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[Abstract]  Objective To evaluate the field application of ITHA and ELISA for schistosomiasis japonica detection
at low transmission status. Methods 728 and 799 persons were examined by Kato-Katz’s method, IHA and ELISA for
schistosomiasis in an endemic village in the year of 2008 and 2010, respectively. The results of IHA and ELISA was
evaluated in comparison to that of Kato-Katz (27 slides with 3 stool specimens) used as gold standard. Results The
positive rate of Kato-Katz’s method, IHA and ELISA were 10.3% (75/728), 40.0% (291/728) and 40.1% (292/728) in
2008, and 3.8% (30/799), 31.5% (252/799) and 40.1% (320/799) in 2010 respectively, in which significant difference
was observed for the result between Kato-katz’s method (x?=26.92,P<0.05) and THA(x*=11.82,P<0.05). The consistence
between the result of antibody detection and that of Kato-Katz’s method was poor, lower than 0.2 (P<0.01). If routine
screening diagnosis mode was adopted, namely, population screened with IHA or ELISA first and confirmed with Kato-
Katz’s method, correlation analysis showed that the positive rate of Kato-Katz’s method increased with the number of
stool specimens and slides (rynms=0.922, rswons=0.908 , riin0i0=0.749, risnn0=0.798; P<0.05) . Those with egg positive
but missed by THA or ELISA mainly were cases with low infection intensity. When EPG <40, the rate of detection
ranged from 66.1% (39/59) to 87.0% (20/23) with THA, and 62.7% (37/59) to 100% (23/23) with ELISA. When EPG>
40, however, all cases could be detected with ELISA, but some missed with IHA. Conclusion In low transmission

areas, the determination of target population for chemotherapy should be based on the examination of nine slides per
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stool specimen by Kato-Katz’s method after serological screening.
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Table 1 Comparison of IHA and ELISA

ELISA
2008 2010 4¢
PR £ 91 A At PR 931 A £ it
No. positives No. negatives Total No. positives No. negatives Total
PR A EX No. positives 224 67 291 195 57 252
IHA 4 AN %L No. negatives 68 369 437 125 422 547
A1t Total 292 436 728 320 479 799
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Za), Hdr | 2008 4F THA Al ELISA XF 28 6 BH 1 & 1Y
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Tt L,
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(28/75) ~63.3% (19/30); &k FH A 3 5 284k
BORMRS A 2808 82 IE M OC (rinons=0.922,  riisions=
0.908, rinn=0.749, Tasun=0.798; ¥ P<0.05) (% 3),

EPG # <40, 41~100, 101~400 F1=401 531 4 41,
ST R B S PR YA AR SRR, M
EPG <40 i}, 2008 4 THA 5 ELISA 19 BH 2 4351
66.1% (39/59) #1 62.7% (37/59), 2010 473 5 K
87.0% (20/23) M1 100% (23/23); 2§ EPG>40 Hl |
ELISA #25BHM: | B IHA A 2 0I1EE (R 4).
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Table 2 Consistency on the results of antibody detection and egg examination
) IHA ELISA
G ERHEAR — T - o ¥ y
Year  No. ese-positi PR BITE S HorkBIvE AR BITER 1 %/%  Kappa DU A HiokBI4E A% BIPER: H%/%  Kappa {H
> . egg-positives = g = e f -
No. positives  No. negatives positive rate/% Kappa value  No. positives  No. negatives positive rate/% Kappa value
2008 75 54 21 72.0(54/75) 0.16 53 22 70.7(53/75) 0.15
2010 30 26 4 86.7(26/30) 0.13 30 0 100(30/30) 0.11
®3 HUFRMEEREEKG R BH0 R PG HELLE
Table 3 Egg positive rate of the antibody-positives with different number of slides by stool examination
2008 2010
FERTT IHA (n=291) ELISA (n=292) IHA (n=252) ELISA (n=320)
v slides by iR K diEE Rhdye iR Khdve  diEEE Kl
stool examination o B B Positive oAl AR e Positive A BH P B Positive e FH 1 % Positive
No. egg-positives rate/% No. egg-positives rate/% No. egg-positives rate/% No. egg-positives rate/%
—ik =K 28 37.3(28/75) 30 40.0(30/75) 17 56.7(17/30) 19 63.3(19/30)
3 slides
— k7K 37 49.3(37/75) 39 52.0(39/75) 20 66.7(20/30) 22 73.3(22/30)
6 slides
.- i3 38 50.7(38/75) 39 52.0(39/75) 21 70.0(21/30) 24 80.0(24/30)
9 slides for 2 stool
specimens
— 3% UK 43 57.3(43/75) 44 58.7(44/75) 20 66.7(20/30) 22 73.3(22/30)
9 slides
=R 43 57.3(43/75) 44 58.7(44/75) 26 86.7(26/30) 29 96.7(29/30)
9 slides for 3 stool
specimens
G-y i3 45 60.0(45/75) 45 60.0(45/75) 23 76.7(23/30) 26 86.7(26/30)
12 slides for 2 stool
specimens
ey AN 3 50 66.7(50/75) 49 65.3(49/75) 23 76.7(23/30) 27 90.0(27/30)
18 slides for 2 stool
specimens
=K 49 65.3(49/75) 49 65.3(49/75) 26 86.7(26/30) 29 96.7(29/30)
18 slides for 3 stool
specimens
8y R oF 54 72.0(54/75) 53 70.7(53/75) 26 86.7(26/30) 30 100(30/30)
27 slides for 3 stool
specimens
x4 TEBEENREKRNER
Table 4 Result of antibody detection with different infection intensity
2008 4F/Year of 2008 2010 4F/Year of 2008
R L i o—— [HA ELISA IHA ELISA
Infection intensity  No. exam’d ~ FHPEEL PHPER/%  PHPEEL PHPER/%  No. exam’d  PHIEEL FHPER/%  FHPEEL BRI % /%
No. positives  Positive  No. positives  Positive No. positives  Positive  No. positives  Positive
rate/% rate/% rate/% rate/%
<40 59 39 66.1(39/59) 37 62.7(37/59) 23 20 87.0(20/23) 100(23/23)
41~100 7 7 100(7/7) 7 100(7/7) 3 3 100(3/3) 100(3/3)
101~400 7 6 85.7(6/7) 7 100(7/7) 3 2 66.7(2/3) 100(3/3)
=401 2 2 100(2/2) 2 100(2/2) 1 1 100(1/1) 100(1/1)
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76.0% 1100% , 5 HFJ7 A, BR 2010 4 THA
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Table 5 Result of combined tests of THA and ELSA

RIS Series assay

IR Parallel assay

A Year

Positive rate/% patients with eggs/% Kappa value Positive rate/% patients with eggs/% appa value
2008 49.3(359/728) 76.0(57/75) 0.11 30.8(244/728) 66.7(50/75) 0.21
2010 47.2(377/799) 100(30/30) 0.08 24.4(195/799) 86.7(26/30) 0.18
5] it 7 A I O B R S BRI 22 B vk
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