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COMPARISON OF HEMATOCRIT VALUES BETWEEN MANUAL
MICROHEMATOCRIT CENTRIFUGATION

AND AUTOMATED INSTRUMENT

MISS SUPATRA MULIKA

Abstract

Background : The methods for hematocrit measurement used at Siriraj hospital are manual
microhematocrit centrifugation and automated technique. For decades, only the levels
obtained by the Centrifuge were acknowledged and set as the standard measurements.
However, there has not been any proof that results found using other instruments, such as the

Hematology analyzer, were inaccurate.

Objectives : To make comparisons between the results obtained using a centrifuge and a

hematology analyzer.

Methods : A prospective design was used. Hematocrit values obtained from microhematocrit
centrifugation were compared with automated hematologic analyzer in 150 neonates admitted
in division of neonatology, Siriraj hospital. Paired t-test was used to determine differences in

hematocrit values for the 2 methods.

Results: The hematocrit levels obtained from the centrifuge and the levels taken from the
hematology analyzer .shows incoherences. Results from the centrifuge varied from the
hematology -analyzer, where results were equal (3.33%), lower or even higher.than the latter.
83.33% of the results taken from ‘the centrifuge “were higher than the results from the
hematology analyzer by 0.1% to 9.3%, while 13.34% of the results were lower by -0.1% to -
8.4%. 68.7% of the blood samples shows differences ranging from 1% to 9.3%, averaging to
1.97% (standard deviation of 2.51). Where differences are p<0.001.

Conclusion : The study reveals that the level of hematocrit obtained by centrifuge and the
hematology analyzer shows differences in the results. Where 68.7% of blood samples show
incoherences between the two instruments, differences ranging from 1% to 9.3%, which is
not suitable for clinical uses. Therefore, the hematology analyzer should not be used towards
medical analysis and care for its inaccuracy. As a conclusion, the centrifuge should continue

being used as the gold standard.



