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The background and justification

The context: from
science to practice
and vice-versa: the
use of best available
evidence
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Dengue case classification by severity
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Criteria for dengue ± warning signs
Probable dengue
Live in/travel to dengue
endemic area. Fever and 2
of the following criteria:
• Nausea, vomiting
• Rash
• Aches and pains
• Tourniquet test positive
• Leucopenia
• Any warning sign
Laboratory confirmed
dengue

Warning signs*
• Abdominal pain or
tenderness
• Persistent vomiting
• Clinical fluid accumulation
• Mucosal bleed
• Lethargy; restlessness
• Liver enlargement >2cm
• Laboratory: Increase in HCT
concurrent with rapid
decrease in platelet count

(important when no sign of plasma
leakage)

* Requiring strict observation
and medical intervention

Severe dengue

1.Severe plasma leakage
2.Severe haemorrhage
3.Severe organ impairment

Criteria for severe dengue
1. Severe plasma leakage
leading to:
• Shock (DSS)
• Fluid accumulation with
respiratory distress
2. Severe bleeding
as evaluated by clinician
3. Severe organ involvement
• Liver: AST or ALT>=1000
• CNS: Impaired
consciousness
• Heart and other organs

WHO/TDR 2009

Dengue ± warning signs
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The background and justification
The WHO global strategy to combat dengue:

The studies: systematic literature reviews on
dengue vector control

- Integrated vector management was found to be the most effective
method to reduce the CI, HI and BI, resulting in random combined
relative effectiveness values of 0.12 (95% c.i. 0.02 – 0.62), 0.17 (95% c.i.
0.02 – 1.28) and 0.33 (95% c.i. 0.22 – 0.48), respectively
- Environmental management showed a relatively low effectiveness of
0.71 (95% c.i. 0.55 – 0.90) for the BI, 0.49 (95% c.i. 0.30 – 0.79) for the CI
and 0.43 (95% c.i. 0.31 – 0.59) for the HI.
- Biological control (relative effectiveness for the CI: 0.18) usually
targeted a small number of people (median population size: 200; range
20 – 2500), whereas integrated vector management focused on
larger populations (median: 12 450; range: 210 – 9 600 000).

