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Is tamoxifen cytotoxicity against breast cancer cells influenced by xenoestrogens?

Rita Coutol2, Beatriz Cunhal2, Eduardo Rocha'2, Fernanda Malhao':2

! Laboratory of Histology and Embryology, Department of Microscopy, ICBAS — School of Medicine and Biomedical Sciences, University of Porto (U.Porto), Rua Jorge Viterbo Ferreira 228, 4050-313 Porto, Portugal. 2 Team of Animal Morphology and
Toxicology, CIIMAR/CIMAR — Interdisciplinary Centre of Marine and Environmental Research, University of Porto (U.Porto), Terminal de Cruzeiros do Porto de Leixdes, Av. General Norton de Matos s/n, 4450-208 Matosinhos, Portugal.

INTRODUCTION METHODOLOGY
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Figure 2. Cytotoxic effects of Tam, BPA and End assessed by MTT (A, C and D) and SRB (B, D and F) assays after 72h Student’s t test (* p <0.05, ** p < 0.01, p < 0.001, p <0.0001).
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Figure 5. Representative images of MCF7 during the co-exposure with Tam 20 uM + BPA 20 uM and Tam 20 uM + End 30 pM. Scale bar:100 pm.

Figure 3. Representative images of MCF7 at Oh and 72h of exposure to Tam, BPA and End. Scale bar: 100 um.
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