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Abstract : Humoral and cellular immune responses are depressed in chickens infected with
reticuloendotheliosis virus(REV). The extent of depression is influenced by the age of infection
and strain of virus. This study was conducted for investigation of immunosuppressive effects of a
Korean isolate of REV.

Chickens infected with REV-HI, a Korean isolate, at 1 day old were severely suppressed in
the vaccinal immunity against Newcastle disease, infectious bronchitis and infectious bursal
disease. But these immunosuppressive effects were not observed in chickens infected with the
virus at 2 weeks of age, or contact infected by growing in-contact with inoculated chickens from
one day old.

The clinical signs following infectious laryngotracheitis(ILT) vaccination in chickens infected
with REV-HI at 1 day old were more severe than those of uninfected chickens, and some of
REV-infected chickens(21.4%) were died after the vaccination. Mortality following virulent ILT
virus infection was increased in REV-HI infected chickens.

Effects of REV infection at one day old to susceptibilities to subsequent Chicken anemia agent
(CAA) infection were also studied. Chickens were infected with REV-HI at 1 day old and
subsequently inoculated CAA at 1, 7, 14 and 28 days old, respectively. Mortalities of the chickens
infected with REV-HI and subsequent CAA infection were 100, 100, 40 and 0%, respectively,
whereas 23, 8, 0 and 0% of chickens infected with only CAA were died, respectively.

These above all resrults suggest that a Korean isolate of REV may be highly immunosuppressive.
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FAth FHE 2T L AT ITE A1 N ok
(SPF AAT) E= 27} o} #(SPF BAR)L & YFsth
REV H % o} 3} CAA HF o} 72 19%, 157, 274
g 4% 0] REV-HI(10**TCIDs/%) £ CAA 89-69(10°°
TCIDsy/ )& 247] 252 HE 35l th REVS CAA 4
FTe¢ B 198y REV-HIZ HEshn CAA HFL&
CAA AZ T3 2 dHo 4N BE d87e
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REV MEA ¥ SAHLEAIIM NDS} 1B Autojz{A
walof ¥t EHUHS 199%™ REV 499 4¥7e
thzol ws] ND¢; Bo ofgh HA A 77 F94
A Fey FAREA L 2% REV A4
£ UETY FAE A& B F 9] ti(Table 1),

REV MEH ¥ SHLEAAM BD Mujolf Al
of cHst &HgHS : 1Y% REVE 25 WE HES 3
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¥ Table 28} # v} REV 77 IBD HAd tfdt 53
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Table 2. Virus neutralizing(VN) antibody titers to IBDV in
chickens infected with REV*

REV infection by VN antibody titer(log, ; mean+SD)

Inoculation 20+21°
Contact 83124
Control 8.0+1.7

' Chickens were infected with REV-HI either by inoculaton(10**TCID
s0/chicken) at one day old or contact infected by growing in-contact
with inoculated chickens from one day old. All the chickens were
vaccinated with IBD live virus vaccine by oral route at 5 weeks old and
antibody titers were determined at 2 wecks post vaccinaton.

“The means are significantly different from those of control(p ¢ 0.05).

REV 2014l LT Salof L3t BEYS : REV 2

Table 1. Antibody responses to NDV and IBV in chickens artificially inoculated or contact-infected with REV'

ND antibody titer

IB antibody titer

REV infection by(age)

HI ELISA HI ELISA
Inoculadon(l day old) 28x1.1* 455+825* 25+1.6* 397 +610*
Inoculation(2 weeks old) 48+1.1 2,229+1551 34+13 7,054 +5,704
Contact(1 day old) 4716 2,786+2298 41+20 8,077+4,523
Control 4.0x+09 1,338+1,723 39+17 7,129+5,098

lGroups of chickens were infected with REV-HI by intramuscular inoculan'on(104'3TCID59/chickcn) either at 1 day old or 2 weeks of age, or contact
infected by growing in-contact with inoculated chickens from one day old. At three weeks of age, all the chickens, including those in REV uninfected
control group, were vaccnated with ND-IB combined live vaccine by the eve drop method. Antibody titers were measured at 17 days after vaccination.

The means are significantly different from those of control(p ¢ 0.05).
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TS LTV YNAEF 714, E, 71#e 59 ¥
ZFuhgo] AsA dEon o]EF dFAME A
gdo] Yyehys = et HAHF 8U Foff 7|8
ol o HEES HHs #4l vo]22E HE
g8 A3 Y2 TAME WA vpolg 2yt A FHA
okgkov} REV 72 AEA 1294F 957(15%) A &
2 51 9 tH(Table 3). =3 REV Y& HAHZE 1447}
A 3421 4%)7} AR ed o2 FA¢ 2434 B
FAYHQ Zoz HAEHASS U8+ U
on HAH &foﬂﬁ ILTV7} A& = At

Table 3. ILT vaccination reactions in chickens infected with

REV at one day old
Inoculation age Clinical ILTV Mortality
signs reisolation (14 DPV)
1 day 3 weeks (8 DPV) (8 DPV)
ILT .
- vaceine 0/20 0/10 0/20
1 ILT
REV-HI' = 10/14 9/12 3/14
REV-HI - 0/15 ND 0/15

lInoculatcd intramuscularly with a dose of 104'3TCID50/chickcn.
ND : Not Done, DPV : Days Post Vaccination.

REV 2o WA LTV Cist 2444 : REV ¥
A B4 ILTV7E 29 EUE B S datart S71
HExg 2AEDA 1980 REVE 49X 7 £ 43

Ao H9A ILTVE ZE3 . Ag A3 REVA 24
g2 & B2FE LT FFF 10952 1455 24
(14%)7} HAE 4o REV RATE 115F 85(73%)
7} % Ab5H g TH(Table 4).

Table 4. Effects of REV infection on the susceptibility of
chickens infected to pathogenic ILTV

Virus Mortality® ILTV

1 day 4 weeks (%) reisolation*
REV-HI' ILTV? 8/11(73) 3/3
Control ILTV 2/14(14) 0/12

! Chickens were inoculated intramusculadly with dose of REV(10**TCIDso/
chicken).

ZChickens were infected intra-tracheally with a dose of 2.5x 10 "EIDsp of
ILTV.

iMomlity for 10 days afeer ILTV inoculation.
ILTV reisolation was done at 10 days post inoculation in alive chickens.

REV Zt¢do] CAAO| thst Z4Mof ojxls g# :
REVS} CAA tjg EA oA 7}t fl SPF AAT 9
7% 1934 REVY CAASY @574 A 20-23%9] ¥
AL AR oY 158 o] F BEAHFA A HAts
A gAY e AL S BAFATY 1y 198
REVe] 7€ HolgdME 198 £ 1531 CAA
2 HEY AL 100%9 HAEE Byon 25Hq

AAE FEHCI% F2(40%) ArEE BT wa
CAAoil o ZA ol FFAE 7hA = SPF Bot ol A
= REVY CAAY FEZgo) @2 HAeY Z71: &
F YA th(Table 5).

Table 5. Effects of REV infection at one day old to sus-
ceptibilities to subsequent CAA infection

SPF Virus inoculation age & mortality
Virus
flock 1 day 1 week 2 weeks 4 weeks
Al 6/30(20) 0/10(0)  0/10(0) 0/10(0)
REV
B*  4/20020) 0/10(0) ND ND
A 7/30(23) 1/12(8)  0/10(0) 0/10(0)
CAA
B 1/20(5) 0/10(0) ND ND
REV{ A 50/50(100) 30/30(100) 4/10(40) 0/10(0)
B 1/10(10) 0/12(0) ND ND
A 2/30(7) ND ND ND
Control
B 1/15(6) ND ND ND

! Antibodics free to both REV and CAA.
2Anu'bodics free to REV but positive to CAA.

3'All the chickens were inoculated with REV at day old and inoculated
with CAA at indicated ages.

ND : Not done.

o #

REVY] Zrddedo met B9 =g 45R7|
%iﬂ 194w REV FFA % 25¥ 0 REV H3A%
2R AT AP T Ao NDe} IBS] 4ol
1“”‘”‘41 N FATEE 2AE 23 198 REV A
FAAAT FAEo] AL ¥ 2578 HEAY
FAZGTAAE 2T AolE HolA I &
g IBD HAlo thg FAFEo oM E 19% #EA
oAt AstEe ez veht REVZE 2EH e 9%
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