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Application of Horn’s and Dixon-Mood in Acute Oral Toxicity Test of Pesticides
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Abstract
advantages and disadvantages of this method. [ Method] The median lethal dose (LD, ) and 95% confidence intervals of 6 pesticides were detec-

[ Objective ] The aim was to explore Dixon-Mood as pesticide acute toxicity alternative methods of reliability and operability and the

ted by Dixon-Mood and Horn’s,and the two acute toxicity classifications and the animal consumption of the two methods were compared. [ Re-
sult] The LDy, and 95% confidence intervals of the Dixon-Mood were similar with those of the Horn’ s, and the animals could be economized by
52.3% with the Dixon-Mood compared with those of the Horn’s. [ Conclusion] The Dixon-Mood determination of pesticide acute tramsotal LDy,

has obvious advantages, and has wide prospect in the pesticide acute tramsotal toxicity testing.
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Table 1 The LD, of 6 pesticides detected by Dixon-Mood and Horn’ s mg/kg
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No. Sample name LDy, 95% confidence Toxicity LDy, 95% confidence Toxicity
interval grading interval grading
A 30% K BRI 5 >5000.0 M >5 000.0 e
B 80% WEFE e /K 4 OOk >5000.0 e >5000.0 s
C 45 % WS AL 3160.0 i 2 958.0 1750 ~5 000 i
D 5% B4 - MG ER LT 2 150.0 1380 ~3 360 J[3%::3 2 505.0 1750 ~5 000 K%
E 10% (=3 A 45 TR /K FL 68.0 g 55.0 20 ~79 g
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Table 2  Comparison of female animals used by Dixon-Mood and
Horn’ s H
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Sample Horn’ Dixon-Meod The saving number

No. om s pon-fleo of Dixon-Mood

A 4 3 1

B 4 3 1

C 16 6 10

D 16 7 9

E 16 9 7

F 16 6 10

411 Total 72 34 38
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