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To evaluate the process of radiation-induced cell damage in human promyelocytic leukemia
cell HL-60 cell and chinese hamster cell CHO cell lines, 1 irradiated HI-60 cells, CHO cell
line, using the V¥ -radiation from Cs-137 cell irradiation(Gamma cell 3000 Elan, Nordion,
Canada), HL-60 cells, CHO cells were irradiated flow low dose to high dose(0, 10, 20, 30
Gy). Cellular damage were evaluated by cell morphology, cell viability, DNA laddering,
Comet assay and colony format efficiency, From them radiation induced cell damage was

observed as follows :

1) Cell viability decreased and cell death increased as the radiation dose increased,

2) Apoptosis increased as radiation dose increased. In increased most significantly hours
after irradiation,

3) DNA ladder can be identified in irradiation cells, however, it had no correlation with
radiation dose on time after irradiation,

4) CFE(colony format efficiency) reduced radiation induced cell damage increased as dose
increased,

5) Germanium Oxide reduced radiation protective effect induced cell damage.

In summary, rapidly increasing knowledge about the process of radiation-induced cell
damage has opened up new horizons in radiation biology concerning the genetic control
and pharmacological modification of the cellular response to irradiation, Most of them are
transformed into water (H.O) and carbon dioxide (COp), and are discharged from our
body. But aging, stress, pollution and junk food etc influence metabolism badly and cause
to produce such free-radical substances in surplus which harm / mutate cells and genes.
When carcinogens combine with such damaged cells, it might be grown as cancer cell,
much to our regret. Germanium is often called "edible oxygen", and is combined with 3
or 4 oxygen. Germanium helps to protect our body cells from the attack of free-radical
substances and recover body fluids into ideal weak alkaline state giving its oxygen to

cells,
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