1/14/05 1:51 PM H|O|X|214 macl 175sepc2 $

8o 2178132 2] 97 A 45 2004 O# XO

=Abstract=
A Clinical and Mycological Study of Tinea Faciale
Seon Mi Yim, Yong Beam Choi and Kyu Joong Ahn

Department of Dermatology, Konkuk University College of Medicine, Seoul, Korea

Background: Tinea faciale is a dermatophyte infection of glabrous skin of the face except bearded areas of
the adult male. Tinea faciale usually has been classified as tinea corporis but recently recognized as a separate
disease entity.

Objective: The purpose of this study is to evaluate the correlation of clinical and mycological features of
tinea faciale.

Methods: We performed clinical and mycological study on 46 cases of tinea faciale at the department of
dermatology, Konkuk University Hospital from September 2001 to August 2004.

Results & Conclusions

1. The age distribution of patients was highest in the age group of 10 years or under (34.8%). The ratio of
male to female patient was 1:1.4. The seasonal distribution of patients was highest in autumn.

2. Among 46 cases, dermatophytes were isolated in 37 cases. They were Trichophyton(T.) rubrum (19 cases),
Microsporum(M.) canis (9 cases), 1. mentagrophytes (6 cases), M. gypseum (2 cases), and Epidermophyton(E.)
Sfloccosum (1 case).

3. Although there was no notable discrepancies among the age groups, in both 7. rubrum and T.
mentagrophytes. M. canis was found to be more frequent as the main causative organism in the age group of 10
years or under. According to seasonal variation, there were no significant differences among 7 rubrum species.
M. canis was seen more frequently during winter season, and 7. mentagrophytes in spring.

4. There were no significant difference in clinical variations of tinea faciale according to the type of
dermatophytes. Coexisting fungal infections were found in 10 patients and tinia corporis was most frequently.
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o WHoR yepdth g2Es 5FH0 £ AHHEZE 104 mvkEe] 169 (34.8%) 22
Wio] YelA 2y AA7E BEYsta A 74 wBoky the o2 200 89 (17.3%), 100 7%
ot Q13 o] Yehy 2787 7F ok e (15.2%), 60t o] 57 (10.9%), 40t] 37 (6.5%), SO
e FA¥E SEEAS FEoE Hue B ol 39 (6.5%) oItk Hde BN EE WAt
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BHu7b B4 ¢t <hHudS SS9 WHoeR 2 A 2z
BHEL I A 2 AFEHAd Sl tiE)
Zed Sl Bl 2 5.8 5.0 §9 1 ALY WY BA5E 7Hel 139 (282%)2
A7b ok ey waAdge A8 9 A 93 2 7P B Fell 127 (26.1%), Aol 129
el wet AN E B2 g3y Bxe & (26.1%), o5l 974 (19.6%)°] SAb7} LA skA Tt
ol A&EHo R WslslERE A&HHQ At
dgsith ARES obF o] A7t £ Table 1. Age and sex distributions of patients with tinea
b Wi AdelA I Yddd At WHEF faciale
0|2 YolH A} HE ALE A FY Sex
5 e e (y/szs) Male (%) Female (%) 0@ (%0)
CHA S ek 0~ 9 7(153) 9(19.5) 16(34.8)
10~19 4(88) 3(64)  7(152)
20013 9 HE] 20043 847kA] 37 2=y 20~29 5(10.9) 3(64) 8(17.3)
S e fEg Qe e I F I 30~39 1(22) 3(64)  4(86)
27 dHMAZO R AT 469 (FAL 199, 40 ~49 1(22) 2(43)  3(65)
oz} 27¢)) 5 AOR ZALE AAE T 50 ~59 0( 0) 3(6.5) 3(6.5)
AP BAAE ¢ AEEE, FH71% = 60 1(21) 4(88)  5(109)
WA el tiate] ZAMEAT WA 9 Total 19 (41.3) 27(58.6) 46 (100)
AL A Tol BFES wyos 4 ARE
“ 3 5 = =] © 5} =
zo;:gi:%zgsgvi;; ;317;] @7%1 Uijj ij Table 2. Seasonal variation of patients with tinea faciale
T BEIAL =E o] Aox oluuly o Season No. of patients (%)
9o MAg FuE 495 AT Spring (Mar-May) 12(26.1)
AsA Ao e R A4S Summer (Jun-Aug) 9(19.6)
AN #8ke] 20% potassium hydroxide (KOH)E =] 2] 3¢ Autumn (Sep-Nov) 13( 28.2)
3 FHuAstd A FAIS BHegon, e v Winter (Dec-Feb) 12 ( 26.1)
WMoz A3k 914L Mycosel“mediacl] ] %F3}e] Total 46 (100.0)
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Table 3. Distribution of isolated dermatophytes by age group

Age (year)
Dermatophytes Total (%)
0~9 (%) 10~19 (%) 20~29 (%) 30~39 (%) 40~49 (%) 50~59 (%) =60 (%)
T. rubrum 3(25) 2(50) 6(75 ) 3(75 2(667) 1(333) 2(66.7) 19( 514)
T. mentagrophytes  3( 25 ) 0 1(125 0 0 1(333) 1(333) 6(162)
M. canis 5(41.7) 2(50) 1(125) 0 1(333) 0 0 9(243)
M. gypseum 1( 83) 0 0 1(25 0 0 0 2( 54)
E. floccosum 0 0 0 0 0 1(333) 0 1( 2.7
Total 12(100 ) 4(100) 8(100 ) 4(100)  3(100 ) 3(100) 3(100 ) 37(100 )

T : Trichophyton, M : Microsporum, E : Epidermophyton

Table 4. Seasonal variation of causative fungi dermatophytes

Season
Dermatophytes Spring (%) Summer (%) Autumn (%) Winter (%) Total (%)
T. rubrum 5(45.5) 4(80) 6 (66.7) 4(333) 19( 51.4)
T. mentagrophytes 3(27.3) 0 1(11.1) 2( 16.8) 6( 16.2)
M. canis 2(18.1) 1(20) 2(222) 4(333) 9(243)
M. gypseum 1( 9.1 0 0 1( 83) 2( 54
E. floccosum 0 0 0 1( 83) 1( 27
Total 11(100) 5 (100) 9 (100 ) 12 (100 ) 37 (100 )
T : Trichophyton, M : Microsporum, E : Epidermophyton
Table 5. Distribution of isolated dermatophytes by clinical characteristics
Clinical type
Dermatophytes Classiic “ringworm” Eczematous annular Plaque ~ Papular  Total
(with central clearing) ~ (without central clearing) type type
T. rubrum 10 7 2 0 19
T. mentagrophytes 1 2 2
M. canis 6 2 0 1
M. gypseum 1 0 0
E. floccosum 1 0 0 0
Total 19 11 4 3 37
T : Trichophyton, M : Microsporum, E : Epidermophyton
(Table 2). AT olF M canis 3¢9} T mentagrophytes 1],
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R E-2] KOH A3 =24 Aol A= 4605 41 10th o} 20t LA H = £
A7kl 2 Ael7) gl

o (89.1%)01A FAF 2 ZAE AFT 5 U9 T rubrum 734 Al

o} vl AL 469] F 379 (804%)ll A HF W M canis 7YQE AL, T mentagrophytes 7+S
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AE ATk

6. YAAZO| 2 AT BE

[e}
o3 M. canis (24.3%), T. mentagrophytes (16.2%), M. o aEe] BE

A3 B A Sl ERd wyem
2~

gpseum (5.4%), E. floccosum (2.7%) 2] =]} T}, 24 92 Hol= 843, 24 X490 A7
5. 03 U HHY oo Bx Btk A5 T2 9, 7 3 Ay
6 e oyes HA Fom FFsdTh ol wElE 374 F

T. rub o T 1 hies2 Re= AdE= - - -
robrumsh T menagrophyes& L5 QRGN g0 wwo) ez by weky 4 A4

A v A IEA FEYEHJAST M caniss FE L _ s
o] A Wtk A5 Lol 1ld, wgol 4

of
Table 6. Coexisting dermatophytosis and their causative o

o
2 Yol B = A 3 A %L
organisms in patients with Tinea faciale = ddlde] w2 BY g 4 AR
Yol AA BEE 934 5 239 AT
D tonh Coexistent tinea " DN _ i
ermatophytes - — . o ) canis7} T2 o910
poyt T. corporis  T.capitis ~ T. pedis rume®| 7j° WKL M. canis7} 5 19121,
sl o] A =7 3 T 7
T. rubrum 2 1 3 R o] ] o‘r°ﬂ7; 4; mmeJj T. mentagrophytes7} 2
A 0] 7 2] & o] p
T. mentagrophytes 1 0 0 A2 AN, AAG L] H5-ll= T mentagrophytes
} ok
M. canis 3 1 0 7F 71 Btk
Total 6 2 3 7w A

T: Trichophyton, M : Microsporum, E : Epidermophyton
b W Alo) glomA ThE o) wale] §

Table 7. Comparision of causative fungi in tinea faciale in Korea

No. of patient(%)

Dermatophytes Cho et al? Jung et al® Kim et al® Leeetal*  Moonetal”  Authors
(1982) (1988) (1992) (1994) (2002) (2004)

T. rubrum 8( 25.0) 189(26.0) 12(50 ) 19(61.3) 48(39 ) 19(51.4)
T. mentagrophytes 7( 21.8) 298(41.1) 8(33.3) 5(16.1) 27(21.9) 6(16.2)

T. mentagrophytes

var. mentagrophytes 5( 15.6) 296( 40.8) 5(13.5)

T. mentagrophytes

var. interdigitale 2( 6.2) 2( 0.3) 1( 2.7)
M. canis 14(43.8) 218(30.0) 2( 8.3) 6(19.4) 46(37.5) 9(24.3)
M. gypseum 3( 94) 21( 2.9) 1( 3.2) 2( 54)
E. floccosum 1( 4.2) 1( 0.8) 1( 2.7)
T. verrucosum 1( 0.8)
T. violaceum 1( 42)
Total 32(100) 726(100) 24(100) 31(100) 123(100) 37(100)

T : Trichophyton, M : Microsporum, E : Epidermophyton
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