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Table 2 : Cosmetic series Table 3 : Hairdressing series

Allergens Conc./veh. Allergens Conc./veh.
Benzylsalicylate 1% pet. p-Phenylenediamine (PPD) 1% pet.
Benzaldehyde 5% pet. p-Toluylenediamine (PTD) 1% pet.
Benzyl alcohol 1% pet. 2,6-Diaminopyridine 1% pet.
Citronellal 2% pet. m~Aminophenol 1% pet.
Benzyl cinnamate 5% pet. m~Phenylenediamin 2HCI 1% pet.
Eugenol 1% pet. o-Aminophenol 1% pet.
Oil of eucalyptus 2% pet. p~Aminophenol 1% pet.
Oil neroli 2% pet. Picric acid 1% pet.
Oil of laurel 2% pet. Pyrogallol 1% pet.
Qil ceder 10% pet. R-225 1% pet.
Oil of cloves 2% pet. p-Aminoazobenzene 0.25% pet.
QOil of peppermint 2% pet. Ammonium persulphate 2.5% pet.
Salicylaldehyde 2% pet. Ammonium thioglycolate 1% pet.
Venice turpentine 10% pet. 3-Aminophenol 1% pet.
Vanillin 10% pet. 4-Aminophenol 1% pet.
Amylcinnamic aldehyde 1% pet. Cocamidopropylbetaine 1% alc./aq.
Coumarine 1% pet. Glyceryl monothioglycolate 1% pet.
Cinnamic aldehyde 1% pet. o-nitro-p-Phenylenediamine 1% pet.
Cinnamic alcohol 1% pet. Resorcinol 1% pet.
Geraniol 1% pet. p-Toluenediamine sulfate 1% pet.
Hypericon oil 0.5% pet. alc./aq. © alcohol/aqueous solution
Hydroxycitronellal 1% pet.
Isoeugenol 1% pet.
D-limonene 2% pet. 20 b 5 PICREORS PT £ Hiff L7z k
Oil of rose 0.5% pet. B, ABIEARSCHEEREL, 1 AETRTORS
Qil of rosemary 0.5% pet. .
Oil of lemon grass 2% pet. CRETD o ‘7’50 —
Oak moss absolute 1% pet. 1) JEREALHE i G P 0
Oil of lemon 2% pet. EBAERICHEEZRELA-0EZTHTH- 72
0il of bergamot 2% pet. (Table 4), fEFI 1% TIREREEBICHEETH Y,
Oil of cinnamon 0.5% pet. WO S PT TEHESTHA 5,5-Y 70 )b-
Lanolin as is. ¥ 722 Vv-22-TU4 - (5,5 '~dipropyl-
Y-204 (Solvent Yellow 33) 0.5% pet. biphenyl-2,2'-diol) IZHEHKIEE R L7,
Turpentine oil 10% pet. 2) AA 77 v TEE, K745 7 EEEEF
Propylene glycol 2% pet. AL 7Ty 7T KFE4r 7RRBICBEEZEL
Jasmine oil 5% pet. ORBOBD2HFOTH o7 (Table 5)o FEH
VlangYlang oil 5% pet. 10 TN Y K2 ) = AIZBIET, K5 PT TS
Sandalwood oil 2% pet. D VB R R L, F7ok s ) — VRS L S
Sandela 2% pet DIV b BT R L7
PAN (Phenyl-azo-2-naphthol) 0.1% pet. P
R-202 (Pigment Red 57) 1% pet. 3)“7iz%f%ﬁ%
R-225 (Solvent Red 23) 1% pet. NT T Giffrﬁ‘ff’aéz},f:@&i 13#HITH o\f:
Ester gum 2% pet. (Table 6)0 D9 B IBIHBLEEAICLBAT T A

pet. : petrolatum

BERT, 4PE3RBEEANCEE S5HEATT
T oANTIABEET LV VIZBETH o720 AT
TARBREZH LI 9BIOREZIEFM6H, £
W1, ER1E, ABH1IMATH o7 ERI 19 T
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Fig. 1 : Age distribution of the total patch-tested patients and positive numbers of
the patients who positively reacted to their own cosmetics

12

Cases

Positive products

Fig. 2 : Number of positive patch testing cases for cosmetic products

RS EERH ORS PT ¢, p-phenylenediamine lanolin alcohol 6.4% ( 5/78 #l ), paraben mix
(PPD) & p-aminophenol (PAP) IZBp#% 2L 5.1% (4/78 #1), fragrance mix 2.6% (2/78 #1),
v balsam of Peru 2.6% (2/78 %), formaldehyde
3. PLILFCPT 1.3% (1/78 B1) TH o7z, {LHEMBEET LT~
JISTY U =X E#EIE PPD10.3% (8/78 ), O [ % % 1% eugenol, isoeugenol, oil of pepper-
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Table 4 : Positive cases to skin-care products
. L . .. . Positive allergens related . .
No. Age Sex Occupation Complications Lesion Positive products Use period . PT of ingredients
to cosmetics
5.5-Dipropyl- Positive :
1 54 F  Unknown - Face  Cosmetic essence 3 months bi’ henvl-2. 2-diol 5,5~Dipropyl-
pheny:s, biphenyl-2,2-diol
_ Face  Skin lotion 1 year _
2 5 F  Unknown Hands Face mask 1 year NT.
Hypertension
3 59 M Office worker Hyperlipemia Face  Skin lotion 2 years Lanolin alcohol N.T.
Hyperuricemia
. Face  Skin lotion _
4 35 F  Unknown Bronchial asthma Neck  (handmade) 5 years N.T.
5 44 F  Aesthetician Atopic dermatitis Face 2 Skin lotions 6 months Paraben mix N.T.
Face cream 6 months
6 20 F College Atopic dermatitis Face  Face cream 2 months - N.T.
student
. . Neck . OAP (weak),
7 23 F  Trimmer Pollinosis Arms Facial wash 1 year Pyrogallol (weak) N.T.

OAP : o-Aminophenol

N.T. ! not tested

Table 5 : Positive cases to makeup products and body-care products

Positive allergens related

No. Age Sex Occupation Complications  Lesion Positive products Use period to cosmetics PT of ingredients
8§ 41 F gl;:fzﬁzper - i}ii’f{ ?gjﬁg@om 15 years  Sandalwood oil N.T.
9 24 F lsvt[igiecnatl Pollinosis Eyelid Eyeliner 2 years - NT.
10 29 F  Housewife Pollinosis Face Hand cream 2 years Isoeugenol, Cetanol Positive : Cetanol
11 50 F  Housewife Pollinosis Limbs Body cream 1 month Isostearyl glyceryl ether i?)ssltt;\;;l

glyceryl ether

N.T. : not tested

Table 6 : Positive cases to hair-care products and hair dyes

Positive allergens related

No. Age Sex Occupation Complication Lesion Positive products Use period to cosmetics PT of ingredients
12 30 M Car maker - Hands Hair dressing 2 years - N.T.
Pollinosis 2 Shampoos 1 year
13 19 M Carpenter Atopic dermatitis Face 2 Condilt)ioners 1 year it N.T.
14 52 F  Housewife - gz;ieds Shampoo 2 years Eugenol N.T.
Office Head
15 4 M - Face  Shampoo Unknown TMTM, TMTD N.T.
worker Neck
ec
Face Ingredients of
16 29 F  Beautician  Atopic dermatitis Neck gfﬁ;}fzges {gzzi zi?m}:r};ghzri? PAAB, shampoo were
Hands all negative.
. Face 2 Shampoos Unknown PPD, PTD, OAP, PAP,
17 48 F  Beautician B Hands 3 Hair dyes Jyears  PAAB NT.
.. Bronchial asthma . PPD, PTD, OAP’ PAP,
18 26 F  Beautician M Hands 4 Hair dyes 1.5 years PAAB, 4-Aminophenol, N.T.
etal allergy .
Ammonium persulphate
19 26 F  Beautician - Hands Hair dye 6 years E?Eml;i;ghz;ifls glo)sil)u;ilj
20 21 M  Beautician - Hands - - PPD, PAAB N.T.
PPD, PTD, OAP, PAP,
21 18 M Beautician - Hands - - PAAB, R-225,
Phenylenediamine2HCI
PPD, Y-204,
22 52 F  Unknown - Face - - Balsam of Peruy, N.T.
Lanolin alcohol
93 76 F Inoccupation - Face - - OAP NT.
Head
24 53 F  Housewife - Head - - OAP N.T.

TMTM : Tetramethylthiurammonosulphide, TMTD : Tetramethylthiuramdisulphide, PPD : p-Phenylenediamine,
PTD : p~-Toluylenediamine, OAP : o~Aminophenol, PAP : p-Aminophenol, PAAB : p-~Aminoazobenzene
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Table 7 : Positive results of Japanese standard series

Table 8 : Positive results of cosmetic series

Allergens Cases (%) Allergens Cases (%)

p-Phenylenediamine (PPD) 8/78 (10.3%) Isoeugenol 1/36 (2.8%)
Lanolin alcohol 5/78 (6.4%) QOil of peppermint 1/36 (2.8%)
Paraben mix 4/78 (5.1%) Oil of lemon grass 1/36 (2.8%)
Fragrance mix 2/78 (2.6%) Turpentine oil 1/36 (2.8%)
Balsam of Peru 2/78 (2.6%) Ylang Ylang oil 1/36 (2.8%)
Formaldehyde 1/78 (1.3%) Eugenol 1/36 (2.8%)

Table 9 : Positive results of hairdressing series

Allergens Cases (%)

6/13 (46.2%)
6/13 (46.2%)
5/13 (38.5%)
5/13 (38.5%)
4/13 (30.8%)
3/13 (23.1%)
p-Toluenediamine sulfate 3/13 (23.1%)
m-Phenylenediamine 1713 (7.7%)
R-225 1713 (7.7%)
Pyrogallol 1713 (7.7%)
Ammonium persulphate 1713 (7.7%)

o-Aminophenol (OAP)
p-Aminoazobenzene (PAAB)
p-Phenylenediamine (PPD)
p~Aminophenol (PAP)
p-Toluylenediamine (PTD)
4- Aminophenol

mint, oil of lemon grass, turpentine oil, ylang
ylang oil, sandalwood oil, cinnamic alcohol,
Y-204, vanillin 2B DBD 2.8% (1/36 B)) TH -
1726 NTTT - NTHARET VLV VIE, ~T5F
A RBRIBEED N HERCOARIEM L2720, 20
RO L REET LV v e BRTEL,
2 OAP 46.2% (6/13 #l), p-aminoazobenzene
(PAAB) 46.2% (6/13 #1), PPD 38.5% (5/13
1), PAP 33.5% (5/13 #1), p-toluylenediamine
(PTD) 30.8% (4/13 %), 4-aminophenol 23.1%
(3/13 #1), p-toluenediamine sulfate 23.1% (3/13
% ), m-phenylenediamine 7.7% ( 1/13 #j ),
R-225 7.7% (1/13 #1), pyrogallol 7.7% (1/13
#1), ammonium persulphate 7.7% (1/13 %)) T
-7z (Table 7~9), PAP & 4-aminophenol X[
—WETH BN, TLNVF Y OREBRBITAS RS
729, Bl B LRET L7z £ORR, 4-ami-
nophenol 2B TH o 72 3 HiZ PAP 2 b BT
Holzo

1/36 (2.8%)
Cinnamic alcohol 1/36 (2.8%)
Y-204 1/36 (2.8%)
Vanillin 1/36 (2.8%)

Sandalwood oil

£z =

ZhE TYRETIE 1992~1994 4V, 1995~1998
22006 4E¥, 2007 4EY, 2008 4 & FHTIZL B
BMERRIIOWTTEDOTHELTE

W 3EM (2006~2008 4F) LB T S &, #
E3EBMOEHI/N Y F 5 X M fT I 59.7 T
Hol2h, 2009 FEiZ8y FF A S HATED 80 B &
BmL, BEEEDFY 14.76 (24.7%) »5 24
Bl (30.0%) EHEEMERIICH B, 72, 2008 4ELL
Rl Rm s e, B RRES BMERICH 5, Bk
BETIIEEH, v v 7 —, {LHROBHEBI»S
<, ORLBEFEBIERED o tz. T, BHERD
B idEF 3ERM T 2006 £ B 16, &k
16 B, 2007 413 B 161, £t 9B, 2008 sE13H
HoBl, ZH17THTHozDIH L, 2009 £ 8
6 B, 18 B L BB EHI33% LML T
W7z (Table 10, 11), B 6 PIOPNFTUIMEHE
2P, SE 26, HEEEE 1M, KT 146
T, MBS - BT LA U IIERI 2B D
IZPPD R DT ¥ A BET, ZOMOREFITE
HEB26BBOBOY ¥ 7 — ALk, BEEBIEE
WAEEE, KTV Yy F—tavFa4yaf—
WM TH o7 (Table 4, 6). BHITHBIT 2 HH
B - BET UV VEANT T - AT T A BEDS
LW LRI TH o 72

2009 fE 135 PT % 5 BIICHEAT L, 4 Blash ik
TERERERT7TUVULVFS VRHLPIZT AL ENTER. IE
Bl CIRERERRICHEELE 2D, KBS PT T
55-Y 70 nN-¥ 7 2= -2,2-IF — VIZEE
PR L) 55-YFuvil-¥7 = 1-22-Y
F—nEid, EZVUREWIZEThE T2 /-
TREARZEFNVIILEBVEANREETATHE
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Table 10 : The variance of patch test results with cosmetic products

The number of patients
The number of patch tests  with positive reactions to

Years

The number of positive
reactions to cosmetic

(Male/Female) cosmetic products (ratio)
(Male/Female) products
1992-1994" 7/13%) o9 (47.6%) 7
19951997 (225?12) w0 E%i%i?é) 163
2006 (25?1) 7 2331236) 19
2007 (65?5) o Ei?é?gﬁ) 16
2008 (0522) v E%Ziégé) 22
2009 (1153%) “ E%?i%§6> 36

Table 11 : The change of positive cosmetic products from 1992 to 2009

Cosmetic products

1992-1994 1995-1998 2006 2007 2008 2009

Skin-care products Cosmetic essence 2 6 3 0 2 1
Skin lotion 1 10 1 1 1 5
Face emulsion 5 3 0 0 1 0
Face cream 17 10 2 2 4 2
UV cream, lotion 4 7 2 2 1 0
Face mask 2 2 0 0 0 1
Washing products  Facial wash 5 15 0 0 0 1
Cleansing oil 0 0 0 0 0 0
Soap 0 7 0 0 0 0
Hair-care products Hair dye 1 24 2 5 5 10
Shampoo 19 38 2 2 0 7
Hair dressing 3 3 1 0 0 1
Conditioner 1 7 1 0 0 2
Permanent wave solution 0 6 0 0 0 0
Hair growth tonic 0 0 0 0 1 0
Makeup products Makeup foundation 14 7 1 1 3 2
Lipstick, Lip gloss 6 15 2 2 4 0
Lip cream 3 0 0 0 0 0
Lip pencil 0 0 1 0 0 0
Mascara 0 0 1 0 0 0
Blusher, Eye shadow, Eyeliner 2 3 0 0 0 1
Body~care products Body cream 0 0 0 0 0 3
Other Tattoo for lip 1 0 0 0 0 0
Total 86 163 19 15 22 36

HAEREST, A9/ V—admoFus+—F¥oE
BHEEHAICI D AT VEENRSESDH 27
(Fig. 3)0 5,5-Y7O¥NV-¥ 7 2= 1-22-
F— VI & B S ARBI O E AT 2012 FEIC
Suzuki & Y ASHE LT\ 5,

2009 FFEFATTAEET LV VICHEETH -
7ZREBIAT 9 Bl & 4 <, 2006 4 2 B, 2007 4E 3 B,
2008 4E 5Bl L @EIEMELBELTLEML TW
720 9B 6 FIAERMTHD, B EBET L
42 d PPD % PTD, PAP % &T, WeEMEME
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HO

OH

5,5-dipropyl-biphenyl-2,2’-diol

Fig. 3 : The chemical structure of 5,5 -dipropyl-biphenyl-2, 2'-diol

Table 12 : Positive ratio of hairdressing series from 2006 to 2009

2009

Allergens Ratio (case)

2008
Ratio (case)

2007
Ratio (case)

2006
Ratio (case)

46.2% (6/13)
46.2% (6/13)
38.5% (5/13)
38.5% (5/13)
30.8% (4/13)

o-Aminophenol (OAP)
p-Aminoazobenzene (PAAB)
p-Phenylenediamine (PPD)
p-Aminophenol (PAP)
p-Toluylenediamine (PTD)

33.3% (2/6)
66.7% (4/6)
13.3% (8/60)
16.7% (1/6)
14.3% (1/7)

37.5% (3/8)
37.5% (3/8)
25.0% (2/8)
37.5% (3/8)
25.0% (2/8)

33.3% (2/6)
33.3% (2/6)
5.45% (3/55)
16.7% (1/6)
33.3% (2/6)

BrEEZ. SREANTFAEET LLVSY Y PT
IZBWT, PPD OBHE (38.5%) L0 d OAP D
B (46.2%) DIEI V&L, BHEG 9 Fld 2 5l
(E® 235 76 me&ctE, MEWR - GEBI 24 5 53 LI,
FIF) X OAP FHMBEHEETH o 72, BEIERO
LROHMEIZB VTS PPD L) b OAP DiFH
PHEEFELPBOVERTH o 72A, 2009 FEI2BNWT
2HFIC OAP OB EEFBVHERTH o7z (Table
12)o L2 L, FERA”IEBBIbEER RS O BERIE
PPD & D&, DWTPTD, PAPDJETH 1,
BRSBTS BRI PPD 93.3%, PTD
58.6%, PAP 27.6%, OAP 21.4%TH o7z & ik
LTWwh, FMESYH, ~N75 4 EERzES-
ToBEENRICL BRI PPD 17.6%, PTD
10.3%, OAP 9.7%, PAP3.2% THholzk ﬁ&t
THY, MiEHETIEPPD OBBERDIT) IE
PPD A7 ¥ABEHET LTV ORPT i%%ﬂ
VetEDS# <, PTD % PAP, PAAB R &ED/85 L&
W, 7 VRR, R-225 7 &% L OB LERIAK
BERTAH, OAP L 3RS ERE 2\, HF
TIZPPD £ 0 & OAP OB MHERIE L, E5124
E OAP D AICHMEETH o 72 2 Bl 2 RRER L /272
W, Ny FFAMMEHLZZ OAP O%LIZ L 20
BRIRR, A1 X 2B 0l 7 & OB
X B BEEOMREEDE L, YRTHEALTWAER

FERE L7252 OAP OHLIZERD b o 72,
OAP ICHIEB M TH o 72 2 BlId R BH 2 > Bk
WWIERELTBLT, EERESLPRETOELEDIC
o TREEI N7, PPDRPTD Lt DB
BANTFALTVUVVE VICIRBIEENT, OAPIZD
ABELIEEZ 2 LPLINZITTIEOAP D
BAEEICDOWTRATHTH B2, 5% OAP
DEMEREL T LENH S EEZ 5,

1992 E DL RED YR O HE X METT 5 &, 2008 4F
DIRERG S CETwb, SEIE5,5-Y
THBEN-¥ T 2o V-22-TF—VEVWIHERT
LIV T BRI R RER L7228, SHBbk4
LT EmRGARE - s h, HBEEIEA -
BHT LI ENFREINLLD, FHRTLLFS A
IARBEEOREEENLETH S, #LT,

LA EEER N EE LEROLEEFEZITHIZ &
T, L VREPOFHGERRPHTRE SN L LE)
HrL LB, HEEENPELLEEOERET LIV
TYOREDI-DICO M OB BRI RTH S &
EZb

W
2009 FIHHEMIC L B PT HETH o 2 Rm %

W LT o %1572,

C1ERICPT THREFHEGICEREZ2L 20
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LR 7B, AL 77y TEE2H, N7 7 78R
1361, RF4 78K 2BTHY, FEH, b
XK, ¥xrT—HmML, OAOBEFITED %
o7z

- 2000 FOFWMTUNMF Y ELT, EHRDTH
555-Y 70 N-¥7 L V-2,2-VF—VEFE
EL7Y

AR OEBIIE DS HMHEAFNERES F400H
ARBETLIVXF— BEMEEBAEEREEWMKE
(2010 4E 12 A 10~12 H, HNEE) THEH L7,

X #
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Patch Test Results of Cosmetics and Related Allergens in 2009

Kanako FURUTA ", Mamiko ISAMI"’, Akiko YAGAMI", Kyoko TSURUTA ",
Beni TANAKA Y, Maiko MIURA ", Keiko HIROKAWA ?, Rina KAMEYAMA ",
Yasuko INABA Y, Kayoko SUZUKI®’, Kayoko MATSUNAGA "

D Department of Dermatology, Fujita Health University School of Medicine
1-98, Dengakugakubo, Kutsukake-cho, Toyvoake, Aichi 470-1192, Japan
% Department of Dermatology, Tsushima City Hospital
¥ Department of Dermatology, Kariva Toyota General Hospital

Aims @ This study aimed to investigate tendency in cosmetic dermatitis and identify cosmetic
allergens as well as responsible cosmetics in 2000. ’

Methods : We performed a 48-hour closed test on the backs of patients, who consulted our clinic
with suspicion of cosmetic dermatitis in 2009. We performed patch testing of each patient’s own
cosmetics, the Japanese standard series, cosmetic allergens, and hair dressing allergens related to
their dermatitis. Readings were made according to the International Contact Dermatitis Research
Group recommendations. Stronger than or equal to (+) was regarded as a positive reaction.

Results : We patch tested a total of 80 patients suspected of cosmetic dermatitis. Of those, 24
patients showed positive reactions to their cosmetics. 36 cosmetics were identified as the
responsible products : hair dyes in 10, shampoos in 7, skin lotions in 5, body creams in 3, conditioners
in 2, face creams in 2, makeup foundations in 2, a cosmetic essence in 1, a face mask in 1, a facial wash
in 1, a hair-dressing product in 1 and an eyeliner in 1.

We reported a case of allergic contact dermatitis caused by 5,5 ~dipropyl-biphenyl-2,2'-diol in a
cosmetic essence.

Conclusion : The prevalence of cosmetic allergic contact dermatitis and the number of causative
cosmetic agents were higher than those documented in our previous study over the preceding 3
years. The most frequent cause of cosmetic allergic contact dermatitis was hair dyes, followed by
shampoos and skin lotions, while lipstick did not cause any positive reactions.

(J Environ Dermatol Cutan Allergol, 7 (1) : 34-43, 2013)
Key words : contact dermatitis, patch test, cosmetic products, o-aminophenol (QOAP),

5,5 -dipropyl-biphenyl-2, 2'-diol
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ERHGSY FT AL 2010F0F LD

A BT, &k BTV, EH SRV
HHEMZETY, FEREETY , BT

Z F

HEY : 2010 E DS BT B EREIC X A E %8 X CRERGOBHEICOWTHS 2
THEZIERBERE L

FHi 2010 FICHEMRBIC L A BMBEEEOBRWTLE 2 ZH LAEMNIEL, Sy F T X b
(LLT PT) #HifT L7270 PTIZEZEAES L -FH S & Japanese standard allergens 2008 (H A%
7 LVE— - EREEAYES) BXOMHGBEET LV v & BEOBIRC 48 B A L 720
B %13 72 BER ¥ 7213 1 B BI7212 International Contact Dermatitis Research Group #:# (ICDRG
i) THUEERBMEEL L

KEE 80 HILC PT 2 HMifT L72o BN PT AR5 CEIRA 2 BEA H 5 & & 2 5 NI2ERNIX
196, 28R THoiz, BERBEZONFUIEEHMSHLHEDL L, DWTHRETIED 34, 1t
PEAK, ERW, BEE, LEABOBO 2, LETH, O, 7470783808014 TH-
7o ALPER M T L V4~ Tl p-phenylenediamine (PPD) (8.8%), fragrance mix (6.3%) @
RS CERETH 572 T2, OFICHETH - 2BEOHKS PT TE MY ZFUAFH VR
JhYAFO— TR CHPHEERD, ZORSIES E TICHREN 2 CEHROBTHmKT T LV
ryTHo7,

MEEs 2010 SEMFHI BV TEMMIC I 2 BMEEA TR IS VERERIIEENTH o720
BRERREST UM E LT MY ZFUAFHVBY MY AFu—pTansr2EEL

(J Environ Dermatol Cutan Allergol, 7 (2) : 78-86, 2013)
X—— R EMEER Ny FT AN, FRES BEGRT LV, BT AT

Y N AFO— 7Oy

LIS

FERSIAF O TER, AL 27y FH#lE, b
ALy )—BEEER BEGZEHEOALERDD
LHALBHOEFBIZRIELZVHDTHS, 858
¥ B/ RAERRL N 2 MO THEEOHMIZ X
0, BERICESESRSA, D LAEIhLIZEN TSR
ECTHEAENSE, HEREDZDIINY) TR
TFLTWBADLDERL v, FEMICIEEVE
EHIRD b D, TR X S EMEE L&D
NDEBNH L, TAHARLPICERREZITVEREL

T ZEI LYV WEDWREILDL I LD, bh
bNERREDEED—DTH 5,

ThEFThhbhid, 1992~1994 4E7, 1995~
1998 4%, 2006 4E D 5 3BT LRI B B EM
Bl rEMmEEAOTEDERELTE
(Table 1), 4 EZ, 2010 fEIFM M & 2 HEfilZ
MREE, RNy FFAL (LT PT) 2fTLA
80 Bz DWW THRET L 72D THRET 5,

U I R AR KA B SR E B P B
T470-1192  FHnIL S U AHAT R o 5 1-98
2 T R PR AR A R SR SRR R e B R R

WS AT BT NBBHRERE T448-8505 EMEBAMAT RN 5-15)

BRsEd (20134 1 A23H
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Table 1 : Annual comparison with our past reports

The number of

The number of

The number of positive

Years .. . . .
patch tests positive cases (ratio) reactions to cosmetics
1992~1994" 145 69 cases (47.6%) 86
1995~1998” 236 80 cases (33.9%) 163
2006 56 17 cases (30.3%) 19
2007" 61 10 cases (16.4%) 15
2008” 62 17 cases (27.4%) 22
2009 80 24 cases (30.0%) 36
2010 30 19 cases (23.8%) 22
(cases)
22
20
18 B Total patients (n=80) ___
Positive patients{n=19)
16 —
14
12
10
8
6
4
2:Ir
0 A

';0’&9 10’79 0)0’39 &0’&9

%

o o ¥

(age)

Fig. 1: Age distribution of all the patch-tested patients and the numbers of
patients who positively reacted to their own cosmetics

HRELUHARTE

1. WR

20104E 1 A2 B 12 HETICHBTHEMMICL S
BEMEEABLIOCOELAZSE > TPT 2 lifT L&
H 80 % (10~89 ik, BM3F, LM77 H) X
& L7 (Fig. 1)o

2. 38
1) BEFFSLLEHR
VXY T—=, UYA, bPU=FAYDE, FFA—

V=7, PR, REBEIIIBREAKT] %KEEE
L, ToMOBERTEOF ML, RFE
#l, ==, vAHT, FTOTHESERIIA -7
Y7 A MERET L7

2 ) Japanese standard allergens 2008, N7 4
TEE - ATHABEET7 LIV LU RRE
T LIV

Japanese standard allergens 2008 (Table 2) &
80 FUICRiAT L7ze F/z, AT 7 7THAESLERLMC
X DR R w B o TEMNICIE, TNRENRYRET
HEHMLTWBEAT T TEE, ~NTY¥AHEETLVT
YY) =X % 146, {bERICEELZT VLY Y
Y — X% 46 BHZAAR L7z (Table 3, 4),

3. FERbLUHRE

X #d Finn chamber® (Smart Practice, USA)
on Scanpor® (Actavis AS, Norway) Tape % v
T, BEOEME 7213 LREFMNIC 48 Ke i B8 B AR
U720 BEAF 48 BREIfRIC L=y PAKREL, 2
BIZ1EEHOHEEZIT, F0 24 BE%EIZ2EHE
oY (B 72 KEE#E), B 1 ARZIC3EED
HE & AT 5 720 HI5E 213 International Contact Der-
matitis Research Group #:# (LLF ICDRG #:#)
ZHW, T2 EZZ I AR+ ETH 72
LoEEEE LR,
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Table 2 : Japanese standard allergens 2008

Allergens conc/vehcle
Cobalt chloride 1% pet.
PPD black rubber mix 0.6% pet.
Gold sodium thiosulfate 0.5% pet.
Thiuram mix 1.25% pet.
Nickel sulfate 2.5% pet.
Mercapto mix 2% pet.
Dithiocarbamate mix 2% pet.
Caine mix 7% pet.
Fradiomycin sulfate 20% pet.
Balsam of Peru 25% pet.
Rosin 20% pet.
Fragrance mix 8% pet.
Paraben mix 15% pet.
p-Phenylenediamine 1% pet.
Lanolin alcohol 30% pet.
p-tertiary-Butylphenol formaldehyde o

resin 1% pet.
Epoxy resin 1% pet.
Primin 0.01% pet.
Urushiol 0.002% pet.
Sesquiterpene lactone mix 0.1% pet.
Potassium dichromate 0.5% aq.
Thimerosal 0.05% aq.
Formaldehyde 1% aq.
Kathon CG 0.01% aq.
Mercuric chloride 0.05% pet.

PPD : p—phenylenediamine

aq  aqueous solution, pet ; petrolatum

#w R

FHERICL2EMBEEABLIOOBERZ - T
PT #MfTL72BE OO 5, BSFEHMLT
ZEET LV o PT CHRERIGZREL, BRE
REDOEEREH L LEEZ DN, FHMIC X LM
BREZELA-OWE 196 (23.8%) THols
1. F#&, M43

I9BORFRITBEIF, KEI6HTHD, Fin
DAL 21 D 5 R CTFEH 516 ThHol F
RITIE40MREORVBESHERSE THo 2
(Fig. 1o
2. BEPTO#HE

BRI EZE L1982 R 5ENIcA B L,
RRHNMERDL L, DWTHETIED 3,
{bREKk, E/E HERE LErzhzh 2, O

T 2010 EFMEGR/ Sy FT A b

X, ALBETH, 747U RERERIGTH-T7
(Table 5)c BHERIEZEEL72196D 95 b 4 FUIHE
SPT 2T L2 2h, 2B ICHBERIGDS
Bon, 1FORERT LIV VEEETAZ LN
T&ZY, 1BIEBERICE R LSRR T L
NIy EHERETE RN T2

1) ER by RS

EBLIER RIS AR L7203 9BTH Y,
Z05L, 6FNIEHREAERERIEL TREBOR
PaBDD, KD PT 2T LTk, 85
PT CTHMRIGEEL, B4 PT T L0 3
BIHBA, 3HLLIBERTLLF v 2HEETELR
Aoz (Table6)o 3D H 16 FEFS) 123
B, ALHETHTHEETH 72720, K9 PT #
TLzEZh, EFRIIEITN T F IR0
YIFABEEERE LY, PTOAREETH-1-F
HRMICOFE UGB EEN T2, 742, BEETIE
D EERIIHMETH o 5ER 7 3 PT T
Kinx2L72b00, 5 PT TIRTERERD
FER7 ULV Y RBETE adh oz, BETIEDIZ
BHETH - 7ER 9 DS PT 2T L72E 25,
FEB 7 E FARICHRS PT 3 TRETH-72, ¥
72, JEB 4 3D PT IZBMTH - 7228, BED
AL 24T - 72 Repeated Open Application Test
(ROAT) 12X 04, EBEEDOREEL L SH
L7z (Table 6),

2) XA 97y TRILEREER

AL 7Ty TRAER CHBEREEEL-DF 2
BlcHorz (Table7)s 747XV VIV, IFL
KB TH - ERAF1IAT 2B o7 EMIL T
FOALCHEE T, BROKRS PT T ZFuAF
FUBY MY AFu—LTun v IlEERE LER
TULNVE Y REETERY,

3) AT T HERGHES

AT TR THEREZZ2 L0 SHITH-
72 (Table 8)c DI b 2HIBUTH -7 F
72, 8P 3 BIIEREOREENDH o720 8HH 7
Bl R ZEA LTy, $238850 PT
BB TR WS, ATEFAEET LY /I
PT ICB RIS E R L, BRREREBANSAT S
AN X BEMERE L BW Lz ER 17 1383E
EFMELTBY, ZEOATFALU—-IXDOT L
W T H - 72

3. (LM SBEBET LIS ERWEPT OBER
Japanese standard allergens 2008 @ 72 223 %1
PMBEET LV YT, B L2806 b
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Table 3 : Hairdressing series Table 4 : Cosmetic series
Allergens conc/vehcle Allergens conc/vehcle
p-Phenylenediamine 1% pet. Benzylsalicylate 1% pet.
p~Toluylenediamine 1% pet. Benzaldehyde 5% pet.
2,6-Diaminopyridine 1% pet. Benzyl alcohol 1% pet.
m~Aminophenol 1% pet. Citronellal 2% pet.
m~-Phenylenediamine 2HCI 1% pet. Benzyl cinnamate 5% pet.
o-Aminophenol 1% pet. Eugenol 1% pet.
p-Aminophenol 1% pet. Oil of eucalyptus 2% pet.
Picric acid 1% pet. Oil neroli 2% pet.
Pyrogallol 1% pet. Oil of laurel 2% pet.
R-225 (Solvent Red 23) 1% pet. Oil ceder 10% pet.
p~Aminoazobenzene 0.25% pet. Oil of cloves 2% pet.
Ammonium persulphate 2.5% pet. Oil of peppermint 2% pet.
Ammonium thioglycolate 1% pet. Salicylaldehyde 2% pet.
3-Aminophenol 1% pet. Venice turpentine 10% pet.
4-Aminophenol 1% pet. Vanillin 10% pet.
Cocamidopropylbetaine 1% EtOH/wat. Amylcinnamic aldehyde 1% pet.
Glyceryl monothioglycolate 1% pet. Coumarine 1% pet.
o-nitro-p-Phenylenediamine 1% pet. Cinnamic aldehyde 1% pet.
Resorcinol 1% pet. Cinnamic alcohol 1% pet.
p-Toluenediamine sulfate 1% pet. Geraniol 1% pet.
EtOH/wat. ; ethanol/water mixture (50%/50%) Hypericum oil 0.5% pet.
Hydroxycitronellal 1% pet.
Isoeugenol 1% pet.
Table 5 : Number of positive cosmetic products d-Limonene 2% pet.
Products Cases Oil of rose 0.5% pet.
Hair dyes 3 Oil of rosemary 0.5% pet.
Sunscreen creams 3 Oil of lemon grass 2% pet.
Skin Lotions 2 Oak moss absolute 1% pet.
Cosmetic essences 2 Oil of lemon 2% pet.
Face washes 2 Oil of bergamot 2% pet.
Milky lotions 9 Oil of cinnamon 0.5% pet.
Lipstick 1 Lanolin as is
Makeup base 1 Y-204 (Solvent Yellow 33) 0.5% pet.
Eyebrow 1 Turpentine oil 10% pet.
Propylene glycol 2% pet.
Jasmin oil 5% pet.
S5\ O 1E PPD8.8% (9/80 ), fragrance mix Ylang Ylang o 5% pet.
6.3% (5/80 ) TH Y, DVTILHERY U — X% Sandalwood oil 2% pet.
Bifii L 72 46 B1 0D % 4 C it benzylsalicylate 4.3% i;“gela e emaothol) 50/‘; pet
(2746 01) DBMENTARTH o2, B L0 (e it g et
X %%ﬁﬁl&)’%&&ﬁﬁfﬁ’é niz 19@]@1?%%%@@7 R-225 (Solvent Red 23) 1% pet.
LA OBERIZ Table 9 IR TITEL ThHo Ester gum 2% pet.

2o NT A4 ) — XTI PPD A357.1% (8/14
#1), p-toluylenediamine (PTD) #%35.7% (5/14
%)), p-aminoazobenzene (PAAB) %% 28.6%
(4/14 1), o-aminophenol (OAP), p-toluene-
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Table 6 : Positive cases to skin care products

No Age Sex Lesion Positive products Using period Positive allergens Remarks
1 44 Female Face Lotion 8 months Paraben mix
2 67 Female Face Lotion 7 months -
3 75 Famale Face Milky lotion 20 years -
4 68 Famele Face Milky lotion 2 years - Positive to milky lotion in ROAT
5 97 Famale Face Liquid cosmetics 2 years Fragrance mix  Positive to otane carrot essence in
Makeup base 2 years Lanolin alcohol  PTs of the ingredients
6 54 Famale Face Liquid cosmetics 1 year _
Face wash 1 year
Sunscreen creams 1 year PPD Cocamido~ PTs of the ingredients were all
7 73 Famale Face , .
Face wash 3 years propylbetaine negative
8 29 Famale Face Sunscreen creams 4 years -

PTs of the ingredients were

9 69 Male Face Sunscreen creams Unknouwn Fragrance mix .
all negative

PT : patch test, PPD : p-Phenylenediamine, ROAT : Repeated open application test

Table 7 : Positive cases to make-up products

No Age Sex Lesion Positive products Using period Positive allergens Remarks
10 62 Female “°F Byebrow 2years PPD
Face
Positive to ditrimethylolpropane
11 44 Female Lip Lipstick lyear - triethylhexanoate in PTs of the
ingredients

Table 8 : Positive cases to hair-care products and hair dyes

No Age Sex Lesion Positive products Using period Positive allergens
PPD, PTD, PAAB
12 22 Female Hands Hair dve 3years Ammonium persulphate
p~Toluenediamine sulphate
13 21 Female 228 - - PPD, PAAB
Face
14 49 Female o - - PPD
Face
15 52  Male Scalp - - PPD, PTD, PAAB
16 48 Female Scalp - - PPD, OAP
PPD, PTD, OAP, PAAB, PAP
Scalp ATG, p-Toluenediamine sulfate
17 43 Female o o - - m-Aminophenol, MPD-2HCI
3-Aminophenol, 4-Aminophenol
18 70 Female Scalp - - PTD

PPD, PTD, MPD-2HCI
4-Aminophenol

PPD : p-Phenylenediamine, PTD : p-Toluylenediamine, PAAB @ p-Aminoazobenzene
OAP : o~Aminophenol, PAP : p~Aminophenol, ATG : Ammonium thioglycolate

19 63 Male Scalp - -
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Table 9 : Positive cases of cosmetic allergens

Allergens

Positive cases/  Positive cases/allergic cosmetic
dermatitis cases (%)

all cases (%)

p-Phenylenediamine (PPD)

Fragrance mix

Benzylsalicylate

Isoeugenol
Turpentine oil
Eugenol
Sandalwood oil

Cinnamic alcohol
Cinnnamic aldehyde
Y-204 (Cabagin)

Salicyladehyde

9/80 (8.8%)
5/80 (6.3%)
2/46 (4.3%)
1/46 (2.2%)
1/46 (2.2%)
1/46 (2.2%)
1/46 (2.2%)
1/46 (2.2%)
1/46 (2.2%)
1/46 (2.2%)
1/46 (2.2%)

9/19 (47.4%)
2/19 (10.5%)
0/19 (0.0%)
0/19 (0.0%)
0/19 (0.0%)
0/19 (0.0%)
0/19 (0.0%)
0/19 (0.0%)
0/19 (0.0%)
0/19 (0.0%)
0/19 (0.0%)

Table 10 : Positive cases of hairdressing allergens

Allergens

Positive cases/  Positive cases/Hair dye
All cases (%)  dermatitis cases (%)

p-Phenylenediamine (PPD) (Japanese standard allergenes)

p-Toluylenediamine (PTD)
p~Aminoazobenzene (PAAB)
o-Aminopheno! (OAP)
p-Toluenediamine sulfate
m-Phenylenediamine 2HCI

4~ Aminophenol
3~Aminophenol

Ammonium persulphate
m~Aminophenol
Cocamidopropylbetaine
Ammonium thioglycolate (ATG)

8/14 (57.1%) 7/7 (100%)
5/14 (35.7%) 5/7 (71.4%)
4/14 (28.6%) 4/7 (57.1%)
2/14 (14.3%) 2/7 (28.6%)
2/14 (14.3%) 2/7 (28.6%)
2/14 (14.3%) 2/7 (28.6%)
2/14 (14.3%) 2/7 (28.6%)
1714 (7.7%) 1/7 (14.3%)
/14 (7.7%) 1/7 (14.3%)
/14 (7.7%) 1/7 (14.3%)
1714 (7.7%) 1/7 (14.3%)
1714 (7.7%) 1/7 (14.3%)

diamine sulfate, m-phenylenediamine 2HCI,
4-aminophenol T W3 b 14.3% (2/14 #l),
3—aminophenol, ammonium persulphate, m-ami-
nophenol, cocamidopropylbetain, ammonium
thioglycolate (ATG) ZWwihd 7.7% (1/14 %)
TH -7z (Table 10),

£ =

SEOPT OBBHREBONRTIZ 19 BlhEH
N8HEEDLLEL, DWTHEITIED 34, bl
K, FERMW, TREE, LEsEhEh2MH, LT
H, O, 747098 ER1IHTHo7 Bl
&l U CTHBETIED, FLHEIC X A B R KAt
BinL Twie SHEEH PT CREETH - 729,
HIBANAZ A/ ROAT ICX D HEBR L2 L

ToRERI 2 F2BR L7 ROAT REREG L L Tkl
BB PT CTHRELZELZVWEAICAALRE
LEZLND,

F72, 2008 A5 2010 ED 3EMIT TR A
VOBGHEBINEEALND, TOZEITEFEDOT T
RAANDT—LEBBRLTVAELEZOND, B
FSEDEGBEET LV Y V) — X ORI
B35 &, 2006 4E1L ester gum A6.5% (2/31) &
BERT, 2008 Fid Y-204 °26.5% (9/34) &E=
T, 2010 4EiX fragrance mix #56.3% (5/80) & &
RTHolz (Table 1), FE, FEIFSEFSEL
LOWELNTETWAELD, 5HIFRHOBMHA
B2 BURESEZ SN,

2010 FE W35 PT %2 4 BICHETT L, 2 Blid ks
PT CHMREIGZEL, 2#6IIKS PT TTXTH

Presented by Medical*Online



— 84 — A BTl 2010 EERESS Y F TR B
Table 11 : Positive rates of cosmetic allergens from 2006 to 2010
Allergens Positive rates
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

p-Phenylenediamine (PPD) 5.5% (3/55) 3.6% (2/55) 13.3% (8/60) 10.3% (8/78) 11.3% (9/80)
Y-204 (Cabagin) 6.5% (2/31) 3.8% (1/26) 26.5% (9/34) 2.8% (1/36) 2.2% (1/46)
Fragrance mix 5.5% (3/55) 1.8% (1/55) 0% (0/60) 2.6% (2/78) 6.3% (5/80)
Lanolin alcohol 3.6% (2/55) 1.8% (1/55) 1.7% (1/760) 6.4% (5/78) 1.3% (1/80)
Balsam of Peru 6.5% (2/31) 5.5% (3/55) 1.7% (1/60) 2.6% (2/78) 1.3% (1/80)
Paraben mix 1.8% (1/55) 1.8% (1/55) 3.3% (2/60) 5.1% (4/78) 1.3% (1/80)
Ester gum 6.5% (2/31) 0% (0/26) 2.9% (1/34) 0% (0/36) 0% (0/46)
Ylang ylang oil 0% (0/31) 0% (0/26) 5.9% (2/34)  2.8% (1/36) 0% (0/46)
Oil of Bergamot 0% (0/31) 0% (0/26) 5.9% (2/34)  2.8% (1/36) 0% (0/46)
Terpetine oil 0% (0/31) 0% (0/26) 0% (0/34) 2.8% (1/36) 0% (1/46)
Sandalwood oil 0% (0/31) 0% (0/26) 0% (0/34) 2.8% (1/36) 0% (1/46)
Oil of peppermint 0% (0/31) 0% (0/26) 0% (0/734) 2.8% (1/36) 0% (0/46)
Qil of lemon grass 0% (0/31) 0% (0/26) 0% (0/34) 2.8% (1/36) 0% (0/46)
Isoeugenol 0% (0/31) 0% (0/26) 0% (0/34) 0% (0/36) 2.2% (1/46)

BB TH o720 TRXTORGIEETH 72
B & U THRGOMAREIKD - 22 gelES, #
5 PT O RIS RBBIS 72 - - s EZ b h
%o

FEB 5 IZEAFW L THICHERIEEEL, W
HEOBET PTIZBWTHER S ZRDH. Ll
PT EEOFMMICOFEI LR SV EENTED,
FiERE OBEMEZHO T A LIETER Do
7o TOEIBFICBVTHIHFEMGBOER T LIVT
COBRBIEILTALVEWAIEBREH I L
FEF 22 BEERT L DA U OBRICHL, 14
M AAAFO— L BEBREZ2FHL TV,
A7) ==y 7 PT I THRESONICHEELZED, &
4 A Fu— VYEE %E 28 F 15 fradiomycin sul-
fate IZBGHEER L7z RO PT Th F )L
AFH VBN AFO LT ICEEEED
7-Z &5, fradiomycin sulfate & & HIZEREA T L
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B, BMEEEOFLVWERT VLY v Tho
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5o
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N DOF BRI CL I IXEDRITINERS
W, TNHEZAL—AATH) 2DIIZHITA0 56
FEHEL SR EDRAL— AL EEPBETDH D,

YR PT 2| DL A7) K¥ERREE LT, &
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- 1EMIZPT TREBEERICHERGER L7
DV 80 I 19 % (23.8%), FDOWFRIT LR
mBl 9Bl A4 o7y TRLRERBI2H, ~Tr 7
BEBI 8 PITH -7
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Patch Test Results of Cosmetics and Related Allergens in 2010

Keiko NISHIMURA ”, Akiko YAGAMI"', Akiyo SANOY, Kanako FURUTA "
Mamiko ISAMI?’, Kayoko MATSUNAGA "’

Y Department of Dermatology, Fugita Health University School of Medicine
1-98, Dengaku-ga-kubo, Kutsukake-cho, Toyoake, Aichi 470-1192, Japan
? Department of Dermatology, Fujita Health University Banbuntane Hotohukai Hospital

Aims : This study almed to investigate trends in cosmetic dermatitis and to identify cosmetic
allergens as well as responsible cosmetics in 2010.

Methods : We performed a 48-hour closed test on the backs of patients who consulted our clinic
with a suspicion of cosmetic dermatitis in 2010. We performed patch testing of each patient’'s own
cosmetics, the Japanese standard series, cosmetic allergens, and hairdressing allergens related to
their dermatitis. Readings were made according to the International Contact Dermatitis Research
Group recommendations. Stronger than or equal to (+) was regarded as a positive reaction.

Results : We patch-tested a total of 80 patients suspected of cosmetic dermatitis. Of these, 19
patients showed positive reactions to their cosmetics. 22 cosmetics were identified as the
responsible products : hair dyes in 8, sunscreen creams in 3, skin lotions in 2, cosmetic essence in 2,
milky lotions in 2 and face wash in 2. Cosmetic allergens with high prevalence were
p-phenylenediamine (PPD) (8.8%) and fragrance mix (6.3%). We report a case of allergic
contact cheilitis caused by ditrimethylolpropane triethylhexanoate in a lipstick, which is a new
contact allergen.

Conclusion : Hair dye products were the most common responsible cosmetics. We found a new
cosmetic allergen, ditrimethylolpropane triethylhexanoate, in this study.

(J Environ Dermatol Cutan Allergol, 7 (2) : 78-86, 2013)
Key words : contact dermatitis, patch test, cosmetic products, cosmetic allergen,

ditrimethylolpropane triethylhexanoate
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