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Abstract

Captafol (1H-Isoindole-1.3(2H)-dione, 3a, 4, 7, 7a-tetrahydro-2-[1,1, 2, 2-tétrahydroe-
thylthio]) is widely used as fungicide in agriculture.

Immune modulatory effects of captafol and ethanol were studied in mice. Mice administered
captafol intra peritoneally every other day for Stimes, and ethanol per os as captafol.

Mice were sensitized and challenged with sheep red blood cells, serum antibody titer, foot

pad swelling, and rosette forming cell number were mediated immune response.
1. The result show that humoral immune response and cell mediatea response were suppressed

by captafol.
2. Especially effect of ethanol on the captafol immune response were significantly suppressed

the humoral immune response and cell mediated immune response.
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Table 1. Effects of captafol and ethanol on body weight in mice.

body weight

Group Initial wt, (gm) Final wt, (gm) Wi, gained (%)
Control 13.89 + 1.44 18.56 + 4.01 22.86 = 12.8
Captafol 13.78 + 0.83 15.63 + 2.51 10.43 + 9.67*
Captafol + Ethanol 13.75 £ 0.38 19.60 + 4.24 25.57 + 19.93
Ethanol 13.82 £ 0.72 21.78 4 2.76 35.58 = 8.18*

Each value is the mean + SD of 8-10mice

Significantly different from control group ( * P < 0.05)
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Table2. Effects of captafol and ethanol
on liver weight /body weight in

mice
G 1.iver
roup -
. Liver wt
Weight(gm) —————

ght(gm) Body wt x100 (%)
Control 0.95 + 0.28 526 = 1.35
Captafol 0.87 + 0.29 512+ 1.10
Captafol
+ Ethanol 1.0 + 0.20 4.75 + 0.56
Ethanol 0.97 + 0. 11 4.53 + 0.52

Each value is the mean -+t SDof 8-10 mice.
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Table 3. Effects of captafol and ethanol on immuno-organ weight in mice,

Spleen Thymus
Group - - ”
Weight (gm) % Weight (gm) 9%
Control 0.127 + 0.052 0.71 = 0.30 0.032 = 0.016 0.172 + 0.085
Captafol 0. 086 + 0.290%* 0.66 + 0.40 0.013 = 0.004** 0.083 + 0.029**
Captafol e e ) * ok
+ Ethanol 0.132 = 0.061 0.62+0.24 0.018 + 0.011 0. 081 + 0.040
Ethanol 0.134 £ 0.046 0.63 & 0.27 0.04 4+ 0.009 0.186 + 0.034

Each value is the mean + SD of 8-10 mice.

Significantly different fromcontrol group (* P < 0.05 %P < 0.01)
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Table 5. Effects of captafol and ethanol
on Arthus reaction in mice,

Group Arthus reaction
Control 11.82 + 3.52
Captafol 7.86 + 3.71*
Captaf ol +Ethanol 7.48 + . 32%*
Ethanol 8.27 £ 4.94

Foot pad swelling was measured after int-

radermal challenge of 10®* S-RBC

Thickness of

" Thickness

foot pad (after challenge -before challenge)
of foot pad before challenge

Foot pad swelling Index =

X 100

At 3 hour reaction was Arthus reaction .
Each value is mean + SD of 8-10 mice.
Significantly different from control group.
(*P< 0.05 #« P < 0.01) '

Table 6. Effects of captafol and ethanol on
DTH reaction in mice,

on antibody production in mice. Group DTH reaction
HA titer HY titer Control 5.23 + 4.14
Group

(log 2) (log 2) Captafol 4.22 £ 2.71
Control 2.92 + 0.76 2.67 + 0.47 Captafol +Ethanol 2.85  0.60%
Captafol 2.20 + 0.40%* 2.30 + 0.64 Etbanol 4.08 + 4.55
Cagtafolr 217 + 0.37%* 217 + 0.37% Foot pad swelling was measured after int.
+ A7+ 0. +

thano radermal challenge of 10*S-RBC

Ethanol 2.50 + 0.65 2.33 + 0.47

Mice were challenged with 10* S-RBC for
4 days after sensitization,

On the 5th day the HA and HY titer were
assayed.

Each value is mean + SD of 8-10 mice,
Significantly different from control group.
(*P < 0.05 #»»P<0.01)
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Thickness of foot pad
Thickness of foot
(after challenge -before challenge) <1

Foot pab swelling =

pad before challenge 00

At 24 hour reaction was DTH reaction,
Each value is mean +SD of 8-10 mice.
Significantly different from control group.
(%P < 0.01)
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Table 7. Effects of captafol and ethanol on
RFC in mice.

Group RFC (%)
Control 4.35 + 1.06
Captafol 2.12 £ 1.75%*
Captafol +Ethanol 1.62 + 0.52%*
Ethanol 4.06 = 0.86

No. of rosette
RF tt i )= ——
C (rosette forming cell ) Total call con
forming cell
nted xViabillity

Each value is mean + SD of 8-10 mice.

X 100

Significatly different from controi group.
(xxP < 0.01)
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