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Table 1. Lethality of Rats and Frogs by Administration of Ethano!l and Methanol

Frog

Rat
Doses ul/g Doses ul/g
Methanol Group Ethanol Group Methanol Group | Ethanol Group
4 0/18 0/18 05 | 0/5 0/3
0/18 8/18 L0 ‘ 0/5 1/5
12 3/18 11/18 1.5 0/5 2/5
16 4/18 14/18 2.0 1/5 2/5
20 15/18 17/18 2.5 2/5 4/5
24 17/18 18/18 3.0 4/5 5/5
28 18/18 18/18 3.5 4/5 5/5
32 18/18 18/18 4.0 5/5 5/5
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Abstract

The comparison of toxic effects of methanol and ethanol on rats and frogs was performed.
Intraperitoneal administration in graded doses of absolute alcohols showed specific toxicities

on animals, suggesting that these substances had different effects on species specificity of

animals,

Throughout the experiment, the following results were obtained and summerized here.
1. In rats LDy dose of absolute methanol was -2.65 ul/g of body weght, while that of

absolute ethanol was 1.85 u1/g of body weight.

2. The LDy, dose of methanol in frogs was 17.2 ul/g of body weight, while that of ethanol

was 10,9 ul/g of body weight.
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