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Table 4, The function of lymphocytic transformation in normal dog’s periphery blood
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EFFECTS OF LYMPHOCYTE IMMUNE OF PERIPHERAL
| BLOOD AFTER WHOLE BODY IRRADIATION
OF DOGS

Ye Shuhua Bi Hekai Liu Qihua
(Shanghal Institute of Radiation Medicine, Shanghai Medical Umverstty) '

ABSTRCA In this paper the effects of Cellu]ar immunity reaction after.whole
Body irradiation of dogs were exammed by countmg T B cells in perlpheral blood
and determining function of mcorpratlon of 3H-TdR.

.1, Effects of Cellular immunity of dogs after ®°Co whole body irradiation with
lethal dose. - . :

The dogs after irradiation were sampled on the 1st, 3rd, 6th, 10th and 13th
day, respectively, and compared with the dogs without irradiation. The results sho-
wed that the number of T. B cells in irradiation group declined rapidly from the 1 st
day after irradiation. It was decreased to 38.5% and 28.5%. The incorporation func-
tion of *H-TdR was suppressed seriously. The stimulation index reached to zero value
on the 6 th day after 1rrad1at10n and began to recover from the 10 th day after ir-
radiation.

2. The effects of cellular immunity of dogs after treatment with 2 and 350 tlmes
the maximum permisible dose of thorium.

The results showed that there was no significant dlfference of cellular immune
function between the large dosage group and control group, but the -cellular immune
function in the small dosage group was three times as large as that in control group.
This indicated that the small dosage of irradiation might stimulate the immune pro-
liferation of animals. ' .

- KEY WORDS Cellular immunity: suppress; stimulation: proliferation,



