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Table 1. Isolation Rate of Dermatophytes from Asymptomatic Mongrel Dogs

Location Nol;_“x;)rfn i::c;mals No.coufltf:esxtwe % Positive
Daegu 123 32 26.0
Daejeon 440 27 6.1

Total 563 59 10.5

Table 2. Isolation Rate of Dermatophytes from Asymptomatic Purebred Dogs

Location Breed No. of Animals No. ot Positive
Examined Culture(%)
Seoul Minipinscher 2 0
Chihuahua 13 0
Gindo 5 0
Poodle 8 1
Maltese 5 0
Pointer 3 0
Spaniel 6 0
Y. Terrier 6 0
Pomeranian 9 0
Dachs-hund 2 0
Great-Dane 2 0
Shepherd 1 0
Spitz 1 0
Total 63 1(1.6)

Table 3. Isolation Rate of Dermatophytes from Asymptomatic Cats

No. éf Animals

No. of Positive

Location Examined Culture % Positive
Daegu 181 127 70.2
Daejeon 277 98 35.4
Total 458 225 49.1
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Table 4. Dermatophytes Isolated from Asymptomatic Dogs and Cats

No. of Positive Dogs

No. of Positive Cats

Dermatophte ;
Daejeon Daegu Seoul Total(%) Daejeon Daegu Total (%)
MC 17 30 47(78.3) 98 127 225 (100)
MG 9 2 1 12(20.0)
™ 1(1.7)
Total 27 32 1 60 (100) 98 127 225(100)

MC : Microsporum canis, MG . Microsporum gypseum

TM : Trichophyton mentagrophytes

Table 5. Result of Pathogenicity Test on Guinea Pigs with Dermatophytes Isolated from

Asymptomatic Dogs and Cats

Species Strain Origin of Animal Extent of Infection
M. canis DMC 8 Dog Severe
CMC >4 Cat Mild
M. gypseum DMG1 Dog Moderate
DMG 2 Dog Moderate
T. mentagrophytes DTM 1 Dog Moderate

Mild indicates only scaling; Moderate indicates slight inflammatory crust and alopecia;

Severe indicates marked inflammatory crust and alopecia.
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L.egends for Figures

Macroconidium, microconidia and racket hyphae of Trichophyion mentagrophytes, X200.

Fig. 1. Macroconidia of Microsporum canis, X400.

Fig. 2. Macroconidia of Microsporum gypseum, X200.

Fig. 3.

Fig. 4. Microconidia and spiral hyphae of Trichophyton mentagrophytes, X200.
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Epidemiological Study on Carrier State of
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Abstract

This study was performed to examine the distribution of carrier state of der-

matophytes in dogs and cats in Korea and the pathogenicity of the isolates.
During the period from November, 1984 to October, 1985, 563 mongrel dogs

and 458 cats on the animal markets in Daejeon and Daegu areas were rando -

mly selected for the isolation of dermatophytes by using MacKenzie’s brush te-

chnique. Sixty three purebred dogs at pet kennels in Seoul area were also exa-

mined.

The results obtained were summarized as fllows:
1. Isolation rate of dermatophytes were 10.5% (59/563) in mongrel dogs,
1.6% (1 /63) in purebred dogs and 49.1% (225/458) in cats.



2. Isolation rate of dermatophytes from mongrel dogs and cats at animal

markets in Daegu were higher than in Daejeon.

3. From mongrel dogs, 47 of Microsporum canis (M. canis),

pseum,

and 1 of Trichophyton mentagrophytes (T. mentagrophyles),

11 of M. gy-

and from

purebred dogs 1 of M. gypseum was isolated. All the isolates from cats were

M. canis.

4. For pathogenicity test,

two strains of each M. canis and M. gypseum,

and one of T. mentagrophyies were inoculated to the skin of the posterior ba-

ck of guinea pigs.
skin lesions on guinea pigs.

was the most virulent.

All of dermatophytes tested induced the various degree of
Among thery, CMC8 (M. canis) isolated from a dog
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Sulfadizine-induced allergy in six Doberman Pinshers

Urs Giger, L. L. Werner, N. J. Millichamp &,
JAVMA, March 1985, Vol. 186, No. 5, p. 479.
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