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M Abstract

The use of metals in the medical field has become increasingly prevalent over the past few decades. Patients find themselves being exposed
to metals in a variety of ways, ranging from external exposure to instruments such as the stainless steel in surgical blades to internal
exposure via medical devices being implanted in their bodies. There has been growing interest in the possibility of developing hypersensitivity
reactions to constituent metals in medical implant devices, both in cutaneous and systemic forms. Hypersensitivity reactions to metals are
uncommon, but they are reported and require appropriate evaluation and management, particularly if they are symptomatic. In view of the
lack of consensus in the field on the appropriate steps to evaluate and manage patients with suspected metal hypersensitivity reactions,
this review aims to analyze current evidence on hypersensitivity reactions to metallic implants in orthopedic surgery, endovascular surgery,
obstetrics and gynecology, and dental surgery.

Key words: Metal hypersensitivity. Metallic implants.

M Resumen

El empleo de metales dentro de la medicina ha ido aumentando de forma progresiva en las Gltimas décadas. Los pacientes se exponen a
metales de diferentes formas desde fuentes externas, como instrumental quirtirgico como el presente en las hojas de acero de los bisturies,
hasta implantes metalicos. Como consecuencia de ello se esta produciendo un interés creciente por la posibilidad de desarrollar reacciones
de hipersensibilidad a metales presentes en los materiales y objetos implantados, tanto en forma de reacciones cutdneas como sistémicas.
Las reacciones de hipersensibilidad a metales no son frecuentes, pero pueden desarrollarse, y por ello, requieren de un diagnéstico y
tratamiento adecuado, especialmente en aquellos pacientes que desarrollen sintomas. No existe un consenso en el proceso diagnostico
ni en el tratamiento de estas reacciones en los pacientes con sospecha de alergia a metales. Esta revisién tiene por objeto actualizar la
evidencia existente sobre las reacciones de hipersensibilidad a implantes metalicos en cirugia ortopédica, cirugia endovascular, cirugia
obstétrica y ginecoldgica (OB-GYN) asi como la dental.

Palabras clave: Hipersensibilidad a metales. Implantes metélicos.
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Introduction

The use of metals in medicine has become increasingly
prevalent over the past few decades. Patients find themselves
exposed to metals in a variety of ways, ranging from
external exposure to instruments such as the stainless steel
in surgical blades to internal exposure via medical devices
implanted in their bodies. There has been growing interest in
hypersensitivity reactions—both cutaneous and systemic—to
constituent metals in implanted medical devices. Although
uncommon, hypersensitivity reactions to metals do occur and
require appropriate evaluation and management, particularly
if they are symptomatic. Given the lack of consensus among
clinicians on the appropriate steps to evaluate and manage
patients with suspected metal hypersensitivity reactions, this
review aims to explore in depth the existing body of evidence
pertaining to hypersensitivity reactions to metallic implants
in orthopedic surgery, endovascular surgery, obstetrics and
gynecology, and dental surgery.

The Rising Potential Impact of Metal
Hypersensitivity

In the United States, the number of total knee replacements
performed annually has doubled over the last decade, with
more than 620 000 procedures carried out in 2009 [1] and
an estimated 5.2 million total knee replacements performed
from 2000 to 2010 [2]; these numbers are likely to double by
2020 [3]. A similar trend is noted for total hip replacements:
the number of procedures among patients aged 45 and over
more than doubled from 2000 to 2010, with 310 800 procedures
being performed in 2010 [4]. The total incidence of total
shoulder arthroplasty has also increased steadily, from 10 000
to 27 000 in 2008 [5]. In addition to orthopedic implants, the
numerous medical devices that also have metal constituents
include dental implants, intracoronary stents, prosthetic valves,
endovascular prostheses, and selected gynecologic devices.

The association between metal implants and metal
sensitivity is well documented, although, unfortunately,
reactions are relatively unpredictable, poorly understood,
and highly debated [6-8]. Dermal hypersensitivity to metal
is common and can affect up to 15% of the population [9].
The insertion of metallic implants has been linked to
hypersensitivity reactions, generally type IV delayed-
type hypersensitivity reactions [9], which can manifest as
cutaneous eczematous eruptions, as device failure, and as a
range of adverse reactions, including chronic inflammation,
pain, loosening of joint prostheses, and restenosis of cardiac
stents [10]. In some cases, metallosis (metallic staining of
the surrounding tissue), excessive periprosthetic fibrosis, and
muscular necrosis have also been reported [11-13].

The link between metal hypersensitivity and metal
implants has been established in a multitude of cohort studies.
In 1966, the link between eczematous dermatitis and metallic
orthopedic implants was first reported by Foussereau and
Laugier [14], who observed that nickel was associated with
hypersensitivity responses. One of the first few case reports was
published in the Journal of the American Medical Association
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in 1975: Barranco et al [15] reported the case of a 20-year-old
woman with extensive eczematous dermatitis on the chest
and back after stainless steel screws were implanted to treat
chronic patellar dislocation. Extensive therapy with topical
corticosteroids failed to alleviate the symptoms, but the eczema
subsided the day after removal of the screws and disappeared
after 72 hours. A more recent case report discussed a case of
systemic dermatitis after placement of a cobalt-chromium-
molybdenum implant in total knee arthroplasty (TKA); thanks
to arevision TKA with a zirconium-niobium implant, pruritus
resolved 3 days and eczema 2 months after surgery [16]. Apart
from orthopedic implants, there are numerous case reports
linking adverse immune reactions to metallic implants used in
cardiovascular [17-19], plastic [20], and dental surgery [21-23].
There are more case reports concerning the use of stainless
steel and cobalt alloy implants than titanium alloy implants [9].

Numerous cohort studies have examined the association
between metal hypersensitivity and implant failure. In
2001, Hallab et al [9] looked at 15 studies carried out in the
1970s and 1980s and found a weighted mean prevalence of
hypersensitivity to nickel, cobalt, or chromium of 25% in
patients with well-functioning hip arthroplasties, as compared
with a prevalence of 60% in patients with a failed or poorly
functioning hip implant. In fact, the prevalence of metal
hypersensitivity in the latter group was nearly 4-fold greater
than in the general population. In 2006, Granchi et al [24]
performed a retrospective case-control study of 223 patients
and reported that in contrast to a median survival of total hip
arthroplasty (THA) implants of 120 months in patients who had
no reaction to patch testing, the median survival for patients
with positive patch test results was only 78 months. In 2012, the
same group performed a systematic review and meta-analysis
of peer-reviewed literature that focused on metal sensitivity
testing in patients undergoing total joint replacement. They
found that the probability of developing a metal allergy was
higher after surgery (OR, 1.52; 95%CI, 1.06-2.31) and that
the risk was even higher when failed implants were compared
with stable total joint replacements (OR, 2.76; 95%CI,
1.14-6.70) [25]. A few recent prospective studies have also
suggested an increase in cases of metal allergy following THA,
even in patients with well-functioning prostheses [26-28].

Therefore, a positive correlation between metal-induced
hypersensitivity reaction and metallic implant failure is
well-established in the literature, and it is clear that each is
significantly associated with the other. However, none of the
authors draw robust conclusions on the direction of causation:
it remains unknown whether implants fail or function poorly
owing to pre-existing metal hypersensitivity or whether
secondary sensitization is the result of excessive metal release
from failing implants [29].

In view of the aging population and increasingly frequent
use of metallic devices, clarifying the association between
metal hypersensitivity reactions and device failure not only
has colossal repercussions in terms of health care costs, but
it also holds immense potential for avoiding unnecessary
morbidity [29]. The paucity of robust evidence to guide clinical
practice in this area also raises possible legal issues. Physicians
may expose themselves to unwarranted medical malpractice
suits when patients allege inadequate preoperative allergy
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assessment. This situation becomes even more problematic
given the noticeable lack of established guidelines on standards
of assessment and treatment, particularly in patients with self-
reported metal allergies before surgery [30].

Orthopedic Implants

Orthopedic implants often contain nickel, cobalt,
chromium, and/or titanium [31]. Stainless steel, which contains
a large percentage of nickel, is often used for screws while
cobalt-chromium alloy, which has approximately 1% nickel
content, is often used in total joint arthroplasty [9,32]. Metal
hypersensitivity has long been studied as a potential cause
of complications after total joint arthroplasty, ever since
the first case of metal-related dermatitis was first reported
in 1966 [33-37]. Cutaneous manifestations of suspected
metal hypersensitivity reactions can include localized and
generalized eruptions in the form of erythema, urticaria, and
vasculitis, and such manifestations can be observed with static
implants, dynamic joint prostheses, and, occasionally, in the
implants used in TKA [16,38-43].

Orthopedic hip implants underwent different stages of
development, with the first generation of orthopedic hip
bearings introduced in the 1960s and early 1970s being metal-
on-metal (MoM), usually with cobalt-chromium alloys. The
first-generation implants included several designs, including
ring MoM press fit prostheses [44]. These bearings were
associated with high rates of metal release and sensitization,
and elevated levels of cobalt, nickel, and chromium were found
in blood, hair, and urine samples, as compared with a lack of
similar increase in patients with prostheses in which metal
articulated with polyethylene [34,45-47].

There is conflicting evidence on the association between
metal hypersensitivity in first-generation MoM hip arthroplasties
and loosening of metallic implants causing failure of total
joint arthroplasties [44]. In a study involving 50 patients, the
prevalence of metal sensitivity in patients with unexplained
loosening of implants was 73.7%, which is significantly higher
than 14.8% in those with stable implants [47]. Other small
studies support this association [42,48]. On the other hand,
Brown et al [49] studied patients (n=20) with sterile, loose
MoM McKee-Farrar hip replacements and found that none had
positive patch test results and that the biopsy specimen from the
surrounding tissue in the 17 patients who had revision surgery
showed no histological evidence of metal hypersensitivity [49].
In view of the uncertainty of the possible association with
metal hypersensitivity and implant failure, as well as other
design-related mechanical shortcomings, MoM bearings fell
out of favor and were replaced with Charnley metal-on-plastic
(MoP) prostheses [50].

It is arguable that MoP prostheses fared better than MoM
prostheses in terms of metal hypersensitivity. A prospective
study showed that there was no evidence of induction of
metal hypersensitivity after total hip replacement with MoP
articulations [51]. Metal allergy also appeared to be an
uncommon cause of prosthesis failure, and skin reactions and
joint loosening have been shown to be uncommon in patients
known to be nickel-allergic before surgery [52]. Positive patch
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test results to acrylates, cement, and cement components were
also infrequent or shown to be no different between patients
with loosened or stable total knee arthroplasty or controls with
no implants [2,47,52-54].

The pathophysiology of immune reactions to MoM and
MoP prostheses also differs and likely has an impact on the
varying clinical outcomes of the implants. MoP implants
generally produce a higher volume of wear particles than MoM
implants, but the latter generate a larger number of particles,
as metal particles are an order of magnitude smaller [55-59].
The adaptive immune system reacts differently to MoM and
MoP implants: unlike MoM implants, a specific cell-mediated
response to ultrahigh molecular weight polyethylene (UHMWP)
does not appear to play a major role in MoP implant loosening.
In MoM implants, cobalt-chromium particles generate metal
ions that act as haptens and combine with large carrier protein
molecules to elicit immune responses [9,60-62]. Pseudotumours
are also strongly associated with MoM arthroplasties [63,64],
although the term pseudotumour has also been used to describe
the rare development of granulomatous soft-tissue mass in
MoP arthroplasties [65-73]. The major histopathological
feature of the MoP pseudotumors is a marked macrophage
response to UHMWP wear particles, which contrasts with
the significantly lymphocytic infiltrate often seen in MoM
pseudotumours [63,69-72,74,75]. The outcome of revision
surgery in patients with pseudotumours is often poor [64], and
Grammatopoulos et al [76] suggest that the persistence of this
lymphoid infiltrate in periprosthetic tissues may be responsible
for the poor outcomes observed.

MoP implants were not without problems: periprosthetic
bone resorption and aseptic loosening were common major
problems causing implant failure [47]. Second-generation
MoM hip replacements were introduced in the 1980s to
tackle this problem and have a lower volumetric wear rate,
high fracture toughness, and reduced risk of postoperative
instability owing to the use of larger femoral heads [77].
However, it remains unclear whether these replacements
are associated with metal allergy and loosening of implants.
Athanasou et al [78] note that reports of an adverse local
tissue response to deposition of cobalt-chromium particles
in periprosthetic tissues in modern third-generation MoM
implants are similar to those from studies that analyzed first-
generation MoM implants, arguing that insufficient importance
was assigned to these findings in the earlier studies.

The existing literature has yielded conflicting results,
and the degree to which metal sensitivity impacts on implant
viability is highly contested. A large case-control study with
356 cases and 712 controls found that the risk of surgical
revision of THA was not increased in patients with metal
allergies and that the risk of metal allergy was not increased
after THA [79]. However, some studies support the opposite
conclusion, although their cohorts are smaller. A retrospective
series of 165 patients found that patients with early osteolytic
changes had a significantly higher rate of patch test positivity
for cobalt than controls [80]. Studies by Antony et al [81] and
Milavec-Puretic et al [82] also found a higher rate of metal
allergy in patients with joint loosening and prosthetic failure
and patients undergoing revision surgery for a failed implant,
respectively. The literature review by Hallab et al [9] in 2001
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revealed that the prevalence of metal allergy was ~25% among
patients with a well-functioning arthroplastic hip implant
and 60% among patients with a failed or poorly functioning
implant [9].

Many studies, including case reports, that look at
histopathological samples of periprosthetic tissues also support
the link between metal hypersensitivity, wear particles, and
implant failure [63,83-88]. Korovessis et al [§9] looked at
histological samples of periprosthetic tissues from 11 patients
who had undergone revision arthroplasty because of aseptic
loosening or technical failure and found metallosis and
extensive lymphocytic and plasma cell infiltration around
the metal debris. The group concluded that their findings
support the possibility of an association between metal
hypersensitivity and osteolysis and aseptic loosening in hips
with MoM implants [89]. As mentioned earlier, pseudotumors
are strongly associated with second-generation MoM implants
[63,64,66,67,90,91]. The presence of acute, lymphocyte-
dominated vasculitis-associated lesions (ALVALSs), which are
perivascular lymphocytic infiltrates comprising mainly T cells,
strongly suggests a hypersensitivity reaction; these lesions
are often found in patients with failed MoM implants and are
more common in women under the age of 40 years [76,92-94].

Unsurprisingly, there is no consensus between studies on
TKA. On the one hand, some studies support a relationship
between pre-existing metal allergy, metal hypersensitivity
reactions to TKA, and implant failure. In a prospective study
of 94 patients with total knee arthroplasty, positive patch test
results to metals were significantly more common in patients
with a loose prosthesis (59%) than in stable patients (48%) or
controls with no implants (20%) [95]. The same study showed
that implant failure was 4 times more likely in patients with
a medical history of metal allergy before receiving a knee
implant [95]. Another study showed a significant association
between the preoperative positive lymphocyte stimulation
test result for chromium and the subsequent development of
implant-related eczema [96].

On the other hand, metal hypersensitivity after TKA is quite
rare and is often only a diagnosis of exclusion, after ruling out
other much more common causes of pain and swelling such
as infection, instability, component loosening, malrotation,
referred pain, or chronic regional pain syndrome [97]. There
are also studies that strongly dispute the link between metal
hypersensitivity and implant failure. A recent matched cohort
study by Bravo et al [98] of 127 patients with 161 TKAs
and 161 control knee arthroplasties showed that patients with
a positive patch test result did not have higher complication,
reoperation, or revision rates than patients with a negative
patch test result and matched controls. The authors did not find
any statistically significant difference in postoperative pain
between patients with positive and negative skin patch results
and controls. An older study of 50 patients who underwent
metal hinge arthroplasty of the knee showed no correlation
between positive patch test reactions and loosening of the
prosthesis [99]. A recent review of the literature by Middleton
and Toms [100] arrived at the conclusion that although a
relationship is present, they could not find any evidence of
implant failure due to allergy. However, patient-reported
allergy is found to be associated with decreased functional
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outcomes after TKA and decreased mental health scores after
THA[101].

The number of total shoulder arthroplasties performed
in the United States increased steadily from 10 000 in 2002
to 27 000 in 2008 [5]. Although numerous studies on THAs
and TKAs have been performed, there are no prospective or
retrospective studies that examine the link between metal
hypersensitivity and aseptic loosening of total shoulder
arthroplasty [31].

Bone cement components (methyl methacrylate,
N, N-dimethyl-p-toluidine, and benzoyl peroxide with added
antibiotics [mainly gentamicin or tobramycin]) can also cause
hypersensitivity reactions [102]. While there are small-group
studies that report hypersensitivity reactions to these individual
components [103,104], the extent to which the individual
components are directly responsible for hypersensitivity-induced
implant failure is uncertain.

Intravascular Devices

Intravascular devices such as coronary stents, perforated
foramen occluders, pacemakers, and implantable cardioverter
defibrillators contain several metals and may cause
hypersensitivity reactions.

Percutaneous transluminal coronary angioplasty and
stent placement are becoming more prevalent, with bare
metal stents and drug-eluting stents (DES) being commonly
used. Bare metal stents are often made with several alloys,
including stainless steel, and metallic ions are most likely the
potential allergens in coronary stents [105]. DES may also
contain alloys such as stainless steel and cobalt-chromium,
but other allergens include the polymer coating the stent.
Svedman et al [106] showed that metal can be released from
coronary stents in vitro, and it has long been postulated that
hypersensitivity to the metallic components of the stent may
lead to in-stent restenosis (ISR).

Current literature on the link between pre-existing metal
allergies, metal hypersensitivity reactions, and ISR has yielded
conflicting results. Hillen et al [107] and Norgaz et al [108]
reached the conclusion that pre-existing metal allergy should
not be considered a risk factor for developing ISR, although
they acknowledged that the small number of patients limited
the study. Thyssen et al [109] performed an individual linkage
study of 149 patients and found that nickel and/or chromium
allergy in dermatitis patients does not appear to increase the
overall risk of ISR after percutaneous coronary intervention.
Honari et al [105] reached the same conclusion after an
extensive review of the literature in 2008, namely, that studies
performed until then often involve a limited number of patients
and known risk factors (eg, stent length, reference diameter,
patient characteristics including diabetes, and smoking) may
confound the results. However, a recent meta-analysis of
9 studies by Gong et al [110] in 2013 (total of 1223 patients)
arrived at the opposite conclusion, namely, having a pre-existing
metal allergy increases the risk of ISR, with an odds ratio of 2.65.
The study also found that the odds ratio for Asian patients was
higher than for European patients (3.71 vs 2.25), suggesting that
the former group may be more susceptible to ISR.
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With regards to DES in particular, Honari et al [105] noted
that the existing data “suggest spectrums of hypersensitivity
responses to DES,” which include excessive inflammation,
stent malposition, aneurysm formation, and late in-stent
thrombosis. It is worth noting that hypersensitivity reactions
to DES may be driven by factors other than the metal
components, ie, the polymer. First-generation DES were
linked to a higher risk of late stent thrombosis than bare
metal stents, and although the pathophysiology underlying
this phenomenon was never clearly elucidated, the stent
polymer was thought to be a contributing cause [111]. This
has resulted in the development of newer generations of DES
that contain biocompatible or biodegradable polymers, such
as the Nobori stent [111].

Gold-coated stents were initially developed based on the
belief that gold is an inert metal and would hence be less
allergenic than alloys [10]. However, subsequent studies
revealed that exposure to the gold in cardiac stents increases
the risk of ISR. Kastrati et al [112] conducted a randomized trial
to compare the risk of ISR with gold-coated versus uncoated
steel stents and found that gold-coated stents were associated
with an increased risk of restenosis during the first year after
stenting. The study by Svedman et al [113] showed that this
risk increases, particularly if the patient has a pre-existing gold
allergy.

Transcatheter devices are also used for the repair of patent
foramen ovale and atrial septal defects, with the most widely
used occluders being the Amplatzer series (AGA Medical
Corporation). The Amplatzer occluder is made of nitinol
(approximately 45% nickel) [10], and on rare occasions, it
may cause allergic reactions, as evidenced in sporadic case
reports. A recent case report discusses a patient with severe
progressive generalized exanthema 3 days after implantation of
the Amplatzer device [ 114], while earlier case reports discussed
patients presenting with systemic allergic reactions (such as
fever and dyspnea) with no apparent rash, although they their
patch test results were positive [115-117]. In all these cases,
the patients’ symptoms resolved either with the removal of
the device or with the use of corticosteroids. A recent case
series analyzed Atriasept II (Cardia), which contains less
metallic material for treatment of patent foramen ovale, in
4 patients with known nickel allergy and reported no allergic
manifestations or complications [118].

Titanium casing for pacemakers was developed in the
1970s. Pacemakers are frequently made of titanium because
of its biocompatibility, but they also contain other metals
such as nickel and silicone [105]. Implantable cardioverter
defibrillators (ICDs) were introduced in the 1980s and approved
by the United States Food and Drug Administration (FDA)
in 1985 [105]. Allergic reactions to pacemakers and ICDs
primarily involve localized pain or dermatitis that presents
within 2 days to 24 months after implantation, with occasional
reports of generalized pruritus that resolved with the removal
of the pacemaker [18,119,120]. Other measures to manage
hypersensitivity reactions include control of local dermatitis
with topical corticosteroids, replacement of the device with
one that does not contain the suspected allergen, such as
customized silicone or gold-coated pacemakers [17,121-123],
and wrapping the device in a PTFE sheet [124-128].
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Obstetrics-Gynecology

Gynecologic devices may contain metals such as copper,
nickel, and titanium, which could lead to systemic hypersensitivity
reactions. Intrauterine contraceptive devices (IUD) that contain
copper are used for reversible contraception in approximately
5% of British women and 10% of Danish women [129]. Copper
IUDs, such as the Paragard 380A (Duramed Pharmaceuticals),
are relatively pure and contain polyethylene, barium sulfate, and
99.9% pure cooper wire [130]. There are at least 5 cases in which
patients with copper-containing IUDs reported having systemic
allergic contact dermatitis that was confirmed using patch tests;
the symptoms resolved upon removal of the copper-containing
IUD in these cases [131-135].

Permanent contraceptive devices such as the Essure
device (Bayer Corp) and the Filshie clip (Cooper Surgical)
may also cause metal hypersensitivity, as the former contains
nickel and the latter contains titanium. The Essure devices
are implanted transvaginally and expanded in the fallopian
tubes to induce fibrosis and tubal occlusion, resulting in
permanent contraception. These devices contain nitinol (55%
titanium/45% nickel) in the outer coils, with an SAE 316L
stainless steel inner coil. Nickel allergy is a contraindication
to placement, likely owing to release of nickel from the nitinol
alloy, which puts the user at risk of systemic allergic contact
dermatitis [136]. On September 24, 2015, the FDA reconvened
its Obstetrics and Gynecology Devices Panel to evaluate the
safety and effectiveness of the Essure device in response to
complaints submitted by users to the Manufacturer and User
Facility Device Experience (MAUDE) database, some of
which pertained to possible nickel allergy [137]. Following the
advisory committee meeting, the FDA made recommendations
such as ordering the manufacturer to conduct a postmarketing
surveillance study and to include proper labeling that warns
users about the risks [138].

Dental

There are a huge range of potential metallic allergens
in dental implants, orthodontic devices, and restorations,
including—but not limited to—gold, mercury-containing
amalgam, nitinol/nickel, titanium, and palladium. Dental
devices also contain nonmetallic allergens such as acrylates,
epoxies, and flavoring components, but these are beyond the
scope of this paper. Hypersensitivity reactions can occur in
response to the metals used, and the most common is allergic
contact dermatitis. There are numerous case reports that
establish the link between dental metallic implants and allergic
contact dermatitis, with early cases dating as far back as 1966
in which generalized dermatitis resolved completely after
removal of dentures made from chromium-nickel alloy [14]
or chromium-cobalt alloy [139,140]. Allergic reactions to gold
in dental prostheses have been well documented since the
1980s [141]. More recent literature has also discussed allergic
reactions in response to dental implants using nickel [ 142-145],
titanium [141,146], and palladium [147].

Allergic contact dermatitis caused by dental implants can
manifest differently in different patients. Contact allergies more
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rarely affect the oral mucosa than the skin [148], and a study
of 206 patients by Raap et al [149] revealed that clinically
relevant contact allergies to dental metals are infrequent.
The most common presentation is a lichenoid reaction
characterized by oral lichenoid lesions (OLLs), which is a type
IV hypersensitivity reaction [ 150]. The lesions are often located
close to the implant and may be reticular, atrophic, erosive,
or plaque-like in form [10]. Dental amalgams containing
mercury and gold have long been shown to have an association
with lichenoid contact reactions [151,152], although some
studies and case reports link OLLs to other metals such
as copper [153], chromate, thimerosal (mercurial) [151],
nickel [154,155], and palladium [155]. Of note, the onset of
allergic contact dermatitis seems to require prolonged intimate
contact between the oral mucosa and the eliciting agent over
a period of years; in addition, the mean age of patients with
OLL was 54.6 years in one study [156,157]. Other possible
signs of oral allergy include stomatitis, erythema, labial edema,
purpuric patches on the palate, oral ulcers, gingivitis, angular
cheilitis, and perioral eczematous eruptions [141].

Pathophysiology of Metal
Hypersensitivity Reactions

Metal sensitization in nonsensitized individuals may result
from a hypersensitivity response to metal ions released from
metallic implants. The occurrence is evidenced by findings
of elevated levels of a range of immune cells and markers
found in peri-implant tissue at various time intervals after
implantation, including CD3" and CD4" T lymphocytes,
CD11c" macrophages/dendritic cells, and cells with abundant
expression of MHC class I (human leukocyte antigen-DR)
(dendritic cells) [158-160]. In addition, significant levels of
metal ions can be found in various parts of the body, including
capsular and periprosthetic tissues, distant organs (liver,
spleen, lymph nodes), and in the urine and serum of patients
undergoing total hip arthroscopy [161-166].

Metal ions can be released via 3 possible mechanisms:
mechanical wear, physiochemical corrosion when the
implant comes into contact with biological fluids such as
sweat and blood, and cellular-gated mechanisms, where it is
debatable whether mature osteoclasts can corrode the metal
surface [9,24,167]. Cadosch et al [161] demonstrated that
osteoclast precursors can grow and differentiate on stainless
steel, aluminum, and chromium in vitro and can directly
corrode the metal surface and release metal ions.

The types of metallic ions that are released are dependent
on the metallic composition of the implants: stainless steel
devices release iron, chromium, molybdenum, and nickel ions,
while titanium devices release titanium (IV), vanadium, and
aluminum ions [167]. Amongst the different alloys, standard
SAE 316L stainless steel releases the most nickel ions [105].
Exposure to metal ions triggers various immune reactions both
locally and remotely.

Both local and systemic immune reactivity to metal ions
are likely to be driven by adaptive immunity via type IV
reactions (delayed-type), with cells that are necessary for
the development of T cell-mediated type IV hypersensitivity
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that often affects perivascular tissue next to stainless steel or
titanium implants [168,169]. The typical pathological features
ofa type IV hypersensitivity reaction are a heavy perivascular
lymphocytic infiltrate, a macrophage response, and granuloma
formation with tissue necrosis [78].

Histologically, pseudotumor-like periprosthetic tissue
reactions and ALVALs can be seen around implants. ALVALs
are the result of a pronounced perivascular lymphocytic
(and plasma cell) reaction commonly found in periprosthetic
tissues in response to the deposition of cobalt-chromium wear
particles from MoM implants [63,84,170,171]. The formation
of ALVALS is thought to be the result of a specific adaptive,
cell-mediated type IV delayed hypersensitivity reaction to wear
particles [172]. Pseudotumors are solid or cystic masses that
communicate with the prosthesis and are strongly associated
with MoM arthroplasties [63,65-69]. They show features of
pronounced cell and tissue necrosis and a heavy macrophage
response to wear particles and are often accompanied by an
ALVAL infiltrate [63,65-67,173].

In the effector phase, metal ions that are released may
activate the immune system by binding to endogenous proteins
to form metal-protein complexes, which are recognized
by T lymphocytes as antigens and elicit hypersensitivity
reactions [9,160,174,175]. Nickel, however, may act as a
superantigen and directly activate T-cell receptors [176].
Single titanium ions are not antigenic, as they are too small,
but they are able to form complexes with proteins to form
a hapten [175]. A recent study was able to demonstrate the
strong and specific antigenicity of titanium ions released by
biocorrosion, by showing that titanium-specific T lymphocytes
are generated when human monocyte-derived dendritic cells
are exposed to titanium ions [177]. However, there is still a
need to investigate and analyze the extent to which other metals
in metallic implants form immunogenic complexes or how
they become antigenic and are presented to T lymphocytes.

Stimulated T cells release lymphokines, which attract
and activate macrophages and other lymphoid cells [78].
Reactions surrounding the implant are probably Ty 1-dominant,
with research studies showing that there are increased
levels of IFN-y and IL-6 in metal allergic patients with joint
arthroplasties [178,179]. Summer et al [180] found that there
was predominant [FN-y expression to nickel-allergic patients
both without implants and with well-functioning implants,
while there was predominant, significant IL-17 expression to
nickel in patients with symptomatic joint implants.

Pseudotumors and ALVAL can be caused by wear
particles or metal hypersensitivity. Although the extent of
ALVAL correlates with the amount of wear particles in
most cases, there are a few cases where a small number
of pseudotumours had relatively low wear and a heavy
ALVAL response and a few with high wear and a minimal
ALVAL response. Campbell et al [65] proposed examining
histological samples to differentiate between the 2 groups
and using a 10-point histological score to rank the degree of
ALVAL. The results showed that when tissues of patients with
suspected high wear were compared with those of patients
with suspected metal sensitivity, the former had a lower
ALVAL score and fewer lymphocytes but more macrophages
and metal particles. Athanasou [78] postulated that while
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an increase in wear increases the frequency of ALVAL and
pseudotumours in periprosthetic tissues, some reactions can
be associated with low wear, likely owing to variability in the
adaptive immune responses, and cited studies supporting this
conclusion [181,182].

A similar type IV hypersensitivity reaction is seen in
contact dermatitis in response to metal allergy, which occurs in
10%-15% of the population [9,62,78,172]. The most common
cutaneous reactions associated with metallic implants typically
present as dermatitis, eczema, and occasionally urticaria and
vasculitis [9,183]. Cutaneous reactions may be localized,
presenting as dermatitis overlying the site of the implant, or
generalized, presenting as eczematous reactions. Although
there are various diagnostic criteria for implant-induced
cutaneous allergic reaction, the most recent criteria can be
found in the Table [184]. A few prospective longitudinal studies
assess the association between cutaneous allergic reactions and
metal sensitivity. In one, it is suggested that up to 5% of all
patients with total joint arthroplasty and up to 21% of patients
with preoperative metal sensitivity may go on to develop
cutaneous allergic reactions when they are re-exposed to the
same metal [96].

The innate immune system is also involved and is likely
to be the mechanism responsible for managing the metallic
particles resulting from mechanical wear. This is mediated
primarily by macrophages, which are part of the first-line
defense against potential pathogens [185,186]. Wear particles
released from implants are first coated with host proteins
in blood and interstitial fluids before being presented to
macrophages as a large complex [78,187-189]. Macrophages
phagocytose various foreign particles, form foreign body giant
cells, and release proinflammatory cytokines, including TNF-a.,
IL-6, and IL-10/B [190-192]. Phagocytosis of biomaterial wear
particles is influenced by factors including particle load, size,
shape, and chemical composition [60,172]. Macrophages also
release chemokines that mediate inflammatory cell migration
and activation, such as MCP-1 (or CCL2) and CCL3 (MIP-1 o)

Table. Diagnostic Criteria for Postimplantation Metal Hypersensitivity
Reactions [182]

Major

Eruption overlying the metal implant
Positive patch test reaction to a metal used in the implant
Complete recovery after removal of the offending implant

Onset of chronic dermatitis weeks to months after implantation

Minor

Dermatitis reaction is resistant to therapy

Morphology consistent with dermatitis (erythema, induration,
papules, vesicles)

Systemic allergic dermatitis reaction
Histology consistent with allergic contact dermatitis

Positive in vitro test to metals, eg, the lymphocyte
transformation test
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[188,189,192-195]. Neutrophils react differently to metal
ions: both titanium and vanadium ions stimulate neutrophils
to produce superoxide anions [196], whereas nickel destroys
neutrophil cell membranes at high concentrations [196]. A
significant adverse effect of the innate immune system on
biomaterial wear particles is osteolysis, which in turn leads
to loosening of implant components and failure [78]. The
mechanism of aseptic loosening is beyond the scope of this
paper and will not be discussed.

Testing

The lack of an evidence-based consensus on metal allergy
and implant failure is reflected in the lack of consensus on
patient management. Given the uncertain extent to which a pre-
existing metal allergy can and does cause implant loosening
and failure, the primary question is whether it is necessary to
perform screening before implantation. If so, which test should
we use: patch testing, the leukocyte migration inhibition test,
or self-reporting of metal allergy? In addition, how should
we tailor management for people who test positive for metal
allergy before implantation? Should we use “hypoallergenic
implants” that surgeons may be less familiar with and may be
more costly, or does it make no difference?

Which Test?

Testing for delayed hypersensitivity can be performed
in vivo by patch or intradermal testing or in vitro with a
lymphocyte transformation test (LTT) or leukocyte migration
inhibition test.

The patch test offers a breadth of evaluation and ease of
use and is more readily available than the LTT [197]. The
intradermal test has limited use owing to the possibility of
false-positive reactions and is rarely used in the evaluation of
metal allergy [198-203]. The LTT measures the proliferation
of lymphocytes from peripheral blood in the presence of a
potential allergen after incubation for 7 days, and the result
is compared with the proliferation of lymphocytes in the
absence of an allergen and reported as a stimulation index. The
leukocyte migration inhibition test measures mixed-population
leukocyte migration activity; the presence of a sensitizing
antigen slows migration down [9].

Dermatologists agree that patch testing reveals systemic
delayed-type hypersensitivity to an allergen: 83% of American
Contact Dermatitis Society members in a survey favored patch
testing to evaluate metal hypersensitivity reactions. The survey
also showed that 88% rarely use the LTT [198,204]. However,
orthopedic surgeons are generally reluctant to accept the direct
correlation between patch testing and the immune response to
implants [44]. The relationship between cutaneous reactions
and response to an implanted orthopedic device remains
unclear [205]. Cutaneous exposure to an allergen is not the
same as the constant exposure in the closed environment
of a metallic implant, and it is entirely possible that the
periprosthetic regions are only partially recreated through the
patch test [206,207]. Macrophages and dendritic cells are the
antigen-presenting cells in the closed environment of the joint,
while Langerhans cells take on this role in the skin and have

J Investig Allergol Clin Immunol 2016; Vol. 26(5): 279-294
doi: 10.18176/jiaci.0095



286 Teo ZWW, et al.

greater antigen-presenting capability than macrophages in the
blood [9,208]. Consequently, some authors believe that the LTT
may have a better diagnostic value than patch testing [209,210].

Nonetheless, the LTT is unlikely to replace patch testing
as the gold standard for numerous reasons. The LTT is not
widely available or standardized. It is also more costly, may be
subject to interlaboratory variability, and may give rise to false-
positive reactions. In addition, the rapid decay of T cells means
that samples must be processed quickly [211]. Therefore,
patch testing appears to be the best available approach for
potential metal hypersensitivity reactions, both before and after
implantation, while the role of LTT in clinical practice remains
unclear [204,211-213]. Schalock et al [184,211] recommended
a protocol for patch testing using a baseline series and an
adjunctive metal series based on implant type [214].

A possible use for LTT may arise when there is residual
doubt about potential allergy after patch testing. In one study,
56 individuals with titanium implants had systemic symptoms
but negative patch test results. The patients tested positive
with LTT, and 54 out of 56 patients had complete resolution
of symptoms when the implants were removed [215].
Alternatively, a combined approach using a battery of
3 in vitro assays to measure the different components of
lymphocyte activation may improve the diagnosis of delayed
hypersensitivity responses, including lymphocyte proliferation
and enzyme-linked immunosorbent assays to assess migration
inhibitory factor and lymphocyte migration inhibition [216].
However, more extensive studies are necessary to establish the
validity and clinical applicability of these tests [167].

Is There a Need for Allergy Testing Before
Implantation?

In general, the existing literature appears to agree that
there is no need for widespread or routine patch testing prior
to implantation. Opinions diverge when it comes to testing
selected patients, which is unsurprising given that there is
no consensus on the clear causal relationship between metal
allergy and clinical outcomes.

Reed et al [217] suggested that preimplantation patch
testing may be useful in evaluating cases of patients who
have a reported history of metal sensitivity. This approach is
similar to that suggested by Granchi et al [25], who performed
a comprehensive systematic review on metal allergy and
total joint replacement in 2012. Thyssen et al [197] took it
a step further and recommended that clinicians refrain from
carrying out routine patch testing prior to surgery, unless the
patient reports having a history of clinical metal intolerance
of a magnitude sufficient to cause concern to the patient
or to the doctor. Even if the patch test results are positive,
how management should be changed is unclear. A German
consensus paper suggested that titanium implants should be
used for all patients with a history of metal allergies [218].
A survey of patch testing among dermatologists from
the American Contact Dermatitis Society and European
Academy of Contact Dermatitis garnered mixed opinions:
54% felt that preoperative evaluation by patch testing was
necessary in patients with a history of moderate or severe
metal dermatitis, while 38% felt that using a titanium implant
was adequate [198]. Schalock et al [211] recommended a
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cautious and tailored approach to a positive patch test result:
it is important to decide which implant will provide the best
outcome in terms of functionality and durability, and the
surgeon must choose the ‘best’ device for the patient.

Other authors adopt a firmer stance by proposing that
no testing is needed at all, as the results of testing have no
implications for clinical outcome and should therefore not alter
management. Razak et al [219] performed a Delphi consensus
study amongst joint arthroplasty experts and concluded that
standard cobalt chromium/stainless steel implants should
be used regardless of the patient’s metal allergy status. In a
matched cohort study performed over 5.3 years, 127 patients
with 161 TKAs (56 patients had positive skin patch test results)
were compared with 161 matched control TKAs with no history
of metal allergy and no skin patch testing [98]. Most notably,
patients with a positive patch test result did not have higher
complication, reoperation, or revision rates than patients with
a negative patch test result and matched controls, and there
was no statistically significant difference in postoperative
pain between patients with positive or negative patch test
results and matched controls. The authors hence arrived at
the conclusion that patch testing is of little practical value in
predicting medium-term clinical outcomes following TKA and
should not be strongly recommended to guide the surgeon’s
selection of implant type. Middleton and Toms [100] concluded
that although there is an association between metal allergy and
implant failure, there is no evidence of a causal relationship
and hence no justification for using “hypoallergenic” implants,
thus indirectly supporting the stance that there is no need for
preimplantation testing.

This conclusion is in line with the approach taken in
Sweden and is also supported by the results of earlier studies.
In an editorial published in 2008, Bruze [220] pointed out the
contrast between the approaches used in the United States
and Sweden: in the former, patients with orthopedic implants
seem to be evaluated more frequently for allergy, whereas
in Sweden, “virtually no such patients are evaluated” [220].
Lachiewicz et al [97] believe that widespread screening of
patients for metal allergies before TKA is unwarranted, and that
metal hypersensitivity after TKA is rare and is a diagnosis of
exclusion. Carlsson and Méller [221] followed 18 patients with
preimplant-confirmed metal allergy for a mean of 6.3 years
after implantation, and none of the individuals had systemic
or cutaneous reactions. Webley et al [99] studied 50 patients
with hinged arthroplasty of the knee in 1978 and found that
while 32% (n=16) had positive patch test results to the metal
constituents, there was no correlation with loosening of the
prosthesis [99]. In 2007, Granchi et al [25] reported that
while there is a higher frequency of patch testing in patients
with TKA than in the normal population, no predictive value
of TKA failure could be attributed to sensitization, as patch
testing was similarly frequent in both patients with stable and
patients with loose implants.

While there may be no clear guidance on the direct
benefits of patch testing or LTTs prior to implantation, there
may be merit in soliciting information from patients about
possible metal allergies. Geisinger et al [217] noted that in
addition to physical, mechanical, and biomedical issues, a
patient’s psychological status can strongly affect clinical
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outcomes [222]. Granchi et al [25] reported that the presence
of symptoms of metal allergy before implantation might be a
risk factor for TKA failure, and Nam et al [101] found that
patient-reported metal allergy was associated with decreased
functional outcomes (University of California at Los Angeles
Activity, Short Form 12 [SF-12], Modified Harris Hip Score,
and Knee Society Score) after TKA and decreased mental
health scores after THA. Earlier studies report similar findings,
ie, multiple, patient-reported allergies may be a surrogate for
mental health factors that negatively impact postoperative
morbidity and functional and psychosocial outcomes [223-225].
Graves et al [226] followed 459 patients undergoing THA or
TKA and found that patients who reported >4 allergies had less
improvement in functional outcomes (using Western Ontario
and McMaster Universities Arthritis Index function scores)
than those who reported having <3 allergies. Given that one of
the strongest predictors of patient satisfaction following TKA
is meeting preoperative expectations [227], making efforts
to establish patients’ self-reported metal allergy status can
contribute meaningfully to the tailoring of the management
plan. Nam et al recommend that surgeons counsel patients
with self-reported allergies on the reduced probability on
achieving outcomes that are on par with those of patients
who have no allergies. The study also suggests that in patients
with a reported metal allergy, it may be helpful to consider
using implants free of the allergenic metals to pre-emptively
eliminate this as a potential source of pain.

Postimplantation

Patients with asymptomatic, well-functioning devices do
not need to undergo testing for metal allergies. Management
of patients with residual pain or other conditions after
implantation is not as clear. The dilemma lies in the difficulty
in ascertaining whether a patient has genuinely experienced
metal hypersensitivity from patch testing alone and, more
importantly, whether the patient will benefit from removal and
replacement of the offending implant.

Granchi et al [25] performed a systematic review and meta-
analysis in 2012 and found that it is generally thought that
hypersensitivity testing should be performed in failed total joint
replacements when the cause of loosening is unclear and the
patient has an MoM implant. There are numerous more common
causes of pain and implant loosening or failure, and these causes
should be explored before considering metal hypersensitivity as
a cause of pain or symptoms. Park et al [228] summarized the
literature on the various causes of anterior knee pain that can
cause the patient to be dissatisfied after TKA. These include
infection, instability, component malalignment, crepitation
and patellar clunk syndrome, patellofemoral symptoms, early
aseptic loosening, complex regional pain syndrome, and
hypersensitivity to metal or cement. The authors proposed a
diagnostic algorithm for residual pain after TKA and stated that
metal hypersensitivity should only be suspected if the patient
had a normal physical examination, normal laboratory workup,
and normal findings on radiographs, CT scans, or metal artifact
reduction sequence MRI. The patient’s condition should also
have improved after intra-articular injection.

Schalock et al [184] recommend using a major and minor
criterion to properly evaluate metal reactions (Table).
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Paradoxically, a patient can sometimes only be diagnosed
with metal allergy when the symptoms resolve upon
replacement with an immunologically inert implant. In fact,
Middleton et al [100] point out that diagnosis of implant-related
allergy is almost impossible and requires the demonstration of
abundant typical T lymphocytes in immunohistopathology, a
positive patch test result to a specific implant-derived allergen,
and improvement of symptoms upon replacement of the
implant with an immunologically inert implant. Consequently,
reaching a diagnosis of metal allergy is akin to putting the cart
before the horse, as the patient would have to undergo implant
removal regardless.

There is no consensus or clear guidance on the management
of patients with unresolved pain following implantation.
It remains unclear to what extent the symptoms could be
attributed to metal allergy and how patients should be managed.
More extensive and controlled studies are needed to elucidate
a definitive and evidence-based diagnostic and management
algorithm in this murky area.

Conclusion

Areview of the existing literature reveals an ostensible lack
of consensus on the evaluation and management of possible
metal hypersensitivity reactions. This is in part due to the lack
of strong evidence-based understanding of the relevance of
these reactions to the viability of implants. More extensive and
controlled research needs to be carried out to elucidate the exact
relationship between metal hypersensitivity reactions and the
survival of metallic implants before proper guidelines can be
created to prevent or manage metal hypersensitivity reactions.

Funding

The authors declare that no funding was received for the
present study.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare that they have no conflicts of interest.

References

1. Weinstein AM, Rome BN, Reichmann WM, Collins JE, Burbine
SA, Thornhill TS, Wright J, Katz JN, Losina E. Estimating the
burden of total knee replacement in the United States. J Bone
Joint Surg Am. 2013;95:385-92.

2. Williams SN, Wolford ML, Bercovitz A. Hospitalization for
Total Knee Replacement Among Inpatients Aged 45 and Over:
United States, 2000 — 2010. NCHS Data Brief. 2015;210:1-8.

3. Kurtz S, Ong K, Lau E, Mowat F, Halpern M. Projections of primary
and revision hip and knee arthroplasty in the United States from
2005 to 2030. J Bone Joint Surg Am. 2007;89:780-5.

4. Wolford ML, Palso K, Bercovitz A. Hospitalization for Total Hip
Replacement Among Inpatients aged 45 and Over: United
States, 2000 — 2010. NCHS Data Brief. 2015;186:1-8.

5. Kim SH, Wise BL, Zhang Y, Szabo RM. Increasing incidence of
shoulder arthroplasty in the United States. J Bone Joint Surg
Am. 2011;93:2249-54

J Investig Allergol Clin Immunol 2016; Vol. 26(5): 279-294
doi: 10.18176/jiaci.0095



288 Teo ZWW, et al.

6. Basketter DA, Briatico-Vangosa G, Kaestner W, Lally C and 26. Vermes C1, Kuzsner J, Bardos T, Than P. Prospective analysis
Bontinck WJ. Nickel, cobalt and chromium in consumer of human leukocyte functional tests reveals metal sensitivity
products: a role in allergic contact dermatitis. Contact in patients with hip implant. J Orthop Surg Res. 2013;8:12.
Dermatitis. 1993;28:15-25. PubMed ID: 236804 15.

7. Cramers M, Lucht U. Metal sensitivity in patients treated for 27. Frigerio E1, Pigatto PD, Guzzi G, Altomare G. Metal sensitivity
tibial fractures with plates of stainless steel. Acta Orthop in patients with orthopaedic implants: a prospective study.
Scand. 1977:48;245-9. Contact Dermatitis. 2011;64(5):273-9.

8. Fisher AA. Allergic dermatitis presumably due to metallic foreign 28. Krecisz B, Kie¢-Swierczyiska M, Chomiczewska-Skéra D.
bodies containing nickel or cobalt. Cutis. 1977:19;285-6. Allergy to orthopedic metal implants - a prospective study. Int

9. Hallab N, Merritt K, Jacobs JJ. Metal sensitivity in patients with J Occup Med Environ Health. 2012;25(4):463-9.
orthopaedic implants. J Bone Joint Surg Am. 2001;83A:428- 29. Thyssen JP, Johansen JD, Menne T, Lidén C, Bruze M, White
36. IR. Hypersensitivity reactions from metallic implants: a

10. Basko — Plluska JL, Thyssen JP, Schalock PC. Cutaneous and future challenge that needs to be addressed. Br J Dermatol.
Systemic Hypersensitivity Reactions to Metallic Implants. 2010;162:235-6.

Dermatitis. 2011:22(2);65-79. 30. Zamzow H. Allergic Reactions to Knee Prostheses From the

11. Halpin DS. An unusual reaction in muscle in association with Viewpoint of a Trauma Surgeon of the “Medizinischer Dienst
a Vitallium plate: a report of possible metal hypersensitivity. J der Krankenversicherung”. Orthopade. 2008;37(2):1190-4.
Bone Joint Surg Br. 1975;57:451-3. 31. Morwood MP, Garrigues GE. Shoulder arthroplasty in the

12. Black J, Sherk H, Bonini J, Rostoker WR, Schajowicz F, Galante patient with metal hypersensitivity. J Shoulder Elbow Surg.
JO. Metallosis associated with a stable titanium-alloy femoral 2015;24(7):1156-64.
component in total hip replacement: a case report. J Bone 32. Disegi JA, Eschbach L. Stainless steel in bone surgery. Injury.
Joint Surg Am. 199;72:126-30. 2000;31:2-6.

13. Nakamura S, Yasunaga Y, lkuta Y, Shimogaki K, Hamada N, 33. Foussereau J, Langier P. Allergic eczemas from metallic foreign
Takata N. Autoantibodies to red cells associated with bodies. Trans St Johns Hosp Dermatol Soc. 1966;52:220-5.
metallosis—a case report. Acta Orthop Scand. 1997;68:495-6. 34. Benson MK, Goodwin PG, Brostoff J. Metal sensitivity in

14. Foussereau J, Laugier P. Allergic eczemas from metallic foreign patients with joint replacement arthroplasties. Br Med J.
bodies. Trans St Johns Hosp Dermatol Soc. 1966;52:220-5. 1975;15:374-5.

15. Barranco VP, Soloman H. Eczematous dermatitis from nickel. 35. Christiansen K, Holmes K, Zilko PJ. Metal sensitivity causing
JAMA. 1972:220:1244. loosened joint prostheses. Ann Rheum Dis. 1980;39(5):476-80.

16. Gao X, He RX, Yan SG, Wu LD. Dermatitis associated with 36. Lalor PA, Revell PA, Gray AB, Wright S, Railton GT, Freeman
chromium following total knee arthroplasty. J Arthroplasty. MA. Sensitivity to titanium. A cause of implant failure? J Bone
2011;26:665. Joint Surg Br. 1991;73(1):25-8.

17. Abdallah HI, Balsara RK, O'Riordan AC. Pacemaker contact 37. Krecisz B, Kiec-Swierczynska M, Chomiczewska-Skora D.
sensitivity: clinical recognition and management. Ann Thorac Allergy to orthopedic metal implants - a prospective study. Int
Surg. 1994,57:1017-8. J Occup Med Environ Health. 2012;25(4):463-9.

18. Buchet S, Blanc D, Humbert P, Girardin P, Vigan M, Anguenot T, 38. Rostoker G, Robin MD, Binet MD, Blamoutier J, Paupe J,
Agache P. Pacemaker dermatitis. Contact Dermatitis. 1992;26: Lessana-Leibowitch M, Bedouelle J, Sonneck JM, Garrel JB,
46-7. Millet P. Dermatitis due to orthopaedic implants: a review

19. Peters MS, Schroeter AL, van Hale HM, Broadbent JC. Pacemaker of the literature and report of three cases. J Bone Joint Surg.
contact sensitivity. Contact Dermatitis. 1984;11:214-8. 1987:69:1408-12.

20. Holger KM, Roupe G, Tjellstrom A, Bjursten LM. Clinical, 39. Merle C, Vigan M, Devred D, Girardin P, Adessi B, Laurent R.
immunological and bacteriological evaluation of adverse Generalized eczema from Vitallium osteosynthesis material.
reactions to skin-penetrating titanium implants in the head Contact Dermatitis. 1992;27:257-8.
and neck region. Contact Dermatitis. 1992,27:1-7. 40. Ridley CM. How relevant is cobalt sensitivity in a patient with

21. Bruze M, Edman B, Bjorkner B, Moller H. Clinical relevance unsatisfactory total knee replacement? Clin Exp Dermatol.
of contact allergy to gold sodium. J Am Acad Dermatol. 1977;2:401-4.
1994;31:579-83. 41. Symeonides PP, Paschaloglu C, Papageorgiou S. An allergic

22. Laeijendecker R, van Joost T. Oral manifestations of gold reaction after fixation of a fracture using a Vitallium plate. J
allergy. J Am Acad Dermatol. 1994;30:205-9. Allergy Clin Immunol. 1993;51:251-2.

23. Vilaplana J, Romaguera C, Cornellana F. Contact dermatitis 42. Munro-Ashman D, Miller Al. Rejection of metal to metal
and adverse oral mucus membrane reactions related to the prosthesis and skin sensitivity to cobalt. Contact Dermatitis.
use of dental prostheses. Contact Dermatitis. 1994;30:80-4. 1976;2:65-7.

24. Granchi D, Cenni E, Trisolino G, Giunti A, Baldini N. 43. Verma SB, Mody B, Gawkrodger D J. Dermatitis on the knee
Sensitivity to implant materials in patients undergoing total following knee replacement: a minority of cases show contact
hip replacement. J Biomed Mater Res B Appl Biomater. allergy to chromate, cobalt or nickel but a causal association
2006;77:257-64. is unproven. Contact Dermatitis. 2006:54,228-9.

25. Granchi D, Cenni E, Giunti A, Baldini N. Metal hypersensitivity 44. Cousen PJ, Gawkrodger DJ. Metal allergy and second-

testing in patients undergoing joint replacement: a systematic
review. J Bone Joint Surg Br. 2012;94:1126-34.

J Investig Allergol Clin Immunol 2016; Vol. 26(5): 279-294
doi: 10.18176/jiaci.0095

generation metal-on-metal arthroplasties. Contact Dermatitis.
2012;66(2):55-62.

© 2016 Esmon Publicidad



Hypersensitivity Reactions to Implanted Metal Devices

289

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

Coleman RF, Herrington J, Scales JT. Concentration of Wear
Products in Hair, Blood and Urine after Total Hip Replacement.
Br Med J. 1973;527-9.

Tisley DA, Rostein H. Sensitivity caused by internal exposure to
nickel, chrome and cobalt. Contact Dermatitis. 1980;6:175-8.
Elves MW, Wilson JN, Scales JT, Kemp HB. Incidence of metal
sensitivity in patients with total joint replacements. Br Med J.
1975;15:376-8.

Deutman R, Mulder TJ, Brian R, Nater JP. Metal sensitivity
before and after total hip arthroplasty. J Bone Joint Surg Am.
1977,59:862-5.

Brown GC, Lockshin MD, Salvati EA, Bullough PG. Sensitivity
to metal as a possible cause of sterile loosening after cobalt-
chromium total hip replacement arthroplasty. J Bone Joint
Surg Am. 1977;59(2): 164-8.

Amstutz HC, Grigoris P. Metal on metal bearings in hip
arthroplasty. Clin Orthop Relat Res. 1996;329(Suppl):S11-534.
Rooker GD, Wilkinson J D. Metal sensitivity in patients
undergoing hip replacement. A prospective study. J Bone Joint
Surg Br. 1980;62-B:502-5.

Gawkrodger DJ. Metal sensitivities and orthopaedic implants
revisited: the potential for metal allergy with the new metal-
on-metal joint prostheses. Br J Dermatol. 2003;148:1089-93.
Evans EM, Freeman MA, Miller AJ, Vernon-Roberts B. Metal
sensitivity as a cause of bone necrosis and loosening of the
prosthesis in total joint replacement. J Bone Joint Surg Br.
1974;56-B:626-42.

Granchi D, Cenni E, Tigani D, Trisolino G, Baldini N, Giunti A.
Sensitivity to implant materials in patients with total knee
arthroplasties. Biomaterials. 2008;29:1494-500.

Shimmin A, Beaulé PE, Campbell P. Metal-on-metal hip
resurfacing arthroplasty. J Bone Joint Surg [Am]. 2008;90-
A:637-54.

Cooper HJ, Jacobs JJ. Benign responses to orthopaedic
implants: really? In: Jones LC, Greenwald S, Haggard WO,
editors. Metal on Metal Bearings: a clinical practicum. London:
Springer, 2014:135-51.

Pourzal R, Urban RM, Wimmer MA. What do the retrievals
really tell us? In: Jones LC, Greenwald S, Haggard WO,
editors. Metal on Metal Bearings: a clinical practicum London:
Springer, 2014:173-93.

Brown C, Fisher J, Ingham E. Biological effects of clinically
relevant wear particles from metal-on-metal hip prostheses.
Proc Inst Mech Eng H. 2006;220:355-69.

Catelas I, Wimmer MA. New insights into wear and biological
effects of metal-on-metal bearings. J Bone Joint Surg [Am].
2011;93-A(Suppl 2):76-83.

Wright TM, Goodman SB. What specific features of wear
particles are most important in determining the adverse
biological reaction in: Implant wear and total joint
replacement. AAOS. 2000;94-105.

Wooley PH, Hall NJ. Wound healing, chronic inflammation and
immune response. In: Jones LC, Greenwald S, Haggard WO,
editors. Metal on Metal Bearings: a clinical practicum. London:
Springer, 2014:109-33.

Hallab NJ, Wooley PH. Metal sensitivity: Is it possible to
determine clinically. In: Jones LC, Greenwald S, Haggard WO,
editors. Metal on Metal Bearings: a clinical practicum. London:
Springer, 2014:87-106.

© 2016 Esmon Publicidad

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

78.

79.

Mahendra G, Pandit H, Kliskey K, Murray D, Gill HS, Athanasou
N. Necrotic and inflammatory changes in metal-on-metal
resurfacing hip arthroplasties. Acta Orthop. 2009;80:653-9.
Simpson JM, Villar RN. Hip resurfacing. Br Med J. 2010;341:
616-7.

Campbell P, Ebramzaddeh E, Nelson S, Takamura K, De Smet
K, Amstutz HC. Histological features of pseudotumor-like
tissues from metal-on-metal hips. Clin Orthop Relat Res.
2010;468:2321-7.

Pandit H, Glyn-Jones S, McLardy-Smith P, Gundle R, Whitwell
D, Gibbons CL, Ostlere S, Athanasou N, Gill HS, Murray
DW. Pseudotumours associated with metal-on-metal hip
resurfacings. J Bone Joint Surg [Br]. 2008;90:847-51.

Pandit H, Vlychou M, Whitwell D, Crook D, Lugmani R, Ostlere
S, Murray DW, Athanasou NA. Necrotic granulomatous
pseudotumours in bilateral resurfacing hip arthoplasties:
evidence for a type IV immune response. Virchows Arch.
2008;453:529-34.

Williams DH, Greidanus NV, Masri BA, Duncan CP, Garbuz
DS. Prevalence of pseudotumor in asymptomatic patients
after metal-on-metal hip arthroplasty. J Bone Joint Surg [Am].
2011;93-A:2164-71.

Daniel J, Holland J, Quigley L, Sprague S, Bhandari M.
Pseudotumors associated with total hip arthroplasty. J Bone
Joint Surg [Am]. 2012;94-A:86-93.

Griffiths  HJ, Burke J, Bonfiglio TA. Granulomatous
pseudotumors in total joint replacement. Skeletal Radiol.
1987;16:146-52.

Tallroth K, Eskola A, Santavirta S, Konttinen YT, Lindholm TS.
Aggressive granulomatous lesions after hip arthroplasty. J
Bone Joint Surg [Br]. 1989;71-B:571-5.

Santavirta S, Hoikka V, Eskola A, Konttinen YT, Paavilainen T,
Tallroth K. Aggressive granulomatous lesions in cementless
total hip arthroplasty. J Bone Joint Surg [Br]. 1990;72-
B:980-4.

Scully WF, Teeny SM. Pseudotumor associated with metal-
on-polyethylene  total hip arthroplasty. ~ Orthopedics.
2013;36:6666-70.

Carli A, Reuven A, Zukor DJ, Antoniou J. Adverse soft-tissue
reactions around non-metal-on-metal total hip arthroplasty -
a systematic review of the literature. Bull NYU Hosp Jt Dis.
2011;69(Suppl 1):S47-S51.

Natu S, Sidaginamale RP, Gandhi J, Langton DJ, Nargol AV.
Adverse reactions to metal debris: histopathological features
of periprosthetic soft tissue reactions seen in association
with failed metal on metal hip arthroplasties. J Clin Pathol.
2012;65:409-18.

Grammatopoulos G, Pandit H, Kwon YM, Gundle R, McLardy-
Smith P, Beard DJ, Murray DW, Gill HS. Hip resurfacings revised
for inflammatory pseudotumour have a poor outcome. J Bone
Joint Surg [Br]. 2009;91-B:1019-24.

Jacobs JJ, Urban RM, Hallab NJ, Skipor AK, Fischer A, Wimmer
MA. Metal-on-metal bearing surfaces. J Am Acad Orthop Surg.
2009;17:69-76.

Athanasou N A, The pathobiology and pathology of aseptic
implant failure. Bone Joint Res. 2016:162-8.

Thyssen J P, Jakobsen S S, Engkilde K, Johansen J D, Soballe
K, Menne T. The association between metal allergy, total hip
arthroplasty, and revision. Acta Orthop. 2009;80:646-52.

J Investig Allergol Clin Immunol 2016; Vol. 26(5): 279-294
doi: 10.18176/jiaci.0095



290 Teo ZWW, et al.

80. Park Y S, Moon Y W, Lim S J, Yang J M, Ahn G, Choi Y L. Early 97. Lachiewicz PF, Watters TS, Jacobs JJ. Metal Hypersensitivity
osteolysis following second-generation metal-on-metal hip and Total Knee Arthroplasty. J Am Acad Orthop Surg.
replacement. J Bone Joint Surg Am. 2005;87:1515-21. 2016;24(2):106-12.

81. Antony FC, Holden CA. Metal allergy resurfaces in failed hip 98. Bravo D, Wagner ER, Larson DR, Davis MP, Pagnano MW, Sierra
endoprostheses. Contact Dermatitis. 2003;48:49-50. RJ. No increased risk of knee arthroplasty failure in patients

82. Milavec-Puretic V, Orlic D, Marusic A. Sensitivity to metals with positive skin patch testing for metal hypersensitivity: a
in 40 patients with failed hip endoprosthesis. Arch Orthop matched cohort study. J Arthroplasty. 2016;31:1717-21.
Trauma Surg. 1998;117:383-6. 99. Webley M, Kates A, Snaith ML. Metal sensitivity in patients

83. Fang CS, Harvie P, Gibbons CL, Whitwell D, Athanasou NA, with a hinge arthroplasty of the knee. Ann Rheum Dis.
Ostlere S. The imaging spectrum of peri-articular inflammatory 1978;37:373-5.
masses following metal-on-metal hip resurfacing. Skeletal 100. Middleton S, Toms A. Allergy in total knee arthroplasty: a
Radiol. 2008;37:715-22. review of the facts. Bone Joint J. 2016;98-B:437-41.

84. Willert HG, Buchhorn GH, Fayyazi A, Flury R, Windler M, Koster 101. Nam D, Li K, Riegler B, Barrack RL. Patient-reported metal
G, Lohmann CH. Metal-on-metal bearings and hypersensitivity allergy: A risk factor for poor outcomes after total joint
in patients with artificial hip joints. A clinical and arthroplasty. J Arthroplasty. 2016;31:1910-5.
histomorphological study. J Bone Joint Surg Am. 2005;87:28- 102. Kuehn KD, Ege W, Gopp U. Acrylic bone cements: composition
36. and properties. Orthop Clin North Am. 2005;36:17-28.

85. Mikhael MM, Hanssen AD, Sierra RJ. Failure of metal-on-metal 103. Haddad FS, Cobb AG, Bentley G, Levell NJ, Dowd PM.
total hip arthroplasty mimicking hip infection. A report of two Hypersensitivity in aseptic loosening of total hip replacements.
cases. J Bone Joint Surg Am. 2009;91:443-6. The role of constituents of bone cement. J Bone Joint Surg Br.

86. Campbell P, Shimmin LW, Solomon M. Metal sensitivity as 1996;78:546-9.

a cause of groin pain in metal-on-metal hip resurfacing. J 104. Clementi D, Surace A, Celestini M, Pietrogrande V. Clinical
Arthroplasty. 2008;23:1080-5. investigations of tolerance to materials and acrylic cement

87. Jensen P, Thyssen JP, Retpen JB, Menne T. Cobalt allergy and in patients with hip prostheses. Ital J Orthop Traumatol.
suspected aseptic lymphocyte-dominated vascular-associated 1980;6:97-104.
lesion following total hip arthroplasty. Contact Dermatitis. 105. Honari G, Ellis SG, Wilkoff BL, Aronica MA, Svensson LG, Taylor
2009;61:238-9. JS. Hypersensitivity reactions associated with endovascular

88. Counsell A, Heasley R, Arumilli B, Paul A. A groin mass caused devices. Contact Dermatitis. 2008;59(1):7-22.
by metal particle debris after hip resurfacing. Acta Orthop 106. Svedman C, Moller H, Gruvberger B, Gustavsson CG, Dahlin
Belg. 2008;74:870-4. J, Persson K, Bruze M. Implants and contact allergy: are

89. Korovessis P, Petsinis G, Repanti M, Repantis T. Metallosis after sensitizing metals released as haptens from coronary stents?
contemporary metal-on-metal total hip arthroplasty. Five to Contact Dermatitis. 2014;71(2):92-7.
nine-year follow-up. J Bone Joint Surg Am. 2006;88:1183-91. 107. Hillen U, Haude M, Erbel R, Goos M. Evaluation of metal

90. Benevenia J, Lee FY, Buechel F, Parsons JR. Pathologic allergies in patients with coronary stents. Contact Dermatitis.
supracondylar fracture due to osteolytic pseudotumor of knee 2002;47:353-6.
following cementless total knee replacement. J Biomed Mater 108. Norgaz T, Hobikoglu G, Serdar ZA, Aksu H, Alper AT, Ozer O,
Res. 1998;43:473-7. Narin A. Is there a link between nickel allergy and coronary

91. Dietrich KA, Mazoochian F, Summer B, Reinert M, Ruzicka T, stent restenosis? Tohoku J Exp Med. 2005;206:243-6.
Thomas P. Intolerance reactions to knee arthroplasty in patients 109. Thyssen JP, Engkilde K, Menné T, Johansen JD, Hansen PR,
with nickel/cobalt allergy and disappearance of symptoms Gislason GH. No association between metal allergy and
after revision surgery with titanium- based endoprostheses. J cardiac in-stent restenosis in patients with dermatitis-results
Dtsch Dermatol Ges. 2009:7:410-2. from a linkage study. Contact Dermatitis. 2011;64(3):138-41.

92. Carr AM, DeSteiger R. Osteolysis in patients with a metal-on- 110. Gong Z, Li M, Guo X, Ma Z, Shi J. Stent implantation in
metal hip arthroplasty. ANZ J Surg. 2008;78:144-7. patients with metal allergy: a systemic review and meta-

93. Aroukatos P, Repanti M, Repantis T, Bravou V, Korovessis P. analysis. Coron Artery Dis. 2013;24(8):684-9.

Immunologic adverse reaction associated with low-carbide 111. Schurtz G, Delhaye C, Hurt C, Thieuleux H, Lemesle G.
metal-on-metal bearings in total hip arthroplasty. Clin Orthop Biodegradable polymer Biolimus-eluting stent (Nobori) for the
Relat Res. 2010;468:2135-42. treatment of coronary artery lesions: review of concept and

94. Glyn-Jones S, Pandit H, Kwon YM, Doll H, Gill HS, Murray clinical results. Med Devices (Auckland). 2014:7:35-43.

DW. Risk factors for inflammatory pseudotumour formation 112. Kastrati A, Schémig A, Dirschinger J, Mehilli J, von Welser
following hip resurfacing. J Bone Joint Surg Br. 2009;91:1566- N, Pache J, Schiihlen H, Schilling T, Schmitt C, Neumann FJ.
74. Increased risk of restenosis after placement of gold-coated

95. Granchi D, Cenni E, Tigani D, Trisolino G, Baldini N, Giunti A. stents: results of a randomized trial comparing gold-coated
Sensitivity to implant materials in patients with total knee stents with uncoated steel stents in patients with coronary
arthroplasties. Biomaterials. 2008;29:1494-1500. artery disease. Circulation. 2000;101:2478-83.

96. Niki Y, Matsumoto H, Otani T, Yatabe T, Kondo M, Yoshimine 113. Svedman C, Ekqvist S, Moller H, Bjérk J, Pripp CM, Gruvberger

F, Toyama Y. Screening for symptomatic metal sensitivity:
a prospective study of 92 patients undergoing total knee
arthroplasty. Biomaterials. 2005;26:1019-26.

J Investig Allergol Clin Immunol 2016; Vol. 26(5): 279-294
doi: 10.18176/jiaci.0095

B, Holmstrom E, Gustavsson CG, Bruze M. A correlation found
between contact allergy to stent material and restenosis of
the coronary arteries. Contact Dermatitis. 2009;60:158-64.

© 2016 Esmon Publicidad



Hypersensitivity Reactions to Implanted Metal Devices 291

114.

115.

116.

117.

118.

119.
120.

121.

122.

123.

124.

125.

126.

127.

128.

129.

130.

131.

132.

Belohlavek J, Belohlavkova S, Hlubocky J, Mrazek V, Linhart
A, Podzimek S. Severe allergic dermatitis after closure of
foramen ovale with Amplatzer occluder. Ann Thorac Surg.
2013;96(3):e57-9.

Fukahara K, Minami K, Reiss N, Fassbender D, Koerfer R.
Systemic allergic reaction to the percutaneous patent foramen
ovale occluder. ) Thorac Cardiovasc Surg. 2003;125:213-4.
Dasika UK, Kanter KR, Vincent R. Nickel allergy to
the percutaneous patent foramen ovale occluder and
subsequent systemic nickel allergy. J Thorac Cardiovasc Surg.
2003;126:2112-3.

Singh HR, Turner DR, Forbes TJ. Nickel allergy and the
Amplatzer septal occluder. J Invasive Cardiol. 2004;16:681-2.
Cammalleri V, Ussia GP, Marche M, Muscoli S, Sergi D, Macrini
M, Romeo F. Percutaneous closure of patent foramen ovale
with Atriasept Il device in nickel allergic patients. J Cardiovasc
Med (Hagerstown). 2014;15(4):350-2.

Weiss R. Pacemaker dermatitis. Contact Dermatitis. 1989;21:343-4.
Kreft B, Thomas P, Steinhauser E, Vass A, Summer B, Wohirab
J. Erythema and swelling after implantation of a cardioverter
defibrillator. Dtsch Med Wochenschr. 2015;140:1462-4.
Hayes DL, Loesl K. Pacemaker component allergy: case report
and review of the literature. J Interv Card Electrophysiol.
2002;6:277-8.

Dery JP, Gilbert M, O'Hara G, Champagne J, Desaulniers D,
Cartier P, Philippon F. Pacemaker contact sensitivity: case
report and review of the literature. Pacing Clin Electrophysiol.
2002;25:863-5.

Syburra T, Schurr U, Rahn M, Graves K, Genoni M. Gold-coated
pacemaker implantation after allergic reactions to pacemaker
compounds. Europace. 2010;12:749-50.

Iguchi N, Kasanuki H, Matsuda N, Shoda M, Ohnishi S, Hosoda
S. Contact sensitivity to polychloroparaxylenecoated cardiac
pacemaker. Pacing Clin Electrophysiol. 1997;20:372-3.

Ishii K, Kodani E, Miyamoto S, Otsuka T, Hosone M, Ogata
K, Sato W, Matsumoto S, Tadera T, Ibuki C, Kusama Y,
Atarashi H. Pacemaker contact dermatitis: the effective use
of a polytetrafluoroethylene sheet. Pacing Clin Electrophysiol.
2006;29:1299-302.

Hiranaka T, Nomura F Kurozumi K. Pacemaker contact
dermatitis treated by wrapping with a polytetrafluoroethylene
(PTFE) sheet. Pacing Clin Electrophysiol. 1992;8:335-8.

Kono K, Hara K, Higashi T, Watanabe S, Asakawa H, Ono
H, Horinaka S, Matsuoka H, Mochizuki Y, Yamada Y, Mori
H, Okamura Y. Pacemaker contact dermatitis treated with
polytetrafluoroethylene sheet. J Arrhythmia. 2000;16:403-7.
Tujita J, Nakamura K, Yasumoto S, Ueno Y. Pacemaker dermatitis:
report of two cases. Nishinihon J Dermatol. 1996;58:200-2.
Sonfield A. Popularity Disparity: Attitudes about the 1UD in
Europe and the United States. Guttmacher Policy Review.
2007;10:19-24.

Paragard. Available from: http://www.paragard.com/What-is-
Paragard.aspx (accessed 17 September 2016).

D'Ambrosio F, Ricciardi L, Isola S, Gangemi S, Cilia M, Levanti C,
Marcazzo A. Systemic contact dermatitis to copper-containing
IUD. Allergy. 1996;51:658-9.

Rongioletti F, Rivara G, Rebora A. Contact dermatitis to a
copper- containing intra-uterine device. Contact Dermatitis.
1985;13:343.

© 2016 Esmon Publicidad

133.

134.

135.

136.

137.

138.

139.

140.

141.

142.

143.

144.

145.

146.

147.

148.

149.

150.

151.

Pujol RM, Randazzo L, Miralles J, Alomar A. Perimenstrual
dermatitis secondary to a copper-containing intrauterine
contraceptive device. Contact Dermatitis. 1998;38:288.
Barkoff JR. Urticaria secondary to a copper intrauterine device.
Int J Dermatol. 1976;15:594-5.

Barranco VP. Eczematous dermatitis caused by internal
exposure to copper. Arch Dermatol. 1972;106:386-7.

Essure [Internet]. Available from: http://www.hcp.essure-us.
com/about/

US. Food and Drug Administration, 2105 Meeting
Materials of the Obstetrics and Gynecology Devices
Panel [Internet]. Available from: http://www.fda.gov/
AdvisoryCommittees/CommitteesMeetingMaterials/
MedicalDevices/MedicalDevicesAdvisoryCommittee/
ObstetricsandGynecologyDevices/ucm463457.htm

U.S. Food and Drug Administration: FDA Activities [Internet]
Available  from:  http://www.fda.gov/MedicalDevices/
ProductsandMedicalProcedures/ImplantsandProsthetics/
EssurePermanentBirthControl/ucm452254.htm

Hubler WR Jr, Hubler WR Sr. Dermatitis from a chromium
dental plate. Contact Dermatitis. 1983;9:377-83.

Brendlinger DL, Tarsitano JJ. Generalized dermatitis due to
sensitivity to a chrome cobalt removable partial denture. J Am
Dent Assoc. 1970;81:392-4.

Evrard L, Waroquier D, Parent D. Allergies to dental metals.
Titanium: a new allergen. Rev Med Brux. 2010;31:44-9.
Pigatto PD, Zerboni R, Guzzi G. Local and systemic allergic
contact dermatitis due to dental alloys. J Eur Acad Dermatol
Venereol. 2008;22:124-6.

Pigatto PD, Brambilla L, Ferrucci S, Zerboni R, Somalvico F,
Guzzi G. Systemic allergic contact dermatitis associated with
allergy to intraoral metals. Dermatol Online J. 2014:20(10)
pii:13030/qt74632201.

Johnson EF, Lau EG, Smidt AC. Picture of the month. Allergic
contact dermatitis to nickel-containing dental work. JAMA
Pediatr. 2013;167:581-2.

Yilmaz A, Ozdemir CE, Yilmaz Y. A delayed hypersensitivity
reaction to a stainless steel crown: a case report. J Clin Pediatr
Dent. 2012;36:235-8.

Hosoki M, Nishigawa K, Miyamoto Y, Ohe G, Matsuka V.
Allergic contact dermatitis caused by titanium screws and
dental implants. J Prosthodont Res. 2016;60:213-9.

Muris J, Goossens A, Goncalo M, Bircher AJ, Gimenez — Arnau
A, Foti C, Rustemeyer T, Feilzer AJ, Kleverlaan CJ. Sensitization to
palladium and nickel in Europe and the relationship with oral
disease and dental alloys. Contact Dermatitis. 2015;72:286-96.
Merritt K. International Workshop: Biocompatibility, Toxicity
and Hypersensitivity to Alloy Systems Used in Dentistry. 1st
ed. Lang BR, Morris HF, Razzoog ME, editors. Ann Arbor, MI:
The University of Michigan; 1986.

Raap U, Stiesch M, Reh H, Kapp A, Werfel T. Investigation
of contact allergy to dental metals in 206 patients. Contact
Dermatitis. 2009;60:339-43.

Cawson RA and Odell EW, editors, Cawson's Essentials of Oral
Medicine and Pathology. London, UK: Churchill Livingston.
2008.

Scalf LA, Fowler JF Jr, Morgan KW, Looney SW. Dental metal
allergy in patients with oral, cutaneous, and genital lichenoid
lesions. Am J Contact Dermat. 2001;12:146-50.

J Investig Allergol Clin Immunol 2016; Vol. 26(5): 279-294

doi: 10.18176/jiaci.0095



292

Teo ZWW, et al.

152.

153.

154.

155.

156.

157.

158.

159.

160.

161.

162.

163.

164.

165.

166.

167.

168.

169.

Holmstrup P. Oral mucosa and skin reactions related to
amalgam. Advances in Dental Research. 1992;6:120-4.
Vergara G, Silvestre JF, Botella R, Albares MP, Pascual JC. Oral
lichen planus and sensitization to copper sulfate. Contact
Dermatitis. 2004;50:374.

Shah KM, Agrawal MR, Chougule SA, Mistry JD. Oral lichenoid
reaction due to nickel alloy contact hypersensitivity. BMJ Case
Rep. 2013 May 8. doi:10.1136/bcr-2013-009754.

Sharma R, Handa S, De D, Radotra BD, Rattan V. Role of dental
restoration materials in oral mucosal lichenoid lesions. Indian
J Dermatol Venereol Leprol. 2015;81:478-84.

McParland H, Warnakulasuriya S. Oral Lichenoid Contact
Lesions to Mercury and Dental Amalgam — A Review. J Biomed
Biotechnol. 2012;2012:589569 doi: 10.1155/2012/589569.
Thornhill MH, Pemberton MN, Simmons RK, Theaker ED.
Amalgam-contact hypersensitivity lesions and oral lichen
planus. Oral Surg Oral Med Oral Pathol Oral Radiol Endod.
2003;95:291-9.

Katou F, Andoh N, Motegi K, Nagura H. Immuno-inflammatory
responses in the tissue adjacent to titanium miniplates used
in the treatment of mandibular fractures. J Craniomaxillofac
Surg. 1996;24:155-62.

Perry MJ, Mortuza FY, Ponsford FM, Elson CJ, Atkins RM. Analysis
of cell types and mediator production from tissues around
loosening joint implants. Br J Rheumatol.1995;34:1127-34.
Torgersen S, Moe G, Jonsson R. Immunocompetent cells
adjacent to stainless steel and titanium miniplates and screws.
Eur J Oral Sci. 1995;103:46-54.

Cadosch D, Chan E, Gautschi O P, Filgueira L. Bio-corrosion of
stainless steel by osteoclasts — in vitro evidence. J Orthop Res.
2009;27:841-6.

Jacobs JJ, Skipor AK, Patterson LM, Hallab NJ, Paprosky WG,
Black J, Galante JO. Metal release in patients who have had
a primary total hip arthroplasty. A prospective, controlled,
longitudinal study. J Bone Joint Surg Am. 1998;80:1447-58.
Okazaki Y, Gotoh E, Manabe T, Kobayashi K. Comparison of
metal concentrations in rat tibia tissues with various metallic
implants. Biomaterials. 2004;25:5913-20.

Tezer M, Kuzgun U, Hamzaoglu A, Ozturk C, Kabukcuoglu F,
Sirvanci M. Intraspinal metalloma resulting in late paraparesis.
Arch Orthop Trauma Surg. 2005;125:417-21.

Dorr LD, Bloebaum R, Emmanual J, Meldrum R. Histologic,
biochemical and ion analysis of tissue and fluids retrieved
during total hip arthroplasty. Clin Orthop Relat Res.
1990;261:82-95.

Savarino L, Granchi D, Ciapetti G, Cenni E, Nardi Pantoli
A, Rotini R, Veronesi CA, Baldini N, Giunti A. lon release in
patients with metal-on-metal hip bearings in total joint
replacement: a comparison with metal-on-polyethylene
bearings. J Biomed Mater Res. 2002;63:467-74.

Cadosch D, Chan E, Gautschi OP, Filgueira L. Metal is not inert:
role of metal ions released by biocorrosion in aseptic loosening
— current concepts. J Biomed Mater Res A. 2009;91:1252-62.
Budinger L, Hertl M. Immunologic mechanisms in
hypersensitivity reactions to metal ions: An overview. Allergy.
2000;55:108-15.

Thewes M, Kretschmer R, Gfesser M, Rakoski J, Nerlich M,
Borelli S, Ring J. Immunohistochemical characterization of
the perivascular infiltrate cells in tissues adjacent to stainless

J Investig Allergol Clin Immunol 2016; Vol. 26(5): 279-294
doi: 10.18176/jiaci.0095

170.

171.

172.

173.

174.

175.

176.

177.

178.

179.

180.

181.

182.

183.

steel implants compared with titanium implants. Arch Orthop
Trauma Surg. 2001;121:223-6.

Davies AP, Willert HG, Campbell PA, Learmonth ID, Case CP.An
unusual lymphocytic perivascular infiltration in tissues around
contemporary metal-on-metal joint replacements. J Bone Joint
Surg [Am]. 2005,87-A:18-27.

Watters TS, Cardona DM, Menon KS, Vinson EN, Bolognesi MP,
Dodd LG. Aseptic lymphocyte-dominated vasculitis-associated
lesion: a clinicopathologic review of an underrecognized cause
of prosthetic failure. Am J Clin Pathol. 2010;134:886-93.
Hallab NJ, Jacobs JJ. Biologic effects of implant debris. Bull
NYU Hosp Jt Dis. 2009;67:182-8.

Grammatopoulos G, Pandit H, Kamali A, Maggiani F, Glyn-
Jones S, Gill HS, Murray DW, Athanasou N. The correlation
of wear with histological features after failed hip resurfacing
arthroplasty. J Bone Joint Surg [Am]. 2013;95-A:e81.

Martin SF. T lymphocyte-mediated immune responses to
chemical haptens and metal ions: Implications for allergic
and autoimmune disease. Int Arch Allergy Immunol.
2004;134:186-98.

Jacobs JJ, Skipor AK, Patterson LM, Hallab NJ, Paprosky WG,
Black J, Galante JO. Metal release in patients who have had
a primary total hip arthroplasty. A prospective, controlled,
longitudinal study. J Bone Joint Surg Am. 1998;80:1447-58.
GamerdingerK, Moulon C, Karp DR, Van Bergen J, Koning F, Wild
D, Pflugfelder U, Weltzien HU. A new type of metal recognition
by human T cells: contact residues for peptide- independent
bridging of T cell receptor and major histocompatibility
complex by nickel. J Exp Med. 2003;197:1345-53.

Chan E, Cadosch D, Gautschi OP, Sprengei K, Filgueira L.
Influence of metal ions on human lymphocytes and the
generation of titanium — specific T lymphocytes. J Appl
Biomater Biomech 2011;9:137-43.

Hallab NJ, Caicedo M, Finnegan A, Jacobs JJ. Th1 type
lymphocyte reactivity to metals in patients with total hip
arthroplasty. J Orthop Surg. 2008;3:6.

Thomas P, Summer B, Sander C A, Przybilla B, Thomas M,
Naumann T. Intolerance of osteosynthesis material: evidence
of dichromate contact allergy with concomitant oligoclonal
T-cell infiltrate and TH1-type cytokine expression in the peri-
implantar tissue. Allergy. 2000;55:969-72.

Summer B, Paul C, Mazoochian F, Rau C, Thomsen M, Banke
I, Gollwitzer H, Dietrich KA, Mayer-Wagner S, Ruzicka T,
Thomas P. Nickel (Ni) allergic patients with complications to
Ni containing joint replacement show preferential IL-17 type
reactivity to Ni. Contact Dermatitis. 2010;63:15-22.

De Smet K, De Haan R, Calistri A, Campbell PA, Ebramzadeh
E, Pattyn C, Gill HS. Metal ion measurement as a diagnostic
tool to identify problems with metal-on-metal hip resurfacing.
J Bone Joint Surg [Am]. 2008;90A:202-8.

Hjorth MH, Stilling M, Soballe K, Bolvig LH, Thyssen JP,
Mechlenburg |, Jakobsen S. No association between
pseudotumors, high serum metal-ion levels and metal
hypersensitivity in largehead metal-on-metal total hip
arthroplasty at 5-7-year follow-up. Skeletal Radiol. 2016;45:
115-25.

Gawkrodger DJ. Nickel sensitivity and the implantation of
orthopaedic prostheses. Contact Dermatitis. 1993;28:257-
9.

© 2016 Esmon Publicidad



Hypersensitivity Reactions to Implanted Metal Devices

293

184.

185.

186.

187.

188.

189.

190.

191.

192.

193.

194.

195.

196.

197.

198.

199.

200.

Schalock PC, Thyssen JP. Patch testers’ opinions regarding
diagnostic criteria for metal hypersensitivity reactions to
metallic implants. Dermatitis. 2013;24:183-5.

Gordon S, Pliddemann A, Martinez Estrada F. Macrophage
heterogeneity in tissues: phenotypic diversity and functions.
Immunol Rev. 2014;262:36-55.

Geissmann F, Manz MG, Jung S, Sieweke MH, Merad M, Ley K.
Development of monocytes, macrophages, and dendritic cells.
Science. 2010;327:656-61.

Anderson JM, Rodriguez A, Chang DT. Foreign body reaction
to biomaterials. Semin Immunol. 2008;20:86-100.

Nich C, Takakubo Y, Pajarinen J, Ainola A, Salem A, Sillat T,
Rao AJ, Raska M, Tamaki Y, Takagi M, Konttinen YT, Goodman
SB, Gallo J. Macrophages-Key cells in the response to wear
debris from joint replacements. J Biomed Mater Res A.
2013;101:3033-45.

Nich C, Goodman SB. Role of macrophages in the biological
reaction to wear debris from joint replacements. J Long Term
Eff Med Implants. 2014;24:259-65.

Matthews JB, Green TR, Stone MH, Wroblewski BM, Fisher
J, Ingham E. Comparison of the response of three human
monocytic cell lines to challenge with polyethylene particles of
known size and dose. J Mater Sci Mater Med. 2001;12:249-58.
Jiranek WA, Machado M, Jasty M, Jevsevar D, Wolfe HJ,
Goldring SR, Goldberg MJ, Harris WH. Production of
cytokines around loosened cemented acetabular components.
Analysis with immunohistochemical techniques and in situ
hybridization. J Bone Joint Surg Am. 1993;75:863-79.

Stea S, Visentin M, Granchi D, Ciapetti G, Donati ME, Sudanese
A, Zanotti C, Toni A. Cytokines and osteolysis around total hip
prostheses. Cytokine. 2000;12:1575-9.

Mantovani A, Sica A, Sozzani S, Allavena P, Vecchi A, Locati
M. The chemokine system in diverse forms of macrophage
activation and polarization. Trends Immunol. 2004;25:677-86.
Nakashima Y, Sun DH, Trindade MC, Chun L E, Song Y,
Goodman SB, Schurman DJ, Maloney WJ, Smith RL. Induction
of macrophage C-C chemokine expression by titanium alloy
and bone cement particles. J Bone Joint Surg [Br]. 1999;81-
B:155-62.

Gibon E, Ma T, Ren P-G, Fritton K, Biswal S, Yao Z, Smith
L, Goodman SB. Selective inhibition of the MCP-1-CCR2
ligandreceptor axis decreases systemic trafficking of
macrophages in the presence of UHMWPE particles. J Orthop
Res. 2012;30:547-53.

Kumazawa R,Watari F Takashi N, Tanimura Y, Uo M, Totsuka
Y. Effects of Ti ions and particles on neutrophil function and
morphology. Biomaterials. 2002;23:3757-64.

Thyssen JP, Menne T, SchalockPC, Taylor J S, Maibach H I.
Pragmatic approach to the clinical work-up of patients with
putative allergic disease to metallic orthopaedic implants
before and after surgery. Br J Dermatol. 2011;164:473-8.
Schalock PC, Thyssen JP. Metal hypersensitivity reactions
to implants — Opinions and practices of patch testing
dermatologists. Dermatitis. 2013;24:313-20.

Baik JJ, Yoon YB, Park HS. Cobalt-induced occupational
asthma associated with systemic illness. J Korean Med
Sci.1995;10:200-4.

Leguy-Seguin V, Jolimoy G, Coudert B, Pernot C, Dalac S,
Vabres P, Collet E. Diagnostic and predictive value of skin

© 2016 Esmon Publicidad

201.

202.

203.

204.

205.

206.

207.

208.

209.

210.

211.

212.

213.

214.

215.

216.

testing in platinum salt hypersensitivity. J Allergy Clin Immunol.
2007;119:726-30.

Morris DL. Intradermal testing and sublingual desensitization
for nickel. Cutis. 1998;61:129-32.

Yamauchi R, Morita A, Tsuji T. Pacemaker dermatitis from
titanium. Contact Dermatitis. 2000;42:52-3.

Herbst RA, Lauerma Al, Maibach HI. Intradermal testing in the
diagnosis of allergic contact dermatitis: a reappraisal. Contact
Dermatitis. 1993;29(1):1-5.

Mowad CM. Practice gap: the role of patch testing in the
selection and management of metal device implants. Arch
Dermatol. 2012;148:693-4.

Jacobs JJ. Clinical manifestations of metal allergy. Adverse
reactions to byproducts of joint replacements (AAQS/ORSI).
Presented at the American academy of Orthopaedic Surgery
2012 Annual Meeting. Feb. 7-11. San Francisco.

Gallo J, Goodman S B, Konttinen Y T, Raska M. Particle disease:
biologic mechanisms of periprosthetic osteolysis in total hip
arthroplasty. Innate Immun. 2013;19(2):213-24.

Minch HJ, Jacobsen SS, Olesen JT, Menné T, Seballe K,
Johansen JD, Thyssen JP. The association between metal
allergy, total knee arthroplasty, and revision. Acta Orthop.
2015;86:378-83.

Everness KM, Gawkrodger DJ, Botham PA, Hunter JA. The
discrimination  between nickel-sensitive and non-nickel-
sensitive subjects by an in vitro lymphocyte transformation
test. Br J Dermatol. 1990;122:293-8.

Luque |, Leyva L, Jose Torres M, Rosal M, Mayorga C, Segura
JM, Blanca M, Juarez C. In vitro T-cell responses to beta-lactam
drugs in immediate and nonimmediate allergic reactions.
Allergy. 2001;56:611-8.

Nyfeler B, Pichler WJ. The lymphocyte transformation test for
the diagnosis of drug allergy: Sensitivity and specificity. Clin
Exp Allergy. 1997;27:175-81.

Schalock PC, Menné T, Johansen J, Taylor JS, Maibach HI,
Lidén C, Bruze M, Thyssen JP. Hypersensitivity reactions to
metallic implants — diagnostic algorithm and suggested
patch test series for clinical use. Contact Dermatitis.
2012;66:4-19.

Atanaskova Mesinkovska N, Tellez A, Molina L, Honari G, Sood
A, Barsoum W, Taylor JS. The effect of patch testing on surgical
practices and outcomes in orthopedic patients with metal
implants. Arch Dermatol. 2012;148:687-93.

Shah B, Cohee A, Deyerle A, Kelly CS, Frantz F, Kelly RE, Kuhn
MA, Lombardo M, Obermeyer R, Goretsky MJ. High rates
of metal allergy amongst Nuss procedure patients dictate
broader pre-operative testing. J Pediatr Surg. 2014;49:451-4.
Mitchelson AJ, Wilson CJ, Mihalko WM, Grupp TM, Manning
BT, Dennis DA, Goodman SB, Tzeng TH, Vasdev S, Saleh KJ.
Biomaterial hypersensitivity: is it real? Supportive evidence
and approach considerations for metal allergic patients
following total knee arthroplasty. Biomed Res Int. 2015;2015:
137287.

Muller KE, Valentine-Thon E. Hypersensitivity to titanium:
clinical and laboratory evidence. Neuro Endocrinol Lett.
2006;27:311-3.

Hallab NJ, Mikecz K, Jacobs JJ. A triple assay technique for
the evaluation of metal-induced, delayed-type hypersensitivity
responses in patients with or receiving total joint arthroplasty.
J Biomed Mater Res. 2000;53:480-9.

J Investig Allergol Clin Immunol 2016; Vol. 26(5): 279-294

doi: 10.18176/jiaci.0095



294

Teo ZWW, et al.

217.

218.

219.

220.

221.

222.

223.

224.

Reed KB, Davis MD, Nakamura K, Hanson L, Richardson DM.
Retrospective evaluation of patch testing before or after metal
device implantation. Arch Dermatol. 2008;144:999-1007.
Thomas P, Schuh A, Ring J, Thomsen M. Orthopedic surgical
implants and allergies: joint statement by the implant allergy
working group (AK 20) of the DGOOC (German Association
of Orthopedics and Orthopedic Surgery), DKG (German
Contact Dermatitis Research Group) and DGAKI (German
Society for Allergology and Clinical Immunology). Orthopade.
2008;37:75-88.

Razak A, Ebinesan AD, Charalambous CP. Metal allergy
screening prior to joint arthroplasty and its influence on
implant choice: a delphi consensus study amongst orthopaedic
arthroplasty surgeons. Knee Surg Relat Res. 2013;25:186-93.
Bruze M. Thoughts on implants and contact allergy. Arch
Dermatol. 2008;144(8):1042-4.

Carlsson A, Moller H. Implantation of orthopaedic devices in
patients with metal allergy. Acta Derm Venereol. 1989;69:62-6.
Giesinger JM, Kuster MS, Behrend H, Giesinger K. Association
of psychological status and patient-reported physical outcome
measures in joint arthroplasty: a lack of divergent validity.
Health Qual Life Outcomes. 2013;11:64.

Perruccio AV, Davis AM, Hogg-Johnson S, Badley EM.
Importance of self-rated health and mental well-being in
predicting health outcomes following total joint replacement
surgery for osteoarthritis. Arthritis Care Res (Hoboken).
2011;63:973-81.

Lavernia CJ, Alcerro JC, Brooks LG, Rossi MD. Mental health
and outcomes in primary total joint arthroplasty. J Arthroplasty.
2012;27:1276-82.

J Investig Allergol Clin Immunol 2016; Vol. 26(5): 279-294
doi: 10.18176/jiaci.0095

225.

226.

227.

228.

Browne JA, Sandberg BF, D'Apuzzo MR, Novicoff WM.
Depression is associated with early postoperative outcomes
following total joint arthroplasty: a nationwide data- base
study. J Arthroplasty. 2014;29:481-3.

Graves CM, Otero JE, Gao Y, Goetz DD, Willenborg MD,
Callaghan ). Patient reported allergies are a risk factor
for poor outcomes in total hip and knee arthroplasty. J
Arthroplasty. 2014;29:147-9.

Bourne RB, Chesworth BM, Davis AM, Mahomed NN, Charron
KD. Patient satisfaction after total knee arthroplasty: who is
satisfied and who is not? Clin Orthop Relat Res. 2010;468:57-
63.

Park CN, White PB, Meftah M, Ranawat AS, Ranawat CS.
Diagnostic Algorithm for residual pain after total knee
arthroplasty. Orthopedics. 2016;39:6246-52.

I Peter C Schalock

Massachusetts General Hospital
Department of Dermatology, BAR622
55 Fruit St

Boston, MA 02114

E-mail: schalock@dermatura.net

© 2016 Esmon Publicidad



