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Mode of Action of Inorganic Arsenic
Intracytoplasmic Inclusions of Urothelium

Molise Human

These inclusions were mistaken for micronuelei: f
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Reports of “Micronuclei” In
Humans

Effect size [Exposed; vs. Unexposed; Mean (3E)]

Buccal
S 157 (0.28) -

161 (MT4) -

L 0.48 (0.10) 2.21 (0.47) vs. 0.58 (0.13)
L0.53 (0.14) 2.21 (0.36) vs. 0.65 (0.21)
056 (0.1) 515 (0.3) ws. 077 (0.11)

ol no. Author, Year [Ref 1o ] sample Size M (Exposed, Unexposed) Lymphocyte TTrothelial

1 Warner et al , 1984 [23] 36 (18,18) - 279073 ws

2 Moore et al, 1994 [24] 36 (18,18) - 28 (MNAYws 167 (NAY -
3 Dolout et al, 1996 [9] 44 (22 23 MOEDw60TN

4 Moore et al , 1997 [25] 125 (70, 59 - 3.2 (MNAYws 2.6 (A -
5 Biggs et al, 1957 [26] 104 (83, 21 - 334 (ITA) vs.

& Gonsebatt et al | 1997 [7] 69 (35, 24 - 2.23 (0,99 ws

K Tian et al, 2001 [27] 320158, 13 1.44 (0.37) ws

8 Basuetal, 2002 [22] 65 (45, 210 639 (025w 0.330,07) 574 (0,277 vs

9 Basuetal, 2004 [15] 317 (163, 154) 934 (0. 153y va. 166 (0061 6,65 (0.13) vs

10 Martinez et al, 2004 [21] 217 (106; 111)
11 Martinez et al, 2005 [28] 207 (105, 102)
12 Chakraborty et al., 2006 [28] 70 (45; 25)

13 Ghosh et al, 2006 [16] 306 (204; 102)

14.44 (0.99) vs. 11.96 (1.02) -

776 (0.17) ws. 2.03 (0.08)  5.13 (0.13) ws

. 1.41 (0.05) 5.94 (0.15) vs. 1.28 (0.05)
3,14 (0.32) vs. 2.74 (0.26)
9.8 (0.7) vs. 2.9 (0.1)

L 170 (0.07) 4.62 (0.15) vs. 1.67 (0.06)





