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Anti-tumor T cells(anti-male)

Name T cells H-Y Restriction
Antigen element
MataHari  CDS8 Uty Class| (Db)
Marilyn CD4 Dby Class|| (Ab)
Thetumor
Name: M B49

Origin: Male B6 bladder carcinoma
Antigen: H-Y (Uty and Dby)
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MataHari but not Marilyn cellsare good killers
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Marilyn but not MataHari cellsregect thetumor
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Why does M ataHar1i fail?
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Why does M ataHar1i fail?

- Localization?
- Tumor escape?

- Tumor-mediated suppression?



How does M arilyn succeed?



Tumor Class || expression in vivo
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Does it kill directly?
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AP shRNA knocksdown Class || expression
on MB49 cdll line
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Knocking down Class || on M B49 does not affect
Marilyn effectiveness
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Or Indirectly?

BT C-tet

Marilyn
tumor




Marilyn can rgect indirectly

BTC-tet tumor
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|sit generalizable?

- AreMarilyn CD4 better than
MataHar1 CD8 for other tumors?

- Does M arilyn rgect other tumors
that she cannot see?



Testing other H-2° tumors

TRAMP-C2,
a prostate carcinoma
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WR21,
a salivary gland carcinoma




Testing other H-2k tumors

BTC-tet, pancreatic tumor 3B-11, endothelioma
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CONCLUSIONS

In this male antigen tumor modd!:
- CDA4 cellsrgect tumors that CD8 cellscan't rgject
- Neither the effectiveness of CDA4 cells nor the
Ineffectiveness of CD8 cells can be predicted

from their in vitro activity

- Antigen presentation by the tumor cellsis not
required for the CD4 mediated rejection



We need to pay more attention to
CDA4 cells as effectors.
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