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test), WAl (intradermal test), XA ¥ (patch
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I AE2e g Y ade g vAgHola v
wA ZFEF Byold). ATt Ay fURkES B
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veE @] gt

FARYL WA B E FE3H FRNSE Wit
37] $18 EAYE ABE 4 Yok Jameson B
& o}z F£EEO AHT el FH whgE Bel
FAAA HEADE A B3 mercuryd] FHTNEE
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7} U el RN A mercuryd] FHRINk-go] f-o)E
A Z7}gcka Enatgch Hietanen 98 774 ¥
PN g o)A AL FEA R HRNES Ko
Ae gedan Basgod, g A7 ¥4 7
7 AR B2 mercurye] #REAo] HA g
Wi, ofE7hE AAF Folle Wart AME S By
). Hochman ¥ JARAE 2% & FU 4
S B9l ApoA HEAEE Ao ARIE
9] A 891 methyl methacrylateol] 44 ¥h-go] e}
E AL #9893, Skoglund V¢ 77 A97 =
F BAbol A nickel sulfated] }Rkgo] o] 8HA)
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Table 1. Distribution of the subjects

Patient group Control group Total

Female 26 24 50
Male 5 17 22
Total 31 41 72

Table 2. Thirty test substances used in the patch test

I #HE FEAge B UA gon, Fh4ge oy
27t 9 4@ 4%, dA 174, 93 EX
23-40A)& Wz Fe 2 349t (Table 1)..

2. G

1) 4334

T ) A, w4 FHE A
Atete] 2P EE S, FEEe AR, TF
2 ARE AASIAT. £3 Bas) £EE Aol ¢
AAE 2ARES T AMAAALR SetetE &8t
of A Q Ao}, AF22] 4 F9) FEE B7HIN
3, APAAALR AL ARTARER F
< AAEA .

2) AEAE

0% 98z AdE FgLddnA (DENTAL
SCREENING DS-1000, Chemotechnique diagno-
stics, Tygelsjo, Sweden)$} &FulF A7} £33
HAEANEE THAH (Finn Chamber on Scanpor,
Epitest Ltd, Tuusula, Finland)E 3 XA A}-&-8}
A} (Table 2).

AAEAZ HA71 gl A7 59 HARE A9
Sk A A d2e 22 AT 299 IR E
ARSA ot TersEo] RaE EF0E A
FLATAE 379 2 A= Hohr] ZerH & B
o Rasi ) 4 A E B F7)7) wA v &t
Qi edlgde g Andtn FogA Fla HFo)
ZHA ot ZekAEE F-38la e o' B
< A8 59 A E HIES AA g

AXANE 297 2B S AAst L H4 3080

1. Methyl methacrylate 11. Mercury 21. Copper sulfate

2. Triethyleneglycol dimethacrylate 12, Cobalt chloride 22. Methylhydroquinone

3. Urethane dimethacrylate 13. 2-Hydroxyethyl methacrylate 23. Palladium chloride

4, Ethyleneglycol dimethacrylate 14, Goldsodiumthiosulphate 24. Aluminium chloride hexahydrate

5. Bis-GMA 15. Nickel sulfate 25. Camphoroquinone

6. N,N-dimethyl-4-toluidine 16. Eugenol 26. N,N-Dimethylaminoethy! methacrylate

7. 2-Hydroxy-4-methoxy-benzophenone 17 Colophony 21. 1,6-Hexanediol diacrylate

8. 1,4-Butanediol dimethacrylate 18. N-Ethyl-4-toluenesulfonamide 28 2(2-Hydroxy-5-methylphenyl)benzotriazol
9. Bis-MA 19. Formaldehyde 29, Tetrahydrofurfuryl methacrylate

10. Potassium dichromate 20. 4-Tolyldiethanolamine 30. Tin
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Table 3. Definition of the results of the patch test

THEY G4 EXje] XY R0) ChEt BBIYHS B}

Results Reaction Definition
No Any reaction is not present
Negative Irritant Reaction is present in D2, but no reaction in D4
Doubtful Some traces in small part of chamber area
Weak Erythematous reaction in the chamber area
Positive Strong Vesicular reaction in the chamber area
Extreme Ulcerative or bullous reaction in the chamber area
%‘ﬂ}?} Fo 755k Table 4. Clinical diagnosis of the patlent group

o g ANA R=ZCYA B
E, D2)E siglen, Zex

HA #E4dA -‘&5 )= ATt HEAE
A9 7L Fikg, }:"“"-‘ o], FUdA,
73k, &74'%*@2& Basquy?. Bukgo A
W 5ukg-g HolA] ¢ 7{-o|3, T2 D2
= ¥hgo] gloul Ddle o] gle Afoltt o
WA, FUA, AHA, 2B LE D2, D4 BFOA
ukg-o] Qe 734, 2l gL Ay FHe F E
Ak gol wkgo] oA E Afoln, Fd2 A
W 5o wHo] gle 5ol AFge AFE}
PAE A-gola, 2L Age EH*’FE.‘J]' k|
A 7otk & A7 Fubg, AFerg, ¢
Y& SIS R, G, AR, 2AHA2 °c}
Aurgo g %%‘rﬂﬁt} (Table 3).

FAZH AT Abele] HEAF AP W9
¥ Ao|E Statview for windows (Abacus
Concepts, Inc., Berkeley, USA)E o| 438l x* 73
35t

EHE AAE o] & Fl ¥

m. gt

Ao A Ade e WYMo 204(67%)
0.2 7 g%k, 77 JEA FFTe] 4%, ALA
ol XEMY %ol 39, U A FHEA | 290
A3, AEFHTL FRARFol 4 1oAYtk
(Table 4).

BT gE2wY P 8B TR BX
£ <Table 5>¢ Bt} &2} 319% 3 730 F5E88&
A5 BAle 207 0.2 U%AL o] F F FEES
AR A7} 219 02 M Bek:, obdze] 209,
F&o] 1580t I UFe g A4, 9, SePx

Diagnosis Number of patient

Lichen planus 20
Buming mouth syndrome
Recurrent aphthous ulcer

Geographic tongue

4
3
| Benign mucous membrane pemphigoid 2
1
1

Xerostomia

Table 5. Dental restoration found In patient and
control groups

Number of patient Number of control

Restoration
(N=31) (N=41)

Gold 21 8
Amalgam 20 3
Metal 15 3
Porcelain 10 2
Resin 2 13
Glass ionomer 1 2

Removable partial
denture 3 0
Complete denture 2 0
none 2 6

ofolicn] Folgin), 714 FLNE BT B
7} 39, RN E AR B2} 2ol T
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Table 6. Site and number of lesion in contact with restoration in the patient group

Site of lesion Number of lesion Number of lesion in contact with restoration (*)
Buccal mucosa 3B 3 (89%)

Gingiva 15 8 (53%)

Tongue 10 9 (909%)

Total 63 51 (81%)

Number of lesion in contact with restoration

Number of lesion

Table 7. Results of the patch test in the patient and
control groups

Number of Number of

Result patient control

Negative 14 28

Positive 17 13 p=0.0487
Total 3l 41

T : No, irritant, and doubtful reactions
T T : Weak, strong, and extreme reactions

)—

BES A8 AAsA &2 §A71 23t of
T 4% F T FEES AR A BPLR
85‘%5&4 o]  oluzt +RE0| 3P LR 7 Wok

X100

2, #Rle] 134, o] 8ot 1 e I,
=4, Ed 2 ofolxn] go|gitt. T FEES
8 AReA e Ae 690k

#xre] 1AAE WA £ 63 FY4r) o
H¥ATto] 38 B9 (60%)2 713 Bl X0 |
$A(24%)°) 2, 7t 10 F9(16%) AT} HaF-9 63
39 3 428D 47 AEAAY AHF R 51
FHE g0 34 -‘?'5’4 ﬁ?]- 9 B¢ X Lo| 8 By
A 222, A PL o Aol Sagat g
31 A+ ¥4 _4 B 89} gago] S
SrA (90%, 89%), X|L& 53%= H|ZA %g}q.
(Table 6).

AZANEE NAG AT A ol4e) gelo] %
Aug-& B Al 17T A E 1 @4t 31
W 3 17HR 5%, AT 419 F 135eE

O'l—‘

Table 8. Materials showing posltive reactions and the types of restoratlons in the patient group

Material Number of positive reaction Amalgam  Gold Metal  Porcelain  Denture

Mercury 6
Potassium dichromate 5
Cobalt chloride 5
Goldsodiumthiosulphate 3
Nickel sulfate 3
Capper sulfate 2
Bis-GMA 1
Colophony 1
Formaldehyde 1
Methylhydroquinone 1

3 2

1
1
2

= = Wt
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Table 9. Materials showing positive reactions and the types of restorations in the control group

Material Number of positive reaction Amalgam  Resin Gold Metal  Porcelain
Cobalt chloride 7 1 1
Mercury 3 1 1
Nickel sulfate 3
Methyl methacrylate 1
Potassium dichromate 1

—

2-hydroxyethyl methacrylate
Goldsodiumthiosulphate
Colophony

— ek e

4-Tolydiethanolamine

e e R e T 7= T - T~
e e T e T e e e

32%[ T} BAlEolA HEAF FAESE Hel
Abge] v &L dERFo wE fFEA Bk
(p<0.05, Table 7).

g2l A mercuryd] o3 FAdv-eS Kl #z)
£ 6W(19%)2 714 %%, potassium dichromate 5
™ (16%), cobalt chloride 5% (16%), goldsodiumthio-
sulphate 39, nickel sulfate 3% )Tt =% copper
sulfate7} 2480|901, colophony, formaldehyde,
methylhydroquinone©] Z}z} 199t} mercuryel
FN-EE Hel Bx) 69 F 590] T opgt
FEEL 71X U2, goldsodiumthiosulphatesl
WS Bl A 3 BN F £EES 7
A3 ATt (Table 8).

2T A cobalt chlorides] thall W¥AIWHS-& H
¢l A= THAT%E 7HE BSki, mercury 39,
nickel sulfate 3% ©191t} 3 methyl methacrylate,
potassium dichromate, 2-hydroxyethyl
methacrylate, goldsodiumthiosulfate, colophony,
4-tolydiethanolaminee] 2z} 17 0]At}. mercury®ll
FANkES HQl 39 F 29o] AU oldt R E
< 7FA 3 191, cobalt chlorided] A1¥Eg-2 29
™ F 190] 3% FEES 73 YA} (Table
9).

Aol A 2712 Pl S-S Bl ks
390I1L, 7HA el FNEE B FAE 4
Holith tlzrelA 2714 el FAuts-& BQl
Ae 4o, 37kA gl YRGS Bl R
1%0]1t} (Table 10).

Table 10. Number of materials showing positive
reactions in the patient and the control
groups

Number of material Number of patient Number of control

1 10 8
2 3 4
3 4 1
Total 17 13

Table 11. Results of the patch tests for each clinical
diagnosls in the patient group

Results of the patch test

Positive ~ Negative Tota
Lichen planus 8 12 20
Burning mouth syndrome 3 1 4
Recurrent aphthous ulcer 3 0 3
Benign mucous 1 9

membrane pemphigoid

Geographic tongue 1 0 1
Xerostomia 1 0 1
Total 17 14 3
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A3Ro] HY Ml FA} 2008 Foll A 8ol 4
FAG S By, 77 A4y S3F &
A 47 T 3ol LA olZetd A% 84 38 2
F7h H AT FARY 84 2% F 190 AR
d B84 193 FAREF 82 190 Fu-&
B3} (Table 11).

V. &% 3 &

Wele wad We B A By opa, A
(self) 9 H1A}7] (non-self) & A ated A7le] G4
& BENE FbE ARAL 42 L W 75 2
Zzoz AZEn Yol Wy ARlvtee BAA
o7 59% 7|4 & FUFA vrgof g3l Yo}
= AR ol gk grdghA|Nt-g-2] AR} &5
A FU&A F8ee B8 443z Hgolg
Y23 A FEste 4952 ke £ 4y
gt e}, Ayukg- vher| A we 5EFR
TR ¢ oded, A LI O Ve gASAg o=
AAY Aol A IVEL 2 TE=T 4 o
A o) o8 FMEE HAE oA Hgekgo|ct

IVE FRIgkg2 ¢4 34 glo] MXE 53 TAHE

o o)l MiAE s HgugoR AT, vlo)H 2 A
T 59 Ao FutEo] Yol AAY e whgo]
U 24 34E, £ 5 A3 AEZAY 951G Fol o
71e) &8k Ve AEd Fuikgel o Ed$
g4 Ee gyl FEed FAAdA= BH
€ Uo7 gor} o] B 23 AgdAE
HE dodle BRES TP UM, 2§, AYUE,
$71515H8 5 $el(hapten)o]| 2} stEw o] 1
B} Aubel] HFEsta] Aol njsf Gzl s
A, 4] FAZGdAAE o FUoZ QA
. FA2IAATE TAXY o] F4& Agsla,
Fgelol FEE TAXE 799 JxMolx dpdsat
o o]F YR AT 719 AER golglA Hrh
o] A 7R & 2o} sla, FeAol AT AL F
& 7IHEF) Yol = dojuht BE-& 4719 WA
A717ke] HFo] dasich A 7428 Al A A
x}F gHlo] ¥R FEsA =HA JdHES} o) F 7
Astn A4y Ayl Belgo 458 4oz
3 AZED gk A dE ARIge] Add e FA
Bolx Bl 713 Fa38M 53] o], A, A4,
Ho) 9 Eglo] AEHG e WAz RE &
Aol th§ 3349 EAo] e} UL o Ed
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Tole HEAES & g9 dFstdot 3, W
20 FA ool mofr ¢191 EA] ¥ ]
Z a8,

AIANEL kgl o7 FEG vRge A
ol Aol A% A4S yide] AddzE 7}
AALE o] 4B 2AHNAY FME A2
A FAAgkg-of oalEs A-de HEAHY AlE
o] 235w Yo Frkaete] M-S Hrlet
o HEAY S R AP R g =To]
AP el gA & o gt T HEAHL A
=3 d77% glond, AlgA] WA R 5-124)
9 L ¥EE 83tn 54 vk oF 93y 4
W7t & wAo] gl B8 AT TR EF
FELE g9g g8 AN ThnukEe] e
& ZA4A7]5, Bl e By FEEde] d5ukeS
Aedta SR S ANz ayes
HAIAFEL WEo) Al Ao ¢ Aol
g3 e,

A HAFA 2g, A5, AP,
P, AP, 2BPIE, B ATINE i,
A2, P SN, ohPy, W, 2
7L FAgNrsor E-FI Tt (Table 3). Yyt
Ao HiidMe JFY S PR E7/3)
W AXAR Y THsAe]l B8 HeE o
AN §A4Wg oz st o\ g 2ol vt
By e 25802 19 Aeae e g
ol 17}7] o] FAdwt-s-2 BEE Bxlol A Ebsk
e, 9948 g Fgugd LAY E Fgukg
£ 29 gARgdE AA ¥EsL glsich

E-Eo SxFd 7oA ok X3 B8
Eo] A5t} (Table 5). ol& #AZH} 2T =
T o XA B EHo] glonz ARNtgo 7}
Aol ¥d1 B & i Sl Wi g o
§ T WA fEEe] H &3 Jle 9 Y
 3(90%)% BHEHB9%)ol Tk, A-&(53%)&
vl 24 ¥th (Table 6). Jameson 572 ¢34
o) FAlE e FA RS9 DAY FHT opEzt
& AAT F i AERe RS B,
Skoglund $7¢] dFolA PHute] Y, 953
Q) A% Wi AAF opLHE AAT F HA3
91 S gasA F 3% E5F mercuryell %43
w32 Hn dFele AHE TEES AT
Z2H Wi NS Bgieh FURtEE dod=
e A&AQ gt HEo| dasinz F44



o 4d) RS £REY] Ao A4HoRE He
3t

BATAN HEANY] FANEE B Al
vl &2 gz vl f-e8tA =kt (Table 7).
© AFA 5 N§ Fgtge] FAHLT H4 3
ZoAA w2 AL oridn & & U

Laine S%& 77 BjA opatg-& 744 SRbolA] X)
W33 BN g e HEFA delA AT 1189
% 80%(678%)001 A FQuk8-& BAT, Shah 57
T4 45 7MA A 478 F 3078 64%)0 A 4
W& Bglth Ostman ¢ ofdzt 48584 3
Z3l1 e MY g Hole #Ex 499 F 17
™ (35%)904 mercuryel] ¥AJNHE-E EPtin Hal
893, Laine ¥ YA, 7AFEREEL,
olZ ey +UY F vhekgl 7REAE Bl ) 91
o F 21%(23%) 4 mercuryol] FA¥HS-& Bk
I gk B Ao e BxF 314 5 69 (19%)0)
A mercurye] Fdut-&& Bec)

Nordlind & o}27 %3 #d8 7734
2E 71 82 129A EAES APt 59
(42%)°) A mercury®l] FdNHe-& BR e, o & <}
4 5T gEgle AN 4AE /R #xH
3 5 199%), 74 27t gle 27 369 2
34(8%)7 v w8tk Schaffran B7& 24¢] 8
i, F FEES 7P AR 719§ 247(33.8%)A4
ol kg€ BYla, 7 4E 8] fie AV 651
5 TH(108%)N A ¥Aute-E BYdu syt &
AT e 2T 49 F 18 Q%)ANA Foll ¥4
S B, hETY dH 3] da, FEE A
A7) A2 Ao] Fgo] gl eta et

AT = mercury(19%), potasssium
dichromate(16%4), cobalt chloride(16%)9| A, thZ&F
o| A& cobalt chloride(17%)9l A F& FAANHSE B
At} (Table 8, Table 9). Stenman ¥ ) #}2) 2.9)
Hevke-g ArE] 8 9dE 1519 F 46
(3096) oA FAwke& B4, nikelo] 217 (14%)
2 7 @3, mercuryE 129 (7.9%), cobalts 89
(5.3%)c}.

28 A 88 AMHEARE olsd E7)
T A7t Bl 53] 4& A8% REEQN F
Folle 1 RS BT  gloA HEARY
wEH 77 BEE Alele] #EAZT Hrkskedl
ojdgo| AT EF HARElE Ar Fde
colophony, formaldehyde, methylhydroquinone 5

THHE HA EAe] X|UHZ0 CHEE 2RIEHS Bt

oA AR glaly] og e ARs Btk #A
A& WFGde gl WHgo] A, A7 4
BES A of gRivtgo] JidH e Afe JX
AE-g At BRukg-e] o g #2ldte Aol
Zasitin B} )R Z F cobalt chlorided)) THylut
$& B9l 74 FolA 5ol 200 ARG ed, 52
o], A 2L v AFE AHF) oln] zHaE o] I
oglgtn AR

AT 44 Ao wE EFe <Table 4>
Zolx A Ay 319 F 08 eE /M4 B9t
ou}, FAREE FI3F, AL of=etd AL, &
A A FAEE A, A R5L A5
7F At HAE A S A7 O Ade] #Ae] 5
7t Aol Z AbE Re] PANtE S vims] BA
3ok A Adwo] HHH ML #x} 20 Foll
A 8ol FAdukS-S Hgal, HHHHo] opd
g FAAEY HAE 7 82 117 oA 9] ¥
Aure-& Q) (Table 11). B ej M o] opd 7744
g WAE 7 84 F 2 AT 237 841
W, A Aeby FAEY 84 19E Aestne 17}
A ol4e] el PSS Bt Laine e
FAEAE B 919 FAE HEAQ) HIHA §
2t 339 3 ARG B3 2, o ZE Y FUlg,
g, AZid g vhekst #7448 @i ogoeg B
Fold AXAEE Ag3A e, mercuryel thal
HH A 82 189 (55%) % i 7454 $al 39
(5%)°] FAHre-& Y1, 98 T4 BN
£ nickel sulfateol] 10%8(17%)0] %A ute-& B}

Hensten-Pettersen $'%& X @A 7o) thgt =al
Wg W77l atEE 7SS skEEged, DXE
of Wh2-& Ho|x| g+ HHeMY FRFgEL 7%
Autd gl EA8ta 2)F 4448 g4H e A
I FEE Atolo] BEe a4 #@de] glojof
Fory ISl A B G, YAE, &%
oju} tt& W7} o]FE Hole o] viEAAQ
T745%E Bole ZAfdde Buts-S Bt ¥
87t gickn sk a8y, £ A e +33eE
7 B3 82 4% F 3 A& BHYw,
Skoglund $9& 724G 237 $2 U9 £ 5
3 (219)0 A nickelol] FAd¥H-¢-& Helctn Ruds
oz ooy PR o s P g
8% Ao B

R A 8zl 20% F mercuryo] FAANEE B
9 AT 4H(0%)2E, Laine 599 ApdA
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559, Skoglund 59 AN 33%F gl A ¥
ws & o, B@Ao] AA Velytt. HEHA @3
oA XA R §3] mercuryste) ARAY-E Belvhe
d+e oy, tE Y g4 #4d g A
72 #HIgkgd] 3 AT ol {7A] mlefsirt, 1
Hug A Wag AdEE vhgg gl
A A gl N LA dg 7HedE 242 Fot
8 B dar) 9 Aes B

TR Wi AAE AdME ke
o) A3} $289 AA7 despt P 2 A
M 29 @AloA fQlo] H& AH FEES
AAEE st 192 mercuryo] SN S B
ol BAZ o}LZHE AAG T HALE WA F F
o) M€ BYal, 1%L potassium dichromate,
cobalt chloride, nickel sulfates] ¥AduHeS Bl &
AR 54 FEES Fo2 wAd F F39 NS
B} SRR g, Bkl o AukEQl A1 #
AL 3R £} gog ANutd-& dodle A
B AA F F Wie] Al i A7)zt
o] FAZAL s4€.

HAZIAEL 72T HAE 71 @AM AR
W& WkeY] 3 88k AEE 4 e Y
oz vy Aol ZtEsh, HEE #5E 8
gt B QoM e BT} thEat Aol 1Nk
S AXTL HoF o) & B o}, #Aldo] g =T
o HjE} AHEXEI %Y, FEEY FHE €L
22 AT s BUE ez A7g ¥
871 e Ao ALEHET HEAHL F7hY A
HAAE 5 e (AR o AR FAF
oz2M TAAY Wi X8 EEE F 7 UTh

vd &8

B AT 238 gRivtgo] 7L WaE
date @ 8dezXg JhedE Bk fAd A
AR Eoto 7Y HAE 7R $ale] Ao
Az g AReE Gotied Aok FAAL
HAaE 71 82 317 (7 26, A 57, A E
X 8120 BAT R, 72HY 40 gl F
AP AL 2 dR W] gl A% (A
247, A 179, AP EE 23-404)2 HET L2 8
Ak §AEH E2ZAA AL R HENES
AAE g e Z3E Ao
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1 g A3 $EE0] R BAEH B2

o] F7hN o ZAsi T @AM 31 F 29
WO 2 W%, WETANE 417 F BHLZE &%
At

2. TR HaFe el 60%2 7P 9%

31, X &o] 24%, #7} 16%STh $%EH H& 8D
sl WA 87k 90%, ATl 89%E wRkou,
&g 53%E wmA wokh

3. gAkTolM HEANYC FieS B A

H-&& 2T via) FoshA U (p<0.05).

4. AEANH Pt Hxst ¥ AL 8

T4 mercury(19%), potassium dichromate
(16%), cobalt chloride(16%), thZET A cobalt
chloride(17%) 3t}

5. ¥HHA B3 20 FolA 8B (40%)°] HEANH

o Fdwes Eth
gdnas
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~ABSTRACT-

Hypersensitivity Reactions to Dental Materials in Patients with Oral Mucosal Lesions

Hee-Sun Jeon, D.D.S., Myung-Yun Ko, D.D.5., M.S.D., Ph.D.,
June-Sang Park, D.D.S.. M.S.D., Ph.D.

Department of Oral Medicine, College of Dentistry, Pusan National University

This study was to find dental materials causing hypersensitivity reactions by carrying out patch tests in the patients
with oral mucosal lesions to investigate the possibility of hypersensitivity reactions in etiology of oral mucosal lesions.
31 patients (female 26, male 5, age range 24-72 years) with oral mucosal lesions were classified as patient group, and
41 volunteers (female 24, male 17, age range 23-40 years) without oral mucosal lesion, systemic disease and history of
allergy as control group.

The obtained results were as follows:

1. There were various dental restorations in most of patient group and control group, 28(94%) in 31 patient group, 35(85%)
in 41 control group,

2. Among sites of oral mucosal lesions, buccal mucosa was the most common site with 60%, followed by gingiva with
24%, tongue with 16%. Lesions in contact with restorations were highly 90% in tongue and 89% in buccal mucosa, but
comparatively lower 53% in gingiva.

3. The ratio of positive reactions to the patch test in patient group was significantly higher than the control group (p<0.05).

4. Dental materials causing positive reactions to the patch test were mainly mercury(19%), potassium dichromate(16%),
cobalt chloride(16%) in patient group, cobalt chloride(17%) in control group.

5. In 20 patients with lichen planus, 8 patients(40%) showed positive reactions to the patch test.
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