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= ABSTRACT =
A Study on Iritancy, Allergy, Photoallergy and Phototoxicity in Cosmetics

Hwa Yung Ahn, M.D., Kyung Ok Ryu, M.D., Mi Hyung Cho, M.D.,
Ki Bum Myung, M.D. and Hong Il Kook, M.D.

Department of Dermatology, College of Medicine, Ewha Womans University,
Seoul, Korea

Each year a number of consumers experience some type of adverse reaction to
cosmetic products. So it is important to recognize the reactions from cosmetics that
may be of a general nature and to determine the causative agents in the formula-
tion.

In the present study, we performed patch test and photopatch test for the deter-
mination of irritancy, allergenicity, photoallergenicity, and phototoxicity of several
cosmetics composed of usual cosmetic ingredients.

The results of the study which were performed in 100 volunteers with six co-
smetics and one perfume are as follows;

1) The patch tests for irritancy and allergenicity of cosmetics were negative in
100 volunteers.

2) The photopatch test using perfume (0.3% )revealed positive response in one

of 100 volunteers.
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Table 1. Composition of cosemetics
Cream WT% Lotion WT% Skin lotdon WT% Perfume Mixture
Stearic acid 30  Stearic acid 1.0 Propylene glycol 2.0 Linalol
Cetearyl alcohol 20  Getearyl alcohol 1.0 Glycerine 1.0 Linaly acetate
Glycerin 20  Glycerin 15 Uvinul DS-49 0.05 Limonene
monostearate monostearate Carb 1 941 01 "
0 . etc.
Liquid paraffin 45  Squalene 30 arbop
. . o Ethanol 9.0
Silicone oil 05 Liquid paraffin 40
” R Crodulet 60 0.5
Tween 60 2.0  Silicone oil 0.2 i
. Preservatives q.s.
Arlacel 83 1.0 Isopropyl myristate 3.0
. Perfume q.s.
Vaseline 25 Tween 60 1.5
. Triethanolamine 0.1
Preservatives g.s. Arlacel 83 0.8
R Tween 20 0.2
Perfume q.s. Preservatives q.s. L
Distilled Water to 100
Propylene glycol 50 Perfume a.s.
Carbopol 940 0.12 Propylene glycol 40
Xantan gum 0.04 Glycerine 3.0
Triethanolamine 0.3  Carbopol 941 017
Glycerine 40  Ethanol 40
Distilled Water to 100 Triethanolamine 05
Distilled Water to 100
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Table 2. Results of the patch test

Photoallergic rx. Phototoxic rx.

. Allergic rx. Irritant rx.
Cosmetics Subject - UVA uUvB
1+ 2+ 34 Eryth. Scale Fiss. Total
14+ 2+ 3+ 1+ 24 3+
A 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
B 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
C 100 0 0 ] Q 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
D 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
E 100 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0
F 100 o o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
G 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o0 0 0 0

*1X.:reaction ** 14 :weak reaction

Table 3. Results of the photopatch test with
perfune
I. Exposure to UVA

Conc. of perfume (% )

Subject 0 01 015 02 0.3 05
A 0 0 0 0 0 0
B 0 0 0 0 0 0
C 0 0 0 0 + +
D 0 0 0 0 ] 0
E 0 0 0 0 0 0

. Exposureto UVB

Conc. of perfume (% )

Subject 0 01 015 02 0.3 0.5
A 4 0 0 0 0 0
B 0 0 0 0 0 0
C 0 0 0 0 0 0
D 0 0 0 0 0 0
E 0 0 0 0 0 0
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