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Abstract

A novel enzyme linked immunosorbent assay (ELISA) is described and compared
with other established serologic tests for bovine brucellosis, namely the rose bengal
test (RBT), the complement fixation test (CFT), and the tube agglutination test (TAT)
approved and used in Korea. A total of 109 bovine serum samples were tested using
all the 4 assays and analyzed as to specificity, sensitivity, reproducibility and
predictive value. The ELISA showed 100% agreement with the CFT. The least
agreement between ELISA was observed with the TAT. The agreement between the
ELISA and the RBT was not significantly different from that observed between the
CFT and the ELISA. It is concluded that the new assay would be a good candidate
for routine serologic survey for brucellosis in Korea. A protocol combining the ELISA
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and the CFT would increase the power for detection of serologically positive

individuals and herds.
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Table 1. ELISA results against 109
brucellosis positive and negative sera
diagnosed by rose bengal test

RBT
ELISA — -
Positive Negative
Positive 37 35 2.
Negative 72 3 69
Total 109 38 71
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Fig 1. Distribution of absorbance in ELISA
against brucellosis positive and negative
sera determined by rose bengal test
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Table 2. ELISA results against 109 brucellosis positive and negative sera determined
by tube agglutination test

Tube agglutination test

ELISA Negative Suspected positive Positive
<125 £1:50  1:50  £1:100 1:100 1:200 1:400 1:800 1:1600 =1:3200
Positive 37 1 0 3 0 5 13 7 4 2 2
Negetive 72 46 10 7 6 2 0 0 1 0 0
Total 109 47 10 10 6 7 13 7 5 2 2

+ © Serum-antigen mixture is partially clear and gentle shaking does not disrupt the flocculi
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Table 4. Correlation of ELISA, complement fixation test and rose bengal test
results against 109 sera diagnosed by tube agglutination test

ELISA CFT RBT TAT
Positive 33
Positive 37  Positive 37  Losifive 39 Suspected !
Negative 1
Negative 2 Suspected 2
Positive 1
Positive 3 Suspected 1
. . Negative 1
Negative 72 Negative 72 Positive 5
Negative 69 Suspected 22
Negative 44
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