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Abstract

A survey of dermatophytes isolated from patients seeking medical advice was made from 1982 to 1984 in
the United States. The survey included 59 locations with data from 49 cities and one state. Listing of the
isolated dermatophytes and the frequency given by percentage of total follows: Trichophyton rubrum 46.8%,
T tonsurans 33.3%, T. mentagrophytes 10.1%, Microsporum canis 4.5%, Epidermophyton floccosum 3,5%,
M. gypseum and T. verrucosum both 0.7%, M. audouinii and T. ferrestre both 0.1%, and T, violaceum
0.06%. No isolations of M. ferrugineum or T. schoenleinii were reported.

Temporal increases were observed for frequencies of 7. mentagrophytes, T. tonsurans and M. canis, and
decreases occurred for frequencies of E. floccosum and T. rubrum when the data from this survey were com-
pared by the goodness of fit test to data of the 1979 to 1981 survey. The percent of dermatophyte isolations
identified as T. tonsurans correlated significantly with the percentage of blacks in cities of 100000 or more

people.

Introduction

This second survey of dermatophytes isolated
from human patients in the United States from
1982 to 1984 was again an investigation by the Der-
matophyte Survey Committee. This is a committee
of the Medical Mycological Society of the Ameri-
cas. As in the first survey (4), the nomenclature to
be used for the survey was that used by Rebell &
Taplin (2). Only the taxa of dermatophytes were re-
quested from respondents and not the site infected
on the body.

Materials and methods

Those individuals or laboratories that supplied
data for the first survey were asked to supply infor-

mation for this second survey. The College of
American Pathologists, through their Laboratory
Improvement Office, consented to include a der-
matophyte survey form with their mycology
unknowns. The number of isolations of dermato-
phytes was principally requested, but if these were
not available, an indication of the taxa isolated by
means of a check mark was requested secondarily.

Results

The results were tabulated by city or state. These
results are listed in Table 1.

For a summary table, only those numerical
results given were used. Table 2 gives the summary
of dermatophytes isolated from 1982 to 1984 and
the percentage each contributed to the total. The
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Table 1. Dermatophytes isolated from human patients in the United States from 1982 to 1984.
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Table 1. (Continued).
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Table 1. (Continued).
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1979 to 1984.

Table 2. Totals of dermatophytes isolated from human patients in the United States from
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table also gives the results of the 1979 to 1981 sur-
vey with the percentage each contributed to the to-
tal.

Frequencies of reported isolations were tabulated

for nine of the dermatophytes having frequencies
of 5 or more for each of the two three-year periods
(Table 2). Application of a goodness of fit test (5)
resulted in a G statistic of 128.17 which is highly
significant (p<0.001) when compared to 2 with 8
degrees of freedom. This implies that frequencies
of one or more of the nine dermatophytes have
changed over these two time periods beyond that
which could be attributed to chance. Temporal in-
creases were observed for frequencies of 7. men-
tagrophytes, T. tonsurans and M. canis, whereas
decreases occurred for frequencies of E. floccosum
and 7. rubrum.
Similar results were obtained when the goodness of
fit test was applied to each of the six annual fre-
quencies for six of the dermatophytes which had 5
or more reported isolations each year.

Rippon has stated that the vast majority of infec-
tions by T. tonsurans is in black children (3). The
percentage of blacks in cities over 100000 popula-
tion, obtained from the U.S. Bureau of Census
Statistical Abstract (6), positively correlated with
the percentage of infections caused by 7. tonsurans
reported for 29 cities (r=0.525, p<0.01).

Two respondents supplying data also reported
isolation of a strain of M. canis that had very little
yellow reverse pigmentation to no pigmentation at
all and the absence of macrospores upon initial iso-
lation on Sabouraud’s medium plus antimicrobials.
These isolations were made in Detroit, Michigan,
Site 2 and Tucson, Arizona. Modified corn meal
medium was used to develop few typical macro-
spores for identification. This strain caused cases
of tinea that were very difficult to treat. Physicians
treating individuals infected with this strain report-
ed that the dosage of griseofulvin had to be in-
creased threefold from that ordinarily recommend-
ed to obtain a cure.

Acknowledgments

The following have contributed data for this sur-
vey report: Elizabeth P. Ashe, MT(ASCP); Gail
Audino, MT(ASCP); Dennis E. Babel; Vickie
Baselski, Ph.D.; E.S. Beneke, Ph.D.; Helen Buckley,
Ph.D.; John F. Eisses, Ph.D.; Mervin L. Elgart,
M.D.; Mark A. Everett, M.D.; Arlene L. Favazza;
Robert B. Ferguson, M.D.; P.C. Fuchs; Norman L.
Goodman, Ph.D.; Donald L. Greer, Ph.D.; Inta A.
Grots, M.D.; Carl R. Gullans; Arthur R. Guruswa-
my; Elizabeth S. Head, MT(ASCP); Joyce Jackson;



40

Anthony J. Kale; James A. Kellogg, Ph.D.; Maggi
Kemna, MT(ASCP); John E. Lenox, M.D.; Dr. Ed-
ward H. Mandel; O. Fred Miller, M.D.; Samuel L.
Moschella, M.D.; Christine Olasor; Judith C.
Rhodes, Ph.D.; Michael G. Rinaldi, Ph.D.; John W.
Rippon, Ph.D.; Glenn D. Roberts, Ph.D.; Alvin L.
Rogers, Ph.D.; Stanley A. Rosenthal, Ph.D.; Dr. M.
Roytman; Ira F. Salkin, Ph.D.; Tommy K.
Shikashio, Ph.D.; James T. Sinski, Ph.D.; William
B. Smith; James D. Stroud, M.D.; K. Gale Stubbs,
Ph.D.; Anne A. Terrini; Kenneth D. Thompson,
Ph.D.; Frederick Urbach, M.D.; Frank G.
Witebsky, M.D.; University of California, Irvine,
Orange, CA; Charleston Area Medical Center, WV;
Elizabeth General Medical Center, Elizabeth, NJ;
Harborview Medical Center, Seattle, WA; Indiana
University, School of Medicine, Indianapolis, IN;
Kootenai Medical Center, Coeur d’Alene, ID; Loyo-
la University Medical Center, Maywood, IL; Mas-
sachusetts General Hospital, Boston, MA; Mercy
Hospital, Miami, FL; Methodist Evangelical
Hospital, Louisville, KY; University of Missouri,
Columbia, MO; The Pathology Center, Omaha,
NE; Portland Adventist Medical Center, Portland,
OR; Riverside Methodist Hospital, Columbus,
OH; St. Charles Hospital, Port Jefferson, NY; St.
John Medical Center, Tulsa, OK; St. Luke’s Hospi-

tal of Kansas City, Kansas City, MO; Southern
Maryland Hospital Center, Clinton, MD; South
Georgia Medical Center Laboratory, Valdosta, GA;
The Washington Hospital Center, Washington, DC;
University of Washington, Seattle, WA,

This survey was sponsored by a grant from Miles
Pharmaceuticals, a Division of Miles Laboratories,
Inc.

References

1. Beneke ES, Rogers AL: Medical mycology manual third edi-
tion. Burgess Publishing Co., Minneapolis, MN, 1970,
p. 35.

2. Rebell G, Taplin D: Dermatophytes, their recognition and
identification. University of Miami Press, Coral Gables, FL,
1970.

3. Rippon JW: The changing epidemiology and emerging pat-
terns of dermatophyte species. In: McGinnis MR (ed) Cur-
rent topics in medical mycology. Springer-Verlag, New
York, 1985, pp. 208 —234.

4. Sinski JT, Flouras K: A survey of dermatophytes isolated
from human patients in the United States from 1979 to 1981
with chronological listing of worldwide incidence of five der-
matophytes often isolated in the United States.
Mycopathologia 85:97 — 120, 1984.

5. Sokal RR, Rohlf FI: Biometry Second Edition. WH Free-
man and Company, San Francisco, CA, 1981.

6. U.S. Burau of the Census: Statistical abstract of the United
States 1986, 106 Edition. Washington, DC, 1985.



