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Abstract
Aim: Adrenaline auto-injectors (AAIs) are frequently prescribed to patients who have had previous anaphylaxis or conditions with a risk of anaphylaxis. We 
aimed to evaluate the clinical characteristics of patients who were prescribed AAI, the prescription indications for AAI, and the carriage and usage rates of AAI.
Material and Methods: Patients who were prescribed AAIs between August 2017 and April 2022 in our outpatient clinic were enrolled in the study. Demographic 
and clinical features of patients, AAI prescription indications, the carriage rate of the AAI, and the reasons for not carrying the device, experience of anaphylaxis 
after AAI prescription, and patients’ anaphylaxis management methods were recorded. 
Results: A total of 191 patients were enrolled (51.8% female) and the mean age of the patients was 40.8±12.6 years. Venom allergy (72.3%) was identified as 
the most common trigger. The most common symptoms were mucocutaneous manifestations among patients who had experienced anaphylaxis. The carriage 
rate of AAI was found to be 57.5%, and the most common reason expressed for not carrying AAI was the belief that it was not necessary (51.6%). Nineteen 
(13%) patients experienced anaphylaxis after the AAI prescription, and 47.4% of these patients used AAI at the time of anaphylaxis.
Discussion: Our findings provide information among the adult population in the eastern region of Turkey regarding the etiological and clinical features of 
anaphylaxis and patients’ AAI carriage and usage attitudes. Patient education should be repeated at each clinical visit to improve the carriage and usage rates 
of AAI.
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Introduction
Anaphylaxis is an acute-onset, life-threatening reaction that 
affects different organ systems and requires immediate 
treatment [1].  The prevalence of anaphylaxis is estimated to be 
0.3–5.1%, although it varies depending on geographic regions, 
populations, and study methodology [2-4]. The increasing 
incidence of anaphylaxis in recent years causes high economic 
costs [4]. Mortality, hospitalization, and biphasic reactions 
can be prevented by immediate intramuscular adrenaline 
administration [5-7]. National and international guidelines 
recommend prescribing adrenaline auto-injectors (AAIs) to 
patients at an increased risk of anaphylaxis [8-9]. However, 
studies have reported that the rate of AAI prescriptions is low 
and some patients experiencing anaphylaxis are not prescribed 
at all [10-12]. 
Anaphylaxis triggers are generally considered similar according 
to age groups. In children and young adults, foods, followed by 
venom and drugs, were reported as the most common triggers. 
However, in adults and the elderly, venom and drugs are more 
common. Idiopathic anaphylaxis is also more common in adults 
and the elderly than in children [13-15].
In this study, we aimed to evaluate the clinical characteristics of 
patients who were prescribed AAI, the prescription indications 
for AAI, and the carriage and usage rates of AAI in Malatya 
Province.

Material and Methods
This study was conducted at the adult allergy and immunology 
outpatient clinic. We retrospectively reviewed the medical files 
of patients, and included adult patients in the study who were 
prescribed AAI for any reason between August 2017 and April 
2022. At the prescription visit, patients were trained about 
how to and when to use AAI by the same allergy specialist and 
were given an informative brochure. Data on demographic 
features, clinical history of patients, accompanying diseases 
(asthma, allergic rhinitis, eczema), AAI prescription indications 
and prescription date were recorded from the medical files of 
patients. Data on the carriage rate of the AAI, if they did not 
carry it on, the reasons for not carrying the AAI, whether the 
patients experienced anaphylaxis after the AAI prescription, 
and patients’ anaphylaxis management methods were collected 
from patients by a short telephone interview. A total of 191 
eligible patients were included in the study. The diagnosis of 
anaphylaxis was established based on the European Academy 
of Allergy and Clinical Immunology Anaphylaxis guideline [9]. An 
individual was counted only once during the entire study period, 
even if they were prescribed AAI more than once. The Turkish 
Ministry of Health provides all prescribed AAIs, and Penepin 
(Vem Ilac Sanayi ve Tic. LTD STI, Istanbul, Turkey) has been used 
as an AAI in our country since November 2016.
Informed consent was obtained from all patients. The study 
was approved by the ethics committee (2022/90). 
Statistical Analysis
All statistical analyses were performed using SPSS for Windows, 
version 21.0 (IBM Corp., Armonk, N.Y., USA). Quantitative 
variables were expressed as mean±SD and as medians with 
IQRs. For categorical variables, frequencies and proportions 
were used to describe patient characteristics.

Results
Overall, 191 patients who had been previously prescribed AAI 
were included in our study. Of these, 99 (51.8%) were females. 
The mean age in the study population was 40.8±12.6 years 
(min-max: 19-70). An AAI had been prescribed to 140 (73.3%) 
patients with a compatible history of anaphylaxis and 51 
(26.7%) patients who had a condition with a risk of anaphylaxis 
(such as food allergy or generalized cutaneous reactions due to 
venom allergy) but had never experienced it. When all patients 
were evaluated, venom allergy (n=138, 72.3%) was identified 
as the most common indication for AAI prescription. Other 
indications were food allergy (n=24, 12.6%), idiopathic (n=11, 
5.8%), drug allergy (n=9, 4.7%), and latex allergy (n=2, 1%). The 
median time elapsed was 2 (min-max: 0.25-4.5) years after 
the prescription of AAI. General characteristics of the study 
population are shown in Table 1. 
Among 140 patients who had experienced anaphylaxis before 
the AAI prescription, the most commonly identified causes 
were venom (73.6%) and foods (11.4%), while 5.7% of the 
cases were idiopathic. The median number of anaphylaxis that 
patients experienced was 2 (min-max: 1-8). The most common 
symptoms were mucocutaneous manifestations in 116 
patients (82.9%), followed by cardiovascular manifestations in 
98 patients (70%), respiratory manifestations in 73 patients 
(52.1%), and gastrointestinal manifestations in 35 patients 
(25%). General characteristics of the patients with a history of 

Table 1. General characteristics of the study population (n=191)

Parameters

Sex, n (%)

Female 99 (51.8%)

Male 92 (48.2%)

Current age (year) mean±SD 40.8 ± 12.6

Age at the first episode mean±SD 34.4 ± 14.4

Index reaction, n (%)

Anaphylaxis 140 (73.3%)

Condition with a risk of anaphylaxis 51 (26.7%)

Indication for AAI, n=191

Venom 138 (72.2%)

Food 24 (12.6%)

Idiopathic 11 (5.8%)

Drug 9 (4.7%)

Latex 2 (1%)

Others* 7 (3.7%)

Concomitant diseases, n=183

Asthma 16 (8.7%)

Allergic rhinitis 51 (27.9%)

Eczema 6 (3.3%)

Education level, n=155

Primary school 52 (33.5%)

High school 35 (22.6%)

University 68 (43.9%)

Location, n=157

Urban 101 (64.3%)

Rural 56 (35.7%)

After prescription of AAI, median time elapsed, years, (min-max) 2 (0.25-4.5)

* mastocytosis (n=1), exercise induced anaphylaxis (n=1), hydatid cyst (n=2), insect (n=2), 
formol (n=1). AAI; adrenaline auto-injector.
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anaphylaxis are shown in Table 2. 
We were able to interview 146 patients (76.4%) by phone, but 
were unable to do so with 45 (23.6%). One hundred and twenty-
six (126/146, 86.3%) patients obtained AAI after prescription. 
Eighty-four patients (84/146, 57.5%) responded that they had 
the AAI with them (60/84, 71.4% at all times; 24/84, 28.6% 
only where they considered it risky), while 62 patients (62/146, 
42.5%) did not. The most common reason expressed for not 
carrying AAI was the belief that it was not necessary (32/62, 
51.6%). Nineteen (13%) patients experienced anaphylaxis after 

the AAI prescription (hymenoptera sting (n=12, 63.1%), food 
(n=5, 26.3%), drug (n=1, 5.3%), and idiopathic (n=1, 5.3%)). Nine 
(47.4%) of these patients used AAI alone or with oral steroids 
and antihistamines at the time of anaphylaxis. There was no 
need for a second dose of adrenaline in any of these patients, 
and no fatal reactions were reported. Characteristics of patients 
who were interviewed by phone are shown in Table 3.

Discussion
This study reported the etiology, clinical features, and the 
AAI carriage and usage rates of patients with anaphylaxis or 
conditions at  risk of anaphylaxis in Malatya Province, which is 
located in the eastern region of Turkey. According to the results 
of this study, venom allergy was found to be the most common 
AAI prescription indication, and mucocutaneous manifestations 
were found to be the most common symptoms. The carriage and 
usage rates were found to be 57.5% and 47.4%, respectively. 
The most common reason expressed for not carrying an AAI 
was the belief that it was not necessary (51.6%).
Anaphylaxis in children and adults has various allergic triggers. 
These triggers may vary according to different geographic 
areas. In a study from Japan, food was the most common trigger 
of anaphylaxis, followed by drugs, in patients older than 15 
years old [16]. Medications were found to be the leading cause 
of anaphylaxis in China [17]. In our study, the most common 
cause of anaphylaxis was venom.  This high rate of venom 
allergy may be related to the common presence of beekeeping 
in this geographical region. 
It has been reported that in patients experiencing anaphylaxis, 
cutaneous symptoms occur most frequently (> 90% of cases), 
followed by respiratory and cardiovascular system symptoms 
(> 50%) [9]. In our patient population, we found that cutaneous 
manifestations were the most common symptoms, followed 
by cardiovascular system and respiratory system signs, in 
accordance with previous studies.
In the treatment of anaphylaxis, intramuscular adrenaline 
administration is the first-line intervention [9]. Patients should 
carry AAI with them at all times because rapid intervention can 
be life-saving at the onset of anaphylaxis. The main problem 
with AAI administration is that patients do not always carry 
the device with them. In our study, 86.3% of patients obtained 
their AAI after prescription, and this rate was consistent with 
a previous study [18]. However, eleven (8.7%) of these patients 
reported that they never carried an AAI with them. In our study, 
AAI carriage rate was found to be 57.5%. In previous studies, 
this rate was reported to range from 23% to 79.7% [19,20]. 
There are studies investigating the factors that affect the 
carriage of AAI. Unclear physician advice, insufficient patient 
training, and poor physical features of the device were reported 
as the most common barriers to carry AAI [21,22]. In our study 
“the thought that adrenaline is unnecessary” was found to be 
the most common reason for not carrying the device all the 
time.
There is limited information regarding medical follow-up after 
an AAI prescription, and there are few studies that investigate 
the recurrence rate of anaphylaxis in adults. A study of adult 
and pediatric patients found that 3% of the whole cohort had a 
repeat anaphylaxis-related emergency department visit within 

Table 3. Characteristics of patients who were interviewed by 
phone (n=146).

Parameters

Prescription obtaining data, n (%)

Patients who obtained AAI 126 (86.3%)

Patients who did not obtain AAI 20 (13.7%)

AAI carriage rate, n (%) 84 (57.5%)

Reasons for not carrying an AAI, (n=62) 

I did not think it was necessary 32 (51.6%)

I took it once. After that, I did not renew the device report 8 (12.9%)

I did not get it because it was difficult to obtain 7 (11.3%)

I did not carry it because it was difficult due to its physical features 5 (8.1%)

I did not get it because of fear 4 (6.4%)

Other 6 (9.7%)

Experience of anaphylaxis after AAI prescription, n (%) 19 (13%)

Anaphylaxis management, (n=19)

Self-administration of AAI 6 (31.6%)

Self-administration of AAI+ usage of oral medications 3 (15.8%)

Usage of only oral medications 4 (21%)

Treated in an emergency department 6 (31.6%)

oral medications; oral steroid and antihistamines. AAI; adrenaline auto-injector.

Table 2. General characteristics of the patients with a history 
of anaphylaxis (n=140)

Parameters

Sex, n (%)

Female 70 (50%)

Male 70 (50%)

Age (year) mean±SD 41.1±12.5

Age at the first episode mean±SD 34.9±14.8

Indication for AAI, n (%)

Venom 103 (73.6%)

Food 16 (11.4%)

Idiopathic 8 (5.7%)

Drug 4 (2.9%)

Latex 2 (1.4%)

Others* 7 (5%)

Median number of anaphylaxis (min—max) 2 (1-8)

Symptoms, n (%)

Mucocutaneous symptoms 116 (83%)

Cardiovascular symptoms 98 (70%)

Respiratory symptoms 73 (52%)

Gastrointestinal symptoms 35 (25%)

* mastocytosis (n=1), exercise induced anaphylaxis (n=1), hydatid cyst (n=2), insect (n=2), 
formol (n=1). AAI; adrenaline auto-injector.
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1 year after the index reaction, and this rate was 2.8% among 
adults [23]. In pediatric cases, O’Keefe et al. found a 17.6% 
annual recurrence rate of anaphylaxis [24]. In the present study, 
19 of 146 (13%) patients had experienced anaphylaxis after 
the AAI prescription. AAI use at the time of anaphylaxis was 
reported as 47.4%, and this rate was similar to a previous study 
[25]. However, this usage rate (9/146, 6.2%) is still low when 
evaluated according to 146 patients. The European Anaphylaxis 
Registry reported that 12% of patients administered AAI before 
presenting to the emergency department [14]. 
Conclusion
Our findings provide information among the adult population 
in the eastern region of Turkey regarding the etiological and 
clinical features of anaphylaxis and patients’ AAI carriage and 
usage attitudes. Patient education about the importance of 
AAI with clear physician advice should be repeated at every 
opportunity and at each clinical visit to improve the carriage 
and usage rates of AAI.

Scientific Responsibility Statement 
The authors declare that they are responsible for the article’s scientific content 
including study design, data collection, analysis and interpretation, writing, some 
of the main line, or all of the preparation and scientific review of the contents and 
approval of the final version of the article.

Animal and human rights statement
All procedures performed in this study were in accordance with the ethical 
standards of the institutional and/or national research committee and with 
the 1964 Helsinki declaration and its later amendments or comparable ethical 
standards. No animal or human studies were carried out by the authors for this 
article.

Funding: None

Conflict of interest
None of the authors received any type of financial support that could be considered 
potential conflict of interest regarding the manuscript or its submission.

References
1. Simons FE, Ardusso LR, Bilò MB, Cardona V, Ebisawa M, El-Gamal YM, et 
al. International consensus on (ICON) anaphylaxis. World Allergy Organ J. 
2014;30;7(1):9. 
2. Panesar SS, Javad S, de Silva D, Nwaru BI, Hickstein L, Muraro A, et al. EAACI 
Food Allergy and Anaphylaxis Group. The epidemiology of anaphylaxis in Europe: 
a systematic review. Allergy. 2013;68(11):1353-61. 
3. Nagakura KI, Sato S, Asaumi T, Yanagida N, Ebisawa M. Novel insights 
regarding anaphylaxis in children - With a focus on prevalence, diagnosis, and 
treatment. Pediatr Allergy Immunol. 2020;31(8):879-88. 
4. Turner PJ, Campbell DE, Motosue MS, Campbell RL. Global Trends in 
Anaphylaxis Epidemiology and Clinical Implications. J Allergy Clin Immunol Pract. 
2020;8(4):1169-76. 
5. Pumphrey RS. Lessons for management of anaphylaxis from a study of fatal 
reactions. Clin Exp Allergy. 2000;30(8):1144-50. 
6. Fleming JT, Clark S, Camargo CA Jr, Rudders SA. Early treatment of food-induced 
anaphylaxis with epinephrine is associated with a lower risk of hospitalization. J 
Allergy Clin Immunol Pract. 2015;3(1):57-62. 
7. Liu X, Lee S, Lohse CM, Hardy CT, Campbell RL. Biphasic Reactions in 
Emergency Department Anaphylaxis Patients: A Prospective Cohort Study. J 
Allergy Clin Immunol Pract. 2020;8(4):1230-38. 
8. Orhan F, Civelek E, Sahiner UM, Arga M, Can D, Calıskaner AZ, et al. Anafilaksi: 
Türk Ulusal Rehberi 2018 (Anaphylaxis: Turkish National Guide 2018). Asthma 
Allergy Immunol. 2018;16 (Suppl 1):S1-62..
9. Muraro A, Worm M, Alviani C, Cardona V, DunnGalvin A, Garvey LH, et al. 
European Academy of Allergy and Clinical Immunology, Food Allergy, Anaphylaxis 
Guidelines Group. EAACI guidelines: Anaphylaxis (2021 update). Allergy. 
2022;77(2):357-77. 
10. Waserman S, Avilla E, Ben-Shoshan M, Rosenfield L, Adcock AB, Greenhawt 
M. Epinephrine Autoinjectors: New Data, New Problems. J Allergy Clin Immunol 
Pract. 2017;5(5):1180-91. 
11. Simons FE. World Allergy Organization. Epinephrine auto-injectors: first-aid 
treatment still out of reach for many at risk of anaphylaxis in the community. Ann 
Allergy Asthma Immunol. 2009;102(5):403-9. 
12. Nakajima M, Ono S, Michihata N, Kaszynski RH, Matsui H, Yamaguchi Y, et al. 
Epinephrine autoinjector prescription patterns for severe anaphylactic patients 
in Japan: A retrospective analysis of health insurance claims data. Allergol Int. 

2020;69(3):424-8. 
13. Orhan F, Canitez Y, Bakirtas A, Yilmaz O, Boz AB, Can D, et al. Anaphylaxis 
in Turkish children: a multi-centre, retrospective, case study. Clin Exp Allergy. 
2011;41(12):1767-76. 
14. Grabenhenrich LB, Dölle S, Moneret-Vautrin A, Köhli A, Lange L, Spindler T, et 
al. Anaphylaxis in children and adolescents: The European Anaphylaxis Registry. 
J Allergy Clin Immunol. 2016;137(4):1128-37.e1. 
15. Oropeza AR, Bindslev-Jensen C, Broesby-Olsen S, Kristensen T, Møller MB, 
Vestergaard H, et al. Patterns of anaphylaxis after diagnostic workup: A follow-
up study of 226 patients with suspected anaphylaxis. Allergy. 2017;72(12):1944-
52. 
16. Tachizawa N, Tamai D, Takeuchi S, Nishi RI, Terakura M, Sagawa T, et al. 
Adult anaphylaxis at the department of emergency medicine of Teikyo University 
Hospital in an urban area of Tokyo. Arerugi. 2020;69(9):900-8. 
17. Tang R, Xu HY, Cao J, Chen S, Sun JL, Hu H, et al. Clinical Characteristics of 
Inpatients with Anaphylaxis in China. Biomed Res Int. 2015;2015:429534. 
18. Landsman-Blumberg PB, Wei W, Douglas D, Smith DM, Clark S, Camargo CA 
Jr. Concordance with recommended postdischarge care guidelines among children 
with food-induced anaphylaxis. J Pediatr. 2014;164(6):1444-8.e1. 
19. Robinson M, Koplin JJ, Field MJ, Sasaki M, Peters RL, McWilliam V, et al. 
SchoolNuts Investigators. Patterns of Carriage of Prescribed Adrenaline 
Autoinjectors in 10- to 14-Year-Old Food-Allergic Students: A Population-Based 
Study. J Allergy Clin Immunol Pract. 2019;7(2):437-43. 
20. Sirin Kose S, Asilsoy S, Tezcan D, Al S, Atay O, Kangalli O, et al. Is There 
an Optimal Training Interval to Improve the Correct Use of Adrenaline Auto-
Injectors? Int Arch Allergy Immunol. 2020;181(2):136-40. 
21. Money AG, Barnett J, Kuljis J, Lucas J. Patient perceptions of epinephrine auto-
injectors: exploring barriers to use. Scand J Caring Sci. 2013;27:335-44. 
22. Macadam C, Barnett J, Roberts G, Stiefel G, King R, Erlewyn-Lajeunesse M, et 
al. What factors affect the carriage of epinephrine auto-injectors by teenagers? 
Clin Transl Allergy. 2012;2(1):3. 
23. Motosue MS, Bellolio MF, Van Houten HK, Shah ND, Campbell RL. Risk factors 
for recurrent anaphylaxis-related emergency department visits in the United 
States. Ann Allergy Asthma Immunol. 2018;121(6):717-21.e1. 
24. O’Keefe A, Clarke A, St Pierre Y, Mill J, Asai Y, Eisman H, et al. The Risk of 
Recurrent Anaphylaxis. J Pediatr. 2017;180:217-21. 
25. Turgay Yagmur I, Yilmaz Topal O, Kulhas Celik I, Toyran M, Civelek E, Dibek 
Misirlioglu E. Evaluation of anaphylaxis recurrence and adrenaline autoinjector 
use in childhood. Allergy Asthma Proc. 2021;1;42(3):e96-e100. 

How to cite this article:
Ebru Özdemir. Adrenaline auto-injector prescription profiles and clinical 
features of adult patients: A study from Malatya Province. Ann Clin Anal Med 
2022;13(11):1272-1275  


