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DRAIZE TEST

Named after the principal author of a paper
which outlined the test’s main features. the Draize
rabbit eye test is used to assess the irritant po-
tential of shampoos, detergents and other “es-
sential substances. Until 1980, its widespread
use went unchallenged, although the test had
been condemned as inhumane by animal welfare
organizations and criticized as crude and unre-
liable by members of the scientific community.”’

In fact, many scientists and bureaucrats de-
fended the Draize adamantly, arguing that no
alternatives were available or possible, and that
the test was conducted as humanely as possible.
Dr. T.M. Brody, head of the Department of
Pharmacology at Michigan State University, wrote
in the MSU News (May 18, 1980) that the idea
ot using cell cultures to assess irritant potential
is “without any redeeming merit.”

By contrast, Protessor David Smyth, Chair-
man of the Research Defense Society in En-
gland, and no great champion of the humane
movement, expressed his conviction that the
Draize test was one place where there was real
potential for the development of alternatives.”™

The callous and thoughtless claims of bureau-
crats and toxicologists who seemed content to
leave the Draize test unchanged have been dis-
credited during recent years. A coalition of hu-
mane groups, aimed specifically at the use of the
Draize test by cosmetics companies, mobilized
its forces to bring great pressure to bear upon
the relevant United States regulatory agencies.
The government agencies involved included the
Consumer Product Safety Commission, the En-
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vironmental Protection Agency, the Food and
Drug Administration, and Interagency Regula-
tory Liaison Group.

Letters of protest were sent to cosmetics com-
panies and political representatives, and circu-

lated in the mass media. Revlon, Inc.. which
had been targeted by the coalition initially, found
itselt increasingly in the spotlight of adverse
publicity. The image of an inflamed rabbit eve
provided a sharp contrast to that of a pretty
woman endorsing a new beauty product.

As a direct result of the Draize campaign,
tederal agencies took a number of measures to
reduce animal suffering and open the way for
use of non-animal testing techniques. Substan-
tial reduction of the number of animals used was

achieved, and the requirement on the part of

some tederal agencies for the Draize test was
ended. Support for the notion of alternatives
was voiced by administrators within these gov-
ernmental bodies.

In addition, cosmetics companies, led by the
beleaguered Revlon, contributed to the estab-
lishment of research programs aimed at devel-
oping and validating alternatives. The principal
grant was for one million dollars to found a Cen-
ter for Alternatives to Animal Testing, at Johns
Hopkins University. This grant came from the
Cosmetic, Toiletry, and Fragrance Association.
which continues to collect money from cosmetic
manufacturers for the ongoing work.

Work on alternatives is also going on at Rocke-
feller University, Catholic University, and at other
research centers and university laboratories
around the country. The American Anti-Vivisec-
tion Society contributed substantially to a grant
by the American Fund for Alternatives to Ani-
mal Research (AFAAR) to Dr. Joseph Leighton
of the Medical College of Pennsylvania for a
three year study to evaluate a possible alterna-
tive to the Draize test. This work involves estab-
lishment of the potential of the chorioallantoic
membrane (CAM) of the developing chick em-
bryo. New research at Tufts University on the
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