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ABSTRACT
INTRODUCTION We conducted analyses of the association between smoking and 
osteoporosis and osteoporotic fractures using a secondary dataset analysis of the 
National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES) database and the 
two-sample Mendelian randomization (MR) method.
METHODS The associations between smoking and osteoporosis or osteoporotic 
fractures were analyzed using weighted logistic regression models for both 
univariate and multivariable analyses using pooled 1999–2018 NHANES data. 
The summary-level data of genome-wide association studies (GWAS) of smoking 
and osteoporosis were extracted from the IEU Open GWAS project. The inverse 
variance weighted method was used as the main method for the two-sample MR 
analysis. 
RESULTS We obtained the following main findings based on the NHANES data: 
smoking was associated with osteoporosis according to the analyses of 30856 
participants (OR=1.21; 95% CI: 1.06–1.39, p=0.004); smoking was associated 
with hip osteoporotic fracture according to the analyses of 30928 participants 
(OR=1.47; 95% CI: 1.14–1.90, p=0.004); smoking was associated with wrist 
osteoporotic fracture according to the analyses of 30923 participants (OR=1.33; 
95% CI: 1.18–1.49, p<0.001); and smoking was associated with spine osteoporotic 
fracture according to the analyses of 30910 participants (OR=1.43, 95% CI: 1.18–
1.73, p<0.001). In addition, we confirmed the potential causal effect of smoking 
on the risk of osteoporotic fracture (OR=24.5; 95% CI: 1.11–539, p=0.043) by 
conducting two-sample MR analyses.
CONCLUSIONS Smoking was associated with increased risks of both osteoporosis and 
osteoporotic fracture. Smoking showed a potential causal effect on the risk of 
osteoporotic fracture.

ABBREVIATIONS CDC: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, GWAS: Genome-wide association studies, IV: instrumental 
variable, IVW: inverse variance weighted, LD: linkage disequilibrium, MAF: minor allele frequency, MR: Mendelian randomization, 
MR-PRESSO: MR pleiotropy residual sum and outlier, NCHS: National Center for Health Statistics, NHANES: National Health and 
Nutrition Examination Survey, OS: overall survival, PIR: ratio of family income to poverty, SNP: single nucleotide polymorphism
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INTRODUCTION
Smoking is a global public health problem with widespread impacts, which is 
widely recognized as a causative risk factor for chronic obstructive pulmonary 
disease and lung cancer. In recent years, besides the diseases of the respiratory 
system, a growing number of studies have found that smoking is associated 
with various diseases, such as liver disease1, rheumatoid arthritis2, and multiple 
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sclerosis3. Osteoporosis is a systemic skeletal disorder 
characterized by the reduction of bone mass, bone 
mineral density, and even changes in the structure of 
bone, which greatly increases the risk of fracture4. As 
previously documented, the prevalence of osteoporosis 
in developing and developed countries was 22.1% 
and 14.5%, respectively, and the global overall 
prevalence of osteoporosis was 19.7%5, indicating 
a high incidence of osteoporosis in human beings. 
Furthermore, fractures are identified as the most 
serious complication of osteoporosis, which causes 
heavy burdens for patients and society6.

Studies found that cigarette smoking increased the 
risk of osteoporosis in patients with inflammatory 
bowel diseases7. An Asian biobank reported that 
tobacco use had profound influences on osteoporosis8. 
In addition, a retrospective case-control study 
suggested that smoking was also a potential risk 
factor for osteoporosis in patients with non-small cell 
lung cancer9. Smoking has been shown to cause an 
imbalance in bone turnover, making bones susceptible 
to osteoporosis and fragility fractures10. Research 
also discovered that smoking exerted promoting 
effects on osteoporotic fractures in both males and 
females11,12. However, despite these past cognitions, 
given the prevalence of smoking and the dangers of 
osteoporotic fractures, the current understanding of 
the relationship between them is underwhelming.

In this study, we conducted in-depth analyses of the 
association between smoking and osteoporosis and 
osteoporotic fractures using the cross-sectional study 
of the National Health and Nutrition Examination 
Survey (NHANES) and the two-sample Mendelian 
randomization (MR) method. 

METHODS
The NHANES
The National Center for Health Statistics (NCHS) of 
the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) 
conducts the ongoing project of NHANES (https://
www.cdc.gov/nchs/nhanes/index.htm ), a US serial 
cross-sectional study focusing on a variety of health 
and nutrition measurements to be used to determine 
the prevalence of major diseases and risk factors for 
many diseases. The NCHS Research Ethics Review 
Board authorized the NHANES protocols, and at the 
time of recruitment, all individuals signed informed 

consent forms. No additional ethical approval was 
required as the data for our current study were 
obtained from the publicly available database. Five 
data sections of the NHANES – dietary, laboratory, 
examination, demographic, and questionnaire – are 
publicly accessible.

Smoking status and osteoporosis relative data in 
NHANES
Survey data on smoking status were gathered via 
questionnaires among US adults. Participants were 
classified in the smoking group if they had smoked 
100 cigarettes or more over their lifetime; otherwise, 
they were included in the non-smoking group13. 
Osteoporosis and osteoporotic fracture data were also 
gathered via questionnaires among US adults: ‘Has a 
doctor ever told you that you had osteoporosis?’, and 
‘Has a doctor ever told you that you had broken or 
fractured your hip/wrist/spine?’.

In NHANES, from 1999 to 2018, smoking 
status data were shown in all survey cycles, while 
osteoporosis data were included in eight survey 
cycles (1999–2000, 2001–2002, 2003–2004, 2005–
2006, 2007–2008, 2009–2010, 2013–2014, and 
2017–2018) with two cycles deficient (2011–2012 
and 2015–2016). Therefore, all data extraction in 
our current study came from these eight survey cycle 
datasets where osteoporosis was located.

Demographic variables in NHANES
This study included the following demographic 
covariates: gender, age, race, education level, marital 
status, and the ratio of family income to poverty 
(PIR). Two age categories (≥65 and <65 years) were 
created. Mexican American, Other Hispanic, Non-
Hispanic White, Non-Hispanic Black, and Other 
Race (including multi-racial) were the five categories 
under which races fall. Three education categories 
were established: lower than high school, high school 
or equivalent, and college or higher. The three marital 
status categories were married/living with a partner, 
widowed/divorced/separated, and never married. 
In addition, three groups of PIR were also created: 
≤1.30, >1.30 to ≤3.50, and >3.50.

Body mass index and calcium in NHANES
The covariate of body mass index (BMI) was 
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extracted from the examination data and divided 
into three groups: <25, 25 to <30, and ≥30 (kg/m2). 
The total calcium concentration (mg/dL) covariate 
was extracted from the laboratory data and divided 
into two groups based on the median value (9.5 
mg/dL).

Statistical analysis for NHANES
NHANES statistical analyses were performed 
according to CDC guidelines (https://wwwn.cdc.
gov/nchs/nhanes/tutorials/default.aspx ). All the 
statistical analyses were performed using R software 
(version 4.3.0, https://www.r-project.org/) with the 
survey and nhanesR packages14. Statistical significance 
was considered for a two-tailed p<0.05.

The results of baseline characteristics for the 
included variables are presented as frequencies with 
percentages. The weighted chi-squared test was used 
to determine the difference in distribution between 
baseline characteristic groups. The association 
between smoking and osteoporosis was analyzed 
using weighted logistic regression models for 
univariate and multivariable analyses, and their odds 
ratios (ORs) with corresponding 95% confidence 
intervals (CIs) were calculated. For the univariate 
analyses (Model 0), no covariates were adjusted. The 
multivariable analysis models were as follows: Model 
1 adjusted for age, gender, and race; Model 2 further 
adjusted for education level, marital status, and PIR; 
and Model 3 further adjusted for BMI and calcium. 
The main results were based on the primary analyses, 
in which we removed the missing values for all 
included variables. Meanwhile, to verify the stability 
of our study, we conducted sensitivity analyses to 
classify the missing values of the covariates as ‘not 
recorded’ groups instead of removing them. Stratified 
analyses based on age, gender, race, education level, 
marital status, PIR, BMI, and calcium were also 
performed.

Mendelian randomization (MR) study design
MR analyses relied on three assumptions (Supplementary 
file Figure S1): 1) that the instrumental variable (IV) is 
closely associated with the exposure; 2) that the IV is 
not associated with confounders; and 3) that the IV can 
only influence the outcome through the exposure and 
not in other ways15. In our current study, two-sample 

MR analyses were used to explore the causal association 
between smoking and osteoporosis. However, according 
to the definition requirements of the two-sample MR, the 
two samples should come from the same population but 
should not involve overlapping participants15.

Smoking and osteoporosis data sources for MR
We searched the summary-level data of genome-
wide association studies (GWAS) of smoking and 
osteoporosis in the IEU Open GWAS project (https://
gwas.mrcieu.ac.uk), a database of more than 346 
billion genetic associations from over 50 thousand 
GWAS summary datasets for querying or download. 
By using the keywords ‘smoking’ and ‘osteoporosis’, 
we searched and selected the appropriate GWAS 
summary datasets from the search results of both 
for MR analyses. No additional ethical approval was 
required as the data for our study were obtained from 
publicly available databases.

IV selection for MR
We screened the single nucleotide polymorphism 
(SNPs) as IVs through the following steps. First, the 
association of exposure threshold was set at p<5×10-8,  
and the effect of linkage disequilibrium (LD) was 
excluded (r2<0.001 within a distance of 10000 kb). 
Second, F-statistics (F=β2/SE2) were calculated for 
the SNPs to measure the strength of the instruments, 
and an F-statistic <10 was excluded because of the 
‘weak instrument’16. Third, SNPs that were associated 
with the outcome (p<5×10-8) were excluded. Fourth, 
proxies were identified in high LDs (r2 >0.8) for 
those SNPs that were absent in the outcome, while 
those absent SNPs for which no suitable proxies were 
identified were excluded. Fifth, SNPs with minor 
allele frequency (MAF) <0.01 were excluded. Sixth, 
harmonization was performed to align the alleles 
of exposure and outcome SNPs, and SNPs were 
removed for being palindromic with intermediate 
allele frequencies. Seventh, the selected SNPs were 
manually searched using the PhenoScanner (http://
www.phenoscanner.medschl.cam.ac.uk), a database 
of publicly available results from large-scale human 
genetic association studies in which genetic variants 
are cross-referenced for association with many 
phenotypes of different types17, to exclude SNPs 
affected by known confounders.

https://doi.org/10.18332/tid/189485
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Statistical analyses for MR
Inverse variance weighted (IVW) is the main method 
commonly used in MR analysis, which combines all 
Wald ratios for each SNP to obtain a pooled estimate15. 
Therefore, the random effects IVW method was performed 
as the primary method in this study. Under the InSIDE 
assumption, performing a weighted linear regression of 
the outcome coefficients on the exposure coefficients18, 
the MR-Egger regression was used as the complementary 
analysis. Additionally, weighted median, simple mode, and 
weighted mode were used as complementary analyses. 
Leave-one-out analysis was used to evaluate whether 
the MR estimate was driven or biased by a single SNP15. 
The IVW and MR-Egger methods were used to test for 
heterogeneity. Cochran’s Q statistic and p-value were 
used to determine the presence of heterogeneity, with 
p<0.05 indicating the presence of heterogeneity. The 
MR pleiotropy residual sum and outlier (MR-PRESSO) 
global test and the MR-Egger intercept test were used to 
monitor the horizontal pleiotropy effect, and the evidence 
of pleiotropy was p<0.0519. All the MR analyses were 
performed with the R packages of TwoSampleMR , and 
MR-PRESSO using R software. A two-tailed p<0.05 was 
considered statistically significant.

RESULTS
The association between smoking and 
osteoporosis based on NHANES
A total of 81589 potential participants were extracted 

from the NHANES (1999–2000, n=9965; 2001–
2002, n=11039; 2003–2004, n=10122; 2005–2006, 
n=10348; 2007–2008, n=10149; 2009–2010, 
n=10537; 2013–2014, n=10175; and 2017–2018, 
n=9254). By removing the missing data of the 
included variables, 30856 participants remained 
to be used for primary analyses, and their baseline 
characteristics are given in the Supplementary file 
Table S1. The distributions of age, gender, race, 
education level, marital status, PIR, and BMI were 
statistically different between those with osteoporosis. 

Though the univariate analysis result (Model 0) 
showed no obvious association between smoking and 
osteoporosis, multivariable analysis results (Model 1 
to 3: OR=1.28; 95% CI: 1.12–1.46, p<0.001; OR=1.22; 
95% CI: 1.07–1.39, p=0.003; OR=1.21; 95% CI: 
1.06–1.39, p=0.004, respectively) have displayed the 
definite associations between them after adjusting the 
covariates of age, gender, race, education level, marital 
status, PIR, BMI, and calcium (Table 1). Meanwhile, 
in the sensitivity analyses that included 37214 
individuals (Supplementary file Table S2), we found 
similar results and trends (Table 1). Further detailed 
analysis results of the primary and sensitivity analyses 
are presented in the Supplementary file Tables S3–S6.

In the stratified analyses, based on the included 
covariates of age, gender, race, education level, 
marital status, PIR, BMI, and calcium, we performed 
multivariable analysis by adjusting all these covariates 

Table 1. The associations of smoking to osteoporosis in different analysis models among US adults who 
responded to smoking status and osteoporosis questionnaires in the National Health and Nutrition 
Examination Survey (NHANES), data from 1999–2010, 2013–2014, and 2017–2018 (N=30856 for primary 
analysis; N=37214 for sensitivity analysis) 

Model Smoking Primary results of osteoporosis Sensitivity results of osteoporosis

OR (95% CI) p OR (95% CI) p

Model 0 No ® 1 1

Yes 1.00 (0.88–1.13) 0.972 1.00 (0.89–1.12) 0.984

Model 1 No ® 1 1

Yes 1.28 (1.12–1.46) <0.001 1.28 (1.14–1.44) <0.001

Model 2 No ® 1 1

Yes 1.22 (1.07–1.39) 0.003 1.23 (1.09–1.38) <0.001

Model 3 No ® 1 1

Yes 1.21 (1.06–1.39) 0.004 1.22 (1.08–1.37) 0.001

Model 0: univariate analysis. Model 1: multivariable analysis adjusted for age, gender, and race. Model 2: multivariable analysis adjusted for the variables in Model 1 and also 
including education level, marital status, and the ratio of family income to poverty. Model 3: multivariable analysis adjusted for the variables in Model 2 and also including body 
mass index and calcium. ® Reference categories. 

https://doi.org/10.18332/tid/189485
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except the stratified target covariate itself. Results 
indicated that there was an interaction between 
smoking and marital status (p-interaction=0.018) in 
the relationship of smoking with osteoporosis (Figure 
1A). We found that smoking showed a potential 
protective effect for osteoporosis in the ‘never 
married’ subgroup (OR=0.51; 95% CI: 0.28–0.93, 
p=0.028) (Figure 1A).

The association between smoking and 
osteoporotic fractures based on NHANES
There were 30928 and 37298 participants used to 
conduct primary and sensitivity analyses, respectively, 
on the association between smoking and hip 
osteoporotic fracture (Supplementary file Tables S7 
and S8). Both univariate and multivariable analysis 
results showed associations between smoking and 

Figure 1. Forest plots of stratified analyses for the correlative relationship of smoking with osteoporosis (A), 
hip osteoporotic fracture (B), wrist osteoporotic fracture (C), and spine osteoporotic fracture (D) among 
US adults who responded to smoking status, osteoporosis, and osteoporotic fracture questionnaires in the 
National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES), data from 1999–2010, 2013–2014, and 
2017–2018 (N=30856, N=30928, N=30923, and N=30910 for stratified analyses on the osteoporosis, hip 
osteoporotic fracture, wrist osteoporotic fracture, and spine osteoporotic fracture respectively) 

PIR: ratio of family income to poverty. BMI: body mass index. Ref: reference.
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hip osteoporotic fracture (Model 0 to 3: OR=1.65; 
95% CI: 1.28–2.11, p<0.001; OR 1.60, 95% CI: 
1.24–2.08, p<0.001; OR=1.47; 95% CI: 1.14–1.91, 
p=0.004; OR=1.47; 95% CI: 1.14–1.90, p=0.004, 
respectively) (Table 2 and Supplementary file Tables 
S9–S12). Similar results and trends were found in the 
sensitivity analyses (Table 2 and Supplementary file 
Tables S9–S12).

In addition, 30923 and 37297 participants were 
applied to conducting primary and sensitivity analyses 

on the association between smoking and wrist 
osteoporotic fracture (Supplementary file Tables S13 
and S14). Results from univariate and multivariable 
analysis established the relationships between 
smoking and wrist osteoporotic fracture (Model 0 to 
3: OR=1.44; 95% CI: 1.30–1.61, p<0.001; OR=1.32, 
95% CI: 1.18–1.49, p<0.001; OR=1.33, 95% CI: 1.18–
1.49, p<0.001; OR=1.33, 95% CI: 1.18–1.49, p<0.001, 
respectively) (Table 2 and Supplementary file Tables 
S15–S18). Similar results and trends were observed 

Table 2. The associations of smoking to osteoporotic fractures in different analysis models among US 
adults who responded to smoking status and osteoporotic fracture questionnaires in the National Health 
and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES), data from 1999–2010, 2013–2014, and 2017–2018 
(N=30928, N=30923, and N=30910 for primary analyses on the hip, wrist, and spine osteoporotic fractures, 
respectively; N=37298, N=37297, and N=37280 for sensitivity analyses on the hip, wrist, and spine 
osteoporotic fractures, respectively)

Model Smoking Primary results Sensitivity results

OR (95% CI) p OR (95% CI) p

Hip Model 0 No ® 1 1

Yes 1.65 (1.28–2.11) <0.001 1.53 (1.22–1.92) <0.001

Model 1 No ® 1 1

Yes 1.60 (1.24–2.08) <0.001 1.51 (1.19–1.91) <0.001

Model 2 No ® 1 1

Yes 1.47 (1.14–1.91) 0.004 1.39 (1.09– 1.77) 0.007

Model 3 No ® 1 1

Yes 1.47 (1.14–1.90) 0.004 1.39 (1.10–1.76) 0.007

Wrist Model 0 No ® 1 1

Yes 1.44 (1.30–1.61) <0.001 1.51 (1.36–1.67) <0.001

Model 1 No ® 1 1

Yes 1.32 (1.18–1.49) <0.001 1.37 (1.23–1.53) <0.001

Model 2 No ® 1 1

Yes 1.33 (1.18–1.49) <0.001 1.38 (1.23–1.54) <0.001

Model 3 No ® 1 1

Yes 1.33 (1.18–1.49) <0.001 1.38 (1.23–1.54) <0.001

Spine Model 0 No ® 1 1

Yes 1.60 (1.32–1.94) <0.001 1.64 (1.37–1.96) <0.001

Model 1 No ® 1 1

Yes 1.47 (1.21–1.78) <0.001 1.50 (1.25–1.80) <0.001

Model 2 No ® 1 1

Yes 1.42 (1.17–1.72) <0.001 1.44 (1.20–1.73) <0.001

Model 3 No ® 1 1

Yes 1.43 (1.18–1.73) <0.001 1.46 (1.21–1.75) <0.001

Model 0: univariate analysis. Model 1: multivariable analysis adjusted for age, gender, and race. Model 2: multivariable analysis adjusted for the variables in Model 1 and also 
including education level, marital status, and the ratio of family income to poverty. Model 3: multivariable analysis adjusted for the variables in Model 2 and also including body 
mass index and calcium. ® Reference categories. 
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in the sensitivity analyses (Table 2 and Supplementary 
file Table S15–S18).

Furthermore, primary and sensitivity analyses were 
conducted to explore the association between smoking 
and spine osteoporotic fracture involving 30910 and 
37280 participants, respectively (Supplementary file 
Tables S19 and S20). As expected, both univariate and 
multivariable analysis results exhibited associations 
between smoking and spine osteoporotic fracture 
(Model 0 to 3: OR=1.60; 95% CI: 1.32–1.94, p<0.001; 
OR=1.47; 95% CI: 1.21–1.78, p<0.001; OR=1.42; 95% 
CI: 1.17–1.72, p<0.001; OR=1.43; 95% CI: 1.18–1.73, 
p<0.001, respectively) (Table 2 and Supplementary 
file Tables S21–S24). Similar results and trends 
were found in the sensitivity analyses (Table 2 and 
Supplementary file Tables S21–S24).

According to the results of stratified analyses, we 
found that there was: an interaction between smoking 
and education (p-interaction=0.004) in the correlative 
relationship of smoking with hip osteoporotic 
fracture, which the subgroup of ‘high school or 
equivalent’ displayed relatively obvious association 
(OR=2.71; 95% CI: 1.64–4.49, p<0.001) (Figure 
1B); interactions between smoking and age, race, 
or PIR (p-interaction=0.001, p-interaction=0.002, 
p-interaction=0.006, respectively) in the correlative 
relationship of smoking with wrist osteoporotic 
fracture, which the subgroups of age <65 years 
(OR=1.41; 95% CI: 1.23–1.61, p<0.001), Other race 
(OR=2.69; 95% CI: 1.60–4.53, p<0.001), as well as 
PIR≤1.30 (OR=1.80; 95% CI: 1.50–2.16, p<0.001) 
displayed relatively obvious associations (Figure 
1C); and an interaction between smoking and PIR 

(p-interaction=0.004) in the correlative relationship 
of smoking with spine osteoporotic fracture, which 
the subgroup of PIR≤1.30 displayed relatively obvious 
association (OR=2.56; 95% CI: 1.72–3.81, p<0.001) 
(Figure 1D).

Two-sample MR analyses indicated the causality 
of smoking on osteoporotic fracture
We screened out six smoking (ukb-a-16, ukb-a-17, 
ukb-a-224, ukb-a-225, ukb-b-223, and ukb-b-2134), 
one osteoporosis (finn-b-M13_OSTEOPOROSIS), and 
one osteoporotic fracture (finn-b-OSTEOPOROSIS_
FRACTURE_FG) GWAS summary datasets from 
the IEU Open GWAS project (Supplementary file 
Table S25). IVW method was used to preliminary 
explore the causal association between smoking 
and osteoporosis or osteoporotic fracture. The vast 
majority of the analysis results showed the trend for 
smoking to cause osteoporosis but did not reflect 
statistical significance (Supplementary file Table S26). 
The results also displayed the trend for smoking to 
cause osteoporotic fracture, and the ukb-a-16 showed 
statistical significance among them (Supplementary 
file Table S26). 

In detail, according to the SNPs selection process, 
we screened out 16 IVs for the two-sample MR 
analysis of ukb-a-16 (exposure: smoking) and finn-
b-OSTEOPOROSIS_FRACTURE_FG (outcome: 
osteoporotic fracture) (Supplementary file Table 
S27). The F-statistics corresponding to the single 
SNPs ranged from 30 to 103, suggesting that the 
causal association was unlikely to be affected by 
weak IV bias. MR analysis result of IVW indicated 

Table 3. Two-sample Mendelian randomization (MR) results of the causal effect of smoking on osteoporotic 
fracture based on the summary-level data of genome-wide association studies (GWAS) datasets from the IEU 
Open GWAS database

Exposure
(smoking) 

Outcome
(Osteoporotic 

fracture)

Methods IVs OR (95% CI) p Heterogeneity p Pleiotropy p

IVW MR-
Egger

MR-
PRESSO

MR-
Egger

ukb-a-16 finn-b-
OSTEOPOROSIS
_FRACTURE_FG

MR-Egger 16 3.14×104 (0.0150–6.55×1010) 0.185 0.745 0.753 0.776 0.341

Weighted median 16 8.63 (0.115–647) 0.328 

IVW 16 24.5 (1.11–539) 0.043 

Simple mode 16 2.10 (0.00101–4390) 0.851 

Weighted mode 16 2.88 (0.00215–3840) 0.777 

IV: instrumental variable. MR: Mendelian randomization. IVW: inverse variance weighted.

https://doi.org/10.18332/tid/189485


Tobacco Induced Diseases 
Research Paper

Tob. Induc. Dis. 2024;22(June):119
https://doi.org/10.18332/tid/189485

8

the causal effect of smoking on the risk of osteoporotic 
fracture (OR=24.5; 95% CI: 1.11–539, p=0.043) 
(Table 3). Results of other methods of MR-Egger, 
weighted median, simple mode, and weighted mode 
showed the same trend with IVW, though without 
statistical significance (Table 3 and Supplementary 
file Figures S2 and S3). In leave-one-out analyses, 
results indicated that no single SNP strongly drove 
the overall effect of smoking on osteoporotic fracture 
(Supplementary file Figure S4).

The heterogeneity was assessed using IVW and 
MR-Egger methods, with results indicating no 
intergenic heterogeneity in SNPs as both had p>0.05 
(Table 3). In addition, the MR-PRESSO global test 
and the MR-Egger intercept test results indicated that 
the possibility of pleiotropy was weak (p>0.05) (Table 
3).

DISCUSSION
Smoking-induced osteoporosis and osteoporotic 
fracture should be given more attention. In our 
current study, using a pooled analysis of the NHANES 
database, we discovered the association between 
smoking and the increased risk of osteoporosis after 
adjusting the covariates of age, gender, race, education 
level, marital status, PIR, BMI, and calcium. Both 
univariate and multivariable analysis models found 
associations between smoking and the increased risks 
of hip, wrist, as well as spine osteoporotic fractures. 
Similar tendencies were shown in the findings of 
the primary and sensitivity analyses. Moreover, we 
conducted the two-sample MR analysis and confirmed 
the potential causal effect of smoking on the risk of 
osteoporotic fracture.

By including 4226 US adults with complete 
information on smoking history from the 2005–2010 
NHANES, Thompson et al.20 concluded that women 
who smoked for more than 30 pack-years had twice 
the prevalence of osteoporosis compared to women 
who had never smoked, while there was no association 
between men’s smoking history and osteoporosis. Our 
study included 30856 or more participants and found 
that both males and females had the same association 
trends between smoking and osteoporosis. In contrast, 
according to the stratified analysis, the males showed 
no statistical significance. Hou et al.21 examined the 
NHANES data from 2005 to 2010, 2013 to 2014, and 

2017 to 2018 and obtained 10564 individuals defined 
as osteoporosis or osteopenia based on bone mineral 
density, concluding that smoking was associated with 
a higher prevalence of osteoporosis than non-smoking. 
Correspondingly, we reached a similar conclusion 
based on a much larger osteoporosis sample based 
on the questionnaire.

Previous studies have mostly been concerned 
and reported that smoking increases the risk of hip 
fracture11,12. However, the osteoporosis questionnaires 
in NHANES focus not only on hip fractures but also 
on wrist and spine fractures, which are common 
complications of osteoporosis22,23. In our current study, 
we performed a comprehensive study of smoking 
and osteoporotic fractures of the hip, wrist, and spine 
using the NHANES database, indicating that smoking 
raised the risk of these types of fractures.

In recent years, it has been found that smoking can 
lead to osteoporosis through different mechanisms. 
Jing et al.24 reported that tobacco toxins induced 
osteoporosis through ferroptosis in rat bone marrow 
mesenchymal stem cells by accumulating intracellular 
reactive oxygen species activated AMPK signaling. Li 
et al.25 discovered that the risk of osteoporosis was 
partly mediated by cadmium from smoking, according 
to the study of the Swedish cohort of Osteoporotic 
Fractures. By using machine learning algorithms, 
Wang et al.26 concluded that smoking-related 
osteoporosis and chronic obstructive pulmonary 
disease shared pathogenesis in which immune cell 
infiltration profiles play a significant role. Smoking 
also impacted the RANK-RANKL-OPG pathway 
and intestinal microbiota composition, directly and 
indirectly affecting bone mineral density7. As tobacco 
smoke contains more than 7000 chemical compounds7, 
the mechanisms of smoking-induced osteoporosis still 
need further research.

Race contributes to the differences in the prevalence 
of osteoporosis, falls, and fractures27. Osteoporosis 
was reported to be more prevalent among those who 
were less educated and had lower incomes28. Higher 
income and education were associated with better 
awareness and knowledge about osteoporosis29. 
Individuals who sought assessment for osteoporosis 
were older and more likely to be married than those 
who did not seek assessment30. Not only were these 
above factors as covariates needed to be considered 
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in this study, but also their interactions with smoking 
in the association between smoking and osteoporosis/
osteoporotic fracture should be taken into account. 
Specifically, our stratified analyses revealed 
interactions between smoking and marital status in 
the association of smoking with osteoporosis; smoking 
and education in the association of smoking with hip 
osteoporotic fracture; smoking and age, race, or PIR 
in the association of smoking with wrist osteoporotic 
fracture; and smoking and PIR in the association of 
smoking with spine osteoporotic fracture, indicating 
that the relationship of smoking to the risk of 
developing osteoporosis and osteoporotic fracture is 
influenced by some other factors.

MR is an analytic method for evaluating the 
causality of an observed relationship between a 
risk factor or modifiable exposure and a clinically 
relevant outcome31. It plays an important role in the 
study of numerous diseases32,33. MR also provides new 
perspectives for research in the field of osteoporosis34. 
However, no MR has been previously applied to 
study the causal relationship between smoking and 
osteoporosis. In this study, though we did not find a 
statistically significant association between smoking 
and osteoporosis, the causal effect of smoking on the 
risk of osteoporotic fracture has been found by using 
the two-sample MR analysis.

Strengths and limitations
This study has several strengths. By using the widely 
known US NHANES data, we included the sample 
sizes of more than 30000 participants to obtain reliable 
analysis results. Hereafter, we comprehensively 
investigated the association between smoking and 
osteoporotic fractures according to the NHANES 
data. In addition, using the modularized European 
GWAS summary datasets also with larger sample 
sizes, we further studied the causal effect of smoking 
on the risk of osteoporosis and osteoporotic fracture 
based on two-sample MR analyses. Our findings 
not only affirmed that smoking was a risk factor for 
osteoporosis but also emphasized its potential causal 
relationship with osteoporotic fracture. As previous 
studies described, exposure to secondhand smoke was 
also positively associated with osteoporosis35,36. We, 
therefore, advocate quitting smoking to eliminate the 
harm of smoking to osteoporosis.

Our study still has some limitations. First, two 
cycles (2011–2012 and 2015–2016) of osteoporosis 
data were deficient in NHANES, resulting in broken 
coherence in data collection. Second, participants 
with missing records from the NHANES (mainly 
for smoking and osteoporosis) were excluded from 
the present study and, therefore, may not represent 
the real-world situation. Third, NHANES is a cross-
sectional survey rather than a prospective study, 
so this study cannot obtain hazard ratios for the 
associations of smoking with the risk of osteoporosis 
and osteoporotic fracture incidence. Fourth, the data 
for NHANES were from the American population that 
targeted the non-institutionalized civilian residents, 
and the MR data used in our current research 
were from European populations, which may have 
implications for the generalizability of our findings 
to other populations. Fifth, as with all MR studies, we 
could not address the issue of unobserved pleiotropy. 
Sixth, although the causal trends obtained by the 
five MR analysis methods were consistent, only IVW 
showed a statistically significant association with 
osteoporotic fracture that down-toned our argument. 
Finally, the 95% CIs of MR results of the causal 
effect of smoking on osteoporotic fracture showed 
large spans; GWAS studies in the future with larger 
sample sizes are needed to verify the stability of the 
MR results.

CONCLUSIONS
Smoking is associated with the increased risks 
of osteoporosis, hip osteoporotic fracture, wrist 
osteoporotic fracture, and spine osteoporotic fracture 
based on NHANES data, and smoking shows potential 
causality for osteoporotic fracture, according to 
MR analysis. To the best of our knowledge, this is 
the first two-sample MR study to investigate the 
relationship between smoking and osteoporosis or 
osteoporotic fracture. However, further studies, such 
as randomized clinical trials with longer follow-ups, 
are warranted to provide more robust evidence. 

REFERENCES
1.	 Marti-Aguado D, Clemente-Sanchez A, Bataller R. Cigarette 

smoking and liver diseases. J Hepatol. 2022;77(1):191-205. 
doi:10.1016/j.jhep.2022.01.016

2.	 Wouters F, Maurits MP, van Boheemen L, et al. Determining 
in which pre-arthritis stage HLA-shared epitope alleles and 

https://doi.org/10.18332/tid/189485
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhep.2022.01.016


Tobacco Induced Diseases 
Research Paper

Tob. Induc. Dis. 2024;22(June):119
https://doi.org/10.18332/tid/189485

10

smoking exert their effect on the development of rheumatoid 
arthritis. Ann Rheum Dis. 2022;81(1):48-55. doi:10.1136/
annrheumdis-2021-220546

3.	 Rosso M, Chitnis T. Association between cigarette 
smoking and multiple sclerosis: a review. JAMA Neurol. 
2020;77(2):245-253. doi:10.1001/jamaneurol.2019.4271

4.	 Compston JE, McClung MR, Leslie WD. Osteoporosis. 
Lancet. 2019;393(10169):364-376. doi:10.1016/S0140-
6736(18)32112-3

5.	 Xiao PL, Cui AY, Hsu CJ, et al. Global, regional prevalence, 
and risk factors of osteoporosis according to the World 
Health Organization diagnostic criteria: a systematic review 
and meta-analysis. Osteoporos Int. 2022;33(10):2137-2153. 
doi:10.1007/s00198-022-06454-3

6.	 Shen Y, Huang X, Wu J, et al. The global burden of 
osteoporosis, low bone mass, and its related fracture 
in 204 countries and territories, 1990-2019. Front 
Endocrinol (Lausanne). 2022;13:882241. doi:10.3389/
fendo.2022.882241

7.	 Ratajczak AE, Szymczak-Tomczak A, Rychter AM, Zawada 
A, Dobrowolska A, Krela-Kaźmierczak I. Impact of cigarette 
smoking on the risk of osteoporosis in inflammatory bowel 
diseases. J Clin Med. 2021;10(7):1515. doi:10.3390/
jcm10071515

8.	 Yang CY, Cheng-Yen Lai J, Huang WL, Hsu CL, Chen SJ. 
Effects of sex, tobacco smoking, and alcohol consumption 
osteoporosis development: evidence from Taiwan biobank 
participants. Tob Induc Dis. 2021;19:52. doi:10.18332/
tid/136419

9.	 Zhou Y, Hu Y, Yan X, Zheng Y, Liu S, Yao H. Smoking 
index and COPD duration as potential risk factors for 
development of osteoporosis in patients with non-small cell 
lung cancer - a retrospective case control study evaluated 
by CT Hounsfield unit. Heliyon. 2023;9(10):e20885. 
doi:10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e20885

10.	 Tarantino U, Cariati I, Greggi C, et al. Skeletal system biology 
and smoke damage: from basic science to medical clinic. Int 
J Mol Sci. 2021;22(12):6629. doi:10.3390/ijms22126629

11.	 Cho IY, Cho MH, Lee K, et al. Effects of smoking habit 
change on hospitalized fractures: a retrospective cohort 
study in a male population. Arch Osteoporos. 2020;15(1):29. 
doi:10.1007/s11657-020-0686-y

12.	 Cornuz J, Feskanich D, Willett WC, Colditz GA. Smoking, 
smoking cessation, and risk of hip fracture in women. 
Am J Med. 1999;106(3):311-314. doi:10.1016/s0002-
9343(99)00022-4

13.	 Jha P, Ramasundarahettige C, Landsman V, et al. 21st-
century hazards of smoking and benefits of cessation in 
the United States. N Engl J Med. 2013;368(4):341-350. 
doi:10.1056/NEJMsa1211128

14.	 Xing W, Gao W, Zhao Z, et al. Dietary flavonoids intake 
contributes to delay biological aging process: analysis 
from NHANES dataset. J Transl Med. 2023;21(1):492. 
doi:10.1186/s12967-023-04321-1

15.	 Hemani G, Zheng J, Elsworth B, et al. The MR-Base platform 

supports systematic causal inference across the human 
phenome. Elife. 2018;7:e34408. doi:10.7554/eLife.34408

16.	 Xie J, Huang H, Liu Z, et al. The associations between 
modifiable risk factors and nonalcoholic fatty liver disease: a 
comprehensive Mendelian randomization study. Hepatology. 
2023;77(3):949-964. doi:10.1002/hep.32728

17.	 Kamat MA, Blackshaw JA, Young R, et al. PhenoScanner V2: 
an expanded tool for searching human genotype-phenotype 
associations. Bioinformatics. 2019;35(22):4851-4853. 
doi:10.1093/bioinformatics/btz469

18.	 Wu F, Huang Y, Hu J, Shao Z. Mendelian randomization 
study of inflammatory bowel disease and bone mineral 
density. BMC Med. 2020;18:312. doi: 10.1186/s12916-020-
01778-5

19.	 Long Y, Tang L, Zhou Y, Zhao S, Zhu H. Causal relationship 
between gut microbiota and cancers: a two-sample 
Mendelian randomisation study. BMC Med. 2023;21:66. 
doi: 10.1186/s12916-023-02761-6

20.	 Thompson AR, Joyce M, Stratton K, et al. Lifetime smoking 
history and prevalence of osteoporosis and low bone density 
in U.S. Adults, National Health and Nutrition Examination 
Survey 2005-2010. J Womens Health (Larchmt). 
2023;32(3):323-331. doi:10.1089/jwh.2022.0153

21.	 Hou W, Chen S, Zhu C, Gu Y, Zhu L, Zhou Z. Associations 
between smoke exposure and osteoporosis or osteopenia 
in a US NHANES population of elderly individuals. Front 
Endocrinol (Lausanne). 2023;14:1074574. doi:10.3389/
fendo.2023.1074574

22.	 Gingold-Belfer R, Beloosesky Y, Amara A, et al. Different 
effects of chronic omeprazole use on osteoporotic fractures 
rate in the elderly. Br J Clin Pharmacol. 2023;89(12):3539-
3550. doi:10.1111/bcp.15847

23.	 Talevski J, Sanders KM, Lal A, et al. A micro-costing analysis 
of post-fracture care pathways: results from the International 
Costs and Utilities Related to Osteoporotic Fractures Study 
(ICUROS). Osteoporos Int. 2022;33(9):1895-1907. 
doi:10.1007/s00198-022-06460-5

24.	 Jing Z, Li Y, Zhang H, et al. Tobacco toxins induce 
osteoporosis through ferroptosis. Redox Biol. 
2023;67:102922. doi:10.1016/j.redox.2023.102922

25.	 Li H, Wallin M, Barregard L, et al. Smoking-induced risk of 
osteoporosis is partly mediated by cadmium from tobacco 
smoke: the MrOS Sweden Study. J Bone Miner Res. 
2020;35(8):1424-1429. doi:10.1002/jbmr.4014

26.	 Wang H, Li S, Chen B, et al. Exploring the shared gene 
signatures of smoking-related osteoporosis and chronic 
obstructive pulmonary disease using machine learning 
algorithms. Front Mol Biosci. 2023;10:1204031. 
doi:10.3389/fmolb.2023.1204031

27.	 Morin SN, Berger C, Papaioannou A, et al. Race/
ethnic differences in the prevalence of osteoporosis, 
falls and fractures: a cross-sectional analysis of the 
Canadian Longitudinal Study on Aging. Osteoporos Int. 
2022;33(12):2637-2648. doi:10.1007/s00198-022-06539-z

28.	 Tsai AJ. Disparities in osteoporosis by race/ethnicity, 

https://doi.org/10.18332/tid/189485
http://doi.org/10.1136/annrheumdis-2021-220546
http://doi.org/10.1136/annrheumdis-2021-220546
http://doi.org/10.1001/jamaneurol.2019.4271
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)32112-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)32112-3
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00198-022-06454-3
http://doi.org/10.3389/fendo.2022.882241
http://doi.org/10.3389/fendo.2022.882241
http://doi.org/10.3390/jcm10071515
http://doi.org/10.3390/jcm10071515
http://doi.org/10.18332/tid/136419
http://doi.org/10.18332/tid/136419
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2023.e20885
http://doi.org/10.3390/ijms22126629
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11657-020-0686-y
http://doi.org/10.1016/s0002-9343(99)00022-4
http://doi.org/10.1016/s0002-9343(99)00022-4
http://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMsa1211128
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12967-023-04321-1
http://doi.org/10.7554/eLife.34408
http://doi.org/10.1002/hep.32728
http://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btz469
http://doi.org/10.1089/jwh.2022.0153
http://doi.org/10.3389/fendo.2023.1074574
http://doi.org/10.3389/fendo.2023.1074574
http://doi.org/10.1111/bcp.15847
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00198-022-06460-5
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.redox.2023.102922
http://doi.org/10.1002/jbmr.4014
http://doi.org/10.3389/fmolb.2023.1204031
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00198-022-06539-z


Tobacco Induced Diseases 
Research Paper

Tob. Induc. Dis. 2024;22(June):119
https://doi.org/10.18332/tid/189485

11

education, work status, immigrant status, and economic 
status in the United States. Eur J Intern Med. 2019;64:85-
89. doi:10.1016/j.ejim.2019.04.011

29.	 Abu Khurmah MH, Alkhatatbeh MJ, Alshogran OY. 
Assessment of osteoporosis knowledge, awareness, and risk 
factors among premenopausal and postmenopausal women 
from Jordan: a cross-sectional study. Arch Osteoporos. 
2023;18(1):121. doi:10.1007/s11657-023-01332-9

30.	 Roh YH, Lee ES, Ahn J, et al. Factors affecting willingness 
to get assessed and treated for osteoporosis. Osteoporos Int. 
2019;30(7):1395-1401. doi:10.1007/s00198-019-04952-5

31.	 Sekula P, Del Greco M F, Pattaro C, Köttgen A. Mendelian 
randomization as an approach to assess causality using 
observational data. J Am Soc Nephrol. 2016;27(11):3253-
3265. doi:10.1681/ASN.2016010098

32.	 Carnegie R, Zheng J, Sallis HM, et al. Mendelian 
randomisation for nutritional psychiatry. Lancet Psychiatry. 
2020;7(2):208-216. doi:10.1016/S2215-0366(19)30293-7

33.	 Ding M, Huang T, Bergholdt HK, et al. Dairy consumption, 
systolic blood pressure, and risk of hypertension: Mendelian 
randomization study. BMJ. 2017;356:j1000. doi:10.1136/
bmj.j1000

34.	 Keller-Baruch J, Forgetta V, Manousaki D, Zhou S, Richards 
JB. Genetically decreased circulating vascular endothelial 
growth factor and osteoporosis outcomes: a Mendelian 
randomization study. J Bone Miner Res. 2020;35(4):649-
656. doi:10.1002/jbmr.3937

35.	 Kim KH, Lee CM, Park SM, et al. Secondhand smoke 
exposure and osteoporosis in never-smoking postmenopausal 
women: the Fourth Korea National Health and Nutrition 
Examination Survey. Osteoporos Int. 2013;24(2):523-532. 
doi:10.1007/s00198-012-1987-9

36.	 Moon JH, Kong MH, Kim HJ. Effect of secondhand smoking, 
determined by urinary cotinine level on bone health. Int J 
Prev Med. 2018;9:14. doi:10.4103/ijpvm.IJPVM_280_16

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
We are grateful for the contributions the NHANES project team made in 
data collection and sharing.

CONFLICTS OF INTEREST
The authors have completed and submitted the ICMJE Form for 
Disclosure of Potential Conflicts of Interest and none was reported.

FUNDING
There was no source of funding for this research.

ETHICAL APPROVAL AND INFORMED CONSENT 
The NCHS Research Ethics Review Board authorized the NHANES 
protocols, and at the time of recruitment, all individuals signed 
informed consent forms. All participants provided written informed 
consent prior to participation (https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/nhanes/
irba98.htm). The data included in this study are publicly available 
and considered as exempt under the Ethics Review Board of the 
corresponding author’s institution.

DATA AVAILABILITY
The datasets generated and analyzed in this study are available at the 
NHANES website: https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/nhanes/index.htm. The 
GWAS summary data are available at https://gwas.mrcieu.ac.uk/.

AUTHORS’ CONTRIBUTIONS 
JX and ZX: conceptualization, methodology, resources, writing, 
reviewing and editing of the manuscript. ZX and XR: software: MF and 
JX: validation. MF, XR and ZX: formal analysis. MF and XR: investigation, 
visualization. MF and ZX: data curation. MF: writing of original draft of 
the manuscript. JX: supervision, project administration. All authors read 
and approved the final version of the manuscript.

PROVENANCE AND PEER REVIEW 
Not commissioned; externally peer reviewed.

https://doi.org/10.18332/tid/189485
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejim.2019.04.011
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11657-023-01332-9
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00198-019-04952-5
http://doi.org/10.1681/ASN.2016010098
http://doi.org/10.1016/S2215-0366(19)30293-7
http://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.j1000
http://doi.org/10.1136/bmj.j1000
http://doi.org/10.1002/jbmr.3937
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00198-012-1987-9
http://doi.org/10.4103/ijpvm.IJPVM_280_16
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/nhanes/irba98.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/nhanes/irba98.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/nchs/nhanes/index.htm
https://gwas.mrcieu.ac.uk/

