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Tab!e 1 Coqlparing several observation parameters between irradiation groups and irradiation
plus CM groups

AREI Ve/Vo b MEARIDEIRE MEEKERCR) AEX¥E EKBKEHL FHEFRECE

groups Ve/Vo IRTV* TGD TE RAGC AST(days, X+SE)
8Gy 8.28+1.34 47.38+5.38 5.6441.48 49.05+1.90 1.5883 32.90+4.78
8Gy+CM 5,75+1.20 67.82+4.34 5.93+1.10 72.57+3.20 . 47.2244.10
24 Gy 4.,44+0.61 68.15+6.86 10.7540.94 22.91+1.38 1.1261 44.,44%5.05
24Gy +CM 4.10+0.61 72.79+6.22 11.773:0.36 26.66+1.45 . 47.4446.71
32 Gy 3.43+0.48 69.56+8.39 12.3540.41 19.16%1.36 1.5833 36.80+7.54
32Gy +CM 1,90+0,16 81.2247.13 14.2440.41 23.53+1.91 . 46.4016.58

* abbreviate; IRTV, inhibition rate of tumor volume; TGD, tumor growth delay, TE, treatment
efficiency; RAGC, ratio of the area of growth curve, AST, averagesurvival time,
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OBSERVATION AND EVALUATION OF RADIOSENSITIZATION
EFFECTS OF METRONIDAZOIE DERIVATIVE (CM) AT
DIFFERENT DOSES OF y-IRRADIATION:

Meng Xiangshun, Zheng Xiulong, Zhu Yuao, Zhao Fang, Gao Jianguo
(2 nd Military Medical College, Shanghai)

ABSTRACT This study has compared radiosensitization effects of metronidazole
derivative (CM) after 8, 24 and 32 Gy r-ray irradiation in S,;, bearing mice as a
model of tumor. After comparing the ratio of Vt/Vo, the inhibition rate of -tumor
volume, the tumor grwth delay, the treatment efficiehcy, ratio of the arca of growth
curve and the average survival time, the results showed that CM has more ctfective
radiosensitization effects at lower does level (8 Gy)than at higher dose levels (24, 32
Gy),.In the latter case, there was no obvious statistical difference.

KEY WORDS radiosensitizer; sarcoma,,,; metronidazole derivative.



