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Abstract      

Objective: To compare the effectiveness of hand hygiene using alcohol-based hand sanitiser 

to soap and water for preventing the transmission of acute respiratory infections (ARIs), and 

assess the relationship between the dose of hand hygiene and the number of ARI, influenza-

like illness (ILI), or influenza events.  

Methods: Systematic review of randomised trials that compared a community-based hand 

hygiene intervention (soap and water, or sanitiser) with a control, or trials that compared 

sanitiser with soap and water, and measured outcomes of ARI, ILI, or laboratory-confirmed 

influenza or related consequences. Searches were conducted in CENTRAL, PubMed, Embase, 

CINAHL and trial registries (April 2020) and data extraction completed by independent pairs 

of reviewers.  

Results: Eighteen trials were included. When meta-analysed, three trials of soap and water 

versus control found a non-significant increase in ARI events (Risk Ratio (RR) 1.23, 95%CI 

0.78-1.93); six trials of sanitiser versus control found a significant reduction in ARI events 

(RR 0.80, 95%CI 0.71-0.89). When hand hygiene dose was plotted against ARI relative risk, 

no clear dose-response relationship was observable. Four trials were head-to-head 

comparisons of sanitiser and soap and water but too heterogeneous to pool: two found a 
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significantly greater reduction in the sanitiser group compared to the soap group; two found 

no significant difference between the intervention arms.  

Conclusion: Adequately performed hand hygiene, with either soap or sanitiser, reduces the 

risk of ARI virus transmission, however direct and indirect evidence suggest sanitiser might 

be more effective in practice. 

Key words: Acute respiratory infections, Hand hygiene, Systematic review, dose-response 

analysis, Virus transmission. 
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1. Introduction 

Acute respiratory infections (ARI) cause a substantial annual health burden, and much more 

so in the current COVID-19 pandemic. Hand hygiene is one effective and low-cost 

intervention which reduces the transmission of ARIs [1] and is applicable in all countries and 

all settings. However, important questions for policy and practice are the “dose-response” 

of hand hygiene, and relative effectiveness of different materials (alcohol-based hand 

sanitiser; soap and water). This systematic review aimed to address these questions.  

2. Methods 

2.1. Inclusion criteria and study source 
Our recent systematic review and meta-analysis of physical interventions to interrupt or 

reduce the spread of respiratory viruses [2] (an update of the 2011 review [3]) aimed to 

synthesise all randomised controlled trials of several physical interventions (including hand 

hygiene) which measured outcomes of ARI, influenza-like illness (ILI), or laboratory-

confirmed influenza (influenza) or related consequences (e.g. absenteeism). For the current 

systematic review, trials were eligible if they compared a hand hygiene intervention with a 

control, or compared hand sanitiser with soap and water. Trials in healthcare settings were 

excluded. We also screened a new Cochrane review of rinse-free handwashing in school and 

pre-school children for possible eligible studies [4].   

 

2.2. Data extraction 
Data were extracted by two authors (MB, NK) independently on: volume or weight of 

material (e.g. sanitiser or soap) used per person per day, and number of handwashes per 

person per day. When not reported directly, we estimated usage where possible (see Table 

1). For estimation purposes, we used data on the average amount of material used per 

person per handwash as reported; if data were not reported, we assumed 0.035 grams of 

soap or 1.5ml of liquid used per handwash [5]. The following data were extracted from the 

parent systematic review [2]: 1) study characteristics; 2) risk of bias assessments; 3) type of 

handwashing intervention(s) (e.g. soap, sanitiser, gel); and 4) risk ratios (RR), log RR, and 

standard error values for ARI or ILI or influenza (including the outcome with most events 

from each study).    
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2.3. Data analysis 
To assess the relationship between handwashes per person per day and the number of ARI 

or ILI or influenza events, we conducted the following analyses: 1) only studies whose 

number of handwashes could be estimated (regardless of the type of handwash material), 

subgrouped by the type of handwash material (soap vs sanitiser vs combination of sanitiser 

and soap) and 2) all studies (whether or not the number of handwashes could be 

estimated), subgrouped by the type of handwash material (soap vs sanitiser vs combination 

of sanitiser and soap). We used a Chi2 test to test for subgroup interactions. Meta-analyses 

were conducted using Review Manager 5. 

 

3. Results 

The PRISMA flowchart (Fig 1) shows the number of trials identified from the updated 2020 

systematic review [2] , the original 2011 review [3] , and additional sources. Eighteen trials 

were assessed as eligible; four were head-to-head comparisons of hand sanitiser and soap 

and water [6-9] and 16 compared hand hygiene with a control [6, 8, 10-23]. Table 1 presents 

study characteristics.  
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Figure 1. PRISMA Flow Chart  

[Coloured figure in print] 

         
 
    
  Flow chart for the 2020 updated Cochrane review 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
* Articles identified by screening the references of a newly published systematic review (Munn et al. 2020). 
** One of the identified additional studies (Lennell et al. 2008) was initially excluded, because no respiratory illness data could be extracted. However, it was included in this review as it reported head to head 
comparison between hand washing and hand sanitiser.  
*** Two studies did not have sufficient data for meta-analysis, but were included in the head to head comparison between hand washing and hand sanitiser (Lennell et al. 2008 & Savolainen-Kopra et al. 2012) 
**** Two studies (Azor-Martinez et al. 2018 & Pickering et al. 2013) had 2 intervention groups. 1 group used soap and water, and another used hand sanitiser. Therefore, the number of studies, split by type of 
hand hygiene intervention, adds up to 18 and not 16 studies. 
 
 
 

 

                                                                                                                                        Flow chart for current systematic review 
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Azor-Martinez (Spain, 2018) C-RCT CCCs 7 Ch (0 to 3 y) 911 Ch; 24 CCC       8 mo 7 (sanitiser) Each child used sanitiser between 6-8 times /day 10.5 ml assume mean 7 uses per day, 1.5 ml mean per use 

Biswas (Bangladesh, 2019) C-RCT Sch 4 Ch (5 to 10 y) 10,855 Ch        10 w 2.87 

We calculated the percentage of handwashing practices by 
dividing the number of handwashing instances by the total 
number of handwashing opportunities. There were 921 
handwashing opportunities in intervention group (page 5). 604 
(66%) school children in the intervention group washed their 
hands [at end line] & 5077 students in the intervention group. 
4.3mls / person / day & assumed 1.5ml of sanitiser use per wash 
gives 2.87 washes / day 

4.3 ml N/A 

Correa (Colombia, 2012) C-RCT CCC 8 Ch (0 to 5 y) 42 CCC         8 mo 5.261 

We assumed that 1 alcohol-based hand-sanitiser push = 1 
instance of handwash, and took into account the proportion of 
community and preschools, as in the calc for ml / person / day, 
gives 5.261 pushes (or handwashes) per day 

3.16 ml 

32 community centres and 10 preschools included the trial, 
distributed among the intervention & control arms; assumed the 32 vs 
10 ratio to estimate the increase in the number of pushes: 10/42 * 4.5 
for preschools + 32/42*5.5 for community centres = 5.261 average 
number of pushes overall. 5.261 pushes at 1000 ml / 1666 pushes = 
3.16 ml 

Cowling (Hong Kong, 2008) C-RCT HH 7 A and Ch (NR) 198 HH         9 d NR   NR   

Cowling (Hong Kong, 2009) C-RCT HH 8 A and Ch (NR) 407 HH         1 w NR   NR   

Hubner (Germany, 2010) RCT O 12 A (NR) 1230 A         1y 3.84 

0.19 * 6 (assumed > 5 handwashes means 6); 0.598 * 4 (average 
of 3 to 5); 0.205 * 1.5 (average of 1 to 2) + 0.007 * 0 to get the 
mean number of handwashes per day across the whole group = 
3.84 

11.52 ml 

0.19 * 6 (assume > 5 handwashes means 6); 0.598 * 4 (average of 3 to 
5); 0.205 * 1.5 (average of 1 to 2) + 0.007 * 0 to get the mean number 
of handwashes per day across the whole group = 3.84 mean 
handwashes / person * 3 ml per handwash = 11.52 

Larson (USA, 2010) C-RCT HH 20 A and Ch (NR) 509 HH         19 mo 1.77 

44.2% in the Education group (not handwash group) reported 
using hand sanitiser "occasionally at some point during the 
study" and 56.9% of these reported using hand sanitiser 1-2x in 
previous 24 hours". 2.65ml / person / day at 1.5ml sanitiser per 
handwash = 1.77 handwashes / day 

2.65 ml 4.5 people / household; 30 days / month; 358 mls handwash per 
month gives: 2.65 ml/person/day 

Lennell (Sweden, 2008)1, ** C-RCT CCC 7 
Ch (mean age 

3 y) 
1517 Ch; 29 CCC        30 w 4 (sanitiser) N/A 6 ml N/A 

Little (England, 2015) RCT Onl 26 A (≥18) 20,066 A         4 mo 7.48 0.04 * 1 avg + 0.10 * 3.5 avg + 0.22 * 5.5 avg + 0.26 * 8 avg + 
0.38 * 10 (assuming >=10 at 10) = 7.48 avg NR   

Nicholson (India, 2014) C-RCT HH 10 Ch (5 to 18 y) NR        41 w 16 

The median soap consumption was found to be 45 g per 
household per week in control households compared with 235g 
in intervention households. 5.6 g / person / day at 0.35 g of soap 
per wash = 16 handwashes a day 

5.60 g 235g/week; 6 people/household; gives: 5.595 / person / day 

Pickering (Kenya, 2013) C-RCT Sch 2 Ch (2 to 13 y) 6 Sch       8 w NR   NR   

Ram (Bangladesh, 2015) RCT HH 18 A (NR) NR         10 d 5.89 2.06g soap / person / day at 0.35g of soap per wash = 5.89 
washes / day 2.06 g 

Fig 3 reports median / capita soap use in grams by day of enrollment, 
days 2 to 12. Median / capita soap use in grams on last day (day 12) 
was 2.06g 

Roberts (Australia, 2000) C-RCT CCC 8 Ch (0 to 3 y) 23 CCC        8 mo NR   NR   

Sandora (USA, 2005) C-RCT HH 5 
A (NR) and Ch 
(6 mo to 5 y) 

292 families          5 mo 5.2 N/A 5.2 ml 
Assumed 1 ml/hand sanitiser use (may not be correct as it is one 
pump - but could have done >1pump of sanitiser each handwash), 5.2 
uses/day/person 
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Savolainen-Kopra (Finland, 
2012)2,** 

C-RCT O 18 A 
683 A; 21 office 

work units; 6 
corporations 

       15-16 
mo 

6.1 (soap) & 
6.9 

(sanitiser) 
N/A NR   

Simmerman (Thailand, 
2011) 

C-RCT HH 16 A and Ch (NR) 
442 Ch; 1147 

household 
members 

        3 w 4.7 N/A 7.71 ml 54 ml / person / week = 7.714 ml / person / day 

Stebbins (USA, 2011) C-RCT Sch 14 Ch (NR) 3360 Ch; 10 Sch         1 flu 
season 

2.4 N/A 1.44 ml 0.6 ml per use*2.4 times per day=1.44 

Zomer (Netherlands, 2015) C-RCT CCC 7 
Ch (6 m to 3.5 

y) 
545 Ch; 71 CCC         6 mo NR   NR   

C-RCT: cluster randomized controlled trial, RCT: randomized controlled trial, A: Adults, Ch: Children, CCC: Childcare centres, Sch: Schools, HH: Households, Onl: Online, O: Offices, N/A: Not applicable, NR: Not reported 
1 This study was not included in the dose-response analysis as the infection was reported for any infection (not specific to respiratory infections) 2 Bathrooms at the workplaces were equipped with liquid hand soap (all arms) 
*Only Hand Hygiene arms of the included studies, **Studies not included in the meta-analysis. 
 

Table 1. Characteristics of included studies
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3.1. Trials of hand sanitiser or soap and water versus control 
Combining the three trials of soap and water hand hygiene versus control found a non-

significant increase in ARI events: risk ratio 1.23 (95% CI 0.78 to 1.93) but with high 

heterogeneity (Figure 2; Appendix A.1 shows forest plot for all trials, regardless of whether 

number of handwashes could be estimated). Combining the six trials of hand sanitiser 

versus control found a significant reduction in ARI events: risk ratio 0.80 (95% CI 0.71 to 

0.89), providing some indirect evidence in favour of hand sanitiser. 

 

 
Number of handwashes (hws) indicated in brackets after study reference where estimable.  

Figure 2  Forest plot of meta-analysis of studies whose number of handwashes could be estimated, 
subgrouped by the type of handwash material (soap vs sanitiser vs combination of sanitiser and 
soap)  

[Coloured figure in print] 
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3.2. Dose-response relationship: hand hygiene frequency versus risk of respiratory 
infection (ARI, ILI or influenza) 

Eleven of the trials provided sufficient information to estimate the dose of hand hygiene, 

which we converted to number of hand hygiene events per day. Plotted against the relative 

risk of ARIs, there is little dose response relationship evident for hand sanitiser (Figure 3). 

There are only three studies solely of soap and water hand hygiene, making a dose-response 

analysis impossible. The difference in effectiveness between hand sanitiser and soap and 

water does not appear to be explained by a difference in frequency. The cluster randomised 

trial by Little and colleagues [16] primarily used soap and water but also offered participants 

free hand sanitiser; only 18% report collecting the sanitiser.  

 

Clear circles= studies using soap 

Colored-in circles= studies using hand sanitiser 

Figure 3 Hand hygiene frequency (‘dose’) versus risk of respiratory infection (ARI, ILI or influenza) 

[Coloured figure in print] 
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3.3. Head-to-head trials of hand hygiene with hand sanitiser vs with soap and water  
Four trials directly compared hand sanitiser with soap and water: two in childcare centres, 

one at a primary school, and one in workplaces. In a cluster randomised trial of children and 

staff in Swedish childcare centres, those at centres who were randomised to use an alcohol-

based oily disinfectant gel (70% ethanol) after regular hand washing had a reduction in 

absenteeism rate of 12% (95% CI 4% to 20%) compared to control centres which used only 

soap and water [7] . The 3-arm cluster randomised trial of 24 childcare centres in Spain - 

educational and hand hygiene measures (one with soap and water; another with hand 

sanitiser) and a control group found children in the sanitiser group had a 13% lower (95% CI 

6% to 28%) risk of respiratory infection than children in the soap and water group [6]. 

 

In Kenya, a cluster randomised trial assigned two primary schools to receive a handwashing 

with soap and water intervention, two to receive a sanitiser intervention, and two were a 

control [8]. Compared to control group students, both intervention groups had a reduction 

in observed rhinorrhea (RR 0.77, 95% CI 0.62-0.95 for both sanitiser vs control and soap vs 

control). No significant differences between the sanitiser and soap groups were observed 

for respiratory outcomes. The 3-arm trial in six companies in Finland randomised workplaces 

to equip workplace bathrooms with liquid hand soap (soap and control arms) or alcohol-

based hand rub [9]. Participants in the intervention arms also received guidance on 

additional strategies for limiting infection transmission. Before the onset of the 2009 

influenza pandemic (and the subsequent national hand hygiene campaign), a statistically 

significant (p = 0.002) difference in the infection episodes was observed between the 

control (6.0 per year) and the soap-and-water arm (5.0 per year), but not between the 

control and the alcohol-rub arm (5.6 per year). Neither intervention had an effect on work 

absenteeism.  

 

4. Discussion 

Based on both indirect and direct (head-to-head) trials, hand hygiene using alcohol-based 

hand sanitiser appears more effective at reducing ARI transmission than hand hygiene using 

with soap and water, with the difference in effect not explained by the difference in 
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frequency of hand hygiene. The apparent greater effectiveness of hand sanitiser may be 

explained by its greater convenience, less time required to perform hand hygiene, more 

sustained compliance with hand hygiene, and less irritation to the skin [24].  

Limitations of this review are that conclusions are mostly from indirectness evidence, with 

direct evidence available from only four head-to-head trials, and that it was not possible to 

estimate the dose of hand hygiene for some trials.  

A recent Cochrane review of the effect of rinse-free handwashing, compared to traditional 

hand hygiene, on absenteeism for ARI in preschool and school children reported a 

significant reduction in absenteeism of 9 days per 1000 available days for children in the 

rinse-free group, with the results coming from six randomised trials [4]. The effectiveness of 

handwashing with materials other than sanitiser or soap and water, such as ash, which may 

be used in low-income countries has mostly been examined in observational studies with 

uncertain effects [25].  

 

5. Conclusions 

Hand hygiene has a modest but important role in reducing the transmission of viral 

respiratory infections. Adequately performed hand hygiene, with either soap or sanitiser, 

reduces the risk of acute respiratory virus transmission. However, from both the direct and 

indirect comparisons in this review, sanitiser appears more effective in practice. While 

further head-to-head randomised trials are warranted, the current evidence appears 

sufficient to promote the use of hand sanitiser as the primary means for many everyday 

situations. 
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Confidence interval (CI) 
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Appendix A. Supplementary data  

 

Appendix A.1 – Forest plot of meta-analysis of all studies (regardless of whether the number 

of  handwashes could be estimated) regardless of the type of handwash material (soap vs 

sanitiser vs combination of sanitiser and soap) 
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