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Clinical blood chemistry analysis in chickens infected with
reticuloendotheliosis virus
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Abstract : Body weights and blood biochemical values in chickens infected with reticuloendotheliosis virus
(REV)-HI, a Korean isolate, were studied. REV-HI causes severe body weight depression in chickens
inoculated but not in chicken contact-infected. Body weights of infected chickens in 3, 4, and 5 weeks
after infection were 78%, 76% and 65% of those of control respectively. Blood glucose levels in REV-
infected chickens were extremely high compared with those in control (226 + 21 vs. 814 + 91.3 mg/dl in
week 2) during the experiment period. Triglyceride levels in REV-infected chickens were significantly higher
in week 2 and 3, whereas in week 4, REV-infected chickens showed significantly lower levels than the
control. Blood lipase, amylase and alkaline phosphatase levels of REV-infected chickens in week 2 were
significantly higher, whereas cholesterol, magnesium and calcium values in week 4 were significantly lower
than the control. Other blood biochemical values such as alkaline aminotransferase, aspartate
aminotransferase, and y-glutamyltransferase were nonsignificantly different from the control. These above
results suggest that weight depression by REV may be related with increase of blood glucose, which
indicated that REV-infected chickens could not use blood glucose as energy source.
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ALT(alanine aminotransferase), AST(aspartate aminotrans-
ferase), 2 GGT(y-glutamyltransferase) 52 & E4E
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g, SU2HE 3 2 52 478 REV 24
TollA T B2 $X|E B FUTKTable 2).

Table 1. Comparison of body weight of chickens infected with REV-HI either by inoculation or by contact

Age (weeks) Inoculation® Contactt Control
3 No. of birds 16 10 25
Body weight (%) 141 + 213 (78)" 187 + 31 (103) 181 + 18 (100)
No. of birds 15 10 25
4 Body weight (%) 186 + 23 (76) 259 + 26 (106) 245 + 25 (100)
s No. of birds 15 10 25

Body weight (%) 205 + 35 (65)"

338 + 47 (107) 317 + 29 (100)

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

Chickens were inoculated with REV-HI (10** TCIDs) at day old.

*Chickens were reared in the same isolator with the inoculated chickens from one day old.
SMean body weight (g) £ SD.
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Table 2. Blood biochemical values of chickens infected with REV'

Blood biochemical 2 weeks 3 weeks 4 weeks

values Control Inoculation Control Inoculation Control Inoculation
Glucose (mg/dl) 226 + 21* 814 +£913" 246+ 19 424 £ 197 255+ 12.7 884 + 452"
Triglyceride (mg/dl)  39.6 + 2.7 120.6 + 8.2° 69.8 + 16.3 230 + 59.6" 226 + 44.8 50 + 36.1°
Lipase (U/l) 139 £ 59.5 920 + 265 151 + 62.6 241 + 75.1 167 + 93.8 233 + 114.4
Amylase (U/l) 388 + 31 1542 + 146" 444 £ 95 1014 £ 518 498 £ 222 648 £+ 183
ALT (U/1) 6.4 45 6.2 +4.6 9+1.2 11+1.2 11.4+11.2 11.2 £ 3.6
AST (U/) 177 £ 9.4 214 £ 46.3 200 £ 22 186 + 13 187 = 8.7 180 £ 29.4
GGT (U/1) 26.6 £ 2.4 282 +3.9 346 +£52 332+6.5 33£2.0 35+4.1
ALKP (U/l) 787 £ 152 1327 + 323" 781 + 165 801 + 284 792 + 106 1924 + 1445
Phoshorus (mg/dl) 79+0.5 79+0.5 7.9+ 0.6 8.1+0.7 83+02 7.7+ 1.1
Cholesterol (mg/dl) 162 £ 225 157 £ 102 142 + 159 144 + 11.8 146 £ 15 108 + 27"
Magnesium (mg/dl) 27402 2605 23+0.1 23+06 23+0.1 1.8+02"
Calcium (mg/dl) 11.2 £ 0.6 112+04 11.0+0.2 11.1+0.7 11.7+03 10.6 £ 0.5

ALT (alkaline aminotransferase), AST (aspartate aminotransferase), GGT (y-glutamyltransferase), ALKP (alkaline phosphatase).
“The means are significantly different from those of control (p < 0.05).
Five days old embryos were inoculated via the yolk sac with a dose of 2 x 10*° TCIDs, of REV-HL.

*Mean + SD.
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