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Table 1. Comparison of Standard Plate Agglu-
tination Test (SPT) and Standard
Tube Agglutination Test (STT) for
the Diagnosis of Brucella abortus

Infection

SPT STT No. of cattle Percent
Negative Negative 172 66. 1
Negative Positive 2 0.8
Suspect Negative 32 12.3
Suspect Positive 2 0.8
Positive Negative 8 3.1
Positive Suspect 1 0.4
Positive Positive 43 16.5

Total 260 100.0
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Fig. 1. Lisuibution of tube agglutination ti-
ters of sera from brucella positive reactors.
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Fig. 2. Comparison of standard tube agglutin-
ation test and Rivanol test for the diagnosis
of bovine brucellosis.
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Fig. 3. Comparison of standard tube agglutin-
ation test and complement fixation test for
the diagnosis of bovine brucellosis.
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Fig. 4. Comparison of Rivanol test and comple-
ment fixation test for the diagnosis of
bovine brucellosis.
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Abstract

Results obtained from six secological tests for diagnosing bovine brucellosis-standard plate agglutina-
tion test (SPT), standc d tube agglutination test(STT), complement fixation test(CFT), Rivanol test
(RT), =zgar gcl precipiiction test (AGP) and counterimmunoelectrophoresis(CIEP) were compared using
38 sera from brucella ranctors and 222 sera from dairy and beef cattle in field.

The SPT gave 1.69, apparent false negative reactions and 15.49 apparent false positive reactions
when compared with STT which is an official test for bovine brucellesis in this country.

The distribution of antibody titers determined by STT showed that 37.5% of 38 reactors had antibody
titers ranging from 100 to 200, anc the remaining 62.59% had antibedy titers of 400 or higher.

When 38 reactors judged by STT were tested by CFT and RT, 32 cattle(82.49%) were positive by CFT
and 33 cattle (86.8%) were positive by RT, respectively. This results suggest that RT is comparable
to CFT in the diagnosis of bovine brucellosis.

The results also indicated that both AGP and CIEP were insensitive to detect brucella infection in

catile.
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