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Patch Test in Cosmetic Contact Dermatitis

Ki Bum Myung

Department of Dermatology, College of Medicine, Ewha Womans University

Patch tests with patients’ own cosmetics, cosmetic series type 17 and 18, and Hollister-Stier
antigens were performed in 246 cases of suspected cosmetic contact dermatitis.

The positive rates of patch tests with patients” own cosmetics, cosmetic series and Hollister-
Stier antigens were 63.5%, 568%, and 51.8% respectively.
Cinamic alcohol, benzyl salicylate, jasmin absolute, PPDA, ammoniated mercury, balsam

of Peru were the most commonly identified antigens.
Among the cosmetics, skin care products were dominant causes of the cosmetic contact

dermatitis.

The positive rate of foreign cosmetics was more than 14 fold higher than the domestic

ones.
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HEANY Ao =& Hollister-SterAle] EFH
I gy 28%, Toriirle] SIFF HEAIE T4
17, 188 29% 2 A} 9] SHFES AHE- BT
7t NPEAE §#¢ Finn chamberg 5o A&
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ICDRG(international contact dermatitis research
group) FE7IFES] 1+0)49] e Bl H¢
G o2 75 3t o H, ICDRGHAEV|EL th&
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BEANEE ANAG 2467 9] AFEZE 4007}
741 (30.1%), 200)7} 7378 (29.7%), 30u)7} 69
(28.1%)2.2 200 ~40t] Alold] 18 EXE H
gom 10t} 50t ZH7) 118 (4.5%), 199 (7.7

%) o]th(Table 1).

HEAE AEYE FG &L AR gFF)
63.5% 2 714 =94al 53EFE A gl=7}) 56.8%, Hol-
lister-SterEFH EAIE &Yoo) 51.8% tH(Table

2).
BRI H4ES APz F 47 1741 o]
gl FA] FHREE B ok 40%RT

gla}z}Ale] #AET  Hollister-Stier T3 H E A} 8
o FETEE B d= 38% =2 SFF
SRS Bl XA 34F A2 29 Hollis-
ter-StierEEH EAIY ¥4 o] FAHEY Hole
A2l ATHTable 3).

#gApEo] 7R E HFFS] FFE SIE
7|23 FF o) 2867 (58.5% )8 7% Bgton A
Z38Z o] 920(17.2%), MZF FIAE] 857

ok rloy

Table 1. The number of cosmetic-related contact de-
rmatitis cases observed per age and sex

group

Age(yr) Male = Female Towl(%)
0— 9 0 0 o( .00)
10—19 0 11 11( 4.5 )
20—29 1 72 78(29.7 )
30—39 1 68 69(28.1 )
40—49 0 74 74(30.1 )
50—59 0 19 19( 7.7 )

Table 2. Frequency of positive reaction to one subs-
tance and over in patch test series
No. of padents No. of positive

Allergens tested reaction

Cosmetics 178 113(68.5%)

Hollister-Stier Ags 187 71(51.8%)

Cosmetic series, 33 50(56.8%)
17 & 18

Table 3. Coincident positive reaction rate
No. of cases showing

No. of cases

Patch test positive reaction to
tested R
both test series
Cosmetics &
. . 65 26(40.0% )
Cosmetic series Ags
Cosmetics &
92 35(38.0%)

Hollister-Stier Ags

— 218 —



Table 4. Patch test results of cosmetics

No. of products showing

Cosmetics No. of products tested . .
positive reaction
Skin care products 286 80(28.2%)
Lotion 147 31(21.1%)
Cream 139 49(85.3%)
Make-up preparation 92 18(19.6%)
Eye make-up preparation 85 19(22.4%)
Lip cosmetics 72 11(153%)
Table 5. Frequency of positive reaction to home-pro- nE gL & EYvh
ducts and foreign-products in 51 cases
Cosmetics No.(%) il S
Home-products 8(15.7)
;""fig“'mzd“ﬁf _ ifgg SRENAY JRAe 5 AL A
ome-products+ foreign-pro uct.s . WSt otz Bl PEAY
None of home-products & foreign-products 16(31.4) B} ) :
H g4E Fotdo] A ge A ] A5

SAE 53570F 12870014 FAJukgo] e} 3}
AES FHEL 239% Ak HFF FRE &
AEL 723 FF0] 282%E M Egow o}
Lor Mz Fi3E(224%), MFZIAE(19.6
%), Y& FF(15.3% )0l TH(Table 4).
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3 F9e AL B ATl
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219 W7} 2t7] 68.5% 9} 56.8% 2 ¥]@
HAozH HEy A I ¢
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SgEI} HEAY AER FEAT
=X Awe 438 & A= s
A& Hogrh

SAF % PSR
74 wol A3t 20~40t) o A A A $x19] 87.9
2R AASE Bwel 1009 son) o

% Yot SAF G=EL 31.4% 2R A 3AF 0

pold Ee FYEE ugoH FuT 97 ?Vo‘f
EA6] FHNLL Bl OE 216%cq AAH HFIE

o2 Fibe] FHEL237.3%, A9 FHE&L 58.0
% 9 tH(Table 5).
Table 69l 3FFE Alg]=$} Hollister-Sder 3

29 FUo2 o P w02 94 Hh
S ET] FAARE o3 BUL FIL AT

OI:}\'] (XN
99 g AEI BEE 9= dnamic alcohol(18.8 oE=

%), benzyl salicylate(12.5% ), jasmin absolute(11.4
%), PPDA(11.1%), ammoniated mercury(10.9% )
TOE M S FHEE LYo, #F balsam,
ylangylang oil, geranioil, sandalwood oil, geranium
oil, eugenol, cinamic aldehyde =5 5%0)4e %
&g BJTh $3AEH AT FY2E = nickel
sulfate(6.6 % ) ¢} potassium dichromate(5.8% )7} H]
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Table 6. Incidence of positive reaction to hollister-stier antigens and cosmetic series patch test antigens, type

Ax 9l

gA7F A 33

17 & 18
No. of No. of
Cosmetic related cases NO'. o f Cosmetic related cases NO', 2 f
antigens patch- posiave  Percent antigens parch- positive Percent
tested cases tested cases
Cinamic alcohol 225 31 13.8 R-221 88 3 3.4
Benzyl salicylate 88 11 12.5 Benzyl alcohol 225 7 3.1
Jasmin absolute 88 10 11.4 Thimerosal 137 4 2.9
PPDA 225 25 11.1 Hydroxycitronellal 225 6 .27
Meruric chloride, 137 15 10.9 Cannanga oil 88 2 2.3
ammoniated
Balsam of Peru 225 21 9.3 PEG 88 2 2.3
Ylangylang oil 88 7 8.0 Cain mix 137 3 2.2
Geranioil 88 6 6.8 Lanoline 137 3 2.2
Sandalwood oil 88 5 5.7 Quanternium 15 187 3 2.2
Geranium oil 88 5 5.7 Ethlenediamine 137 2 1.5
dihydrochloride
Eugenol 88 5 5.7 Captan 137 2 L5
Cinamic aldehyde 187 7 5.1 Methyl paraben 88 1 1.1
Musk ambrette 88 4 4.5 Y-5 88 1 1.1
Formaldehyde 137 6 4.4 Rose oil bulgaria 88 1 1.1
Imidazolidinyl urea 137 5 3.6 Farnesol 88 1 1.1
Paraben mix 225 8 3.6 P-chloro-m-xylenal 137 0 0
Neomycin sulfate 187 5 3.6 V-201 88 0 0
R-219 88 3 3.4 BMC 88 0 0
Y-203 88 3 34 AT-3021 88 0 0
Lavender oil 88 3 3.4 TFC 88 0 0
. No. of No. of . No. of No. of
Cosmet{c unrelated  cases positive  Percent Cosmeulc unrelated  cases positive Percent
antigens patch- cases antigens patch- cases
tested tested
Nickel sulfate 187 9 6.6  P-tertiary bugyl- 187 2 1.5
phenol
Potassium dichromate 137 8 5.8 PPd mix 137 1 0.7
Mercapto mix 187 3 2.2 Thiuram mix 137 0 0
Mercatobenzothiazole 137 3 2.2 Naphthyl mix 187 0 0
Epoxy resin 1387 2 1.5 Petrolatum conirol 225 0 0
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