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Patients are frequently referred in dermatology by orthopedic surgeons before or after metallic
implantation to enlighten a diagnosis of contact allergy to components of their prosthesis.

Many reasons explain the growing number of referred patients. First, a global increase in allergies is
related to the changing environmental conditions. Secondly, the prostheses and other implanted
metallic devices is more and more used, due to improvement in technology and higher life
expectancy. And finally, patients present greater expectations in orthopedic surgery. Altogether, the
problem of allergies to orthopedic prostheses has become a real public health issue and appears to
be responsible of 1% of prosthetic replacements.

However, the physiopathology is not well elucidated and the relevance of allergy tests is still
uncertain. In dermatology, the main diagnostic tool remains patch testing, together with Lymphocyte
Transformation Test, less often used in daily routine. In this indication, various test series are
available including Belgian standard, dental, metal and cement (Chemotechnique).

A review of the available literature on orthopedic prostheses and contact allergies was performed
and then compared to the relevance of the patch tests performed in our department. Inclusion
criteria gathered patients tested with orthopedic and/or metal and/or dental and/or cement series
between January 01, 2018 and December 31, 2020 in a context of orthopedic prosthesis. The
different parameters studied consisted in categorizing patient in pre versus post implantation,
notifying reason for consultation, comparing results of the patch tests and intensity of the reaction
(+++, ++, +, +, -) and analyzing involvement of the patch tests and existence of a relieve if
replacement of the prosthesis. Forty-six patients were included, twenty-one before implantation and
twenty-five after, with a large predominance of women. In pre-implantation, eight out of thirteen
positive patients benefited from a hypoallergenic prosthesis, all of them with a favorable evolution.
In post-implantation, tests seemed to have been useful for two patients out of twenty-five who
presented a significant relevance of the patch tests and showed a great relieve after replacement by
hypoallergenic prosthesis. However, in many post-implantation cases and for many different reasons,
the surgeons didn’t perform a replacement after positive patch tests.

In pre-implantation, we recommend that patch tests are only indicated if a history of skin reactions
to metals or a history of previous reactions to metallic implants exists but this affirmation is
particularly controversial. In post-implantation, dental, metal and cement series should be tested
when classic or hypoallergenic prosthesis has failed and other causes had been ruled out.

A lack of data is still problematic and therefore, further studies are required to reach definitive
conclusion and universal guidelines.
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