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Background: The consumption of antiepileptic drugs (AEDs) has increased in recent years, primarily 
among those AEDs marketed since 1990. The purpose is to describe and compare AED consumption in 
Catalonia, Denmark, and Norway. 
Methods: Population-based descriptive study set in the outpatient healthcare sector. Data were 
retrieved from the Norwegian Prescription Register, Danish Register of Medicinal Product Statistics 
and DATAMART® in Catalonia, for 2007-2011. We calculated defined daily doses/1,000 inhabitants/
day (DID), by age and gender. AEDs were defined according to the Anatomical Therapeutic Chemical 
classification (N03A). We reviewed the population covered by the databases, the drug data source and 
the definition of outpatient healthcare sector to compare the results across the three settings.
Results: The total AED use steadily increased over the study period in the three settings. In 2011, 
consumption was highest in Catalonia (15.2 DID), followed by Denmark (15.1 DID) and Norway (14.2 
DID). The “other AEDs” (N03AX) subgroup represented 60% of all AED use. The N03A pattern by 
gender did not differ across the three settings. Marked differences by age and gender appeared when 
studying lamotrigine, topiramate, gabapentin, pregabalin and levetiracetam. Differences among the 
databases occurred primarily in the definition of outpatient healthcare setting.
ConclusionS: There was a rapid increase in “other AEDs” in all three settings, which explained the 
high use of AEDs. Drug data source, population coverage and definition of the healthcare setting were 
key items to understand the patterns of drug use across countries.
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INTRODUCTION

Since the introduction of the first 
antiepileptic drug (AED) to the market in 1857, 
multiple medicines have been developed to 
treat epilepsy. Indications for AED use have 
historically expanded to other neurological 
disorders [1]. Most of the AEDs marketed since 
the 1990s, which are known as new AEDs, 
were initially indicated as adjunctive therapy in 
patients with refractory epilepsy [2]. Currently, 
these new AEDs are not only recommended as 
monotherapy in the treatment of epilepsy [3], 
but some of them have also been approved 
for indications other than epilepsy, such as 
neuropathic pain and generalised anxiety [4]. 
Moreover, these new AEDs are increasingly 
prescribed off-label. In the USA, the Food and 
Drug Administration calculated that in 2001, up 
to 51% of the AEDs prescribed in the outpatient 
sector were for off-label indications [5]. 

Researchers have claimed that new 
AEDs have several advantages over older 
AEDs. They seem to be more effective in the 
treatment of epilepsy, and they have less severe 
adverse effects and drug-drug interactions [6]. 
However, severe adverse reactions have been 
described after the drugs’ authorisation [7,8], 
including a potential increased risk of suicide 
[9]. In addition, the new AEDs are much more 
expensive than are the older ones. 

These factors have increased researchers’  
interest in studying patterns of AED use. Some 
studies have focused on a single country or a 
restricted geographical area within one country 
[10-12] or on subgroups of a population [13-14]. 
Few studies have conducted a cross-country 
comparison of AED use [15-17]. The aim of this 
study is to describe and compare the utilisation 
of AEDs in Catalonia, Denmark, and Norway 
between 2007 and 2011. 

METHODS

We analysed AED consumption in 
Catalonia, Denmark, and Norway by age and 
gender between 2007 and 2011.

We described AEDs according to the 
Anatomical Therapeutic Chemical (ATC) 
classification system, i.e., N03A. Given the 
differences in the available medications across 
the three countries, we only analysed the 
AEDs that were offered in all three settings. 

Mephenytoin, fosphenytoin, phenytoin 
combinations, valpromide, sultiame, felbamate, 
and stiripentol were excluded. These AEDs 
represented less than 0.1% of the total AED 
consumption in each country, except for 
valpromide in Catalonia which represented 
0.4%. Retigabine was also excluded because it 
was approved in March 2011.

Nationwide databases provided the total 
number of defined daily doses (DDDs), as 
defined in the 2012 version of the ATC/
DDD guidelines [18]. We measured the drug 
consumption data in DDDs/1,000 inhabitants/
day (DIDs). DID were calculated according to 
the following formula: (DDD[mg]*1,000)/(Total 
number of inhabitants*365 [day]). We calculated 
DIDs by 10-year age groups and gender. We 
retrieved the total number of inhabitants by age 
groups and gender from the national official 
statistics webpages [19-21].

We conducted all analyses in Microsoft® 
Excel 2007 (Microsoft Corporation, Redmond, 
WA, USA).

To help compare the AED consumption 
across the three settings, we considered the 
population coverage of the database, drug data 
source or drug coverage, and the definition of 
the outpatient healthcare setting to be potential 
sources of biases when comparing the results. 
Table 1 contains a description of the drug data 
providers, population covered by the databases, 
and sources of drug-consumption data. 

RESULTS
General Overview of AED use

During the period 2007-2011, the overall 
use of AEDs increased from 11.9 DID to 
15.2 DID in Catalonia; from 12.1 to 15.1 
DID in Denmark; and from 11.2 to 14.2 DID 
in Norway. These changes corresponded to  
average percentage increases of 27.3%, 24.6%, 
and 27.2% over the study period in Catalonia, 
Denmark, and Norway, respectively.

At ATC level 4, the subgroup “other 
AEDs” (N03AX) consumption represented 
more than 50% of all AED consumption 
in all three settings over the whole study 
period. Within this group, the percentage 
variation of DIDs between 2007 and 2011 
showed an increase by 54.3%, 66%, and 
61.4% from the original level in Catalonia, 
Denmark and Norway, respectively. The 
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consumption of the rest of subgroups either 
remained stable (succinimide [N03AD] and 
fatty acid derivatives [N03AG]) or showed a 
negative percentage variation trend over the 
5-year study period (hydantoin derivatives 
[N03AB], benzodiazepine derivatives 
[N03AE], and carboxamide derivatives 
[N03AF]) (see Table 2). 

Overall, there is a similar pattern of AED 
use by age and gender in the three settings 
over the study period. The consumption of 
“other AEDs” increased with increasing age, 
reaching a maximum at 50-59 years in the 
Nordic countries and two decades later in 
Catalonia. For the rest of the ATC subgroups,  
consumption by age followed a similar pattern. 
However, it showed slight variations in the 
decade at which the maximum was reached 
(data not shown). Although the overall 
consumption of AEDs was higher in men than 
in women, in the “other AEDs” subgroup, 
consumption was higher among women than 
men. This distribution by gender was similar 
in all three settings (see Figure 1).

Individual AED use

We focused on lamotrigine, gabapentin, 
pregabalin, levetiracetam, and topiramate 
because their consumption steadily increased 
over the study period and because there 
were remarkable differences among the three 
settings (Figure 2). The most striking differences 
in terms of DID were the consumption of 
lamotrigine, which was approximately 4.5 times 
higher in Denmark and Norway than it was in 
Catalonia, and the consumption of topiramate, 
which was 3.2 times higher in Catalonia than it 
was in the Nordic countries. The consumption 
of levetiracetam increased by 181.2%, 81.9%, 
and 60.4% in Catalonia, Denmark, and Norway, 
respectively, from 2007 to 2011.

In Catalonia, by 2010, levetiracetam use 
showed a curve with a steep slope at 40-49 
years for men. This curve became sharper 
in 2011. We also observed a similar pattern 
for women that occurred a decade later, with 
the absolute DID numbers being slightly 

Country Data provider Database Data sourcea

Population 
coverageb. 

[Total 
number of 

inhabitants 
in 2011]

Catalonia
http://www20.gencat.cat/

portal/site/salut/
menuitem.003a2436be9bc6ec
3bfd8a10b0c0e1a0/?vgnextoi
d=17f0215e97ada310VgnVCM
1000008d0c1e0aRCRD&vgnex
tchannel=17f0215e97ada310V
gnVCM1000008d0c1e0aRCRD

&vgnextfmt=default

CatSalut. Catalan 
Health Service

(Application to the data 
provider)

DATAMART Reimbursed 99%
[7 432.830]

Denmark
www.medstat.dk

The Danish Health and 
Medicines Authority

(Online)

Register of Medicinal 
Product Statistics Dispensed 100%

[5 570.796]

Norway
www.norpd.no

Norwegian Institute of 
Public Health

(Online)

Norwegian Prescription 
Database Prescribed 100%

[4 920.305]

aReimbursement: medicines prescribed by a healthcare professional, dispensed by a pharmacist and reimbursed by a healthcare 
provider. It excludes over-the-counter medicines and those prescription-only-medicines that are not reimbursed. Dispensation: 
medicines dispensed by the pharmacy to the patient either prescribed or not. It includes over-the-counter medicines. Prescription: 
prescribed medicines dispensed to patients either reimbursed or not. It does not include over-the counter medicines, except if there 
is an authorised indication for which these OTC medicines may be prescribed. b Proportion of the resident population registered in the 
database. All websites were last accessed on 17 September 2013.

table 1

Characteristics of the nationwide administrative drug consumption databases
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higher in men than they were in women 
(data not shown). Levetiracetam use in Nordic 
countries showed a 2-spiked curve, with one 
peak between 10 and 29 years of age and 
a second peak between 60 and 79 years of 
age. In Denmark, there was a transition in 
the consumption of pregabalin to a much 
younger age in 2011, with the primary use 
occurring in women (data not shown). In 

Norway, gabapentin was mainly consumed 
in the 50- to 70-year-old group in women, 
whereas in men, the consumption was highest 
for those over 60 years old. See Figures 3, 
4, and 5 in the supplementary material for 
a detailed description on individual “other 
AEDs” consumption by age and gender, in 
Catalonia, Denmark and Norway, respectively, 
for the year 2011.

figure 1

“Other AEDs” group consumption in Catalonia, Denmark, and Norway by age and gender, year 2011.

CATALONIA DENMARK NORWAY

2007 2011 2007 2011 2007 2011

Overall AED use (N03A) 11.9 15.2 12.1 15.1 11.2 14.2

Barbiturates and derivatives 
(N03AA) 0.9 0.8 0.7 0.5 0.6 0.4

Hydantoin derivatives (N03AB) 0.9 0.7 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.3

Succinamide derivatives 
(N03AD) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Benzodiazepine derivatives 
(N03AE) 0.8 0.9 0.7 0.5 0.7 0.6

Carboxamide derivatives 
(N03AF) 2.1 2.1 3.0 2.5 2.3 2.0

Fatty acid derivatives (N03AG) 1.5 1.7 1.7 1.7 1.5 1.6

Other antiepileptic drugs 
(N03AX) 5.8 8.9 5.8 9.7 5.8 9.3

table 2

AED consumption in Catalonia, Denmark and Norway stratified by drug group, 
for years 2007 and 2011. Expressed in DDD/1,000 inhabitants/day.
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DISCUSSION

This study showed the increased 
utilisation of AEDs between 2007 and 2011 
in Catalonia, Denmark, and Norway, and this 
increase primarily occurred because of the 
increase within the “other AEDs” subgroup. 
The differences across countries arose when 
we compared the patterns of use by age, 
gender, and individual medicines, with a 
clear differentiation observed between the 
Nordic countries and Catalonia. Lamotrigine, 
gabapentin, pregabalin, topiramate, and 
levetiracetam were the most consumed 
AEDs in the three settings. The distribution 
by age showed an increased consumption 
of gabapentin and pregabalin among the 
elderly. In middle-aged groups, lamotrigine 
in the Nordic countries and topiramate 
in Catalonia were the most used AEDs. 
Levetiracetam consumption greatly increased 
over the study period in all three settings. 
Women were the main users of the “other 
AEDs” subgroup. 

Taking the European Drug Utilisation 
Group work [22] and the work developed 
by the European Surveillance Antimicrobial 
Consumption (ESAC) group [23] as a starting 
point, we considered three key items to interpret 
the differences in AED use across countries. 

First, the drug data providers and data 
sources are diverse, thus rendering comparison 
across countries, healthcare settings, or time 
difficult. In this study, AEDs were prescription-
only medicines in all three settings and were 
all reimbursed by the national health systems 
throughout the study period. We believe that 
any variations in AED consumption that were 

introduced by the different sources of drug data 
would be minor.

A second item is the population coverage 
of these databases. Although all databases 
covered the entire resident population in 
each setting, several specificities linked to 
the organisation of each of the health systems 
may have influenced the results presented in 
this study. In Catalonia, civil servants may opt 
out of the national health insurance system. 
Furthermore, in 2010, approximately 26.4% of 
the Catalan population was double-covered by 
a private-for-profit insurance [24]. The Catalan 
database does not include the prescriptions 
issued by private doctors or doctors under 
alternative health insurers. In Norway, private-
for-profit health insurance is estimated to cover 
approximately 5% of the population, and this 
insurance usually plays a complementary role 
[25]. In Denmark, there is no possibility of 
opting out of the system [26]. Consequently, 
our calculations may have underestimated the 
AED consumption in Catalonia.

Finally, the definition of the outpatient 
healthcare setting. For this group of 
medications, we were interested in learning 
whether the AEDs consumed in nursing homes 
(NHs) were included as outpatient medication 
in the database. Surveys conducted in Italy, 
Sweden, and Germany showed that between 
4.3% and 12.2% of the institutionalised elderly 
population used AEDs [27,28,29]. In Denmark 
and Catalonia, medicines were registered to the 
patients through the pharmacy, not the NH. 
However, in Norway, the data downloaded from 
the website did not include NHs. Thus, AED 
consumption might have been underestimated 
among elderly age groups in Norway.  

figure 2

Most consumed AEDs in Catalonia, Denmark, and Norway, by year (2007-2011).
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Overall, the consumption of AEDs could 
have been underestimated in Catalonia and 
among the elderly in Norway due to the 
data-collection methods. However, the above-
mentioned factors are not the only ones that 
can affect cross-country comparisons. Cultural 
differences [30], variations in the prevalence 
of the diseases treated by AEDs, national or 
regional clinical therapeutic guidelines [31], 
reimbursement policies [32], advertising policies 
[33], and safety warnings [34] may influence the 
inter-country variations in AED use. 

Several published studies support our 
results, although conducted in different study 
periods. In Denmark (1993-2002) [10], Norway 
(2004-2009) [35], Italy (2000-2005) [14], and the 
United Kingdom (1993-2007) [36], the authors 
observed an increased consumption of AEDs, 
that was primarily  due to new AEDs. We do not 
know of any study reporting AED consumption 
in Catalonia; however, data from the Spanish 
Ministry of Health between 1992 and 2006 
showed an upward trend in the consumption 
of the “other AEDs” subgroup [37]. There is 
a difference between new AEDs and “other 
AEDs” subgroup. AEDs marketed after 1990 
are generally classified as new AEDs. All 
AEDs included in the “other AEDs” subgroup 
also entered the market after 1990. However, 
eslicarbazepine, oxcarbazepine, tiagabine, and 
vigabatrin, which are also considered new 
AEDs, were not classified in the “other AEDs” 
subgroup. However, in our study, these four 
medicines, showed a steady or downward 
trend in their use between 2007 and 2011. 
Even if new AEDs and “other AEDs” are not 
interchangeable groups, we believe that the 
inclusion of the four above-mentioned AEDs in 
the group of new AEDs in the cited studies, still 
support our results.

The trends in the “other AEDs” subgroup 
consumption by age differed among the 3 
settings. In Catalonia, patients  60 years of age 
and over consumed 46% of the “other AEDs” 
subgroup. In Denmark and Norway, there was 
a shift towards younger ages: patients aged 
between 40 and 59 years of age consumed 38.9% 
and 42.4%, respectively,of the“other AEDs”. Two 
studies, one conducted in southern Italy (2004-
2007) [14] and another conducted in the USA 
(2000-2004) [38], showed that AEDs such as 
phenytoin were still highly prescribed among 
the elderly, although newer AEDs exhibited an 
increase in use over the study period.

In our study, the use of the “other AEDs” 
was highest among women, whereas the 
consumption of the remaining AEDs subgroups 
was highest among men in all 3 settings. Several 
authors have linked these gender differences to 
different indications for AED use. For epilepsy, 
consumption is slightly higher in men than it is 
in women [35,39,40], and is linked to the use 
of old AEDs [11], while women account for a 
higher percentage of users of the new AEDs 
associated with mood disorders and pain [11]. 

Treatment with lamotrigine was highest 
among women between 20 and 70 years of age 
in Norway and Denmark, whereas in Catalonia, 
topiramate was the most used AED among 
female adults (20 to 70 years of age). The 
results obtained from the Nordic countries for 
lamotrigine are in line with other study results 
obtained in Germany [12], the Netherlands 
[41], and the United Kingdom [36]. Conversely, 
no published studies were found reporting a 
similar pattern of topiramate use compared 
with that found in Catalonia. The most likely 
explanation for these discrepancies in the 
topiramate and lamotrigine consumption across 
the 3 settings may be the potential prescription 
of these medicines for disorders other than 
epilepsy [10,42] and for off-label uses. Several 
articles have reported the efficacy of topiramate 
for off-label uses [43,44] and of lamotrigine for 
people with dementia [45]. A rapidly increasing 
use of levetiracetam (first authorised in 2000 
by the European Medicines Agency) over the 
study period was also observed in most of the 
above-cited studies. 

This study described and compared AED 
consumption in three settings using population-
based databases. Another strength of this study 
was the use of the ATC/DDD methodology, 
which allowed us to aggregate drug data, 
independent of the strength and dosage form. 
Moreover, because of the chronic use of AEDs, 
the results that were reported as DIDs reflected 
the proportion of the population exposed to 
AEDs by age groups and gender. However, 
we did not have information on the actual 
redemption and intake of AEDs, i.e., patient 
compliance.  

The main weakness of this study was the 
lack of information on specific indications for 
use. Having this information would have helped 
us understand the observed differences in AED 
consumption across the three settings. Another 
limitation was the use of aggregated data, which 
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made it impossible to study monotherapy/
polytherapy as proxies for indication of use. 
The DDD is a technical unit that, in this study, 
represented the assumed average daily dose 
for epilepsy in adults. Thus, this study did not 
consider the other approved indications, which 
may have prescribed daily doses that may 
substantially differ from the assigned DDD. 

Conclusions

Pregabalin, gabapentin, lamotrigine, 
topiramate and levetiracetam are highly used, 
but there are dramatic differences among 
countries, which raises concerns about the 
appropriateness of these drugs’ use. A study 
on AED consumption at the individual level 
that focuses on the indications for use of 
these medications, potentially using clinical 
databases, which contain more detailed 
information should be performed. 

Acknowledgements: The members of 

Pharmacoepidemiological Research on Outcomes of 

Therapeutics by a European Consortium WP2 (framework 

for pharmacoepidemiology studies) are the following: Y. 

Alvarez, J. Slattery, X. Kurz, G. Candoere, J. Durand, S. 

Blackburn (European Medicines Agency), M. Rottenkolber, 

J. Hasford (Ludwig-MaximiliansUniversität-München), 

F.J. de Abajo Iglesias, E. Martin Merino, M. Gil, C. Huerta, 

G. Requena, B. Oliva, D. Montero (Agencia Española 

de Medicamentos y ProductosSanitarios), L.A. Garcia-

Rodriguez, A. Ruigomez (Fundación Centro Español de 

InvestigaciónFarmacoepidemiológica), P.C. Souverein, 

L. van Dijk, A. Afonso, M. De Groot, H. Gardarsdottir, 

F. Rutten, R. Van den Ham, S. Belitser, A. de Boer, R. 

Groenwold, A.W. Hoes, W.R. Pestman, K.C.B. Roes, 

A.Sanni, J. Uddin, D. De Bakker, W. Pestman, K. Roes, A. 

Hoes, V. Abbing-Krahagopian, F. De Vries, T.P. van Staa, 

A.C.G. Egberts, H.G.M. Leufkens, O.H. Klungel, I. Teixidor 

(Utrecht University, The Netherlands), J. Parkinson (The 

UK General Practice Research Database), P. Helboe, 

J. Lyngvig, A.M. Clemensen, T.S. Engraff, U. Hesse, 

J. Poulsen, P.F. Rønn (Lægemiddelstyrelsen, Danish 

Medicines Agency), J. Logie, J. Pimenta, K. Davis, E.J. 

Swain (GlaxoSmithkline Research and Development 

LTD), L. Abenhaim, D. Neasham (L.A. Sante Epidemiologie 

Evaluation Recherche), R.F. Reynolds, N. Gatto, A. 

Bate, J. Richards (Pfizer), G.F. Downey, R.Brauer, J. 

Amelio, A.Roddam (Amgen NV), E. Velthuis, O. Demol 

(Genzyme Europe), M. Miret (Merck KgaA), S. Johansson 

(AstraZeneca AB), P. Primatesta, R. Schlienger, J.Fortuny, 

E. Rivero, J. Weil, E. Plana Hortoneda (Novartis), G. 

Quartey, I. Tatt, J. Hannon, J. Robinson, S. Vesanen 

(F. Hoffman-La Roche AG), J.R. Laporte, L. Ibáñez, M. 

Sabaté, E. Ballarín, M. Pérez and P. Ferrer (Fundació 

Institut Català de Farmacologia), S. Schmiedl (Witten/

Herdecke University-Witten).

Funding: The research leading to these results 

was conducted as part of the PROTECT Consortium 

(Pharmacoepidemiological Research on Outcomes 

of Therapeutics by a European ConsorTium, www.

imi-protect.eu), which is a public-private partnership 

coordinated by the European Medicines Agency. 

The PROTECT project has received support from the 

Innovative Medicines Initiative Joint Undertaking (www.

imi.europa.eu) under Grant Agreement n° 115004, 

the resources of which are composed of financial 

contribution from the European Union's Seventh 

Framework Programme (FP7/2007-2013) and EFPIA 

companies' in kind contribution. The views expressed 

are those of the authors only.

None of the authors have any conflict of interest.

References
[1]	 López-Muñoz F, Ucha-Udabe R, Alamo C. The history 

of barbiturates a century after their clinical introduc-

tion. Neuropsychiatr Dis Treat 2005;1(4):329-43.

[2]	 Löscher W, Schmidt D. Modern antiepileptic drug 

development has failed to deliver: ways out of the 

	 current dilemma. Epilepsia 2011;52(4):657-78. 

[3]	 Glauser TA. ILAE treatment guidelines: evidence-

based analyses of antiepileptic drug efficacy and 

effectiveness as initial monotherapy for epileptic sei

	

	 zures and syndromes. Epilepsia 2006;47(7):1094-120.

[4]	 European Medicines Agency. Human medicines. 

About pregabalin. Available from: http://www.ema.

europa.eu/ema/index.jsp?curl=pages/medicines/

human/medicines/000546/human_med_000894.

jsp&mid=WC0b01ac058001d124 [Accessed March 21, 

2013].

[5]	 Guidance for off-label use of drugs [editorial]. Lancet 

Neurol 2008;7(4):285.  

e 9 4 0 5 - 7



OR IG INA L  AR T I C L ES

Epidemiology Biostatistics and Public Health - 2014, Volume 11, Number 3

CNC antiepileptic drug use

[6]	 French JA, Gazzola DM. New generation antiepileptic 

drugs: what do they offer in terms of improved toler-

ability and safety?. Adv Ther Drug Saf  2011;2(4):141-58. 

[7]	 Wong IK, Lhatoo SD. Adverse reactions to new anti-

convulsant drugs. Drug Saf 2000;23(1):35-56. 

[8]	 Spence SJ, Sankar R. Visual field defects and other 

ophthalmological disturbances associated with viga-

batrin. Drug Saf 2001; 24(5): 385-404. 

[9]	 Food and Drug Administration. Center for Drug 

Evaluation and Research. Office of Translational 

Sciences. Office of Biostatistics. Statistical review and 

evaluation: antiepileptic drugs and suicidality. Silver 

Spring (MD, US). U.S. Department of Health and 

Human Services; 2008 May 23. Available from: http://

www.fda.gov/Drugs/DrugSafety/

	 jPostmarketDrugSafetyInformationforPatientsandPro-

viders/ucm100190.htm [Accessed March 21, 2013].

[10]	 Tsiropoulos I, Gichangi A, Andersen M, Bjerrum 

L, Gaist D, Hallas J. Trends in utilization of antie-

pileptic drugs in Denmark. Acta Neurol Scand 

2006;113(6):405-11.  

[11]	 Savica R, Beghi E, Mazzaglia G, et al. Prescribing 

patterns of antiepileptic drugs in Italy: a nationwide 

population-based study in the years 2000-2005. Eur J 

Neurol 2007;14(12):1317-21.  

[12]	 Hamer H, Dodel R, Strzelczyk A, et al. Prevalence, 

utilization, and costs of antiepileptic drugs for epilepsy 

in Germany—a nationwide population-based study in 

children and adults. J Neurol 2012;259(11):2376-84. 

[13]	 van de Vrie-Hoekstra NW, de Vries TW, van den 

Berg PB, Brouwer OF, de Jong-van den Berg LT. 

Antiepileptic drug utilization in children from 

1997-2005--a study from the Netherlands Eur J Clin 

Pharmacol 2008;64(10):1013-20. 

[14]	 Oteri A, Trifiro G, Gagliostro MS, et al. Prescribing 

pattern of anti-epileptic drugs in an Italian setting of 

elderly outpatients: a population-based study during 

2004-07. Br J Clin Pharmacol 2010;70(4):514-22. 

[15]	 Eurap Study Group. Utilization of antiepileptic 

drugs during pregnancy: comparative patterns in 38 

countries based on data from the EURAP registry. 

Epilepsia 2009;50(10):2305-2309.

[16]	 Koristkova B, Grundmann M. Comparison of the 

consumption of antiepileptic drugs in the Czech 

Republic, Scandinavia, and Australia. Ceska Slov 

Farm 2005;54(3):130-6.

[17]	 Hsia Y, Neubert A, Sturkenboom MC, et al.; TEDDY 

Network of Excellence. Comparison of antiepileptic 

drug prescribing in children in three European coun-

tries. Epilepsia 2010; 51(5):789-96.

[18]	 WHO Collaborating Centre for Drug Statistics 

Methodology. Guidelines for ATC classification and 

DDD assignment 2012. Oslo (NO). 16th edition.

Available from: http://www.whocc.no/atc_ddd_publi-

cations/guidelines/[Accessed March 21, 2013].

[19]	 Statistisk sentralbyra. Oslo (NO). Available from: http://

www.ssb.no/befolkning/.[Accessed March 21, 2013]

[20]	 Idescat. Instituto de Estadística de Cataluna. 

Barcelona (ES). Available from: http://www.idescat.

cat/es/ [Accessed March 21, 2013].

[21]	 Danmarks Statistik. Copenhagen (DK). Available 

from: http://www.dst.dk/ [Accessed March 21, 2013]]

[22]	 Vlahovic-Pahlcevski V, Janhsen K, Elseviers MM, 

Vander Stichele RH. Cross-national comparison of 

drug utilization research. Pharmacoepidemiol Drug 

Saf 2008;17(Suppl 1):117S. 

[23]	 Vander Stichele, RH, Elseviers MM, Ferech 

M,Goossens H, ESAC Group. European surveillance 

of antimicrobial consumption (ESAC): data collection 

performance and methodological approach. Br J Clin 

Pharmacol 2004;58(4):419-28.

[24]	 Medina-Bustos A, Mompart-Penina A. Enquesta de 

salut de Catalunya 2011: informe dels principals 

resultats. Barcelona (ES). Departament de Salut, 

Generalitat de Catalunya; 2012. Available from http://

www20.gencat.cat/portal/site/salut/menuitem.08bf990

1ea011adbe23ffed3b0c0e1a0/?vgnextoid=4b51be505a7

62310VgnV CM2000009b0c1e0aRCRD&vgnextchannel

=4b51be505a762310VgnVCM2000009b0c1e0aRCRD&v

gnextfmt=default. Catalan [Accessed March 21, 2013].

[25]	 Lindahl AK, Squires D. International profiles of health 

care systems, 2011. Norway. The Commonwealth 

Fund. New York (US); c2013. Available from:  http://

www.commonwealthfund.org/Publications/Fund-

Reports/2011/Nov/International-Profiles-of-Health-

Care-Systems-2011.aspx [Accessed March 21, 2013].

[26]	 Olejaz M, Nielsen AJ, Rudkjobing A, Birk HO, 

Krasnik A, Hernandez-Quevedo C. Denmark: health 

system review. Copenhagen (DK): World Health 

Organization, Regional Office for Europe 2012. 

(Health systems in transition series vol. 14, no. 2). 

Available from: http://www.euro.who.int/en/who-we-

are/partners/observatory/health-systems-in-transition-

hit-series/countries-and-subregions/denmark-hit-2012 

[Accessed March 21, 2013].

[27]	 Johnell K, Fastbom J. Antiepileptic drug use in 

community-dwelling and institutionalized elderly: a 

nationwide study of over 1 300 000 older people. Eur 

J Clin Pharmacol 2011;67(10):1069-75. 

[28]	 Galimberti CA, Magri F, Magnani B, et al. 

Antiepileptic drug use and epileptic seizures in eld-

erly nursing home residents: a survey in the province 

of Pavia, Northern Italy. Epilepsy Res 2006; 68(1):1-8. 

[29]	 Huying F, Klimpe S, Werhahn KJ. Antiepileptic drug 

e 9 4 0 5 - 8



OR IG INA L  AR T I C L ES

Epidemiology Biostatistics and Public Health - 2014, Volume 11, Number 3

CNC antiepileptic drug use

use in nursing home residents: a cross-sectional, 

regional study. Seizure 2006;15(3):194-7.

[30]	 Deschepper R, Grigoryan L, Lundborg CS, et al. Are 

cultural dimensions relevant for explaining cross-

national differences in antibiotic use in Europe? BMC 

Health Serv Res.2008;8:123. Available from: http://

www.biomedcentral.com/1472-6963/8/123/ [Accessed 

December 17, 2012]

[31]	 Stolk P, van Wijk BLG, Leufkens HGM, Heerdink ER. 

Between country variation in the utilization of anti-

hypertensive agents: guidelines and clinical practice. 

Journal Hum Hypertens 2006;20(12):917-22.

[32]	 Wettermark B, Godman B, Neovius M, Hedberg N, 

Mellgren T, Kahan T. Initial effects of a reimburse-

ment restriction to improve the cost-effectiveness 

of antihypertensive treatment. Health Policy 

2010;94:221-9. 

[33]	 Steinman MA, Landefeld S, Gonzales R. Predictors of 

broad-spectrum antibiotic prescribing for acute res-

piratory tract infections in adult primary care. JAMA 

2003;289(6):719-25.

[34]	 Sanfélix-Gimeno G, Cervera-Casino P,Peiró S, 

González López-Valcarcel B, Blázquez A, Barbera T. 

Effectiveness of safety warnings in atypical antipsy-

chotic drugs. Drug Saf 2009;32(11):1075-189. 

[35]	 Johannessen Landmark C, Fossmark H, Larsson PG, 

Rytter E, Johannessen SI. Prescription patterns of 

antiepileptic drugs in patients with epilepsy in a 

nation-wide population. Epilepsy Res 2011;95(1):51-9. 

[36]	 Nicholas JM, Ridsdale L, Richardson MP, Ashworth M, 

Gulliford MC. Trends in antiepileptic drug utilisation 

in UK primary care 1993–2008: Cohort study using 

the General Practice Research Database. Seizure 

2012;21(6):466-70. 

[37]	 de la Fuente Honrubia C, Garcia del Pozo J, de Abajo 

FJ. [Use of antiepileptic drugs in Spain, 1992-2006]. 

Agencia española de medicamentos y productos 

sanitarios.  Available from: http://www.aemps.gob.

es/medicamentosUsoHumano/observatorio/informes.

htm. Spanish [Accessed March 21, 2013].

[38]	 Pugh MJV, Van Cott AC, Cramer JA, et al,, Treatment 

in Geriatric Epilepsy Research (TIGER) team. Trends 

in antiepileptic drug prescribing for older patients 

with new-onset epilepsy: 2000–2004. Neurology 

2008;70 (22 Part 2 of 2):2171-8. 

[39]	 Rochat P, Hallas J, Gaist D, Friis ML. Antiepileptic 

drug utilization: a Danish prescription database anal-

ysis. Acta Neurol Scand 2001;104(1):6-11.

[40]	 Hollingworth SA, Eadie MJ. Antiepileptic drugs in 

Australia: 2002-2007. Pharmacoepidemiol Drug Saf 

2010;19(1):82-9. 

[41]	 Knoester P, Deckers C, van der Vaart R, Leufkens B, 

Hekster Y. Volume and market share of anti-epileptic 

drugs in The Netherlands: impact of new drugs. 

Pharm World Sci 2005;27(2):129-34. 

[42]	 Johannessen Landmark C, Larsson PG, Rytter E, 

Johannessen SI. Antiepileptic drugs in epilepsy and 

other disorders--a population-based study of prescrip-

tions. Epilepsy Res 2009;87(1):31-9. 

[43]	 Campayo JG, Sobradiel N, Alda M, et al. Effectiveness 

of topiramate for tobacco dependence in patients 

with depression; a randomised, controlled trial. BMC 

Family Practice. 2008;9:28. Available from: http://

www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2296/9/28 [Accessed 

September 12, 2012].

[44]	 Vieta E, Torrent C, Garcia-Ribas G, et al. Use of 

topiramate in treatment-resistant bipolar spec-

trum disorders. Journal Clin Psychopharmacol 

2002;22(4):431-5. 

[45]	 Aldenkamp AP, De Krom MD, Reijs R. Newer 

antiepileptic drugs and cognitive issues. Epilepsia 

2003;44(Suppl 4):21-9.

e 9 4 0 5 - 9


