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were symptomatic 
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Incidence among the 

exposed was 40.5% 

and 0.5% among the 

non-exposed group 

3.9) and 4.3 

(95% CI: 2.4–

7.6) in health 

services 
a The absolute risk reduction was unreported 
b Neither subjects nor outcome assessors were blinded. 
c Ethnicity of healthcare workers might have been important. 
d No report on whether there was any loss to follow-up or not. 
e Limited applicability due to study population and contextual differences 
f Study highlights the importance of the intervention in a healthcare setting which can apply to any context. 


