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ABSTRACT

Single cell gel electrophoresis (SCGE) was used to the experiment with the variation on the amount of
smoking and low dose radiation exposure to find how much the Lymphocyte DNA was damaged, and especial-
1y for whom smoke a lot (about 20 or more than 20 cigarettes a day) it was found to be highly damaged. While,
the damage of ‘not more than 20 cigarettes a day’ was found to be not so much significant as like for whom
smoke about or more than 20 cigarettes a day. And, according to the different amount of the radiation expo-
sure, the Lymphocyte DNA was found to be considerably damaged for 0~ 13 m Sv (P<0.01), it was not able
to prove the relationship between the DNA damage and the radiation exposure.
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Fig. 1. DNA damage by low dose radiation.
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Fig. 2. DNA damage by smoking (0; non-smoker, 1; less
than 10 cigarettes a day, 2; between 10 to 20 ciga-
rettes a day, 3; more than 20 cigarettes a day).
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