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Silk confers low skin irritation and skin sensitization. Contact urticaria caused by silk is 

rarely reported1. 

Case Report 

A 26-year-old woman developed erythema and wheals localized to her face which 

improved within 3-4 hours, and which had appeared after using a facial cleansing 

powder and a face powder (Figure 1A). She suffered from pollinosis and experienced 

oral discomfort when eating peaches and kiwifruits but had no history of atopic 

dermatitis. We suspected an immediate cosmetic allergy and performed skin testing 

using the facial cleansing powder of company A, facial powder of company B, and a 

paraben mix in 15% pet. Consequently, the facial cleansing powder of company A and 

the face powder of company B, tested “as is” moistened with a drop of saline, showed 

positive prick-to-prick results, each causing wheals of 6 × 3 mm (histamine, 6×6 mm; 

negative control, 0×0 mm). Paraben mix was negative. Next, we performed prick-to-

prick and scratch closed tests using the single ingredients contained in the facial 

cleansing powder and the face powder, respectively. The components’ concentrations 

were adjusted by company A, tested as above, showed positive for Silk powder (CAS 

no. 9009-99-8), causing a wheal of 6 × 7 mm (histamine, 4×4 mm; negative control, 

1×1 mm). All other components tested negative. Similarly, the other powder’s 



ingredient concentrations were adjusted by company B, yielding prick-to-prick 

positivity for the mixture of silk-lauroyl lysine, causing a wheal of 4 mm (histamine, 3 

mm; negative control, 0 mm). All other components tested negative. Thus, she was 

diagnosed with facial contact urticaria caused by a facial cleansing powders. 

Discussion 

There are a few reports of contact urticaria caused by silk, including 2 cases involving 

silk cloth and clothing2, 3, 1 case of dyspnea after using braided silk sutures during 

surgery4, and 1 case involving silk-containing cosmetics5. We obtained positive prick-

to-prick test results for cosmetics. Additionally, prick-to-prick tests showed positivity 

for the silk powder in the facial cleansing powder of company A, and the mixture of 

silk-lauroyl lysine in the face powder of company B. Accordingly, we considered that 

facial contact urticaria was caused by silk. Silk is widely used to improve texture, 

powder base, and surface treatment in make-up, skincare, cosmetic, body care, cleaning, 

and nail products. In addition, silk is listed in the quasi-drug raw material standard 

20066. Hence, silk is considered safe in cosmetics and typically used with no skin 

irritation or skin sensitization. However, the previous reports and our report of contact 

urticaria caused by silk suggests that contact urticaria due to silk may occur. 
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Figure Legends 

Figure 1. These photographs are provided by the patient. (A) After using the facial 

cleansing powder from company A, and (B) the face powder from company B. 
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