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Tab- 1 Ionizing radiation induced cross-adaptive response to Cd on cytogenetic of embryo

cells of mice

PR IR 1. 0T D, D1+ D2 ZH A S £ i 28 F2 1)

D1 D: Chromatid and chromosomal Expected
V‘raVS/CGV Cd/mg k971 breaks/ % /%
0 0 1.7£1.06 control
4.0 7.7+2.54
1.0 2.4+1.17
1.0 4.0 1.541.08M 8.4
2.0 2.9+1.28
2.0 4.0 2.2 41.14M 8.9
4.0 4.1 +2.13
4.0 4.0 2.141.37M 10.1
8.0 4.3+ 2.31
8.0 4.0 3.341.08W 10.3

(l)p<0~ 01 vs. expected, expected=D1 1 Dzcontrol- number of cell scored= 1000
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Tab- 2 The cytogenetic crodss-adaptive responsee by differant doses Cd induced embryo cells

of mice to ionizing radiation

Ds Dy __Rate of cell aberration/”0 _ __ Rate of chromosomal aberrations/ 0
Cd/ma ka ! Y-ravs/ Gy Ohserved FYPPMP(] Ohserved FYPPFde
(T 0 2.5 2.5 control
1.5 6.9 7.2
0.25 3.9 4.0
0.25 1.5 5.1® 8.3 5.33 8.7
0.5 4.1 4.3
0.5 1.5 5.8 8.3 6.0 9.0
1.0 4.7 4.7
1.0 1.5 5.53 9.1 6.0 9.4
2.0 7.2 7.2
2.0 1.5 5.09 11.6 5.1® 12.2
) p=<<0.05 (2)p<0 01 vs. expected, expected=DsDicontrol

2.3 s ifu D4 [EIFRRT [E)XHE

Bt R Bz RIS

BisEes % 9d /NRLL 0-5mg/ kg BO4EALEE, [A]FF 0.5.4.0 .8.0,12.0 1 24. Oh, F45 T 1.5Gy ™

Co ¥V Bk B iR E, K I D3 5 Da [BIFBASEIASE m@ﬁwiw}:m%qajc, ] fg 0. 5h, H:

T {0 P iy

RO IHHAAR T BUNE (B0 B V2= 7 A E] g 4h CARMIE, 8h ik i5c =04, [R]B% 12 F0 24h, JE(H G
PR e 28 FANIE T TR, B AR s T, RELH B B A R VR

Tab- 3 The time effects of cross-adaptive response exposed by 1.5Gy Y-rays (Ds) after

0.5mg/kg Cd(Ds)

Time after D1 ___ Rate of cells aberrations/ %0 ___ Rate of chromosome aberrations/ 20
h Observed Observed FXPF(“de
2.5 2.5 control
6.9 7.2
4.1 4.3
0.5 6.6 8.5 7.0 9.0
4.0 5.80 8.5 6.09 9.0
8.0 4.3% 8.5 4.7% 9.0
12.0 12.32) 8.5 14.4® 9.0
240 12,62 8.5 13.6® 9.0
(l)p<0 05 'p=20.01 vs. expected; expected =Dz Di-control
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CROSS-ADAPTIVE RESPONSE BETWEEN IONIZING RADIATION

AND CADMIUN
Lu Chunlin Ruan Ming Liu Shuxun Liu Jun Zhang Shuo Yin Xiangjun
( Department of Toxicology, Beiling Medical University, Beijing 100083)
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ABSTRACT In this study. the cytogenetic cross adaptive to ionzing radiation and Cadmium were ex~
plored, by using embryo cells of mice- The results shwoed that 1,2,4 and 8cGy “Co Y-rays could reduce the
frequenecy of chromosome aberration in embryo cells of mice in vivo caused by subsequent Cd 4mg/ kg body
weight : By contrast, 0.25, 0.5, 1.0 and 2. Omg/kg Cd could reduce the frequency of chromosome aberration
in embryo cells of mice in vivo caused by subsequent 1.5¢Gy “Co Y-rays- The time effects of 0. 5mg/kg Cd to
1.5Gy “Co Yrays on the cross-adaptive response in embryo cells of mice were obsreved. The time interval 0.
5 h. the crossesistance no significant p—0.05, the time interval 4h, p=<<0.05, 8h, p=<0.01, but time in-
terval 12h and 24h, no crossresistance were obserced, instead of coopration- All these results indicat that the
ionizing radiation and cadmium each other could induce cross-adaptive response and have time effect -
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