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Abstract

When diagnostic ultrasounds are used, an ultrasonic transmission media is used to effectively
transmit the ultrasonic energy. Types of ingredients of polymer hydro gel, emulsion, and oil gel
were compared with commercialized products by measuring characteristics of ultrasonic
transmission media such as skin lubricity, skin moisturizing, and dryness speed which were
contained in each different media. The mean friction coefficient measured to investigate skin
lubricity showed high in the agent containing a large amount of oil, whereas the mean friction
coefficient of the low viscosity emulsion did not show a significant difference with that of the
polymer hydro gel. The moisture evaporation measured to investigate the dryness speed of the
agent showed highest in polymer hydro gel. This showed that the larger amount of oil it had,
the less moisture evaporation occurred. For skin moisture measured to investigate moisturizing
characteristics of skin, low viscosity emulsion showed high in moisture content, whereas it
showed slowest reduction in moisture content. As a type of emulsion appropriately containing
water and oil is superior in skin moisturizing and skin tenderness, it is expected to serve as a
dosage form of new ultrasonic transmission media.
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Fig. 1. Friction Coefficient tester
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Fig. 3. Corneometer skin hydration level analyzer
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Table 1. Water evaporation rate of each media
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Fig. 5. Water evaporation rates of each media

Unit: min, Mean(+ SD)

Formulation Type

time P
#1 # #3 #4 # #6 #7 #8
2 12.37 8.86 11.50 10.53 9.23 9.58 8.29 0.24
(2.07) (0.56) (2.20) (1.65) (2.32) (0.03) (0.88) (0.09)
4 22.95 16.47 21.23 19.33 16.93 17.13 14.34 0.22
(3.93) (1.02) (3.85) (3.03) (4.15) (0.08) (1.37) (0.10)
6 32.86 23.39 30.20 27.73 23.96 24,04 19.41 0.24
(6.57) (1.47) (6.34) (4.71) (.78) (0.09) (1.55) (0.12)
8 4211 29.87 38.34 35.59 30.48 30.49 23.40 0.23
(6.87) (1.75) (6.62) (5.93) (7.28) (0.17) (1.50) (0.13)
0.001
10 50.79 35.95 45.84 43.02 36.45 36.57 26.38 0.26
(7.95) (1.85) (7.47) (6.88) (8.47) (0.54) (1.22) (0.18)
12 58.91 41.85 53.01 50.13 42.04 42,16 28.70 0.26
(8.85) (1.60) (7.83) (7.57) (9.33) (1.04) (0.69) (0.17)
14 66.27 47.30 59.62 56.91 47.61 47.22 30.35 0.31
(9.26) (1.32) (7.81) (7.72) (10.19) (1.61) (0.33) (0.24)
16 72.79 52.41 65.69 63.12 53.06 51.89 31.77 0.32
(9.35) (0.93) (7.63) (7.88) (10.84) (1.99) (0.32) (0.19)
18 78.72 57.37 71.47 69.02 58.19 56.00 32.82 0.39
(9.25) (0.32) (7.38) (7.73) (11.34) (2.31) (0.22) (0.26)
20 83.62 61.80 76.48 74.56 62.95 59.55 33.48 0.39
(8.72) (0.16) (7.16) (7.32) (11.45) (2.45) (0.21) (0.26 )

*py Two—-way ANOVA test at « =0.05

#UER  #2:5% #3, #4, #5: 238 #6470 #8:2UH
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Table 2. Changes of skin moisture content after application of each media

Unit: min, Mean(+ SD)

Formulation Type

time

P*
control # #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8
0 4757 4440 4080 3643 3287 3527 4093 4273 3350
(212)  (2.26)  (2.31)  (1.93) (486  (1.45)  (0.93)  (4.83)  (2.78)
5 4540  69.33 8300  86.00 7497 6523 7777 4433  20.90
(1.78)  (1.80)  (5.17) (279 (315 (2720  (7.46)  (5.20)  (6.94)
15 5233  56.00 5330 7420 6540 6387 7240 4643 2650  <0.001
(2.04)  (312)  (380)  (428) (199  (880)  (806)  (578)  (5.35)
30 5547 5360 4453 6943 6273 6200 5597 4087 3157
(3.01)  (411)  (346) (465  (0.83)  (3.46)  (6.10)  (6.31)  (9.17)
60 5507  57.86 4070 6583  61.67 6313 6053  46.17 5217
(2.66) (0920  (1.82)  (324)  (453)  (6.65  (9.94) (925  (3.44)
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Fig. 6. Changes of skin moisture content after
application each mediun
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