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Abstract

Background: Although factors associated with the utilisation of bone density measurement (BDM) and
osteoporosis treatment have been regularly assessed in the US and Canada, they have not been effectively
analysed in European countries. This study assessed factors associated with the utilisation of BDM and osteoporosis
medication (OM) in Switzerland.

Methods: The Swiss Health Survey 2007 data included self-reported information on BDM and OM for women aged
40 years and older who were living in private households. Multivariable logistic regression analysis was used to
identify sociodemographic, socioeconomic, healthcare-related and osteoporosis risk factors associated with BDM
and OM utilisation.

Results: The lifetime prevalence of BDM was 25.6% (95% CI: 24.3-26.9%) for women aged 40 years and older. BDM
utilisation was associated with most sociodemographic factors, all the socioeconomic and healthcare-related factors,
and with major osteoporosis risk factors analysed. The prevalence of current OM was 7.8% (95% CI: 7.0-8.6%) and it
was associated with some sociodemographic and most healthcare-related factors but only with one socioeconomic
factor.

Conclusions: In Swiss women, ever having had a BDM and current OM were low and utilisation disparities exist
according to sociodemographic, socioeconomic and healthcare-related factors. This might foster further health
inequalities. The reasons for these findings should be addressed in further studies of the elderly women, including
those living in institutions.
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Background
In Switzerland and especially in women, the prevalence of
osteoporosis is high and expected to increase because of
the aging of the population [1]. In 2000, 316,000-348,000
women and men were estimated to have osteoporosis,
with this prevalence predicted to increase by 25% by 2020
(to 395,000-437,000 people) [2]. Osteoporosis-related
fragility fractures cause significant individual, societal and
economic burdens [2,3].
Fracture risk assessment, bone mineral density mea-

surement (BDM), and subsequent interventions (including
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medical treatment) can reduce the risk of osteoporosis
and osteoporotic fractures [4-6].
General screening is not officially recommended in

Switzerland, although a “screen & treat” strategy against
osteoporosis was assessed to be cost-effective for women
aged 70 years and older [7,8]. In 2003, the Swiss Union
Against Osteoporosis (SVGO) recommended BDM for
diagnostic purposes after a fragility fracture, and it endorsed
screening prior to fractures when at least one major or two
minor risk factors were present [9]. In Switzerland, com-
pulsory health insurance covers BDM for diagnostic pur-
poses but not for screening purposes, except for individuals
with at least one major risk factor, such as long-term
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glucocorticoid therapy, a gastrointestinal disease, hypo-
gonadism, hyperparathyroidism, or osteogenesis imper-
fecta [10].
In contrast to the SVGO, the Canadian Scientific

Advisory Council of Osteoporosis recommended routine
bone density screening for all individuals at age 65, and
screening prior to age 65 for those with certain risk
factors. In addition, BDM was recommended for diag-
nostic purposes after a fragility fracture [11]. Similarly,
the US Preventive Services Task Force advised women
aged 65 years and older or aged 60 years and older with
an increased osteoporosis risk to be routinely screened
for osteoporosis using dual-energy x-ray absorptiometry
(DXA) [12,13]. Despite the existence of these recom-
mendations, surveys among women in Canada and the
US showed that having had a BDM was associated with
sociodemographic factors and socioeconomic status, and
it was only weakly associated with osteoporosis risk
factors [14-16]. Similar associations were observed for
taking osteoporosis medication (OM), which was recom-
mended for postmenopausal women with low bone
density in Canada and the US [17,18].
Little is known about factors associated with BDM his-

tory and OM utilisation in Switzerland or other European
countries. However, the findings in Canada and the US led
us to hypothesise that similar disparities may exist in
Swiss women, even though BDM and OM are, with some
exceptions, reimbursed [10,19]. This hypothesis is also
supported by results of the Swiss Health Survey in 2002
showing, for example, variations in the utilisation of gene-
ral healthcare services and cancer screening modalities
according to sociodemographic and socioeconomic cha-
racteristics of the Swiss resident population [20].
The aim of our study was to describe the Swiss sit-

uation with regard to history of BDM and current OM
utilisation in Swiss women based on the most recent
Swiss Health Survey (SHS) data. Specifically, we sought to
assess whether BDM and OM utilisation in women vary
with respect to sociodemographic and socioeconomic fac-
tors, healthcare utilisation, and/or established risk factors
for osteoporosis and osteoporotic fractures that justify a
BDM according to SVGO recommendations.

Methods
Study design and data collection
The methods of the SHS 2007, including sampling,
weighting and adjustment for non-response are described
in detail elsewhere [21]. Briefly, the SHS 2007 was con-
ducted by the Swiss Federal Statistical Office (SFSO). The
survey data are representative for Swiss residents aged
15 years and older who lived in private households with a
registered landline phone in 2007. Institutionalised adults
(e.g., those in nursing homes, hospitals, prisons, and mon-
asteries), adults without a landline phone, individuals who
resided in Switzerland for 3 months or less and those who
did not speak German, French or Italian were, by design,
excluded [21,22].
A random sample was obtained by stratified selection

in two stages; in the first stage, households were ran-
domly selected in each canton with oversampling in 14
cantons, whereas in the second stage, one person was
randomly selected in each household. The sampling list
consisted of 30,179 addresses of households, of which
1,847 addresses were not valid. Of the remaining 28,332
households, 6,158 households were unavailable, and
3,414 persons refused to participate, resulting in a sam-
ple of 18,760 interviewed persons (response rate 66%).
The SHS participants were interviewed via a computer-

assisted phone interview (CATI) conducted by the Institute
MIS-Trend SA in Lausanne and Gümligen on behalf of the
SFSO. The SFSO constructed a weighting for each record
in the SHS to account for the oversampling in certain
cantons and for non-responses of households and indivi-
duals. The marginal distributions of the SHS respondents
weighted with respect to sex, age group, nationality, lan-
guage region and canton of residence were calibrated to
the distributions of the 2006 Swiss resident population,
excluding those living in institutions.

Questionnaire
The CATI questionnaire included close to 400 ques-
tions grouped in 69 domains, covering areas such as
sociodemographic and socioeconomic status, health
status, health-related behaviours and attitudes, and
health services utilisation [23].

Outcome variables
In contrast to the prior SHSs in 1992, 1997 and 2002,
the SHS 2007 contained questions pertinent to the his-
tory of BDM and OM utilisation.
All women aged 40 years and older were asked whether

they had ever had a BDM (yes or no). In addition, all
women older than 40 years (and not only those having
had a BDM) were asked how often they had taken medica-
tions against osteoporosis in the last 7 days (daily, several
times, about once or never) and in case of treatment, if
the medication had been prescribed by a physician (yes or
no). Whether a woman currently takes hormone replace-
ment therapy (HRT) was a separate question in the SHS.
Taking HRT was not classified as an OM. With this infor-
mation, the variable of physician prescribed OM in the
last 7 days (yes or no) was created.

Sociodemographic and socioeconomic factors
The sociodemographic variables assessed were age
(grouped into 40–49 years, 50–59 years, 60–69 years,
70–79 years, and ≥80 years), nationality (Swiss, Swiss
citizen with dual nationality, or other), language region
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(German, French or Italian), region (Lake Geneva, Midland,
Northwest, Zurich, East, Central or Ticino) and residential
area (urban or rural). The socioeconomic variables
evaluated were type of hospitalisation insurance (public,
semiprivate or private), education level (compulsory,
secondary or tertiary) and equivalent per capita income
grouped in tertiles (lower, middle or upper).
The variables for region, residential area, education

level and equivalent per capita income were indexed,
calculated and supplied by the SFSO, and they are
described elsewhere [24].
Health and healthcare-related factors
The healthcare-related factors assessed were number of
physician visits in the past 12 months (no visits, 1 visit,
2–6 visits, or >6 visits) and a gynaecologist check-up in
the last 12 months (yes or no). Self-assessed current
health status was obtained from the question “How is
your health in general?” with five response options from
“very bad” to “very good”. The question on self-assessed
health status is part of the “Minimum European Health
Module” (MEHM). The category “very good” was com-
bined with “good”, and “very bad” with “bad”. Whether
the individual had a health-oriented lifestyle (yes or no)
was derived from the question “How important is health
for you? You have here 3 different opinions. Please state
which one is closest to your own opinion: 1. I live with-
out taking care of possible consequences for my health.
2. Ideas on the maintenance of my health influence
my lifestyle. 3. Health-related considerations determine
mainly how I live.”
The respondents were coded to have a health-oriented

lifestyle if they gave answer 2 or 3. In addition, informa-
tion on having ever had a test for cancer in the absence
of symptoms was used to create a variable on cancer
screening ever performed (yes or no) with regard to
mammography and colon cancer screening. Further-
more, a variable describing the type of OM (none,
self-ordered, prescribed, or HRT) was constructed using
information on OM and HRT.
Osteoporosis risk factors
The risk factors assessed were smoking (no, former or
not daily, or yes), daily tobacco consumption (none, 0–9
cigarettes, or ≥10 cigarettes), daily alcohol intake (none,
0–30 g, or >30 g) [6], underweight defined as body mass
index below 20 kg/m2 (yes or no) [6] and a history of
falls in the past 12 months (yes or no). The question on
falls was restricted to individuals aged 60 years and
older. Risk factors and their levels were defined taking
the FRAX calculation tool into account [6].
Level of physical activity (inactive, partially active,

or active) was included as protective factor. These
categories of physical activity were defined by the SFSO
as described elsewhere [24].

Statistical analysis
All analyses were weighted using the record weightings as
provided by the SFSO [21]. Survey commands (svy prefix)
of the statistical software Stata version 11.2 (Stata Corp,
College Station, Texas, US.) were used to perform the
weighted analyses.
For each variable of interest, the number of respon-

dents in each group, the (weighted) percentages of the
population in each group and the (weighted) percentages
of the population with the outcome of interest per group
were calculated. The significance of intergroup diffe-
rences was tested using the Pearson γ2-test (significance
level p<0.05).
The crude associations of variables of interest with

history of BDM or current OM were first evaluated
using univariable logistic regression analyses. To adjust
for confounders and to identify variables independently
associated with the outcome of interest, multivariable
logistic regression analyses were performed. Based on
the findings in the US and in Canada, three distinct
regression models were fitted; the first two models
included either sociodemographic covariates (age, region,
residential area) or socioeconomic covariates (education
level, per capita income, type of hospitalisation insurance),
and the third model adjusted for both groups (age, region,
residential area, education level, per capita income, hos-
pitalisation insurance type). The significance of asso-
ciations was examined using the Wald test (significance
level p<0.05).
The reference groups were the lowest level for the

ordered variables, the group with the highest number of
observations for the not-ordered categorical variables
and the level without the corresponding characteristic of
interest for the dichotomous variables. For age, the refe-
rence group was those aged 50–59 years. Ethical appro-
val was not required for this analysis of data, which are
available to research institutions according to the ordi-
nance on federal statistical monitoring activities and
surveys [25].

Results
Bone density measurement utilisation in women
Of the 7,052 female respondents aged 40 years and
older, 327 were excluded due to missing information
on BDM utilisation, leaving 6,725 women for analysis
(95.4%).

Lifetime prevalence of BDM
In 2007, 25.6% (95% CI: 24.3-26.9%) of female residents
aged 40 years and older had performed a BDM at least
once (Table 1). BDM prevalence was highest in the
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60–79 years age groups (41.8%) and lowest in the 40–49
years age group (5.8%). It was highest in Ticino (32.0%)
and lowest in the Central region (17.8%), and it was
higher in urban areas (26.7%). Additionally, utilisation
rate was highest in the Italian-speaking region (31.4%),
which corresponds approximately to the Ticino, and
lowest in the German-speaking region (23.8%). Further-
more, ever having had a BDM was higher for women
with a higher income (29.8%), for women with private
hospitalisation insurance (36.6%) and for those with
more doctor visits in the past year. In addition it was
higher (33.7%) in those who had ever undergone a breast
or colon cancer screen.
Factors associated with BDM utilisation
Most of the sociodemographic factors (age, language
region, region, and nationality), all the socioeconomic
factors (education level, income, and hospitalisation
insurance type) and all the healthcare-related factors
(number of doctor visits, gynaecologist check-up, cancer
screening ever performed, health-oriented lifestyle, and
self-assessed health) including OM showed statistically
significant associations with BDM utilisation after adjus-
ting for sociodemographic and socioeconomic factors,
but only few of the assessed osteoporosis risk factors
(underweight, physical activity level, and history of falls)
did (Table 1).
Lifetime BDM prevalence increased with age but

decreased slightly in those 80 years and older compared to
those aged 70–79 years. Women from the French-
speaking (OR 1.58) and the Italian-speaking (OR 1.56)
region more often had ever had a BDM than those from
the German-speaking region. Furthermore, Swiss dual
citizens more often had a BDM than did Swiss women
(OR 1.43). This association was only evident when adjust-
ing for sociodemographic factors. On the other hand, after
adjustment for sociodemographic and socioeconomic fac-
tors, residential area was no longer associated with BDM.
The associations of BDM prevalence with income and

hospitalisation insurance type remained statistically sig-
nificant even though the strength of the associations were
reduced when controlling for sociodemographic and
socioeconomic factors. In contrast to the crude results in
which no association was observed between education
level and BDM utilisation, the adjusted results showed
that women with a secondary (OR 1.45) or tertiary (OR
1.44) education more often had a BDM than women with
only compulsory education. Furthermore, women with a
health-oriented lifestyle (OR 1.66) and those who had
already undergone a screen for breast or colon cancer
(OR 1.51) had a higher BDM prevalence. Similar associa-
tions were found for gynaecologist check-up (OR 1.79)
and number of doctor visits.
With regard to osteoporosis risk factors, lifetime
BDM prevalence was no longer associated with smok-
ing after adjustment for sociodemographic factors. On
the other hand, only in the adjusted analyses, under-
weight women (OR 1.34) and women with a history of
falls (OR 1.30) – and thus those with elevated osteopor-
osis and osteoporotic fracture risk – had more often
undergone a BDM. Women with a higher physical acti-
vity level and thus a decreased osteoporosis risk how-
ever were also more likely to have had a BDM than
were inactive women (OR 1.27).

Osteoporosis medication
Of the 7,052 women older than 40 years, 216 were
excluded due to missing answers regarding OM in the
last 7 days, leaving 6,836 women for analysis (96.9%).

Prevalence of current OM medication
In 2007, 7.8% (95% CI: 7.0-8.6%) of female Swiss resi-
dents older than 40 years reported having taken pre-
scribed OM (not including HRT) in the 7 days prior to
the interview (Table 2). OM prevalence increased with
age and was highest in the 70–79 years age group
(17.7%) and lowest in the 40–49 years age group (1.5%).
The prevalence was highest in the French-speaking
region of Switzerland (9.3%). OM prevalence was higher
in less educated women and in women with private hos-
pitalisation insurance (10.3%). Similarly, higher propor-
tions were observed in women with more doctor visits
in the past year and in women who had ever undergone
a breast or colon cancer screen (9.0%).

Factors associated with prescribed OM utilisation
Most of the healthcare-related factors (number of doctor
visits, gynaecologist check-up, BDM ever performed,
and self-assessed health) showed a statistically significant
association with OM when controlling for sociodemo-
graphic and socioeconomic factors, but only few of the
sociodemographic factors (age, and region) and only one
socioeconomic factor (hospitalisation insurance type)
did (Table 2): Prescribed OM prevalence was much
higher in women having ever had a BDM (OR 9.87),
although OM can be taken even without having per-
formed a BDM, and prevalence increased with number
of physician visits in the past year. In addition, pre-
scribed OM utilisation was higher in those having had a
gynaecologist check- up in the last 12 months (OR 1.61)
after adjustment for sociodemographic factors, while no
association was observed in the crude results.
On the other hand and in contrast to the crude

association, education level and breast or colon cancer
screening were no longer associated with medication
when adjusting for sociodemographic factors.



Table 1 BDM in women according to sociodemographic, socioeconomic, risk and healthcare-related factors

BDM Samplea Population Proportion with BDM Unadjusted model Adjusted modelb

Ever performed N % (95% CI) % (95% CI) crude OR (95% CI) adjusted OR (95% CI)

Total 6,725 100.0% 25.6% (24.3-26.9%)

Sociodemographic factors

Age group p=0.0000 p=0.0000 p=0.0000

40-49 years 1,760 31.1% (29.7-32.6%) 5.8% (4.6-7.3%) 0.19 (0.14-0.25) 0.21 (0.16-0.29)

50-59 years 1,536 24.9% (23.6-26.3%) 24.8% (22.2-27.5%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

60-69 years 1,629 21.5% (20.4-22.8%) 41.8% (38.8-44.8%) 2.18 (1.80-2.63) 2.48 (2.02-3.03)

70-79 years 1,195 14.8% (13.9-15.9%) 41.8% (38.4-45.4%) 2.18 (1.78-2.67) 2.70 (2.16-3.38)

≥80 years 605 7.6% (6.9-8.3%) 32.0% (27.5-36.8%) 1.43 (1.10-1.85) 1.78 (1.34-2.37)

mean age (years) 58.5 (58.2-58.9)

Nationality p=0.1109 p=0.0916 p=0.0074

Swiss citizen 5,502 78.3% (76.9-79.6%) 25.5% (24.2-27.0%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

Swiss dual citizen 712 10.1% (9.3-11.0%) 29.2% (25.4-33.4%) 1.20 (0.98-1.48) 1.43 (1.12-1.83)

others 510 11.6% (10.5-12.9%) 22.6% (18.3-27.5%) 0.85 (0.65-1.12) 1.32 (0.96-1.83)

unknown 1

Language region p=0.0000 p=0.0000 p=0.0000

German 4,148 72.8% (72.0-73.5%) 23.8% (22.3-25.4%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

French 1,965 22.1% (21.5-22.8%) 30.0% (27.6-32.6%) 1.37 (1.18-1.59) 1.58 (1.34-1.87)

Italian 612 5.1% (4.8-5.4%) 31.4% (27.3-35.8%) 1.46 (1.18-1.81) 1.56 (1.20-2.03)

Region p=0.0000 p=0.0000 p=0.0000

Lake Geneva 1,190 17.2% (16.6-17.8%) 30.0% (27.0-33.1%) 1.29 (1.06-1.58) 1.37 (1.09-1.72)

Midland 1,750 23.0% (22.2-23.7%) 24.8% (22.4-27.5%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

Northwest 752 14.9% (14.3-15.5%) 28.8% (25.2-32.6%) 1.22 (0.97-1.53) 1.13 (0.86-1.46)

Zurich 891 17.8% (17.2-18.5%) 24.0% (21.0-27.3%) 0.95 (0.76-1.19) 0.87 (0.68-1.12)

East 698 13.0% (12.4-13.6%) 23.1% (19.4-27.2%) 0.91 (0.70-1.17) 0.90 (0.68-1.21)

Central 839 9.3% (8.9-9.7%) 17.8% (14.9-21.1%) 0.65 (0.51-0.84) 0.65 (0.49-0.86)

Ticino 605 4.9% (4.6-5.1%) 32.0% (27.9-36.3%) 1.42 (1.12-1.80) 1.44 (1.09-1.92)

Residential area p=0.0035 p=0.0036 p=0.2215

urban 4,734 74.4% (73.2-75.6%) 26.7% (25.2-28.3%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

rural 1,991 25.6% (24.4-26.8%) 22.4% (20.0-24.9%) 0.79 (0.67-0.93) 0.89 (0.74-1.07)

Socioeconomic factors

Education level p=0.0905 p=0.0926 p=0.0041

compulsory 1,438 18.8% (17.7-20.1%) 24.3% (21.5-27.2%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

secondary 4,108 62.8% (61.3-64.3%) 26.7% (25.1-28.4%) 1.14 (0.95-1.36) 1.45 (1.16-1.81)

tertiary 1,179 18.3% (17.2-19.6%) 23.3% (20.5-26.3%) 0.95 (0.76-1.19) 1.44 (1.08-1.92)

Income per capita p=0.0000 p=0.0000 p=0.0271

lower tertile 2,058 32.4% (30.9-33.9%) 19.8% (17.7-22.0%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

middle tertile 2,121 35.2% (33.7-36.8%) 26.5% (24.3-28.8%) 1.46 (1.22-1.75) 1.10 (0.90-1.34)

upper tertile 2,073 32.3% (30.9-33.8%) 29.8% (27.5-32.3%) 1.72 (1.44-2.06) 1.32 (1.07-1.63)

unknown 473

mean income
(CHF per month)

4023 (3945-4101)
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Table 1 BDM in women according to sociodemographic, socioeconomic, risk and healthcare-related factors (Continued)

Hospitalisation
insurance p=0.0000 p=0.0000 p=0.0001

public 3,899 60.8% (59.3-62.3%) 21.5% (20.0-23.1%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

semiprivate 1,785 27.9% (26.6-29.4%) 30.9% (28.3-33.5%) 1.63 (1.40-1.90) 1.42 (1.19-1.70)

private 774 11.3% (10.4-12.2%) 36.6% (32.6-40.9%) 2.11 (1.72-2.58) 1.45 (1.15-1.83)

unknown 267

Healthcare-related factors and medication

Osteoporosis
medicationc in
the last 7 days p=0.0000 p=0.0000 p=0.0000

none 5,316 82.5% (81.3-83.6%) 20.5% (19.3-21.9%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

self-ordered 24 0.3% (0.2-0.4%) 43.7% (23.5-66.3%) 3.00 (1.18-7.63) 1.83 (0.63-5.32)

prescribed (not including HRT) 448 6.2% (5.6-7.0%) 79.9% (74.9-84.1%) 15.37 (11.45-20.63) 11.14 (8.07-15.39)

prescribed HRT 740 11.1% (10.1-12.1%) 38.0% (33.7-42.6%) 2.38 (1.93-2.92) 1.62 (1.28-2.06)

unknown 197

Number of doctor visits
in the past 12 months p=0.0000 p=0.0000 p=0.0000

no visits 889 13.6% (12.6-14.7%) 15.3% (12.6-18.4%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

1 visit 1,339 22.2% (20.9-23.5%) 18.7% (16.4-21.3%) 1.28 (0.97-1.69) 1.49 (1.09-2.04)

2-6 visits 3,166 47.5% (46.0-49.0%) 27.8% (26.0-29.8%) 2.14 (1.67-2.73) 2.09 (1.58-2.76)

>6 visits 1,167 16.7% (15.6-17.9%) 35.7% (32.3-39.2%) 3.07 (2.34-4.03) 2.87 (2.10-3.92)

unknown 164

mean number of visits 4.6 (4.3-4.8)

Gynaecologist check-up
in the last 12 months p=0.0043 p=0.0043 p=0.0000

no 3,618 51.8% (50.3-53.3%) 23.8% (22.1-25.5%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

yes 3,088 48.2% (46.7-49.7%) 27.5% (25.6-29.5%) 1.22 (1.06-1.39) 1.79 (1.51-2.12)

unknown 19

Cancer screening
(breast, colon) ever
performed p=0.0000 p=0.0000 p=0.0000

no 2,978 47.5% (46.0-49.0%) 16.7% (15.1-18.4%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

yes 3,710 52.5% (51.0-54.1%) 33.7% (31.9-35.7%) 2.55 (2.20-2.95) 1.51 (1.27-1.79)

unknown 37

Health-oriented lifestyle p=0.0242 p=0.0249 p=0.0050

no 379 7.2% (6.4-8.2%) 20.3% (15.7-25.7%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

yes 4,861 92.8% (91.9-93.6%) 26.8% (25.3-28.4%) 1.44 (1.05-1.98) 1.66 (1.16-2.35)

unknown 485

Self-assessed health state p=0.0000 p=0.0000 p=0.0000

(very) good 5,414 81.8% (80.6-82.9%) 23.0% (21.6-24.3%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

medium 1,010 14.2% (13.2-15.3%) 36.3% (32.6-40.2%) 1.92 (1.60-2.30) 1.66 (1.33-2.08)

(very) poor 297 3.9% (3.4-4.6%) 41.8% (34.7-49.4%) 2.42 (1.77-3.30) 2.76 (1.88-4.06)

unknown 4
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Table 1 BDM in women according to sociodemographic, socioeconomic, risk and healthcare-related factors (Continued)

Risk factors

Smoking (smoker) p=0.0006 p=0.0006 p=0.5451

no 3,806 56.8% (55.3-58.3%) 26.8% (25.1-28.5%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

ex (former or not daily) 1,692 25.5% (24.2-26.8%) 26.6% (24.2-29.3%) 0.99 (0.85-1.16) 1.09 (0.91-1.31)

yes 1,225 17.7% (16.6-19.0%) 20.2% (17.7-23.1%) 0.69 (0.57-0.84) 0.97 (0.77-1.22)

unknown 2

Tobacco consumption per day p=0.0000 p=0.0000 p=0.7711

none 5,328 79.9% (78.6-81.1%) 27.1% (25.6-28.6%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

0-9 cigarettes 541 8.0% (7.2-8.9%) 18.8% (15.2-23.0%) 0.62 (0.48-0.81) 0.91 (0.67-1.25)

≥10 cigarettes 836 12.1% (11.2-13.2%) 20.8% (17.6-24.3%) 0.71 (0.57-0.88) 0.93 (0.72-1.21)

unknown 20

Alcohol intake per day p=0.8684 p=0.8670 p=0.6308

none 2,443 34.7% (33.3-36.2%) 25.9% (23.8-28.1%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

0-30 g 4,175 63.9% (62.4-65.3%) 25.5% (23.9-27.1%) 0.98 (0.85-1.13) 0.97 (0.82-1.14)

>30 g 92 1.4% (1.1-1.8%) 23.2% (14.6-34.9%) 0.87 (0.48-1.55) 0.74 (0.40-1.39)

unknown 15

mean alcohol intake (g/d) 5.6 (5.3-5.8)

Underweight (BMI <20 kg/m2) p=0.8712 p=0.8712 p=0.0146

no 5,694 86.3% (85.2-87.4%) 25.7% (24.4-27.1%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

yes 892 13.7% (12.7-14.8%) 26.0% (22.7-29.7%) 1.02 (0.83-1.24) 1.34 (1.06-1.69)

unknown 139

mean BMI (kg/m2) 24.2 (24.0-24.3)

Physical activity p=0.1262 p=0.1286 p=0.0398

inactive 1,596 20.9% (19.8-22.2%) 27.5% (24.9-30.4%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

partially active 2,675 41.5% (40.0-43.0%) 24.2% (22.2-26.2%) 0.84 (0.70-1.00) 1.06 (0.86-1.30)

active 2,442 37.6% (36.1-39.1%) 26.2% (24.1-28.3%) 0.93 (0.78-1.11) 1.27 (1.03-1.56)

unknown 12

Falls in the past 12 monthsd p=0.0623 p=0.0625 p=0.0128

no 2,528 75.0% (73.2-76.8%) 38.9% (36.6-41.3%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

yes 892 25.0% (23.2-26.8%) 43.3% (39.4-47.4%) 1.20 (0.99-1.45) 1.30 (1.06-1.60)

unknown 3,305
a respondents, unweighted data.
b controlled for sociodemographic and socioeconomic factors (age, region and residential area, income, hospitalisation insurance type, and education level)
except language region was not controlled for region because of collinearity.
c information only available for women older than 40 years.
d information only available for women aged 60 years and older.
BDM ever performed in women aged 40 years and older living in Switzerland according to sociodemographic, socioeconomic, risk and healthcare- related factors
(SHS 2007 data).
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Discussion
According to our analysis of the SHS 2007 data, lifetime
prevalence of BDM and current OM in women aged at
least 40 years was only 26% and 8%, respectively. These
prevalences seem low taking into account that BDM is
not only performed to screen but also to diagnose osteo-
porosis after a fracture occurred, and similarly that OM
is not only taken to cure but also to prevent osteopo-
rosis. This low coverage might indicate that the risk for
osteoporosis is not fully appreciated by physicians or the
general population in Switzerland. The public seems to
perceive osteoporosis as a minor health issue, for exam-
ple compared to cancer, although osteoporosis is estima-
ted to account for more disability-adjusted life-years lost
than most cancers, except lung cancer [26].
In Switzerland, healthcare services are in principle equally

accessible to all individuals, as the healthcare system is
publicly funded, and health insurance, being compulsory,
covers all residents equally. Nevertheless, we found dispa-
rities in the utilisation of BDM and OM with respect to



Table 2 OM in women according to sociodemographic, socioeconomic, and healthcare-related factors

Osteoporosis medication Samplea Population Proportion with OM Unadjusted model Adjusted modelb

HRT not included N % (95% CI) % (95% CI) crude OR (95% CI) adjusted OR (95% CI)

Total 6,836 100.0% 7.8% (7.0-8.6%)

Sociodemographic factors

Age group p=0.0000 p=0.0000 p=0.0000

40-49 years 1,645 29.3% (27.8-30.8%) 1.5% (0.9-2.5%) 0.27 (0.15-0.51) 0.22 (0.11-0.45)

50-59 years 1,586 25.3% (23.9-26.7%) 5.1% (3.9-6.8%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

60-69 years 1,667 21.5% (20.3-22.7%) 9.2% (7.7-11.0%) 1.87 (1.31-2.67) 1.93 (1.32-2.83)

70-79 years 1,258 15.4% (14.4-16.4%) 17.7% (15.1-20.6%) 3.96 (2.79-5.61) 4.07 (2.75-6.01)

≥80 years 680 8.6% (7.9-9.4%) 15.5% (12.4-19.2%) 3.38 (2.28-5.01) 3.53 (2.27-5.47)

mean age (years) 59.3 (58.9-59.7)

Nationality p=0.7348 p=0.6753 p=0.6460

Swiss citizen 5,565 76.7% (75.3-78.1%) 7.9% (7.1-8.8%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

Swiss dual citizen 721 10.0% (9.2-10.9%) 6.8% (5.0-9.4%) 0.85 (0.59-1.23) 1.09 (0.74-1.61)

others 548 13.3% (12.0-14.6%) 7.5% (5.0-11.0%) 0.94 (0.61-1.45) 1.28 (0.73-2.25)

unknown 2

Language region p=0.0452 p=0.0774 p=0.1380

German 4,179 72.3% (71.5-73.0%) 7.3% (6.4-8.3%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

French 2,034 22.6% (21.9-23.3%) 9.3% (7.9-11.0%) 1.31 (1.03-1.65) 1.22 (0.94-1.59)

Italian 623 5.1% (4.8-5.4%) 7.6% (5.5-10.4%) 1.05 (0.72-1.52) 0.84 (0.57-1.25)

Region p=0.0041 p=0.0067 p=0.0259

Lake Geneva 1,235 17.5% (16.9-18.2%) 8.9% (7.2-10.9%) 0.93 (0.68-1.28) 0.91 (0.64-1.30)

Midland 1,791 23.2% (22.5-24.0%) 9.5% (7.8-11.6%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

Northwest 762 14.8% (14.3-15.4%) 9.0% (7.0-11.6%) 0.95 (0.66-1.35) 0.97 (0.66-1.41)

Zurich 891 17.6% (16.9-18.3%) 5.9% (4.4-7.7%) 0.59 (0.41-0.86) 0.61 (0.41-0.92)

East 699 12.7% (12.1-13.2%) 6.0% (4.3-8.3%) 0.61 (0.40-0.92) 0.69 (0.44-1.06)

Central 842 9.3% (8.9-9.7%) 5.2% (3.6-7.5%) 0.52 (0.33-0.81) 0.52 (0.32-0.83)

Ticino 616 4.9% (4.7-5.2%) 7.9% (5.8-10.8%) 0.82 (0.55-1.24) 0.68 (0.44-1.06)

Residential area p=0.2792 p=0.2796 p=0.3755

urban 4,814 74.7% (73.5-75.9%) 8.0% (7.2-9.0%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

rural 2,022 25.3% (24.1-26.5%) 7.0% (5.6-8.7%) 0.86 (0.66-1.13) 0.87 (0.65-1.18)

Socioeconomic
factors

Education level p=0.0038 p=0.0044 p=0.5559

compulsory 1,562 21.1% (19.9-22.4%) 10.0% (8.2-12.2%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

secondary 4,109 61.3% (59.8-62.8%) 7.5% (6.5-8.5%) 0.72 (0.56-0.93) 0.85 (0.62-1.17)

tertiary 1,161 17.6% (16.5-18.8%) 5.9% (4.6-7.7%) 0.57 (0.40-0.81) 0.94 (0.62-1.45)

unknown 4

Income per capita p=0.9508 p=0.9579 p=0.8105

lower tertile 2,075 32.8% (31.4-34.4%) 7.8% (6.4-9.5%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

middle tertile 2,148 35.4% (33.9-37.0%) 7.5% (6.4-8.9%) 0.96 (0.72-1.28) 0.90 (0.67-1.23)

upper tertile 2,090 31.8% (30.3-33.2%) 7.5% (6.3-9.0%) 0.96 (0.72-1.29) 0.94 (0.67-1.32)

unknown 523

mean income (CHF per month) 3995 (3918-4072)
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Table 2 OM in women according to sociodemographic, socioeconomic, and healthcare-related factors (Continued)

Hospitalisation insurance p=0.0020 p=0.0026 p=0.0270

public 3,961 61.5% (60.0-63.0%) 6.7% (5.8-7.7%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

semiprivate 1,795 27.2% (25.9-28.6%) 9.1% (7.7-10.8%) 1.40 (1.10-1.79) 1.40 (1.07-1.84)

private 794 11.3% (10.4-12.3%) 10.3% (8.0-13.2%) 1.61 (1.17-2.22) 1.40 (0.98-1.98)

unknown 286

Healthcare-related
factors and medication

Bone density measurement p=0.0000 p=0.0000 p=0.0000

no 4,670 73.8% (72.5-75.1%) 2.2% (1.8-2.8%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

yes 1,858 26.2% (24.9-27.6%) 22.8% (20.6-25.3%) 13.03 (10.03-16.92) 9.87 (7.37-13.22)

unknown 308

Number of doctor
visits in the past 12 months p=0.0000 p=0.0000 p=0.0000

no visits 896 13.5% (12.5-14.7%) 2.9% (1.8-4.7%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

1 visit 1,333 21.6% (20.3-22.9%) 3.8% (2.8-5.2%) 1.31 (0.74-2.33) 1.78 (0.97-3.27)

2-6 visits 3,206 47.4% (45.8-48.9%) 8.4% (7.2-9.7%) 3.02 (1.83-5.01) 3.01 (1.75-5.16)

>6 visits 1,227 17.5% (16.4-18.7%) 13.8% (11.6-16.4%) 5.32 (3.16-8.94) 4.79 (2.74-8.39)

unknown 174

mean number of visits 4.7 (4.4-5.0)

Gynaecologist check-up
in the last 12 months p=0.3969 p=0.3971 p=0.0001

no 3,621 52.5% (50.9-54.0%) 7.8% (6.8-9.0%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

yes 3,017 47.5% (46.0-49.1%) 7.2% (6.2-8.3%) 0.91 (0.73-1.13) 1.61 (1.26-2.06)

unknown 198

Cancer screening
(breast, colon) ever
performed

p=0.0002 p=0.0002 p=0.4590

no 2,854 46.2% (44.7-47.8%) 6.0% (5.0-7.1%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

yes 3,740 53.8% (52.2-55.3%) 9.0% (8.0-10.1%) 1.56 (1.24-1.96) 1.10 (0.85-1.42)

unknown 242

Health-oriented
lifestyle

p=0.3006 p=0.3019 p=0.2900

no 374 7.2% (6.3-8.1%) 5.9% (3.7-9.2%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

yes 4,796 92.8% (91.9-93.7%) 7.5% (6.7-8.4%) 1.30 (0.79-2.15) 1.36 (0.77-2.42)

unknown 1,666

Self-assessed health
state

p=0.0000 p=0.0000 p=0.0000

(very) good 5,406 79.9% (78.6-81.1%) 5.9% (5.2-6.6%) 1.00 (ref.) 1.00 (ref.)

medium 1,080 15.2% (14.2-16.3%) 14.6% (12.1-17.4%) 2.74 (2.13-3.53) 2.02 (1.52-2.68)

(very) poor 347 4.9% (4.3-5.6%) 17.4% (12.3-24.2%) 3.40 (2.20-5.24) 2.89 (1.64-5.09)

unknown 3
a respondents, unweighted data.
b controlled for sociodemographic and socioeconomic factors (age, region, residential area, income, hospitalisation insurance type, and education level) except
language region was not controlled for region because of collinearity.
Taking prescribed OM in the last 7 days in women older than 40 years living in Switzerland according to sociodemographic, socioeconomic and healthcare-
related factors (SHS 2007 data).

Born and Zwahlen BMC Musculoskeletal Disorders 2013, 14:10 Page 9 of 12
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/14/10



Born and Zwahlen BMC Musculoskeletal Disorders 2013, 14:10 Page 10 of 12
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/14/10
sociodemographic, socioeconomic and healthcare-related
factors (Table 1, Table 2). Similar variations have previously
been documented for other curative and preventive health-
care services in Switzerland [20,27]. Inequalities in BDM
utilisation have also been observed in the US and in
Canada, despite existing recommendations for routine
BDM [9,11,12].

Sociodemographic, socioeconomic and healthcare-related
factors
Generally, the utilisation of preventive health care services
is lower among foreigners than among Swiss nationals
[20], although no differences were found for mam-
mography screening, regarding nationality [27,28]. Simi-
larly we found that BDM prevalence was comparable for
foreign and for Swiss women, but unexpectedly was
higher for Swiss dual citizens.
Consistent with general health service demand [20] and

particularly with mammography screening [27,29,30] in
Switzerland, also BDM and OM utilisation in women dif-
fered by region and/or language region. These disparities
may not only be caused by unequal needs or physician
recommendations, but also by differences in physician
density or, with respect to BDM, due to differences in the
density and/or distribution of DXA centres [31], and
therefore unequal access.
Also similar to the pattern found for the general use of

health services [20] and mammography screening [27]
our results showed that women with supplementary
private insurance in case of hospitalisation utilised BDM
and OM more often. This cannot be explained by the
fact that having private insurance is also correlated with
higher income and higher education level because we
controlled for both factors. But several other reasons
may account for this remarkable variation by type of
insurance. On the one hand, women′s demand e.g. due
to more worrying, their needs or the consent for BDM
or medication could differ. On the other hand, doctors’
provision of care, especially of BDM, may also have dif-
fered because compulsory health insurance does not
cover BDM for screening purposes, except for those with
certain major risk factors, whereas all the BDM for diag-
nostic purposes are reimbursed [10]. BDM screening is
to some extent covered for individuals who have an op-
tional health insurance supplement. In contrast to BDM,
reimbursement for OM is not dependent on health insu-
rance type but on having had a BDM: With the exception
of calcium, vitamin D, and some bisphosphonates, all
osteoporosis drugs are only reimbursed if the person has
BDM-diagnosed osteoporosis or has had a fracture [19].
Furthermore, consistent with the general demand [20]

but partially in contrast to mammography utilisation
[27,28] we found that BDM prevalence increased with
income and education level in women. Similarly, in
Canada higher income was directly associated with
higher BDM utilisation in women [14], whereas in the
US a similar disparity existed for screening but not for
diagnostic BDM [15]. It is unlikely that differences in
osteoporosis prevalence explain the observed variations
by socioeconomic status [32].
Similar to the findings for mammography screening in

Switzerland [27], our results clearly show that history of
BDM and taking OM increased by the intensity of
healthcare use in women, as quantified by the number
of doctor visits in the 12 months prior to the interview
or having had a gynaecologist check-up in the last 12
months. Likewise in the US, postmenopausal women
with diagnosed osteoporosis were more likely to receive
osteoporosis treatment when they had routine medical
care or when they had discussed the treatment with a
gynaecologist [18]. A higher healthcare use could obvi-
ously be the consequence of a poorer health state, or alter-
natively could result from a health-oriented but worrying
health behaviour independent from health state. However
increased anxiety in the absence of osteoporosis risk
factors does not seem to be associated with a reduced
bone density, and therefore would not constitute an indi-
cation for performing a BDM [33]. Our findings might
indicate an inappropriate BDM and OM utilisation in that
certain women have BDM or OM who do not meet the
indications, and others who are likely to meet the indi-
cations do not get it. BDM and OM should be targeted
according to established recommendations [34] to make
rational use of the healthcare budget and to properly
balance benefits and harms of BDM and OM [35].
The variation of BDM and OM utilisation by sociode-

mographic, socioeconomic and healthcare-related factors,
which possibly originate from variations in reimbursement
and in availability and utilisation of health services could
lead to a situation in which some women are underserved
or overtreated. This might foster further health inequa-
lities and therefore needs further investigation.

Osteoporosis risk factors
According to the SVGO recommendations [9], BDM is
indicated for women and men with at least one major or
two minor risk factors for osteoporosis or an osteoporotic
fracture. The major factors include being older than 70
years, being underweight and having pronounced physical
inactivity. The minor factors include smoking and exces-
sive alcohol consumption.
In Swiss resident women, all major but none of the

minor risk factors were associated with ever having had
a BDM. This may reflect the designated consideration of
the SVGO recommendations to decide who should have
a BDM, or it may also result from specific conditions
when BDM is covered by the health insurance [10].
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Osteoporosis prevalence and estimated 10-year osteo-
porosis facture probability increase with age, i.e. probabi-
lity for women in Switzerland is 6% at age 50 but 33% at
age 85 [1]. Hence, an age-dependent increase of BDM and
OM utilisation were expected, but we found a slight
decrease for individuals aged 80 years and older compared
to those aged 70–79 years. This is inconsistent with the
SVGO recommendations as age is a major risk factor [36].
However, this old-age effect may result from selection
bias, as institutionalised women are not covered by the
SHS. Osteoporotic fractures are a major factor leading to
people having to enter a nursing home. [2,37-39]. It is
therefore likely that women with BDM-diagnosed osteo-
porosis and subsequent OM are more likely residing in
such institutions, which is especially true for the oldest.

Strengths and limitations
This study was based on the SHS data, which makes the
results representative for adult Swiss resident women.
The SHS data provide rich information on health-related
issues and on the sociodemographic and socioeconomic
characteristics of the respondents.
Although the participants were selected in a random

two-stage sampling process, selection bias cannot be
excluded, as only persons living in private households with
a landline phone could be surveyed. I.e., as institutionalised
Swiss residents were not covered by the SHS, this study
may have underestimated the population prevalence of
lifetime BDM and current OM [2,37]. Additionally, some
misclassification due to reporting and recall bias may have
occurred as the data were based on information self-
reported by the participants and therefore were dependent
on their understanding of the questionnaire, their recall
capacity and their willingness to respond accurately.
Either, BDM is used for osteoporosis screening, for

diagnosis after osteoporotic fractures, or to monitor med-
ical osteoporosis treatment. The SHS 2007 asked about
BDM history but not about motive for the most recently
performed BDM. Therefore, no differentiation between
BDM for screening, diagnosis, or monitoring was possible.
Similarly, for OM, it was not possible to distinguish treat-
ment for primary prevention of an osteoporotic fracture
and therapy for secondary prevention of further fractures.
Finally, the questionnaire included no questions on osteo-
porosis or osteoporotic fractures.

Conclusions
Our analysis of the SHS 2007 data describes for the first
time factors associated with BDM history and current
OM utilisation in Swiss women. The low BDM and OM
coverage might indicate that the risk of osteoporosis and
osteoporotic fractures is not fully appreciated by physi-
cians or the general population in Switzerland. BDM
and OM prevalence varied substantially according to
healthcare-related, sociodemographic, and socioecono-
mic factors, which might foster further health inequali-
ties. The reasons for these disparities and the low BDM
and OM prevalences should be investigated in further
studies of elderly Swiss women, including those living in
institutions.

Abbreviations
BDM: Bone mineral density measurement; CATI: Computer-assisted phone
interview; DXA: Dual-energy x-ray absorptiometry; HRT: Hormone
replacement therapy; OM: Osteoporosis medication; SFSO: Swiss Federal
Statistical Office; SHS: Swiss Health Survey; SVGO: Swiss Union against
Osteoporosis.

Competing interests
This work of Rita Born was performed to fulfil the requirements to obtain a
Master of Public Health degree. Marcel Zwahlen was the supervisor of this
master thesis. Marcel Zwahlen0s position was funded from 2009-2012 by the
Swiss School of Public Health (http://www.ssphplus.ch). Otherwise,
no specific funding was available for this work.

Authors' contributions
RB conceived the design of the study, performed the statistical analysis and
drafted the manuscript. MZ participated in the design of the study, advised
on how to perform the statistical analysis and revised the manuscript. Both
authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Acknowledgements
The authors are grateful to the Swiss Federal Statistical Office for allowing
them to use the SHS 2007 data. Nature Publishing Group language editing is
acknowledged for the editing of the manuscript.

Received: 12 March 2012 Accepted: 13 December 2012
Published: 5 January 2013

References
1. Lippuner K, Johansson H, Kanis JA, Rizzoli R: Remaining lifetime and

absolute 10-year probabilities of osteoporotic fracture in Swiss men and
women. Osteoporos Int 2009, 20(7):1131–1140.

2. Federal Office of Public Health: Osteoporose und Stürze im Alter. 2004:1–84.
3. Schwenkglenks M, Lippuner K, Häuselmann HJ, Szucs TD: A model of

osteoporosis impact in Switzerland 2000–2020. Osteoporos Int 2005,
16(6):659–671.

4. Kanis JA, Burlet N, Cooper C, Delmas P: European guidance for the
diagnosis and management of osteoporosis in postmenopausal women.
Osteoporos Int 2008, 19(4):399–428.

5. Siris ES, Baim S, Nattiv A: Primary care use of FRAX: absolute fracture risk
assessment in postmenopausal women and older men. Postgrad Med
2010, 122(1):82–90.

6. World Health Organisation: FRAX Fracture Risk Assessment: Calculation Tool
for Switzerland. http://www.shef.ac.uk/FRAX/tool.jsp?country=15.

7. Schwenkglenks M, Lippuner K: Simulation-based cost-utility analysis of
population screening-based alendronate use in Switzerland. Osteoporos
Int 2007, 18(11):1481–1491.

8. Lippuner K, Popp A, Szucs T, Schwenkglenks M: Kosteneffektivität einer
Osteoporose- Behandlung nach systematischem Bevölkerungsscreening
in der Schweiz: Auswirkungen der Preisreduktion des
Alendronat-Originalpräparates. Pharmaco Economics 2008, 6(1):19–28.

9. Swiss Union Against Osteoporosis: Empfehlung zur Osteoporose Diagnostik,
Prävention, Behandlung. 2003:1–23.

10. Federal Department of Home Affairs: SR 832.112.31 Krankenpflege-
Leistungsverordnung KLV Art.1: Pflichtleistungen der Krankenkassen,
Anhang 1. 2001.

11. Brown JP, Josse RG, Scientific Advisory Council of the Osteoporosis Society
of Canada: 2002 Clinical practice guidelines for the diagnosis and
management of osteoporosis in Canada. Can Med Assoc J 2002,
167(10 Suppl):S1–S34.

12. U. S. Preventive Services Task Force: Screening for osteoporosis in
postmenopausal women: recommendations and rationale. Ann Intern
Med 2002, 137(6):526–528.

http://www.shef.ac.uk/FRAX/tool.jsp?country=15


Born and Zwahlen BMC Musculoskeletal Disorders 2013, 14:10 Page 12 of 12
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/14/10
13. U. S. Preventive Services Task Force: Screening for osteoporosis:
U.S. Preventive services task force recommendation statement.
Ann Intern Med 2011, 154(5):356–364.

14. Demeter S, Leslie WD, Lix L, MacWilliam L, Finlayson GS, Reed M: The
effect of socioeconomic status on bone density testing in a public
health-care system. Osteoporos Int 2007, 18(2):153–158.

15. Neuner JM, Zhang X, Sparapani R, Laud PW, Nattinger AB: Racial and
socioeconomic disparities in bone density testing before and after hip
fracture. J Gen Intern Med 2007, 22(9):1239–1245.

16. Nayak S, Roberts MS, Greenspan SL: Factors associated with diagnosis and
treatment of osteoporosis in older adults. Osteoporos Int 2009,
20(11):1963–1967.

17. Vanasse A, Dagenais P, Niyonsenga T, Grégoire JP, Courteau J, Hemiari A:
Bone mineral density measurement and osteoporosis treatment after a
fragility fracture in older adults: regional variation and determinants of
use in Quebec. BMC Musculoskelet Disord 2005, 6:33.

18. Brennan RM, Wactawski-Wende J, Crespo CJ, Dmochowski J: Factors
associated with treatment initiation after osteoporosis screening. Am J
Epidemiol 2004, 160(5):475–483.

19. Federal Office of Public Health: List of pharmaceutical specialities LS. 2011.
20. Bisig B, Gutzwiller F: Gesundheitswesen Schweiz: gibt es Unter- oder

Überversorgung? Die Bedeutung von Sozialschicht, Wohnregion,
Nationalität, Geschlecht und Versicherungstatus. NFP45 Rüegger Verlag
2004, 1:1–247.

21. Swiss Federal Statistical Office: Rapport de méthodes - Enquête suisse sur la
santé 2007. 2010:1–68.

22. Swiss Federal Statistical Office: Schweizerische Gesundheitsbefragung 2007 in
Kürze: Konzept, Methode, Durchführung. 2008:1–9.

23. Swiss Federal Statistical Office: Schweizerische Gesundheitsbefragung 2007:
Telefonischer und schriftlicher Fragebogen. 2010:1–126.

24. Swiss Federal Statistical Office: Schweizerische Gesundheitsbefragung 2007:
Die Indizes. 2010:1–89.

25. Federal Council: SR 431.012.1 Verordnung vom 30. Juni 1993 über die
Durchführung von statistischen Erhebungen des Bundes
(Statistikerhebungsverordnung). 1993.

26. Johnell O, Kanis JA: An estimate of the worldwide prevalence and
disability associated with osteoporotic fractures. Osteoporos Int 2006,
17(12):1726–1733.

27. Schmidlin K: Wie häufig und wie unterschiedlich werden
Krebsvorsorgeuntersuchungen von der Schweizerischen Bevölkerung
verwendet: Eine Auswertung der Schweizerischen
Gesundheitsbefragung. CDSP Saphir 2002, 2006:1–57.

28. Fontana M, Bischoff A: Uptake of breast cancer screening measures
among immigrant and Swiss women in Switzerland. Swiss Med Wkly 2008,
138(49–50):752–758.

29. Wanner P, Raymond L, Bouchardy C: Geographical disparities in
self-reported use of mammography and breast self-examination
according to the Swiss health survey. Ann Oncol 2001, 12(4):573–574.

30. Keller B, Stutz EZ, Tibblin M, Ackermann-Liebrich U, Faisst K, Probst-Hensch
N: Screening mammographies in Switzerland: what makes female and
male physicians prescribe them? Swiss Med Wkly 2001, 131(21–2):311–319.

31. Register of DEXA centres in Switzerland. http://www.dexa.ch/.
32. Wang MC, Dixon LB: Socioeconomic influences on bone health in

postmenopausal women: findings from NHANES III, 1988–1994.
Osteoporos Int 2006, 17(1):91–98.

33. Mulherin DM, Smith JA, Price T: Is patient anxiety about osteoporosis
sufficient indication for measuring bone mineral density?
Clin Exp Rheumatol 2000, 18(6):789.

34. Swiss Union Against Osteoporosis: Empfehlung zur Osteoporose Prävention
Diagnostik Behandlung. 2010:1–16.

35. Allemann S, Saner C, Zwahlen M, Christ ER, Diem P, Stettler C:
Long-term cardiovascular and non-cardiovascular mortality in women
and men with type 1 and type 2 diabetes mellitus: a 30-year follow-up
in Switzerland. Swiss Med Wkly 2009, 139(39–40):576–583.

36. Nayak S, Roberts MS, Greenspan SL: Factors associated with osteoporosis
screening and recommendations for osteoporosis screening in older
adults. J Gen Intern Med 2009, 24(5):585–591.

37. Holroyd C, Cooper C, Dennison E: Epidemiology of osteoporosis. Best Pract
Res Clin Endocrinol Metab 2008, 22(5):671–685.
38. Suhm N, Lamy O, Lippuner K, OsteoCare study group: Management of
fragility fractures in Switzerland: results of a nationwide survey.
Swiss Med Wkly 2008, 138(45–6):674–683.

39. Schürch MA, Rizzoli R, Mermillod B, Vasey H, Michel JP, Bonjour JP:
A prospective study on socioeconomic aspects of fracture of the
proximal femur. J Bone Miner Res 1996, 11(12):1935–1942.

doi:10.1186/1471-2474-14-10
Cite this article as: Born and Zwahlen: Disparities in bone density
measurement history and osteoporosis medication utilisation in Swiss
women: results from the Swiss Health Survey 2007. BMC Musculoskeletal
Disorders 2013 14:10.
Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 

• Convenient online submission

• Thorough peer review

• No space constraints or color figure charges

• Immediate publication on acceptance

• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

• Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

http://www.dexa.ch/

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Study design and data collection
	Questionnaire
	Outcome variables
	Sociodemographic and socioeconomic factors
	Health and healthcare-related factors
	Osteoporosis risk factors

	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Bone density measurement utilisation in women
	Lifetime prevalence of BDM
	Factors associated with BDM utilisation

	Osteoporosis medication
	Prevalence of current OM medication
	Factors associated with prescribed OM utilisation


	Discussion
	Sociodemographic, socioeconomic and healthcare-related factors
	Osteoporosis risk factors
	Strengths and limitations

	Conclusions
	Competing interests
	Authors' contributions
	Acknowledgements
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV <>
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [595.440 793.440]
>> setpagedevice


