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Abstract: The immunity effects were compared between trivalent oil adjuvant inactivated vaccine and
inactivated La Sota vaccine. The results show ed that there were no apparent differences of HI antibody
between chickens inoculated with trivalent vaccine and that inoculated with inactivated La Sota vaccine
during all experiments, the average titer of that in two groups remained 7. 3logs at 42-days post-inocu-
lation. Chickens with different HT antibody level were attacked with virulent NDV genotype VI (LD—
3—00), VIKLD—1—98 and LD—7—02) and IX (F4FEo) respectively. The results showed that all
chickens with above 6 logz HI titer inoculated either with trivalent vaccine or with La Sota vaccine
could obtain 100 % protection rate against FisFo. When HI antibody titer was 6 logz, chickens immu-
nized with inactivated La Sota vaccine only obtained 0—20% protection rate after being attacked w ith
genotype Vllfield strains, however, the protection rate was 60 %—70% for chickens im munized with

trivalent vaccine . When the HI titer was about 8 logz , chickens immunized with inactivated La Sota
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vaccine obtained 80% protection rate, but chicken immunized with trivalent vaccine obtained 100%

protection rate. Only when the HI titer above 9 log2, the chickens immunized with inactivated La Sota

vaccine could obtain 100%) protection rate against genotype Vlstrain. It suggested that the immunity

effect of the trivalent oil-adjuvant inactivated vaccine which contained genotype VI and genotype VII

was obviously better than that of the inactivated La Sota vaccine.
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