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Figure 1. Absorption spectrum of Hypericunt Figure 2. Absorption spectrum of Hypericion
japonicunt ( 3, Hypericum naga- patulum ( ), Hypericum
sawaif (oo ), Hypericum geminiflo- pseudopetiolatimn (......... ), Hypericum
FUR {(=mmeenm ). sampsonii {------—-- ).
Table 1. UV absorbance and S.I. of extractions of several Hypericoideae in Taiwan
Hypericoideae Absorbance S.L
Hypericum japonicum 0.2261+0.0038 2.261-+0,038
Hypericum nagasawal 0.2145+0.0055 2.14940.055
Hypericum geminiflorum .1543+£0.0003 1.9434-0.003
Hypericum patulum (.2083+0.0008 2.083=0.008
Hypericum pseudopetiolatum 0.2042+0.0012 204210012
Hypericum sampsonii 0.1950£0.0030 1.950+0.030
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Figure 3. Absorption spectrum of Alkyl
Caffeates (
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Figure 4. Absorption spectrum of Astilbin
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Table 2. UV absorbance and S.1. of constituents of several Hypericoideae in Taiwan

. constituent absorbance S.L
Cadensin D 0.61744+0.0007 6.174£0.007
Alkyl Caffeates 0.4100+0.0097 4.100:0.097
Mangiferin 0.4032+0.0066 403240066
Quercitrin 0374700018 3.747£0.018
Quercetin 0.3459+0.0021 3459+0,021
Astilbin 0.3225+0.0024 322510024
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Studies on Natural Ultraviolet Absorbers
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ABSTRACT

Exposure of the skin fo sunshine for long
periods of time is known to induce different
degrees of erythema or skin cancer in the unpro-
tected skin. Within recent years ultraviolet
absorbers have become an important ingredient in
cosmetic formulae, the majority of which are syn-
thesized artificially. These however may induce
some side effects, including allergic and inflam-

matory reactions, such problems may be solved
by the use of natural sunscreens. This study
focuses on the natural sunscreen products. The
sunscreen index ( 8. 1. ) value of the extractions
of several Hypericoideae are investigated by
using Kumler’s method, The ultraviclet absorp-
tion of natural sunscreen extractions are dis-
cussed,

Key words: Ultraviolet absorbers, sunscreen, sunscreen index, Hypericoideae, Kumler’s method.



