenbacher KJ, Vincent BM, Kraemer WJ, Peterson MD.

Muscle weakness and functional limitations in an ethnically diverse

sample of older adults. Ethn Health 2020;25:342–53.

64. Peterson MD, Zhang P, Duchowny KA, Markides KS, Ottenbacher KJ,

Snih SA. Declines in strength and mortality risk among older Mexican

Americans: Joint modeling of survival and longitudinal data. J Gerontol A

Biol Sci Med Sci 2016;71:1646–52.

65. Sallinen J, Stenholm S, Rantanen T, Heli€ovaara M, Sainio P, Koskinen S.

Hand-grip strength cut points to screen older persons at risk for mobility

limitation. J Am Geriatr Soc 2010;58:1721–6.

66. Su H, Sun X, Li F, Guo Q. Association between handgrip strength and

cognition in a Chinese population with Alzheimer’s disease and mild

cognitive impairment. BMC Geriatr 2021;21:459. doi:10.1186/s12877-

021-02383-8.

67. Vasconcelos KS, Dias JM, Bastone Ade C, et al. Handgrip strength cutoff

points to identify mobility limitation in community-dwelling older people

and associated factors. J Nutr Health Aging 2016;20:306–15.

68. Perna FM, Coa K, Troiano RP, et al. Muscular grip strength estimates of

the U.S. population from the national health and nutrition examination

survey 2011�2012. J Strength Cond Res 2016;30:867–74.

69. Canadian Society for Exercise Physiology (CSEP). CSEP Physical

Activity Training for Health (CSEP-PATH) resource manual. 3rd edition.

Ottawa, ON: Canadian Society for Exercise Physiology; 2021.

70. Spiers GF, Kunonga TP, Hall A, et al. Measuring frailty in younger popu-

lations: A rapid review of evidence. BMJ Open 2021;11:e047051.

doi:10.1136/bmjopen-2020-047051.

71. Syddall HE, Westbury LD, Dodds R, Dennison E, Cooper C, Sayer AA.

Mortality in the Hertfordshire Ageing Study: Association with level and

loss of hand grip strength in later life. Age Ageing 2017;46:407–12.

72. Oksuzyan A, Maier H, McGue M, Vaupel JW, Christensen K. Sex differ-

ences in the level and rate of change of physical function and grip strength

in the Danish 1905-Cohort Study. J Aging Health 2010;22:589–610.

73. Dodds RM, Pakpahan E, Granic A, Davies K, Sayer AA. The recent

secular trend in grip strength among older adults: Findings from the

English longitudinal study of ageing. Eur Geriatr Med 2019;10:395–401.

74. Daly RM, Rosengren BE, Alwis G, Ahlborg HG, Sernbo I, Karlsson MK.

Gender specific age-related changes in bone density, muscle strength and

functional performance in the elderly: A-10 year prospective population-

based study. BMC Geriatr 2013;13:71. doi:10.1186/1471-2318-13-71.
17
75. Nahhas RW, Choh AC, Lee M, et al. Bayesian longitudinal plateau model

of adult grip strength. Am J Hum Biol 2010;22:648–56.

76. Stenholm S, H€ark€anen T, Sainio P, Heli€ovaara M, Koskinen S. Long-term

changes in handgrip strength in men and women—accounting the effect of

right censoring due to death. J Gerontol A Biol Sci Med Sci 2012;67:1068–74.

77. GBD 2017 DALYs and HALE Collaborators. Global, regional, and

national disability-adjusted life-years (DALYs) for 359 diseases and inju-

ries and healthy life expectancy (HALE) for 195 countries and territories,

1990�2017: A systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease

Study 2017. The Lancet 2018;392:1859–922.

78. Dodds RM, Syddall HE, Cooper R, Kuh D, Cooper C, Sayer AA. Global

variation in grip strength: A systematic review and meta-analysis of

normative data. Age Ageing 2016;45:209–16.

79. Tomkinson GR, Kidokoro T, Dufner T, Noi S, Fitzgerald JS, McGrath RP.

Temporal trends in handgrip strength for older Japanese adults between

1998 and 2017. Age Ageing 2020;49:634–9.

80. Ortega FB, Lesko�sek B, Blagus R, et al. European fitness landscape for

children and adolescents: Updated reference values, fitness maps and

country rankings based on nearly 8 million test results from 34 countries

gathered by the FitBack network. Br J Sports Med 2023;57:299–310.

81. Klemm K, B€os K, Kron H, Eberhardt T, Woll A, Niessner C. Develop-

ment and introduction of a disciplinary data repository for sport scientists.

Based on the Example MOjRE Data � eResearch Infrastructure for Motor

Research Data. Bausteine Forschungsdatenmanagement 2024;1:1–14.

82. McGrath R, Cawthon PM, Clark BC, Fielding RA, Lang JJ, Tomkinson

GR. Recommendations for reducing heterogeneity in handgrip strength

protocols. J Frailty Aging 2022;11:143–50.

83. Reijnierse EM, de Jong N, Trappenburg MC, et al. Assessment of

maximal handgrip strength: How many attempts are needed? J Cachexia

Sarcopenia Muscle 2017;8:466–74.

84. National Institutes of Health (NIH): Office of Research on Women’s

Health. NIH policy on sex as a biological variable. 2024. Available at:

https://orwh.od.nih.gov/sex-gender/orwh-mission-area-sex-gender-in-

research/nih-policy-on-sex-as-biological-variable#:»:text=NIH%20

expects%20that%20sex%20as,to%20study%20only%20one%20sex TaggedA PTARAEn d.

[accessed 10.07.2024].

85. Blair SN, Kohl 3rd HW, Paffenbarger Jr RS, Clark DG, Cooper KH,

Gibbons LW. Physical fitness and all-cause mortality. A prospective

study of healthy men and women. JAMA 1989;262:2395–401.

86. Henriksson H, Henriksson P, Tynelius P, et al. Cardiorespiratory fitness,

muscular strength, and obesity in adolescence and later chronic disability

due to cardiovascular disease: A cohort study of 1 million men. Eur Heart

J 2020;41:1503–10.

87. Henriksson H, Henriksson P, Tynelius P, Ortega FB. Muscular weakness

in adolescence is associated with disability 30 years later: A population-

based cohort study of 1.2 million men. Br J Sports Med 2019;53:1221–30.

88. Lee Y, Kim J, Han ES, Ryu M, Cho Y, Chae S. Frailty and body mass

index as predictors of 3-year mortality in older adults living in the

community. Gerontology 2014;60:475–82.

89. Samper-Ternent R, Al Snih S, Raji MA, Markides KS, Ottenbacher KJ.

Relationship between frailty and cognitive decline in older Mexican

Americans. J Am Geriatr Soc 2008;56:1845–52.

90. Sousa-Santos AR, Amaral TF. Differences in handgrip strength protocols

to identify sarcopenia and frailty—A systematic review. BMC Geriatr

2017;17:238. doi:10.1186/s12877-017-0625-y.

91. Institute of Medicine. Fitness measures and health outcomes in youth.

Washington, D.C.: The National Academies Press; 2012.

92. Labott BK, Bucht H, Morat M, Morat T, Donath L. Effects of exercise

training on handgrip strength in older adults: A meta-analytical review.

Gerontology 2019;65:686–98.

http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0056
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0056
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/gamlss/index.html
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/gamlss/index.html
https://population.un.org/wpp/Publications/Files/WPP2022_Data_Sources.pdf
https://population.un.org/wpp/Publications/Files/WPP2022_Data_Sources.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0059
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0059
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0059
https://unstats.un.org/unsd/methodology/m49/
https://unstats.un.org/unsd/methodology/m49/
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/AG.LND.TOTL.K2
https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/AG.LND.TOTL.K2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0062
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0063
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0063
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0063
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0064
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0065
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-021-02383-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-021-02383-8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0067
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0068
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0068
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0068
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0068
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0069
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0069
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0069
https://doi.org/10.1136/bmjopen-2020-047051
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0071
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0071
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0071
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0072
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0072
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0072
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0073
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0073
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0073
https://doi.org/10.1186/1471-2318-13-71
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0076
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0077
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0078
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0078
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0078
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0079
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0079
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0079
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0081
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0081
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0081
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0081
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0081
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0081
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0081
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0082
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0082
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0082
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0083
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0083
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0083
https://orwh.od.nih.gov/sex-gender/orwh-mission-area-sex-gender-in-research/nih-policy-on-sex-as-biological-variable#:~:text=NIH%20expects%20that%20sex%20as,to%20study%20only%20one%20sex
https://orwh.od.nih.gov/sex-gender/orwh-mission-area-sex-gender-in-research/nih-policy-on-sex-as-biological-variable#:~:text=NIH%20expects%20that%20sex%20as,to%20study%20only%20one%20sex
https://orwh.od.nih.gov/sex-gender/orwh-mission-area-sex-gender-in-research/nih-policy-on-sex-as-biological-variable#:~:text=NIH%20expects%20that%20sex%20as,to%20study%20only%20one%20sex
https://orwh.od.nih.gov/sex-gender/orwh-mission-area-sex-gender-in-research/nih-policy-on-sex-as-biological-variable#:~:text=NIH%20expects%20that%20sex%20as,to%20study%20only%20one%20sex
https://orwh.od.nih.gov/sex-gender/orwh-mission-area-sex-gender-in-research/nih-policy-on-sex-as-biological-variable#:~:text=NIH%20expects%20that%20sex%20as,to%20study%20only%20one%20sex
https://orwh.od.nih.gov/sex-gender/orwh-mission-area-sex-gender-in-research/nih-policy-on-sex-as-biological-variable#:~:text=NIH%20expects%20that%20sex%20as,to%20study%20only%20one%20sex
https://orwh.od.nih.gov/sex-gender/orwh-mission-area-sex-gender-in-research/nih-policy-on-sex-as-biological-variable#:~:text=NIH%20expects%20that%20sex%20as,to%20study%20only%20one%20sex
https://orwh.od.nih.gov/sex-gender/orwh-mission-area-sex-gender-in-research/nih-policy-on-sex-as-biological-variable#:~:text=NIH%20expects%20that%20sex%20as,to%20study%20only%20one%20sex
https://orwh.od.nih.gov/sex-gender/orwh-mission-area-sex-gender-in-research/nih-policy-on-sex-as-biological-variable#:~:text=NIH%20expects%20that%20sex%20as,to%20study%20only%20one%20sex
https://orwh.od.nih.gov/sex-gender/orwh-mission-area-sex-gender-in-research/nih-policy-on-sex-as-biological-variable#:~:text=NIH%20expects%20that%20sex%20as,to%20study%20only%20one%20sex
https://orwh.od.nih.gov/sex-gender/orwh-mission-area-sex-gender-in-research/nih-policy-on-sex-as-biological-variable#:~:text=NIH%20expects%20that%20sex%20as,to%20study%20only%20one%20sex
https://orwh.od.nih.gov/sex-gender/orwh-mission-area-sex-gender-in-research/nih-policy-on-sex-as-biological-variable#:~:text=NIH%20expects%20that%20sex%20as,to%20study%20only%20one%20sex
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0086
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0086
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0086
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0086
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0087
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0087
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0087
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0088
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0088
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0088
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0089
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0089
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0089
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12877-017-0625-y
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0091
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0091
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0092
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0092
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2095-2546(24)00174-1/sbref0092

	International norms for adult handgrip strength: A systematic review of data on 2.4 million adults aged 20 to 100+ years from 69 countries and regions
	1. Introduction
	2. Methods
	2.1. Registration and protocol
	2.2. Eligibility criteria
	2.3. Information sources
	2.4. Search strategy
	2.5. Selection process
	2.6. Data collection process and data items
	2.7. Quality assessment
	2.8. Synthesis methods and data analyses
	2.9. Deviation from registered protocol

	3. Results
	3.1. Study selection
	3.2. Study characteristics
	3.3. Quality assessment
	3.4. Synthesis of results

	4. Discussion
	4.1. Strengths and limitations
	4.2. Practical applications

	5. Conclusion
	Authors´ contributions
	Competing interests
	Ethical approval information
	Disclaimer
	Data availability statement
	Acknowledgments
	Supplementary materials
	Appendix A. The names and affiliations of the iGRIPS (international handGRIP Strength) group
	References



