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Table (1) : Descriptive data of group I (Patients) & II (Control)

‘Group (I) :

Variable

Rang

Minimuym

Maximum

Age

20.0000

37.0000 |

Duration of

infertility

1.0000

2.0000

# Parity

0.0000

' Abortion

Variable . Mean

0.0000 .

Range

Minimum

Maximg.lm

Age 32.5500 |

19.0000

40.0000 }

Parity 2.7000

1.0000

- Abortion 0.25 00 .

0.0000 .




This table shows that there is insignificant difference between

group I and Group II as regards age.

Table (3) :Relation between studied groups as regards parity:

Grou I
No=20
2,7000
1.3018

This table shows that there is highly significant difference
between group I and Group II as regards parity.
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Fig. (1) : Past hist of abortion among the studied groups.
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Table (5) : Relation between results of ELIZA test for chlamydia
trachomatis and type of infertility among the studied

groups.

i Negative
IgM positive
Negative

This table shows that there is insignificant difference between type
of infertility and results of ELISA test.

Table (6) : Relation between the results of Elisa test for chlamydia
trachomatis & the yse of I.U;D

Non IUD
| user n=15
+ Ve ELISA for IgG 9 600
|- Ve ELISA for IgG 40.0
[“VeELISAforigM | 7 | 467
-Ve ELISA for IgM
For Elisa test for IgG

X?=2.400

P> 0.05 (N.S)

For Elisa test for IgM:

X*=1.111 |

P> 0.05(N.S)




RESULTS

Table (7): Results of chlamydia trachomatis by Elisa for IgG among
the studied groups.

Control

IgG . No. %

: Posiﬁvé | 2 10.0
(>198VE)

Negative | : 18 90.0
| (up t019.8 VE) |

JTotal | 100.0

X*=7.619
P> 0.05




RESULTS

Fig. (2) : IgG by ELISA test among
the studied groups.
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Table (8): Results of chlamydia trachomatis by ELISA for IgM
among the studied groyps.

Negative
| (up to 25 VE)




RESULTS

Fig. (3) : IgM by ELISA test among the studied
groups.
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Table (9): Comparison between the stydied groups regardmg results
of ELISA for IgG:

T=3.579
P <0.05

This table shows that there is significant differences between
patlents and controls as regards result of Elisa for IgG
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Fig. (4) : Comparison between the studied
~ groups regarding IgG
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Table (10): Comparison between the studied groups regarding results

of ELISA for IgM:
Cases Controls
(n=20) @=20)
7.54-29.4 ' - 83+ 149
17.9 " TR

+8.0 +2.0

T= 3.684

P <0.05

This table shows that there is significant differences between
patients and controls as regards result of Elisa for IgM.
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Fig. (5) : Comparison between the studied
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Evaluation of diagnestic methods:

true pqsitive %100
true Positive + false negative

20
20 + 10
Y
= 30 x 190
= 6 7%
_ Irue negative x1 \

true negative + falsepostive

sensitivity =

x 100 =

Specificit =

6

= 1 .
6+4x 0 : :
6

= —x1
T

= 60.0%

Fositive predictive val shaddba 100
e R | Valle = ve posilive + fulse positve
20
2 e | Q0

2054 %0
20
=—xl
24100
=83.3'%
true negalive
Negative prediciive value Mmgam-t-bhomyaﬂvex
6
=— x1
6+10x %0
6
=—x1
l6x 00

=37.5%




