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Fig 1. Comparison of tumor volumes among Fi8 2. Comparison of tumor volumes among

different treatment groups thymosm treatment groups
(A)control group (A) control group
(o) radiation alone (o) po. thymosin (5 mg/kg)
(A) chemotherapy alone (A) po. thymosin (2,5 mg/kg)
(®) radiation + po. thymosin (®) po, thymosin (1,25 mg/kg)

( x) chemotherapy + po. thymsion
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Fig 3. Comparison of relative tumor growth rate
(1) control group (2) radiation alone (3) chemotherapy alone
( 4) radiation +po. thymosin (1,25 mg/kg) (5) chemotherapy +po. thymosin (1.25 mg/kg)
(6) po. thymosin(5 mg/kg) (7) po. thymosin (2.5 mg/kg)
(8) po. thymosin (1.25mg/kg) (9) ip. thymosin (5 mg/kg)
(10) ip. thymosin (1.25 mg/kg)
1the bars (on the figure of every group) 1,2,3, to 12 meant 2,4,6 to 24
days after treatment, respectively
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Fig 4. Comparison of tumor inhibitory rate

(1) radiation alone (2) chemotherapy alone (3) radiation +po. thymosin (1.25 mg/kg)

(4) chemotherapy + po. thymosin (1,25 mg/kg) (5) po. thymosin (5 mg/kg)

(6) po. thymosin (2,5 mg/kg) (7) po. thymosin (1.25 mg/kg)
(8) ip. thymosin(5mg/kg) (9) ip. thymosin (1,25 mg/kg)



180 EHFRSBHIZEELNR BUL

AL, FAEEMBEENERBEHEAEREORSE. ERaip. &7, BUTmoREs
ERLTmORMBRA, kil REREANMBEENEREEREHEB. LT NORE
BREEEREERBERR, #HEREEA5sONBAML, WEETERBEERBEURE S
(P<0.05), FRILH—EWIBITIER,

2.3 FpaEimMEIE ‘

Vi/V, b ER A, REBMERAENIEKEENTE, THRmER0E L, NIEEEA
SEaNRBEARTICRNILR. B4BRTAEG 6~22d SAMBEMHIRESME, 4 F X050,
AR, ABTT, ROT 0O REORR B R AL T 0 O AR AR 2R ARG e R ) 2R B SR A B R L B Y
w, BIRE, T FIE Z AN MEN R ROERIT R, SO RMREE 2R E
BIEH. FREMHIZRTTIE 0% ~60% A£G, BEFHANBERULER.

2.4 MEEKIER

WRE MR ARS AR EENS, TERECHEARER KB AR—F £8N, Bt S0
], HeEMER, FEONEBEK, ZEMHREDEERRAS. £1 BRTEadREAREEKLA
FIFE AR 10 fENE 5.4d, RAEAMBERABIFEDAER 10 FORE, SEANRARZEHE,
MR R IE R R, 4RER, SLABEAMBERKK 10 EHENE, g F FEEY
TR, WBAKERRE, WE—ERENMM, RIHXMEE KEmHER,

Tab 1. Comparison of days of tumor growth delay

Groups Days of Vt/V,=10 Tumor growth delay/d
Control 5.4 0
Radiation alone 21.4 16
Chemotherapy alone 22,66 17.2
Radiation + po. thymosin/1,25 mg kg~? 20.2 14.8
Chemotherapy +po thymosin/1,25 mg kg~! 24.0 18.6
po. thymosin/5 mg kg~1 13.4 8.0
po. thymosin/2,.5 mg kg~ 12.8 7.4
po. thymosin/1,25 mgkg-1! 13.6 8.2
ip. thymosin/5 mg kg) 10.4 5.0
ip. thymosin/1.25mg kg-? 12.4 7.0
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INHIBITORY EFFECTS OF THYMOSIN BY ORAL ADMIN-
ISTRATION ON MURINE TUMOR

Zhao Fang Meng Xiangshun Zhao Lan Gao Jianguo Li Xiucheng
Guo Mingzhu Ni Hong
(Second Military Medical University, Shanghai 200433)

ABSTRACT The purpose of this study was to evaluate the possibility in the
inhibitory effects of thymosin on S,;, tumor growth in mice. On the basis of the
tumor responses the following results were found (1) No improved therapeutic effects
were obseved when p. o. administration of thymosin was combined with y-ray irra-
diation. (2) When it was combined with cyclophosphamide the enhancement of an-
ti-tumor effects was obvious. (3) Comparing p. o. with i. p. administration of thy-
mosin, the same effect of inhibitory tumor growth was observed. (4) When the thy-
mosin at the dose of 1,25~5 mg/kg were administerd, the slow down in relative
tumor growth rate and increas in tumor inhibition rate were observed, but there was
no obvious linear relationship between drug dose and tumor inhibitory response,

KEYWORDS Thymosin, Oral, Administration, S,;, sarcoma, Relative tumor
growth rate, Tumor inhibition rate, y-irradiation, Cyclo-
phosphamide



