
LETTER TO THE EDITOR

Re: in vivo evaluation of fluoride and sodium lauryl sulphate in toothpaste on
buccal epithelial cells toxicity

Sir,
I read the article by Tadin et al. ‘In vivo evaluation of fluoride
and sodium lauryl sulphate in toothpaste on buccal epithelial
cells toxicity’ [1] with interest. Although it contains alluring
data, there are also some confusing points.

First of all, the title of the paper is not correct from point
of view of language. It should be following: ‘In vivo evalu-
ation of geno- and cytotoxicity of fluoride and sodium lauryl
sulphate in toothpaste on buccal epithelial cells’. It looks like
‘buccal epithelial cells’ are ‘toxic’… .

Form the title, it is clear that toxicity of two compounds
was studied only in buccal cells. But in text the authors also
mentioned gingival cells. It seems to me that the authors
mixed up two types of different cells in oral cavity: gingival
and buccal. It is completely unclear which type of cells they
studied. From the text it can be supposed that they consider
‘gingival’ as a synonym of ‘buccal’. Although gingival cells
can be collected from gingiva and buccal cells from cheeks.
The type of cells which was investigated needs clarification.

In 2009, Thomas et al. [2] published a standardized protocol
for MN cytome assay which is at present the best protocol for
study geno- and cytotoxic effects in exfoliated buccal cells but
it can be applied for evaluation of all types of epithelial cells.
In that paper is indicated [2] that (based on several earlier stud-
ies (Casartelli, 1997 #14) [3]) the use of DNA-non-specific stain
is not recommended for staining of epithelial cells. They can
lead to false-positive results as was shown in some studies. In
the same protocol it is stressed that no less than 2000 differen-
tiated cells per person should evaluated (which was not done).

The authors found that sodium lauryl sulphate contained in
toothpastes increases the number of morphological (nuclear)
alterations in buccal epithelial cells. It can be proposed that in
response to cytotoxic effects leading to cell death, the prolif-
erative activity of buccal will increase. This can be proved by
means of measure of basal cells rates which was not done.

The titles of Tables 2 and 3 are wrong [‘Mean values and
standard deviations for micronucleus test endpoints in buc-
cal epithelial cells (average cytogenetic damage score/1000
gingival epithelial cells) … .’]. Nuclear anomalies (all catego-
ries in the tables except MN) are not MN endpoints, they do
not express cytogenetic damage but reflect cytotoxic effects.
Instead it can be written ‘micronucleus cytome assay
endpoints’.

Tables 1 and 2 as well as Figures 1 and 2 are very confus-
ing and quite difficult for understanding. The rates of cells
with karyolysis are surprisingly low (0.05–0.75‰). This means
that frequencies of such anomaly were 1 per 20,000 and 1 per
1333 cells, respectively. Since in the experimental study

described in Table 2 were involved 20 persons and from each
1000 cells were scored, in time points 2 and 3 only ONE kar-
yolitic cell was found (in total 2). It should be noted that nor-
mally the frequencies of this nuclear anomaly in healthy non-
exposed persons should be between 20‰ and 200‰ [2].

I also read the publication of the same authors in the
same journal concerning cyto- and genotoxicity of whitening
kinds in buccal cells [4]. The authors studied along with
other nuclear anomalies one very strange anomaly, namely
‘nucleoplasmic bridges’. Such anomaly does not exist in epi-
thelial cells [2,5]. As for other types of mammalian cells (not
epithelial), such anomaly exists [6]. In my opinion, the
authors mixed up this anomaly with another one existing in
epithelial cells, namely ‘broken egg’. Anyway, an erratum
should be published for this mistake not to confuse readers.

As for the first mentioned publication of the authors,
appropriate corrections should be made to avoid confusions.
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