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Background: According to studies from different countries, the prevalence of natural rubber latex (NRL)
sensitization in healthcare workers ranges from 2.9 to 17%. The incidence and prevalence of sensitization and
allergy to NRL in Thailand is limited to two studies. There is no study among the high risk healthcare workers.
Objectives: 1) To estimate the prevalence of natural rubber latex (NRL) glove allergy and NRL sensitization
among nurses; 2) To describe its clinical symptoms.
Material and Method: Included in the present study were 412 nursing and medical record staff. A self-
administered questionnaire was used to collect personal biodata and individual allergy histories to NRL
products. Skin prick tests (SPTs) with the commercial NRL allergens; Stallerg�nes, S.A, Fresnes, France, and
common environmental allergens, were performed.
Results: The questionnaire response rate was 88% (412/470), 93% females. The response rate of SPT was 72%
(295/412) (95%CI 67.2, 76.0). The prevalence of NRL glove allergic symptoms and NRL sensitization was
24% (95%CI 19.9, 28.1) and 2% (95%CI 0.4, 3.6), respectively. The most frequently reported symptoms among
the positive SPT to NRL was angioedema. Five of the six NRL sensitised subjects had had high exposure to
NRL.
Conclusion: NRL sensitization among Thai nursing staff is less prevalent than in healthcare workers in
Europe.
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Natural rubber latex (NRL) gloves were intro-
duced as a protective barrier in the 1900s(1). In 1979,
Nutter reported the first case of rubber causing urti-
caria, a type I, IgE-mediated, immediate-hypersensiti-
vity(2). Since then, sensitization to natural rubber latex
and rubber additives (e.g accelerators, antioxidants,
and lubricants) have been reported continuously(3-7).
Clinical symptoms reported include contact urticaria,

rhinoconjunctivitis, asthma and anaphylaxis(2,4,6,8-11).
During the last two decades, awareness of the risk of
transmission of HIV, hepatitis B and C viruses from
blood and body fluid has been a major influence in
the increased use of NRL gloves among healthcar
workers, thus increasing the potential for sensitization
to NRL.

A number of studies concerning NRL sensiti-
zation and allergy among healthcare workers have been
conducted(12-33); mostly in Europe and the USA, where
the prevalence of NRL allergy ranges between 2.5 and
22 percent(6,13-26,28-41).The wide variation is likely due
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to differences in definition, methodology, glove aller-
gen concentration and exposure duration. However,
several studies published between 1999 and 2003
indicate a low prevalence of NRL sensitization and
NRL allergy(11,12,14,17,20,22,23,27,31,42), while another study
reported the prevalence of NRL glove allergy among
hairdressers at 18%(43).

The incidence and prevalence of sensitiza-
tion and allergy to NRL in Thailand is limited to two
studies. One was conducted among rubber-tree
tappers and NRL glove factory workers. In that group,
the prevalence of sensitization was between 1.3 and
1.7 percent, respectively(44). The other study was con-
ducted among healthcare personnel, where prevalence
of NRL sensitization was 3.13(45).The exact prevalence
of NRL allergy among healthcare workers is not known.

NRL is a measurable aeroallergen(46,47) and the
asthmatic response to NRL in sensitized individuals
is a function of duration of exposure and varies widely
between individuals(48). The authors explored the
effect of allergen concentration in the air based on
prevalence of NRL sensitization. The authors did not
measure NRL particles in the air; the air concentration
level is dependant on many other factors including the
gloves content of NRL protein, the ambient tempera-
ture, the way the gloves are worn or snapped into place,
ventilation of the environment. The aim of the present
study was to estimate the prevalence of nature rubber
latex (NRL) glove allergy, NRL sensitization and describe
its clinical symptoms among nurses at Srinagarind
Hospital, Khon Kaen, Thailand. The findings of the
present study will be useful for planning and imple-
menting NRL sensitization prevention.

Material and Method
Hospital description

Srinagarind Hospital is a 770-bed, tertiary-
care university hospital. There were 1,812 health
care workers, of whom 1,424 were nursing staff (640
Professional nurses, 440 technical nurses and 229
nurse aids); who performed various kinds of nursing
care such as injection, dressing, feeding and introduced
catheterizing of work areas where the employees use
powdered latex gloves and 115 medical recorders who
recorded the patients’ information and did not wear
gloves at all (control group) in Srinagarind Hospital.
The 1083 nursing staff and medical recorders who
worked 8 hours per day met the inclusion criteria and
were willing to participate in the present study.

Srinagarind Hospital is one of the university
and tertiary-care hospitals in Thailand, where all

NRL gloves used are powdered with cornstarch. Sterile
gloves are used for sterile purposes and examination
gloves for non-sterile ones.

Study population
This was a cross-sectional study. Subjects

included nurses, technical nurses, nurse aids and
medical recorders working in Srinagarind Hospital,
Thailand. Subjects were recruited from all 14 depart-
ments except those persons exposed to glutaraldehyde,
formaldehyde or antibiotics. The average pair of NRL
gloves used per person per day in each unit during
the past twelve months was used as a criterion to
classify the staff into three groups: high (> 6), moderate
(1-5) and low (< 1) pairs/person/day. The minimum
number of samples required in the present study was
470. Proportionate random sampling was employed to
select samples from each exposure group. The high,
moderate and low exposure groups included 869, 179
and 35 staff, respectively.

Questionnaire
The questionnaire used was written in Thai

and was a modified version of one translated by
Chaiear et al(44), which was a compilation of the ques-
tionnaire developed by Dr. Shutman (California Uni-
versity of San Francisco) for determining the pre-
valence of NRL allergy and, the European Standard
Questionnaire for Occupational Respiratory Diseases
and Occupational Asthma (European Community
Respiratory Health Survey-Screening Questionnaire,
1986). The first version was used to collect data on
sensitization to NRL among rubber-tree tappers and
workers in glove factories. The modified version
included questions on personal information, NRL use,
history of symptoms related to NRL products, work
related allergic symptoms and atopic history.

Skin prick testing
The skin prick test (SPT) has a greater sensi-

tivity than the specific IgE test(49). The SPT was per-
formed by a trained nurse using (a) an NRL reagent
(Stallerg�nes, SA, Fresnes, France 1:200 w/v), (b) com-
mon inhalable allergens including cockroach, Bermuda
grass, cat allergen, dog allergen, house dust and
Dermatophagoides pteronyssinus (Center Laboratory,
Inc. Port, Washington, NY), and, (c) a buffer saline
(control). A reading on the maximal wheal diameter was
made after 15 minutes. A wheal 3 mm larger than that of
the saline buffer was considered positive. There was a
minimal risk of anaphylaxis while doing the test(50).
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Definitions
- Sensitization to natural rubber latex: Posi-

tive response to Stallerg�nes SPT.
- Natural rubber latex Allergy: Nasal eye or

sinus symptoms, rhinorrhea, nausea or vomiting, skin
rash, urticaria, flushing, itching, asthma, in severe cases
anaphalaxis.

- Atopy: Positive response to at least one of
the common inhalable allergens used for SPT.

- Allergic history: Report of having asthma or
allergic symptoms when exposed to pollen, household
dust, cat, dog, metal, milk or fruit.

- Work related allergic symptoms: During the
past 12 months, a report at work of having wheezing,
breathlessness, coughing, eye irritation, runny nose,
angioedema, urticaria or skin irritation.

Data handling and statistical analysis
Data were analysed using SPSS-PC software.

Point prevalence of NRL sensitization/allergy with
a 95% confidence interval was calculated using
a descriptive statistics form. P-value of less than
0.05 and Pearson Chi square test,unpaired t test,
Mann-Whitney U test as appropriate were used to
compare the characteristics of subjects who had
SPT and those with out SPT. Clinical symptoms of
NRL allergy were presented in terms of number and
percent.

The Ethics Committee of Khon Kaen Univer-
sity, Khon Kaen, Thailand, approved the present pro-
tocols. All participants gave consent before entering
the study.

Results
Participants

The response rate to the questionnaire was

87.6% (412/470). Most of the respondents were female
(93.4%). Respondents averaged 33.4 years of age (SD
6.6). All participants of the duration time of employ-
ment were between 1 and 5 years. The high, moderate
and low staff exposures presented as proportions from
these groups accounted for 39.4% (342/869), 21.1% (38/
179) and 28.6% (10/35) of the population, respectively.
The respondents included nurses (48.8%), technical
nurses (31.1%), nursing aids (15%), medical recorders
(2.4%) and others (2.1%). All of the participants were
invited to undergo the skin prick tests (SPTs). The
response rate to the SPTs was 71.6% (295/412) 95%CI
(67.2, 76.0) (Fig. 1).

Most of the participants were non-smokers
(94%) and had underlying of house dust mites allergy
(46.6%), eczema (31.8%), hay fever (18.4%), food
(17.5%), animal dandruff allergy (17.2%) or asthma
(9.2%).

Characteristics of SPT and non-SPT participants
The characteristics of SPT and non-SPT in

terms of mean age, gender and atopic diseases were
not significantly different between these two groups.
Only duration of employment varied significantly;
those who were tested for SPT had worked longer on
average than those who were not. (Table 1).

Work-related symptoms
Subjects (326) reported at least one allergic

symptom during the past 12 months, of whom 233
(56.6%) perceived that their symptoms were caused by
workplace exposures. The most frequent symptoms
were work-related cough (27.9%), eye irritation (26.7%)
and runny nose (23.5%). Other symptoms included
breathlessness (19.2%), urticaria (14.1%), wheezing
(11.7%) and contact dermatitis (5.1%).

Table 1. Characteristics of SPT and Non-SPT participants who nursing staff at the different stages (n = 412)

Characteristics SPT (n = 295) Non-SPT (n = 117) p-value

Mean age (years, SD)    33.9 (6.42)         32.2(6.92) t-test
0.056

Gender
Male    20 (6.8%)           8 (6.8%) Pearson �2

Female  275 (93.2%)       109 (93.2%)              1.00
Duration of employment (months)  123 .7 (76.6)         98.9 (71.3) Man-Whitney U Test

             0.02
Atopic diseases

Yes  126 (45.0%)         41 (36.6%) Pearson �2

No  154 (55.0%)         71 (63.4%) 0.142
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Prevalence of glove allergic symptoms
Among the 412 nursing staff who responded

to the questionnaire, the most common allergic symp-
toms, when wearing NRL gloves, were of the skin itch
(32%), dry or chapped skin (19.2%), eye irritation (17.7%),
redness of skin (15.5%) and runny nose (15.3%). Lip
swelling, tightness in the chest and wheezing occurred
in less than 5%. Details are shown in Table 2.

Prevalence of NRL sensitization and NRL allergy
Among the 295 nurses who underwent SPT to

NRL reagent, six (2.03%, 95%CI 0.42, 3.64) had a posi-
tive reaction. All six individuals reported NRL allergic
symptoms which resulted in NRL allergy prevalence of
2.03% (95%CI 0.42, 3.64). Due to the small number of
workers with a positive reaction, the authors were not
able to test the relationship between NRL sensitization/
allergy and the exposure group, age, gender and atopic
history.

Clinical symptoms of NRL Allergy
Among those with a positive reaction to the

NRL reagent, the most frequently reported symptom
was a runny nose. Among those having a negative re-
action to NRL reagent, and those who did not undergo
the SPT, the most frequently reported symptoms were
runny nose and eye irritation (Table 2).

Characteristics of NRL sensitization or allergy
Four of the 6 positives used gloves < 2 hours/

day. All subjects experiencing NRL sensitization or
allergy persisted in using NRL gloves. They used new
most frequently but also reused gloves. Five of the
six NRL sensitized subjects belonged to the high
exposure group (Table 3).

Discussion
The prevalence of NRL allergy in the present

study is lower than a study conducted among health
personnel at Siriraj Hospital, Bangkok(45), signifi-
cantly lower than reported in most studies(14-16,19,21,28),
comparable to studies published between 1999 and
2003(12,14,17,20,22,23,27,31,42). The present results are near
the prevalence of NRL sensitization for the general
population(51) perhaps because of: 1) the low preva-
lence may be due to false negative prick test reactions.
This may be due to workers taking antihistamines. In
addition, it could be due to the improved manufac-
turing process, the NRL protein level in these gloves is
very low compared to those gloves produced in the
early days and have a higher concentration of NRL
protein, 2) a difference in the definition. In the present
study, NRL allergy refers to symptoms suggestive of
NRL allergy not to non-specific symptoms such as
itching of the hands or rashes, 3) a difference in the

Fig. 1 Numbers of participants at the different stages

Nursing staff (n=412)

Allergic symptoms (326) Without allergic symptoms (86)

Work-related causes (233) Not work related causes (93)

Glove allergy (112)  Others (91)

 

SPT (83) Not SPT (29)

SPT (212)        Not SPT(88)
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method of diagnosis and/or reagents used in the
diagnostic test. The NRL allergy prevalence obtained
by a self-administered questionnaire tended to over-
estimate. The authors used a combination of the ques-
tionnaire and SPT to diagnose an NRL allergy and
invited both symptomatic and asymptomatic subjects
to undergo a SPT. The participation rate was very high
so there should not be many NRL allergic subjects
among those who did not undergo the SPT. The reagent
used to test for NRL sensitization was Stallerg�nes (SA,
Fresnes, France 1:200 w/v), which has 93% sensitivity,
100% specificity, 100% positive and 96% negative pre-
dictive values(9). Turjanmaa et al stated that it contains
most of the important allergens including    proteins of
about 14, 20, 27, 30 and 45 kDa(9). It should, therefore,

be able to detect NRL sensitization if present. How-
ever, Poole and Nagendran stated that more than 20
allergenic proteins have been identified in NRL. Not all
of these allergens were contained within the commer-
cial preparations used for diagnosis, resulting in false-
negatives(27), and 4) in the present study, 112 subjects
reported a glove allergy, although only 6 of  83
underwent SPT, which showed a positive reaction to
Stallerg�nes SPT. Possibly rubber additives caused
most of the glove allergy rather than the NRL protein
itself. In addition, nursing staff in the hospital re-used
sterilized NRL gloves, especially those working in
operating theaters, suggesting the cleaning process
washes away allergens.

If the proceeding three possibilities do not

Table 3. Characteristics of NRL sensitization and allergy amongst nursing staff at Srinagarind hospital, Khon Kaen,
Thailand

No. Sex*  Age Exposure  Useness Contact/day Atopy    Symptoms Exposure to
(yrs) Pairs/day      (hour) NRL gloves

(months)

  1   F   37     High      1-5        1-2   Yes Angioedema 144
  2   F   38     High    21-40        5-6   No Angioedema 127

Runny nose
Eye irritation
Breathlessness

  3   F   33     High      6-10        > 6   No Angioedema 166
Breathlessness
Wheezing

  4   M   24     High      6-10        < 1   Yes Angioedema   81
Runny nose
Eye irritation

  5   F   38 Moderate      6-10        < 1   No Runny nose 216
  6   F   34     High      1-5        < 1   yes Angioedema 166

*F: Female , M: Male

Table 2. Allergic symptoms after exposure to latex gloves

Symptoms Positive to NRL SPT Negative to NRL SPT Without SPT      Total
              n = 6             n =289      n = 117    n = 412

Skin itch           3 (50.0%)          95 (32.9%)   34 (29.1%) 132 (32.0%)
Red rash           2 (33.3%)          43 (14.9%)   19 (16.2%)   64 (15.5%)
Skin swelling           6 (100%)            7 (2.4%)   13 (11.1%)   26 (6.3%)
Dry and chapped skin           3 (50.0%)          60 (20.8%)   16 (13.7%)   79 (19.2%)
Runny nose           3 (50.0%)          47 (16.3%)   13 (11.1%)   63 (15.3%)
Eye irritation           2 (33.0%)          57 (19.7%)   14 (12.0%)   73 (17.7%)
Lip swelling           6 (100%)            3 (1.0%)     5 (4.3%)   14 (3.4%)
Breathlessness           2 (33.3%)          16 (5.5%)     6 (5.1%)   24 (5.8%)
Wheezing           1 (16.7%)          11 (3.8%)     3 (2.6%)   15 (3.6%)
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explain away this low prevalence, then one must con-
clude the prevalence of NRL allergy is truly low. In the
UK(27), the prevalence of NRL allergy among health-
care workers at two NHS trusts in 1999 was 0.5%, which
is lower than other published studies(6,15-26,28-41). The
authors explained: (1) the trusts had stopped buying
gloves with NRL protein concentrations > 100 �g/g;
and, (2) the staff had reduced the contact time by using
NRL gloves only when handling blood or body fluids.

The latter might also explain the low preva-
lence of NRL allergy in the present study as our health-
care workers only use gloves while handling blood or
body fluids (between 1 and 2 hours/day). A study from
Wales also reported an overall low prevalence rate of
NRL allergy (0.56%)(42) perhaps due to the exclusion of
asymptomatic individuals from the investigation and
including only those with symptoms suggestive of
NRL allergy.

The authors failed to identify potential risk
factors associated with NRL allergy; however, those
reported having work related allergic symptoms but
not any NRL allergy should be investigated further to
ascertain the cause of the symptoms e.g. prick test
to their own rubber gloves, cornstarch, exclude false
negative prick test and followed up as an NRL allergy
may develop.

The popular interventions to minimize NRL
sensitivity are: 1) the substitution of NRL gloves with
non-NRL ones or non-powdered ones because the corn-
starch powder on NRL products is an allergen carrier(52);
and, 2) the relocation of the allergic person to an envi-
ronment where NRL gloves are not or less used.

At present, non-NRL gloves are still expen-
sive and not widely available in Thailand. To relocate
an allergic person to an environment where NRL gloves
are not used is not practicable. As NRL is an aero-
allergen, any action to reduce concentration of NRL
allergen in the air should be considered. For example,
in any workplace, which does not need fitted gloves,
plastic gloves should be substituted. At the industry
level, development should aim for reducing NRL pro-
tein concentration, substitute cornstarch with other
safe material or coating NRL with polymer.

While polymer coated gloves are not avail-
able here, nursing staff should understand that the
cornstarch powder on NRL products is an allergen
carrier(52) and be encouraged to gently don and remove
gloves in order to minimize dispersing allergens into
the air. Immunological study should be conducted to
investigate and identify NRL proteins responsible for
evoking allergic reactions in the Thai population.

Acknowledgments
The authors wish to thank all participating

nurses and medical recorders from Srinagarind
Hospital, Khon Kaen, THAILAND, Ms. Sureeporn
Saeheng RN for the technical support doing the SPTs,
and Mr. Bryan Roderick Hamman for his assistance
with the English-language presentation of the
manuscript.

References
1. Maso MJ, Goldberg DJ. Contact dermatoses

from disposable glove use: a review. J Am Acad
Derma-tol 1990; 23(4 Pt 1): 733-7.

2. Nutter AF. Contact urticaria to rubber. Br J Dermatol
1979; 101; 597-8.

3. Beaudouin E, Pupil P, Jacson E, Laxenaire MC,
Moneret-Vautrin MA. Allergie professionelle au
latex: enquete prospective sur 907 sujects du
milieu hospitalier. Rev Fr Allergol 1990; 30: 157-61.

4. Estlander T, Jolanki R, Kanerva L. Dermatitis and
urticaria from rubber and plastic gloves. Contact
Dermatitis 1986; 14: 20-5.

5. J�eger D, Kleinhans D, Czuppon AB, Baur X.
Latex-specific proteins causing immediate-type
cutaneous, nasal, bronchial, and systemic reac-
tions. J Allergy Clin Immunol 1992; 89: 759-68.

6. Lagier F, Vervloet D, Lhermet I, Payen D, Charpin
D. Prevalence of latex allergy in operating room
nurses. J Allergy Clin Immunol 1992; 90(3 Pt 1):
319-22.

7. Heese A, von Hintzenstern J, Peters KP, Koch HU,
Hornstein OP. Allergic and irritant reactions to
rubber gloves in medical health services. Spectrums,
diagnostic approach, and therapy. J Am Acad
Dermatol 1991; 25(5 Pt 1): 831-9.

8. Axelsson IG, Eriksson M, Wrangsj� K. Anaphy-
laxis and angioedema due to rubber allergy in
children. Acta Paediatr Sand 1988; 77: 314-6.

9. Turjanmaa K, Laurila K, Makinen-Kiljunen S,
Reunala T. Rubber contact urticaria: allergenic
properties of 19 brands of latex glove. Contact
Dermatitis 1988; 19: 362-7.

10. Pecquet C, Leynadier F, Dry J. Contact urticaria
and anaphylaxis to natural latex. J Am Acad
Dermatol 1990; 22: 631-3.

11. Bernstein DI, Karnani R, Biagini RE, Bernstein CK,
Murphy K, Berendts B, et al. Clinical and occu-
pational outcomes in healthcare workers with
natural rubber latex allergy. Ann Allergy Asth
Immunol 2003; 90: 209-13.

12. Arellano R, Bradley J, Sussman G. Prevalence of



374 J Med Assoc Thai Vol. 89 No. 3  2006

latex sensitization among hospital physicians
occupationally exposed to latex gloves. Anesthe-
siology 1992; 77: 905-8.

13. Douglas R, Morton J, Czarny D, O’Hehir RE.
Prevalence of IgE-mediated allergy to latex in
hospital nursing staff. Aust NZ J Med 1997; 27:
165-9.

14. Dousson C, Ripault B, Leblanc MA, Le Sellin J,
Levaux MM, Jenson S, et al. prevalence of latex
allergy among personnel at a hospital. Allerg
Immunol (Paris) 1994; 26: 367-73.

15. Fenga C, Russo O, Cacciola A, Guarneri F, Loreto
C, Trimarchi G. Retrospective study on the preva-
lence of latex allergic pathology in health person-
nel. G Ital Med Lav Ergon 2001; 23: 448-53.

16. Grzybowski M, Ownby DR, Peyser PA, Johnson
CC, Schork MA. The prevalence of anti-latex IgE
antibodies among registered nurses. J Allergy
Clin Immunol 1996; 98: 535-44.

17. Hack ME. The prevalence of latex allergy in
operating theatre staff. Anaesth Intensive Care
2001; 29: 43-7

18. Katelaris CH, Widmer RP, Lazarus RM. Prevalence
of latex allergy in a dental school. Med J Aust
1996; 164: 711-4.

19. Kibby T, Akl M. Prevalence of latex sensitization
in a hospital employee population. Ann Allergy
Asthma Immunol 1997; 78: 41-4.

20. Kim KT, Wellmeyer EK, Miller KV. Minimum pre-
valence of latex hypersensitivity in health care
workers. Allergy Asthma Proc 1999; 20: 387-91.

21. Leung R, Ho A, Chan J, Choy D, Lai CK. Preva-
lence of latex allergy in hospital staff in Hong Kong.
Clin Exp Allergy 1997; 27: 167-74.

22. Levy Y, Ashkenazi S, Lieberman S, Danon YL. The
prevalence of specific IgE antibodies to natural
rubber latex in healthcare workers in Israel. Isr Med
Assoc J 2000; 2: 154-7.

23. Liss GM, Sussman GL. Latex sensitization: occu-
pational versus general population prevalence
rates. Am J Ind Med 1999; 35: 196-200.

24. Mitsuya K, Iseki H, Masaki T, Hamakawa M,
Okamoto H, Horio T. Comprehensive analysis of
28 patients with latex allergy and prevalence of
latex sensitization among hospital personnel. J
Dermatol 2001; 28: 405-12.

25. Nkomo NV, Pretorius E, Bester MJ. Short commu-
nication: Prevalence of suspected latex allergies
among a group of South African dentists. SADJ
2001; 56: 288-9.

26. Ohlson CG, Svensson L, Mossberg B, Hok M.

Prevalence of contact dermatitis among dental per-
sonnel in a Swedish rural county. Swed Dent J
2001; 25: 13-20.

27. Poole CJ, Nagendran V. Low prevalence of clinical
latex allergy in UK health care workers: a cross-
sectional study. Occup Med (Lond) 2001; 51: 510-2.

28. Potter PC, Crombie I, Marian A, Kosheva O, Maqula
B, Schinkel M. Latex allergy at Groote Schuur
Hospital - prevalence, clinical features and out-
come. S Afr Med J 2001; 91: 760-5.

29. Shahar E, Hassoun G, Pollack S. Prevalence of
immediate-type hypersensitivity to latex in a
hospital employee population in Israel. Harefuah
2001; 140: 699-703.

30. Sinha A, Harrison PV. The prevalence of latex
allergy among hospital employees in north-west
England. Br J Dermatol 1999; 140: 567.

31. Smedley J, Jury A, Bendall H, Frew A, Coggon D.
Prevalence and risk factors for latex allergy: a cross
sectional study in a United Kingdom hospital.
Occup Environ Med 1999; 56: 833-6.

32. Waclawski ER. Prevalence and risk factors for
latex allergy: a cross sectional study in a United
Kingdom hospital. Occup Environ Med 2000; 57:
501.

33. Watts DN, Jacobs RR, Forrester B, Bartolucci A.
An evaluation of the prevalence of latex sensi-
tivity among atopic and non-atopic intensive care
workers. Am J Ind Med 1998; 34: 359-63.

34. Cormio L, Turjanmaa K, Talja M, Andersson LC,
Ruutu M. Toxicity and immediate allergenicity of
latex gloves. Clin Exp Allergy 1993; 23: 618-23.

35. Wrangsj� K, Osterman K, van Hage-Hamsten M.
Glove-related skin symptoms among operating
theatre and dental care unit personnel I: Interview
investigation. Contact Dermatitis 1994; 30 102-7.

36. Wrangsj� K, Osterman K, van Hage-Hamsten M.
Glove-related skin symptoms among operating
theatre and dental care unit personnel II: Clinical
examination tests and laboratory finding indicating
latex allergy. Contact Dermatitis 1994; 30: 139-43.

37. Heese A, Peters KP, Stahl J, Koch HU, Hornstein
OP. Incidence and increase in type I allergies to
rubber gloves in dental medicine students.
Hautarzt 1995; 46: 15-21.

38. Yassin MS, Lierl MB, Fischer TJ, O’Brien K, Cross
J, Steinmetz C. Latex allergy in hospital employees.
Ann Allergy 1994; 72: 245-9.

39. Vandenplas O, Delwiche JP, Depelchin S, Sibille Y,
Vande Weyer R, Delaunois L. Latex gloves with a
low protein content reduce bronchial reactions in



J Med Assoc Thai Vol. 89 No. 3  2006 375

subjects with occupational asthma caused by
latex. Am J Respir Crit Care Med 1995; 151(3 Pt 1):
887-91.

40. Konrad C, Fieber T, Gerber H, Schuepfer G,
Muellner G. The prevalence of latex sensitivity
among anesthesiology staff. Anesth Analg 1997;
84: 629-33.

41. Schmid K, Christoph Broading H, Niklas D,
Drexler H. Latex sensitization in dental students
using powder-free gloves low in latex protein: a
cross-sectional study. Contact Dermatitis 2002; 47:
103-8.

42. Chowdhury MM, Statham BN. Natural rubber
latex allergy in a health-care population in Wales.
Br J Dermatol 2003; 148: 737-40.

43. Nettis E, Dambra P, Soccio AL, Ferrannini A, Tursi
A. Latex hypersensitivity: relationship with
positive prick test and patch test responses
among hairdressers. Allergy 2003; 58: 57-61.

44. Chaiear N, Sadhra S, Jones M, Cullinan P, Foulds
IS, Burge PS. Sensitisation to natural rubber latex:
an epidemiological study of workers exposed dur-
ing tapping and glove manufacture in Thailand.
Occup Environ Med 2001; 58: 386-91.

45. Teeraratkul A, Dangsuwan T, Kerdsomnuk S,
Roengrak S, Vichyanond P, Wittitsuwannakul R.
Epidemiology of latex allergy among healthcare
personnel at Siriraj hospital. Siriraj Hosp Gaz 1997;
49: 837-45.

46. Sri-akajunt N, Sadhra S, Jones M, Burge PS. Natu-

ral rubber latex aeroallergens exposure in rubber
plantation workers and glove manufacturers in
Thailand and health care workers in a UK hospital.
Ann Occup Hyg 2000; 44: 79-88.

47. Swanson MC, Zakharov S, Luss L, Babakhin A,
DuBuske L. Latex aeroallergen quantification in
hospitals of Moscow, Russia. Ann Allergy Asth
Immunol 2001; 87: 307-10.

48. Quirce S, Swanson MC, Fern�ndez-Nieto M, de
las Heras M, Cuesta J, Sastre J. Quantified envi-
ronmental challenge with absorbable dusting
powder aerosol from natural rubber latex gloves.
J Allergy Clin Immunol 2003; 111: 788-94.

49. Pridgeon C, Wild G, Ashworth F, Egner W, Ward
AM. Assessment of latex allergen in healthcare
population: are the available tests valid? Clin Exp
Allergy 2000; 30: 1444-9.

50. Farrell AL, Warshaw EM, Zhao Y, Nelson D. Preva-
lence and methodology of evaluation for latex
allergy among allergists in the United States:
results of a cross-sectional survey. Am J Contact
Dermat 2002; 13: 183-9.

51. Sommer S, Wilkinson SM, Beck ME, English JS,
Gawkrodger DJ, Green C. Type IV hypersensitivity
reactions to natural rubber latex: results of a
multicentre study. Br J Dermatol 2002; 146: 114-7.

52. Tomazic VJ, Shampaine EL, Lamanna A, Withrow
TJ, Adkinson NF Jr, Hamilton RG. Cornstarch
powder on latex products is an allergen carrier.
J Allergy Clin Immunol 1994; 93: 751-58.



376 J Med Assoc Thai Vol. 89 No. 3  2006

ภาวะภูมิแพ้และภาวะภูมิไวต่อการใช้ถุงมือยางธรรมชาติในพยาบาลโรงพยาบาลศรีนครินทร์
จังหวัดขอนแก่น ประเทศไทย

เนสนีิ  ไชยเอยี, บังอรศร ี จินดาวงค,์ วัชรา  บุญสวสัด์ิ, ทิพาพร  กาญจนราช, พรพรรณ  สกลุคู

การศกึษาความชกุของภาวะภมิูแพแ้ละภาวะภมิูไวตอ่การใชถ้งุมอืยางของบคุลากรทางการแพทยใ์น ประเทศ
ต่าง ๆ ทั่วโลกอยู่ในช่วงร้อยละ 2.9-17 แต่อย่างไรก็ตาม อุบัติการณ์และความชุกของการเกิดภาวะภูมิแพ้ และภาวะ
ภูมิไวในประเทศไทยยังมีการศึกษาน้อยมาก โดยเฉพาะอย่างยิ่งในกลุ่มที่มีความเสี่ยงสูง ดังนั้นผู้วิจัยจึงต้องการ
ศึกษาความชุกของภาวะภูมิแพ้และภาวะภูมิไวรวมถึงอาการทางคลินิกต่อการใช้ถุงมือยางในกลุ่มอาชีพพยาบาล
วัตถปุระสงค:์ 1) เพือ่ประมาณคา่ความชกุของภาวะภมิูแพแ้ละภาวะภมิูไวตอ่การใชถ้งุมอืยางในกลุม่อาชพีพยาบาล;
2) อธิบายอาการทางคลินิก
รูปแบบการวิจัย: การศึกษาแบบพรรณนา ภาคตัดขวาง
วัสดุและวิธีการ: กลุ่มตัวอย่างเป็นพยาบาลรวมทั้งทีมงานที่ทำรายงานทางการแพทย์จำนวน 412 คนที่สมัครใจ
เข้าร่วมการศึกษา ได้รับแบบสอบถามแบบตอบกลับด้วยตนเอง ซึ่งแบบสอบถามประกอบด้วยข้อมูลการทำงาน
และประวัติการแพ้ผลิตภัณฑ์ยาง อาการทางผิวหนังและทางเดินหายใจ ร่วมกับการทดสอบทางผิวหนังโดยวิธีสะกิด
วิเคราะห์ข้อมูลโดยใช้สถิติเชิงพรรณนาและ 95%CI และได้ผ่านความเห็นชอบจากคณะกรรมการจริยธรรมการวิจัย
ในมนุษย์ มหาวิทยาลัยขอนแก่น
ผลการศึกษา: อัตราการตอบกลับของแบบสอบถามเป็นร้อยละ 88 (412/470), ส่วนใหญ่เป็นผู้หญิงถึงร้อยละ 93
มีอัตราการทดสอบของผวิหนงัโดยวธิสีะกดิรอ้ยละ 72 (295/412) (95%CI 67.2, 76.0) คา่ความชกุของอาการภมิูแพ้
และความชกุของภาวะภมิูไวตอ่การใชถ้งุมอืยาง ร้อยละ 24 (95%CI 19.9, 28.1) และรอ้ยละ 2 (95%CI 0.4, 3.6)
ตามลำดับ ในส่วนของอาการทางคลินิกของผู้ที่มีผลการทดสอบผิวหนังด้วยวิธีสะกิดได้แก่ อาการผิวหนังและเยื่อบุ
เมอืกบวม และพยาบาลทีมี่ภาวะภมิูไวตอ่ยางธรรมชาตพิบวา่ จำนวน 5 ใน 6 คน สัมผัสกับถุงมอืยางเปน็จำนวนมาก
สรุป: ค่าความชุกของภาวะภูมิแพ้และภาวะภูมิไวต่อการใช้ถุงมือยางในกลุ่มพยาบาลไทยมีค่าความชุกน้อยกว่า
บุคลากรทางการแพทย์และสาธารณสุขในเเถบประเทศทางยุโรปและสหรัฐอเมริกา


