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Table 1 Comparison of serum LDH and its isoenzyme between

irradiated group and Control group

@ Al LDH H 3% (34D HIFELHI(%)  Relative ratio(%)
Total activity of — i —

Groups the LDH(unit) LDH, LDH, LDH, LDH, LDH;
] 7

Con’{{ﬁ‘ffgﬂmup 329+62.98  34.64%1.65 '45.81+1.57 17.48:1.35 2.11+0.88 0
Rt , )

Irradiated group 358,56 x55.75 33,14*2,32 45.23+3.19 19.39%+2.83 2'31i0'82, 0
P i .
P V'E,Efue <0.05 <0.05 >0.05 <0.01 >0.05 —

(M1SD)
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Table 2 Effects of irradiated length of service on serum LDH and its isoenzyme

Aa 5l % 4% LDH ByEdk () FEXTHLFI(%) Relative ratio(%)
Total activity of
Group Numbers the LDH (unit) LDH, LDH, LDH, LDH, LDH;
A ' '
Control group 61 329+62,98 34,64%1.65 45.§1i1.57 17.48+1,35 2.,1130.88 0
el
BRI (F)

Irradiated group
Irradiated length
of service (yr)

<10 27 355.40i48.21- 33,202,734 45,1713.06 19.14+£2,14% 2.430.76 0
10—20 24 364.50+60.75% 32,73%1.76% 45.13+3.59 19.76%3,03% 2,410.76 0

>20 10 352.75466.56 33,95+2,32 45.66+2.75 18.55%3.4 1.84£0.91 0

(M+SD) .* P<0,01 4 p<0,05 e
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Table 3 Effects of cumulative dose on serum LDH and its isoenpyme

A 5 il % LDH MIEHCAED - X (%)  Relative ratio (%)
Total activity of — - — —
Group Numbers  the LDH(unit) - LDH, LDH, LDH, LDH, LDH,
R "8l 3291:62.98 34 64+1 65 45.81*+1.57 17.48+1.35 2.11+0.88 -0
Control group *bz. 6411, .81%1. 4811, 110,
biEupc
AHHR(mGy)

Irradiated group
cumulative dose

(mGy)

<20 16 360.58 +51.9 33,941,809 44,18%+1,33 18,73+1.45 2.96+0.80 0O
20—50 36 356.35+55.56% 33.091+2.2% 45.15+3.12 18.89+2.8% 2,20%0.83 0
>50 9 373.5%51.64 32.86+3,2% 45.36+4.26 19.18+3,61% 2.14%£0.60 0

- (M1SD) A P<0.05
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THE EFFECT CF LOW-DOSE X-RAYS ON THE HUMAN
LDH ITS ISOENZYME IN SERUM

Zhou Derong, Meng Haiying and Liu Jinwen
(Institute of Radio-Hygiene of Hebei Prorince, Shijazhuang)

ABSTRACT The serum LDH and its isoenzymes of 61 medical diagnostic X-rays
workers were observed in this péper.

The results showed that both total activity of the LDH and LDH, increased cle-
arly and LDH, decreased clearly when irradiated geoup compared with centrol group.

Comparing with control group, the LDH, of beth<{10 years and 10-20 years of
occupatipnal -lengh of service groups decreased markedly and LDH, increased markedly.
The LDH, decreased and LDH, increased respectively with the length of service within
20 years, and both LDH, and LDH, returned to normal level when the length of
service was more than 20 years.

Total activity of the LDH, and LDH, of both 20-50 mGy and >50 mGy dose
group increased markedly and LDH, decreased clearly when it was compared with
contro! group. The changes of the LDH and its iscenzyme related to cumulative dose.
Therefore, - we consider that the changes of the LDH and its isoenzyme is a significant
parameter to the radiation effect of low-dose.

KEY WORDS Medical diagnostic X—rays worker, LDH, Iscenzyme, Radiation
effect



