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Summary

AIMS OF THE STUDY: Anaphylaxis is a medical emer-
gency and requires prompt treatment to prevent life-threat-
ening conditions. Epinephrine, considered as the first-line
drug, is often not administered. We aimed first to analyse
the use of epinephrine in patients with anaphylaxis in the
emergency department of a university hospital and sec-
ondly to identify factors that influence the use of epineph-
rine.

METHODS: We performed a retrospective analysis of all
patients admitted with moderate or severe anaphylaxis
to the emergency department between 1 January 2013
and 31 December 2018. Patient characteristics and treat-
ment information were extracted from the electronic med-
ical database of the emergency department.

RESULTS: A total of 531 (0.2%) patients with moderate or
severe anaphylaxis out of 260,485 patients admitted to the
emergency department were included. Epinephrine was
administered in 252 patients (47.3%). In a multivariate lo-
gistic regression, cardiovascular (Odds Ratio [OR] = 2.94,
Cl 1.96-4.46, p <0.001) and respiratory symptoms (OR
= 3.14, Cl 1.95-5.14, p<0.001) were associated with in-
creased likelihood of epinephrine administration, in con-
trast to integumentary symptoms (OR = 0.98, CI
0.54-1.81, p = 0.961) and gastrointestinal symptoms (OR
=0.62, Cl 0.39-1.00, p = 0.053).

CONCLUSIONS: Less than half of the patients with mod-
erate and severe anaphylaxis received epinephrine ac-
cording to guidelines. In particular, gastrointestinal symp-
toms seem to be misrecognised as serious symptoms
of anaphylaxis. Training of the emergency medical ser-
vices and emergency department medical staff and further
awareness are crucial to increase the administration rate
of epinephrine in anaphylaxis.

Introduction

Anaphylaxis is the most severe form of systemic reaction
caused by acute mast cell activation due to an IgE or non-

IgE mediated mechanism with the release of potent me-
diators [1]. The dynamics and severity of an anaphylactic
reaction are unpredictable. Symptoms usually occur acute-
ly within minutes up to two, seldom more hours of expo-
sure to a potentially triggering source. Anaphylaxis often
begins with skin symptoms, further gastrointestinal symp-
toms may occur, and it can rapidly progress to a potentially
life-threatening medical emergency due to respiratory and
cardiovascular problems [2, 3].

The diagnosis of anaphylaxis is made clinically based on
signs and symptoms [2]. Several international guidelines
have been established to define criteria for the diagnosis
of anaphylaxis [4—7]. Nevertheless, diagnosis and determi-
nation of the severity of anaphylaxis remain difficult, es-
pecially when skin symptoms are absent [4, 8]. Because
of its potentially dangerous dynamic, emergency medical
services and primary care physicians have a crucial role in
promptly recognising and treating patients with anaphylax-
is [8].

According to current international treatment guidelines, in-
tramuscular epinephrine is the only first-line medication to
manage moderate and severe anaphylaxis [5, 9-12].The in-
tramuscular application is safe and effective within min-
utes [13]. Antihistamines and corticosteroids are consid-
ered second-line therapy, as a life-saving effect in the acute
treatment of anaphylaxis has not been proven [14, 15].
Contrary to these international treatment guidelines, sev-
eral studies have reported a low injection rate of epineph-
rine in patients with anaphylaxis [9]: half of the patients
presenting to an emergency department with anaphylaxis
never receive epinephrine [16]. This undersupply may in-
crease morbidity and mortality among patients with ana-
phylaxis [17].

The aim of this retrospective study was, first, to analyse
whether patients with moderate and severe anaphylaxis
were treated with epinephrine in the prehospital setting and
during their stay in our emergency department according
to current guidelines and, second, to determine what fac-
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tors influence the practice of administering epinephrine to
patients with anaphylaxis.

Methods

Study design

This study was conducted at the Department of Emergency
Medicine for Adults of the Inselspital, Bern University
Hospital, Switzerland. This is a single-centre retrospective
cohort study with a study period from 1 January 2013 to
31 December 2018. All patients aged >16 years treated for
anaphylaxis in the University Hospital Bern emergency de-
partment were included.

Search strategy and eligibility criteria

A full-text keyword search was performed in the diagnosis
list (first or second diagnosis) of the medical reports of
all patients admitted to our emergency department within
the given period using the following defined keyword list
combined with the Boolean operator “OR“: allergic reac-
tion, allergic shock, anaphylaxis and anaphylactic shock.
Second, one experienced physician (VE) and one advanced
pre-graduated medical student (DG) screened (one person
per patient) the full-text fields “diagnoses”, “history”, and
“clinical assessment” for characteristics of acute anaphy-
laxis and classified the severity of anaphylaxis for each pa-
tient according to the criteria of Ring and Messmer [18].
Because epinephrine particularly is recommended for ana-
phylaxis severity grade >2, patients with anaphylaxis
severity grade 1 were excluded after the above-mentioned
grading process. Patients without acute anaphylaxis as the
reason for admission and those who refused or withdrew
their general consent to use their anonymised data were ex-
cluded from the study.

Data collection and extraction

The data were extracted from the database of the patient
management system of the Department of Emergency
Medicine for Adults of the Inselspital, Bern University
Hospital, Switzerland (Ecare, Turnhout, Belgium):

— demographic data (e.g., sex, age), vital parameters,
triage data (the initial triage at our emergency depart-
ment is routinely performed for every patient by spe-
cially trained nurses according to the Swiss Triage
Scale) [19]

— data on comorbidities for each patient (i.e., previous al-
lergic reaction / previous anaphylaxis and its suspected
trigger, known asthma), extracted manually from the
full emergency department report (VE, DG)

— data on symptoms (i.e., skin / mucosal, gastrointestinal
tract, respiratory tract and cardiovascular system), ex-
tracted manually from the full emergency department
report (VE, DG)

— data on prehospital treatment (self-treatment by patients
with antihistamines, corticosteroids, epinephrine; treat-
ment by emergency medical services with antihista-
mines, corticosteroids, epinephrine) and data on treat-
ment in the emergency department (antihistamines,
corticosteroids, epinephrine), extracted manually from
the full emergency department report (VE, DG)
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— data on complications and follow-up (i.e., delivery of an
emergency kit comprising two tablets each of an anti-
histamine and a corticosteroid a 50 mg, epinephrine au-
toinjector and referral to an allergist), extracted manu-
ally from the full emergency department report (VE,
DG).

Statistical analysis

All analyses were conducted in the R Language for Sta-
tistical Computing REF (R Core Team (2020). R: A lan-
guage and environment for statistical computing. R Foun-
dation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. URL
https://www.R-project.org/). We employed the base func-
tions in R to calculate descriptive statistics. The glm func-
tion with a logit link was used to estimate logistic regres-
sions. The dependent variable was whether epinephrine
was administered or not. For this purpose, we combined
the different times and contexts of epinephrine administra-
tion (self-administration; by emergency medical services;
at the emergency department) into a dichotomous variable
(administered/not administered; 1/0). Furthermore, we em-
ployed a stepwise procedure for estimating the association
of the respective predictors on epinephrine administration.
In the first step, we estimated four logistic regressions for
the four organ systems. All models included age and de-
gree of severity as a control variable. We entered age as
a linear term in the regression models but transformed the
variable into seven age intervals, beginning with 25 years
or younger, then in ten-year intervals (26 to 35; 36 to 34
etc.) and up to 75 years or older. In the second step, we
fitted a model that combined all predictors from the first
step: age group and degree of severity as well as four
dummy-variables for the four organ systems. We predicted
the probability of receiving epinephrine for combinations
of symptoms using R’s prediction function and the fitted
models.

Ethical considerations

The regional ethics committee of the Canton of Bern,
Switzerland, approved the study (KEK: 2019-02349).

Results

Demographics

From 1 January 2013 to 31 December 2018, 4234 out
of 260’485 patients referred to our emergency department
were identified in the medical database using the above
search terms. Of those, 3683 patients were excluded: 3030
without an acute diagnosis of anaphylaxis (e.g., history
of anaphylaxis only) and 653 with anaphylaxis severity
grade 1. Of the remaining 551 patients with an anaphylaxis
severity grade >2, 18 refused general consent, and no de-
tailed information about clinical symptoms was available
for two patients. Finally, 531 patients met all requirements
and were included in the study analysis (figure 1). For
these 531 patients, no missing data were observed on the
variables analysed in this study.

The annual incidence of anaphylaxis in general (including
grade 1 reaction) was 20.07/100°000 inhabitants, and for
moderate and severe anaphylaxis was 9.18/100°000 inhab-
itants.
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Half of the patients with anaphylaxis were male (n = 248,
46.7%) and the majority of patients were < 55 years old (n
=432, 81.4%). More than half of the patients had a histo-
ry of known allergy (n = 314, 59.1%), and one-third had a
past anaphylaxis (n =179, 33.7%). Patients with symptoms
of anaphylaxis were mostly triaged as category 2 (n =307,
57.8%) according to the Swiss Triage System. Ninety-one
(17.1%) patients were evaluated in the rescue bay of the
emergency department. The most frequent suspected trig-
gers were drugs (n = 169, 31.8%), foods (n = 136, 25.6%)
and insect stings (n = 94, 17.7%) (table 1).

Treatment of anaphylaxis and follow-up

Most patients evaluated at our emergency department with
anaphylaxis had a moderate grade 2 reaction (n = 364,
68.5%), 162 (30.5%) patients had a grade 3, and only 5
(0.9%) patients had a grade 4 reaction (figure 2).

Prehospital, 237 (44.6%) patients received antihistamines,
208 (39.2%) patients received corticosteroids, and epi-
nephrine was administered in 109 (20.5%) patients (either
by self-medication or emergency medical services, respec-
tively). At the emergency department, 499 (94.0%) pa-
tients received antihistamines, and 491 (92.5%) patients
received corticosteroids. Epinephrine was administered in
143 (26.8%) patients. In total (prehospital and at the emer-
gency department), 252 (47.3%) patients were treated with
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epinephrine at least once. Epinephrine was administered
intramuscularly at a dose of either 0.3 mg (administration
using an epinephrine autoinjector in the prehospital set-
ting) or 0.5 mg in 144 (27.1%) patients and subcutaneously
in 8 (1.5%) patients; 113 patients (21.2%) received ep-
inephrine by inhalation, 39 (7.3%) intravenously, and 1
(0.2%) via the intraosseous route. Patients with grade 2 re-
actions received epinephrine intramuscularly in 21.4% (n
= 78), patients with grade 3 reaction in 38.9% (n = 63),
and patients with grade 4 reaction in 60% (n = 3). Inhaled
epinephrine was administered in 32.1% (n = 52) of pa-
tients with grade 3 anaphylaxis. Intravenous epinephrine
was used in 60% (n = 3) of patients with grade 4 ana-
phylaxis. Subcutaneous epinephrine was administered in 4
(1.1%) patients with grade 2 and in 4 (2.5%) patients with
grade 3 anaphylaxis. Intraosseous epinephrine was given
in 1 (20%) patient with grade 4 anaphylaxis.

Most emergency department-treated patients (n = 464,
87.1%) were discharged home. In 311 (58.6%) cases, an
allergy work-up was recommended. Emergency kits were
given to 381 (71.8 %) patients before emergency depart-
ment discharge. An 0.3 mg epinephrine autoinjector was
provided to 205 (38.5%) patients (table 2).

Figure 1: Flowchart of the study.

(n = 4234)

Consultations identified through search terms in the
medical database form 01.01.2013 to 31.12.2018

A 4

Manual screening for the diagnosis of acute anaphylaxis

3030 excluded without a diagnosis of

y

acute anaphylaxis

Screening of the severity grade of anaphylaxis
(n=1204)

653 excluded with anaphylaxis

L 4

severity grade 1

Consultations with anaphylaxis grade 2-4
(n =551)

Excluded
— 18 patients refused the general consent

A J

— 2 patients: clinical symptoms were
missing in the discharge letter

Consultations included in the study
(n=531)
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Logistic regression: determining epinephrine adminis-

tration

We used logistic regression to determine predictors of ep-
inephrine application. The analysis was conducted in two
steps. In the first step, we fitted four independent regres-
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sion models for integumentary, gastrointestinal, respirato-

ry, or cardiovascular symptoms. We found Odds Ratios of

OR = 0.83 (CI 0.47-1.47) for the integumentary symp-
toms, which was neither a significant increase nor a de-
crease in the odds for receiving epinephrine. A presenta-

Table 1:
Demographic data, n = 531.
n %
Sex Female 283 53.3%
Male 248 46.7%
Age group (years) 16-25 128 24.1%
26-35 115 21.7%
36-45 98 18.5%
46-55 91 17.1%
56-65 53 10.0%
66-75 26 4.9%
276 20 3.8%
History / comorbidities Allergy known* 314 59.1%
Prior anaphylactic episode 179 33.7%
Asthma 58 10.9%
Triage category** Category 1 85 16.0%
Category 2 307 57.8%
Category 3 131 24.7%
Category 4 2 0.4%
Unknown 6 1.1%
Place of treatment at the emergency department Rescue Bay 91 17.1%
Suspected triggers Drugs 169 31.8%
Food 136 25.6%
Insect venoms 94 17.7%
Aeroallergens™** 1.1%
Contact allergens 0.6%
Multiple triggers suspected 64 12.1%
Unknown 125 23.5%

* Many patients had more than one known allergy.

** Swiss Triage System (STS), categories: 1 = acutely life-threatening: treatment immediately by a physician, 2 = high urgency: treatment within 20 minutes by a physician, 3 =
urgency: treatment within 120 minutes by a physician, 4 = less urgency: no urgent treatment situation.

*** Aeroallergens e.g., pollen, house dust mites, animal epithelia, fungal spores.

ment.

Percentage of cases

Figure 2: Severity grade according to Ring and Messmer’s classification of the patients with anaphylaxis presenting at the emergency depart-

Grade 2 (n = 364)

Grade 3 (n = 162)

Ring and Messmer's severity score

Grade 4 (n = 5)
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tion with gastrointestinal symptoms was associated with
decreased odds of applying epinephrine (OR = 0.40; CI
0.26-0.62). For respiratory symptoms, we found more than
a doubling in the odds for epinephrine administration (OR
= 2.59; CI 1.71-3.99). A doubling in odds was found
when cardiac symptoms were presented (OR = 2.20; CI
1.53-3.18). In general, both degrees of severity and patient
age were associated with an increased likelihood of ep-
inephrine administration, irrespective of the organs in-
volved. Odds Ratios ranged between OR =2.91 and OR =
4.00 for degree of severity and OR = 1.11 and OR = 1.16
for age group across the four models. All details are given
in table 3.

In a second step, all four predictors for symptoms in the re-
spective organ systems were included in one multivariate
logistic regression. The correlations between symptoms
were low, as indicated by a mean for Kendall’s Tau for
each bi-variate correlation of Tau = -0.13. The severity
of symptoms was tripling the odds for an epinephrine ap-
plication (OR = 3.35, CI 2.17-5.23), while the effect for
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the age group was negligible (OR = 1.11, CI 0.99-1.25).
As in the previous analyses, respiratory (OR = 3.14, CI
1.95-5.14) or cardiovascular symptoms (OR = 2.94, CI
1.96-4.46) were associated with epinephrine administra-
tion. Again, odds ratio estimates were similar to the sep-
arated models from step one for integumentary and gas-
trointestinal symptoms. For integumentary symptoms, we
found an Odds Ratio of OR = 0.98 (CI 0.54-1.81). For gas-
trointestinal symptoms, the estimate was OR = 0.62 (CI
0.39-1.00). Importantly, this second, combined model also
allows for predicting the likelihood of epinephrine admin-
istration given certain combinations of symptoms. Using
R’s predict function, we estimated that for patients display-
ing both integumentary and gastrointestinal symptoms, the
probability of epinephrine administration was 14.5%. In
contrast, the probability of patients displaying both cardio-
vascular and respiratory symptoms was 72.3%. Finally, as
a robustness check, we estimated the models using either
the untransformed age variable or the seven age intervals.
Results only differed marginally.

Table 2:
Drug administration prehospital and at the emergency department and follow-up recommendations, n = 531.
Total Anaphylaxis grade | Anaphylaxis grade | Anaphylaxis grade
2 3
= % n=364 |% n=162 |% n=5 %
531
Self-treatment by patient (prehospital) Antihistamines 97 18.3% |63 17.3% |34 21.0% |0 0
Corticosteroids 72 13.6% |47 129% |25 15.4% |0 0
Epinephrine autoinjector 24 4.5% |13 3.6% 9 5.6% 2 40%
Treatment by emergency medical services (prehos- | Antihistamines 140 26.4% |82 225% |55 34.0% |3 60%
pital) Corticosteroids 136 |25.6%|79 21.7% |53 327% |4 80%
Epinephrine 85 16.0% | 36 9.9% 44 272% |5 100%
Treatment in the emergency department Antihistamines 499 94.0% | 344 94.5% |152 93.8% |3 60.0%
Corticosteroids 491 92.5% 336 92.3% |151 93.2% |4 80.0%
Epinephrine 143 26.8% (82 22.5% |60 37.0% |1 20.0%
Route of epinephrine administration* Intramuscular 144 27.1% |78 214% |63 38.9% |3 60.0%
Inhalative 113 21.2% |60 16.5% |52 321% |1 20.0%
Intravenous 39 73% |7 1.9% 29 17.9% |3 60.0%
Subcutaneous 8 1.5% |4 1.1% 4 2.5% 0 0
Intraosseous 1 0.2% |0 0 0 0 1 20.0%
Airway management Intubation 6 1.1% |0 0 2 1.2% 4 80.0%
Tracheotomy/coniotomy 1 0.2% |0 0 0 0 1 20.0%
Disposition Discharge from the emergency depart- |464 87.1% | 338 92.6% |125 77.2% |1 20.0%
ment
Admitted to the hospital 65 12.2% |25 6.9% 36 222% |4 80.0%
Follow up Referral to an allergist 31 58.6% (218 59.9% |93 574% |0 0
Delivery of an emergency kit** 381 71.8% | 265 72.8% |114 704% |2 40.0%
Delivery of an epinephrine autoinjector |205 38.6% | 126 34.6% |77 475% |2 40.0%

* The route of epinephrine administration contains the administration in the prehospital setting and at the emergency department.

** Emergency kit contains 2 tablets of antihistamines and corticosteroids each.

Table 3:

Predictors of epinephrine administration.

Predictors Integumentary symptoms Gastrointestinal symptoms Respiratory symptoms Cardiovascular symptoms Combined model

model model model model

Odds Ratios Cl Odds Ratios Cl Odds Ratios |CI Odds Ratios Cl Odds Ra- |CI

tios

Severity 3.04 2.07-4.47 4.00 2.65-6.12 3.15 2.14-468 (291 1.98-4.31 3.35 2.17-5.23
Age 1.14 1.03-1.27 1.1 1.00-1.24 1.16 1.04-1.29 |1.12 1.01-1.25 1.1 0.99-1.25
Symptoms
Integumentary |0.83 0.47-1.47 0.98 0.54-1.81
Gastrointestinal 0.40 0.26-0.62 0.62 0.39-1.00
Respiratory 2.59 | 1.71-3.99 3.14 1.95-5.14
Cardiovascular 220 1.53-3.18 2.94 1.96-4.46
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Discussion

In this study, the annual incidence of anaphylaxis was com-
parable with other studies [3, 20].

Consistent with the literature, the most common suspected
causes of anaphylaxis in adults were drugs (31.8%), food
(25.6%), and insect stings (17.7%), and many cases were
caused by exposure to an unknown trigger (23.5%) [8,
21-23].

Epinephrine is the drug of first choice in the treatment
of anaphylaxis, as it is the only drug that eliminates all
symptoms of anaphylaxis and saves lives [7, 24]. Despite
this knowledge, epinephrine administration in anaphylaxis
varies from 25% to 70% [21, 25-27]. In this study, approx-
imately half of the patients (47.3%) with moderate and se-
vere anaphylaxis were treated with epinephrine. Although
one-third of all patients (33.7%) had a history of anaphy-
laxis, only 4.5% of patients self-administered epinephrine
prehospital. One reason for this may be that many patients
prescribed epinephrine do not have their own epinephrine
device available in an emergency [28, 29]. In the pre-
hospital setting, emergency medical services treated 16%
of patients with epinephrine, and in the emergency de-
partment, another 26.8% of patients received epinephrine.
Two-thirds of the patients received epinephrine intramus-
cularly. Because of the severity of anaphylaxis, epineph-
rine was administered intravenously in 7.3%. A minori-
ty, however, got epinephrine intentionally subcutaneously.
Even though epinephrine administered subcutaneously has
been shown to be as effective as intramuscularly injected
adrenaline, this does not conform to international recom-
mendations [30]. Nonetheless, it underscores the impor-
tance of education for those working in emergency med-
icine. In this, as in previous studies, administering
antihistamines (94% in the emergency department) and
steroids (92.5% in the emergency department) was much
more common than using epinephrine. Current guidelines
recommend the administration of antihistamines as op-
tional and only for the symptomatic relief of pruritus and
rash [20]. In addition, a meta-analysis found that common-
ly used corticosteroids do not reduce the likelihood of a
biphasic course with a late reaction [13, 31]. Nevertheless,
antihistamines and corticosteroids are almost routinely ad-
ministered by physicians as the first medications for pa-
tients with anaphylaxis [16, 25]. This may be a dangerous
mechanism, as healthcare providers cite antihistamine use
as the most common reason for not using epinephrine [14,
32].

Our results show that the degree of anaphylaxis severity
was a significant predictor of epinephrine administration.
Respiratory and cardiovascular symptoms increased the
likelihood of epinephrine administration. In contrast, car-
diorespiratory stable patients with combined skin and gas-
trointestinal symptoms rarely received epinephrine. Ab-
dominal pain, vomiting, and diarrhoea are probably often
interpreted as not being serious symptoms of anaphylaxis
that would warrant treatment with epinephrine. Some team
members of emergency medical services/physicians still
believe that “shock” must be present to diagnose anaphy-
laxis and indicate epinephrine administration [33]. As the
diagnosis of acute anaphylaxis is based on symptoms with-
out a confirmatory diagnostic test, it reflects the interpre-
tation by the emergency medical service team/physician in
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charge. On the one hand, misconception or incorrect inter-
pretation of severity may lead to inadequate recognition of
anaphylaxis and suboptimal treatment. On the other hand,
rapid stabilisation of a patient until arrival at the emer-
gency department with improvement of symptoms (spon-
taneously, by removal of the trigger, e.g., by vomiting, or
by medication) is probably another reason for the lack of
epinephrine administration despite a formal grade 2 reac-
tion; because in a stable patient in the emergency depart-
ment whose symptoms are resolving, administration of ep-
inephrine is no longer necessary [14].

In addition, fear of side effects, particularly in patients
with preexisting cardiovascular disease, may account for
physicians’ reluctance to prescribe epinephrine [9, 25, 34].
However, plasma concentrations of epinephrine return to
adequate levels very rapidly after intramuscular applica-
tion [35]; adverse effects occurred almost exclusively in
adult patients who received inappropriate intramuscular or
intravenous doses [36].

After successful treatment of an anaphylactic event, a man-
agement plan should be in place before patient discharge.
This is important because one-third of all patients will have
a repeat event after an anaphylaxis [37, 38]. In this study,
an emergency kit with antihistamines and corticosteroids
was provided at discharge from the emergency department
in 71.8%, and 38.6% of patients received an epinephrine
autoinjector. Follow-up with an allergist was recommend-
ed in 58.6% of cases. Prescription and application training
of an epinephrine autoinjector and referral to an allergist to
properly identify relevant allergens are paramount to suc-
cessful patient care [10, 16, 21, 39]. A previous study has
shown that confirmed triggers are often different from the
triggers suspected by the patient or physician in the emer-
gency department [8]. Nevertheless, in general, many pa-
tients diagnosed with anaphylaxis in the emergency depart-
ments are never evaluated by an allergist [16, 21].

In this study, there was no accumulation of life-threatening
incidents. A total of 10 patients were hospitalised in the in-
tensive care unit (e.g., for need of ventilation, circulatory
support, progressive or two-stage progression), there were
no deaths within the study period. Despite the underuse of
epinephrine as first-line treatment, the fatality rate is ex-
tremely low with a mortality at <0.5% per episode of ana-
phylaxis [23, 45].

In summary, there are no absolute contraindications for ad-
ministering epinephrine in anaphylaxis [9, 20], and it is
even recommended if the diagnosis is uncertain [40].Im-
portantly, the administration of antihistamines and corti-
costeroids should never delay the administration of epi-
nephrine and fluid resuscitation during patient stabilisation
in anaphylaxis [41].

Limitations

This study has several limitations. As with all retrospective
data analyses, we cannot rule out documentation bias or
missed patients, despite careful data extraction and analy-
sis. No follow-up after discharge from hospital was possi-
ble. Furthermore, there is a potential for misclassification
bias as the severity grade of anaphylaxis was done retro-
spectively due to symptoms noted in the patient electronic
data record.
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Conclusions

Epinephrine is the drug of choice when anaphylaxis is sus-
pected. However, only half of the patients with anaphylaxis
grade >2, according to Ring & Messmer criteria, received
epinephrine based on national and international guidelines.
Respiratory and cardiovascular symptoms are key symp-
toms for epinephrine administration, whereas gastrointesti-
nal symptoms seem to be interpreted as non-severe symp-
toms of anaphylaxis. The main reasons for restrictive
administration of epinephrine both in the prehospital set-
ting and in the emergency department include misinterpre-
tation of anaphylaxis, fear of the adverse effects of ep-
inephrine, or that clinical improvement has occurred in
the course to emergency department admission after initial
treatment. Nevertheless, fatal outcomes in patients with
anaphylaxis are rare. Altogether, the education of medical
staff is crucial for excellent management of anaphylaxis
and to increase the administration rate of epinephrine. Fur-
ther research concerning epinephrine administration in
anaphylaxis is an important issue.
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