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[RE#RX

HitERIKRZEHEBEREEE > S—KEFRNBIT 5
h MO HEEEAE & PCR-RFLP #:12 & 5 IEEAY 458
HEEREARD[EEIZ DWW T

MR HA] Ing H B BE ZEA
FH & KR HE FER &2
FRB—EB FHE RF C S .
fME @BE* ® Fn* 2R B

M {288

LR BWT, 5FMICHKEEL 72 OB E293610 5558 S 1172 B 308k D B fE
DEE AT > 72, F72, REBERICHGERRZ RIS OW T, S5 FEWFITEIC
LD EEZAT, BRBFREERF L L 72,

52 U 72 BB ARIZ Trvichophyton rubrum (TR) 172%k, Tvichophyton mentagro-
phytes (TM) 132%k, Microsporum canis 751 RTH - 7z, RIEHSRWEETH - 72148k
T, PCR-RFLP #ic kD, TR t Bbiizd*TM THh - 72 3 ZE &, 5l 4 BdTE

RIS DEEEDHERERE > Tz,

LR CIZLEFH LD L TM D#El&s» 5 <, 2880 TR/TM Hid1.30, RE#ED

TR/TM 1i30.85TH - 72. TM D Z\»

BRICITSR, MM, JRBEOREERMEL &7

HER] & N7z, TERE2ARYIC IR E IR 2 JEE TR 2 B BAR D[R E 12 12, PCR-RFLP #2°

EFHTH -7z,

(% —7— ¥ : EE, FREAKE, ME#EEAE, PCR-RFLP 3, S\a7-%1h)

I. FC®IC
FEEREIZEERAREEN10% % 6T
BY, TORPEIZIHRSEIZ10005 AL ED B
Vbbb EHABTHS (1), ERKFE
Wbl BBEBEORKRE IS Trichophyton (T.)
rubrum EDRYEE EH B EF ) DHEMNT
H5 (2), BE> LOBES N AHEMEIE, HISIC
Lo TEFBOLNE, WOBMBIC K - T, &
YuRe HEDORER, B 5 \VWIZIERICHT 5 ROs
MEICHEN A NS Z &L H b, EHEEEMHIH
FEPEXRT L E Vb TW52Y, EREMEL
e AMMER D KIBIC A oo teizeh, EE%
DOBHIIZL WBLRTH B, BEE THRERICE
VW, EEERE D BEEERGREIC D\ TR RRET
B dNTnikv, ZDLD ZBRL2 S, En
72 F W ORFEAEE B ERAER R E RN B »
T 5 FRDMETHIBREZ 1T - 720
BEERREHERNEER > 5 —EER

*  [@ ERERRESRMEARES
* % IRERERSFIRSERE ER

—iic, oBEEROBEREEREICBVTE, +
s L CTHWIER 2T ERIc, SEMEEN, H{bZay7
FrREZBFICHINTWSE, L LAds, L
FLIE, oHERETARELOBES NS, FFRiC
T. rubrum & T. mentagrophytes 13 IEERI 7
WIREIFT R 2 295 2 & b A% v, SE4E,
ST MR e REECBFE S Lz (3). 4
SEES TR T, — BB FETII S S U
# = 72 Trichophyton #R148 4 1= D\~ T I,
Ribosomal DNA #% #i i L T PCR-RFLP

(PCR EEHOHIREER SATER) 10k D, FEER
A&7z,

II. &b L UHE
1 HEER

L FHC20014F 4 A 520064 1 H F T 5 4F
R SREE L 72 B 293651 (BB 18141 - Zc11241)



156 5 4Ef o> B #EEAE & PCR-RFLP % B> 72 B R

b HEE N7 A3k OB D FEE %
1T 72,
2 HEHWREE
BHHEEETIE, V7 uo—7 F 7EEREM -
DEFEOHIRBELE, KT P TX A b w—2HE
HTD T. rubrum DBFTRELE, 7V T —ET &
MeBIT SRENDHFEZBLE L2, —HBIIRT
A FEELZITV, FEZRAAR,
3 Ribosomal DNA region  Mva I i X %
PCR-RFLP (PCR EH# il BREER 5HrHk)
PHRRY, BRIRERDY, A PR o T RRL 14
BRI DWW T, EERZRE S NizaFEW¥FEF
% (PCR-RFLP &) I Xk W EE#IT-> C, MR
L72(3). BRI IZIERE ) KV — 24 RNA &
ZF % ITS SR HIREER T (PCR-RFLP
B 24T 72, W7 HIBREERIE Mva I TH 5,
ZNHIRORREZER LICRL 72, REEEEER
A1, AARER BT 3 Bk (1 BRI EE T BB EHR)
TdH -7,

Im. #% =R
1 SBERROFEE

STHEL 2B RE R3S ONERIT T, ru-

brum 172% (55.8%), T. mentagrophytes 132
PR (42.9%) TH » 72, % 72, Microsporum canis

(MC) »*1#ld-72 (1),
Pton B TH 5 b DDGFHTE e » 72, &£H
WHED T. rubrum/T. wmentagrophytes (TR/
TM) kix1.30TH %,

FRANT A B 20024, 20034FE0° T. menta-
grophytes 18 AL T, 20044 £ 20054F X T. ru-

T. mentagrophytes

B 7. rubrum

TR 55.8%

[A M.canis

O unknown

1 SEEERE

SIS -RBREOEISEAS T T TRL
Trichophyton rubrum 172% (55.8%), Tricho-
phyton mentagrophytes 132%k (42.9%), Mi-
crosporum canis 1 #5928, AE I iz, 3T
Trichophyton T®% % b O NDEAE TIXT T E L H -
1=,

3 ¥RlE Tricho-

brum %L > Tz (K2),
1) #4r5l TR/TM HEl4

308HRIC DT, FTBERE R D EIE % BRALF IS A
% & R E#ED163 (52.9%), NEEES2 (26.6%)
BB - Ba Bk BB B 32 (10.4%), K ER B OB
17 (5.5%), EHETE H#10 (3.2%), F H# 4

(1.3%) TH->72, TR/TM OEEIZDONWT,
SFETREEARERSS M. canis 1 RZB< &L
Tk Otk s, RAEEL6IHR Tk TR/TM=
74 : 87, TR/TM 0.85T, T. mentagrophytes
BAL T H o7z, JNEH B8R L TR/ TM=44 :
36, BB, BIEMIZ TR/TM=26: 6 Th -
72, BEEIO HEEIE TR/TM=10: 0T» - 7z, BH
EBUNDEKIT EEIZ TR/ TM=14:2T% -
7zo FHEEE TR/TM=4:0Th-72 (X3),
2) BARY

— D DIFFNFHITAL O BEIE 5 & 2 FEIADOWIE
RO N2BE 2 mEFIH D, TRALIZ B ER &
REBL1HIT, TwINnd T. rubrum & T.
mentagrophytes DMIE D BES 1172
3) EHERG

ZO Ll EEEIFRERAL D & Bl O BEFE D5

50
45
40
35
30 8N
= = —
20 —
15 - —
10 N

0 M-

% % ¥ 3 % ¥
'196\ q,é)“' qéh ,‘9@‘ ‘\969 ,\9@ 7. mentagrophytes
0 7. rubrum

2  ZE R 53l Trichophyton mentagrophytes &
Trichophyton rubrum o EEE,

20015 4 ARRERIEHREES 5200686 1 HE TR

DM A RE TR L 12, 2002%F, 2003%E(F Tri-

chophyton mentagrophytes {BHIIC > T\ 5%,

Bk
100

80
60
40
20

|

oIl -
% &@@z,@@@ 4

~ B 7. mentagrophytes
&° O 7. rubrum

3 Trichophyton mentagrophytes & Tricho-
phyton rubrum DEBLLBNC & 1= 53 BERREL
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8 9 10 11 12 13 14 M

4 FERBSFBEEMRD PCR-RFLP 3XI(C & 5 BRUKEH/ N2 — >
BFEIBEIrSDHMIAEROEST, MEIT—DH—-%2FK7,

BEEKL~4,
digitale T#®% %,

SN BNE 3BITH - 72, BEE T. rubrum & B
T. wmentagrophytes, 2 T. rubrum & N T.
mentagrophytes, B X OEERER T. rubrum TR
T. mentagrophytes DRI D% L2 1 HI§ D
TH -7z,
2 PCR-RFLP #: (PCR EMOHIBRER 5T
#)

Bk iz N> P s e (K4),
INSIZTXT, T. mentagrophytes var. inter-
digitale B0 B & O T. rubrum ¥&H O 578 T

7~9, l4lz@E—s 2 —> %R L, Trichophyton mentagrophytes var. inter-

digitale B4 T, 6 ¥RD™ T. rubrum BLTHh - 7z,

PCR-RFLP iz & ) WIRAY, BAMEERY, 1k
By RIEATHEETH - 721405 TlT 4 BlHTHEIRAY
BEUEAEN L RERRE R L B/ERERL
72 (F'l)., REAWL»L4BES N T, rubrum 35
L 3#IE T. mentagrophytes var. inter-
digitale & RZE X N7z, F 72, KT & T.
tonsurans & Bob W72 kRIiT T. rubrum & FEFE
Ensz, BIBBIC T rubrum & B 3 REH
B Tlx, SEBNZIZ T, mentagrophytes O TTRE

HoTz. SERDY T. mentagrophytes var. inter- DB B ENZ B,
£1 —i¥MIEREZE & PCR-RFLP E I & 2 BilERE o thik
FREmE, | —eRElE (WIRK, SEiREER  H bEEY) PCR-RFLP analysis
1 JE B T. rubrum suspected T. mentagrophytes var. interdigitale
2 Jey =} T. rubrum suspected T. mentagrophytes var. interdigitale
3 JE B T. mentagrophytes suspected T. mentagrophytes var. interdigitale
4 Jry=p 1 T. mentagrophytes suspected T. mentagrophytes var. interdigitale
5 | &I EE T. rubrum suspected T. ruburm
6 JE Trichhophyton species T. ruburm
7 Jey =} T. mentagrophytes suspected T. mentagrophytes var. intevdigitale
8 Jey =] T. mentagrophytes suspected T. mentagvophytes var. interdigitale
9 JE B 1. mentagrophytes suspected 1. mentagrophytes var. interdigitale
10| EREE T. rubrum suspected T. ruburm
11 Jey=) T. rubrum suspected T. ruburm
12 | PAME A% T. rubrum suspected T. ruburm
13 | E AR T. tonsurans suspected T. ruburm
14 Jry=f T. rubrum suspected T. mentagrophytes var. interdigitale
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IR -

AR L N EERE AR I T
mentagrophytes D3I & A ¥ T, DI H D AR
i M. canis 1 BRDATH - 72, DEES IL/-H
FEH DX, B TII/NROBREEZIT-
T DT, /NEDBES W &, Snwiz
F HrRR T B T b A HEE SR OB D YT
DS L T B I &L EEI L5,
1 ZDEEREROEIS & ERHER

LS TIIEREEIZEDL Y DO 5, 5E(2)
I NIETR/TM lF2.63 35, H%lT
12, TR/TM HH*1.3 & MERESFEPLL Tz,
F72, EAED TR/TM iz, £EHB9IZ1X1.62
TH D3 LT, SHEDEETTI30.85 & HiEE
LTw3, 22T, BHERZHDT—F & Lk
DT—F 2L TABZEICTE(E2), W
BRiC X 2P OB BEEEOHE (4) T
1%, &8RS EERR T2 TR/TM Hixl.5
T, REBETIZ0.8: LTED, Sz hHnsg
mO#HE LIELL T3, 1k (4) 13, EEE
D TRTM HA50.8 L B K 2 EL 122 LI
DV, [HE L OBIR T FHRIED207TC,
SEHREDT0% % Z 2724 A2 510 NI 2
HEERELHIE L TR/TM oiiEs 2172
LT3, —7F, dLEELIRT DOZRETOHR
& (5) Tli&BaEn TR/TM ik, 4.087T, R
FBEZ2.982 2% D D T. rubrum B TH 5,
S Wiz F T ORZEMIBERER & BT
DEBEAALELL Tz Z Xic DWW TidREx
THERIZ T 5 Z EHTTE B DY, Bl ISER (6)
NHT—F TH TR/TM Kz BELetR Tl31.43
T, REETII. N bitbilT—%
12\ BEAIR SR AT IR BE 0 20024F-20044E ) 3
FEEOETIZ, EABETIE T

rubrum & T.

rubrum:/ T.

mentagrophytes =260 : 257, JNEEETIZ T. »u- -

brum: T. mentagrophytes=92 : 17 & R AEED
TR/TM AL T3 (7)., TS ITHEERIC
L ZENELTWSD, TR/TM oA T,

L EBY 2 E A b L Vo,
2 T rubrum ORBEEEE T. mentagrophytes
DR B EEDE

LR OFRRIIMDO L DIRE L R, BiR
D & 512 TR'TM s » 7245, FFic B A
TEZ TM PBALTH » 72, FESRREOWIEIC
& - T, HFEYE, HFEEERERRE L & T,
b MG L 23 AT I RIESERDSEEE TH B
e EDERRIEEOS A b5, LrL, £bS
LI AMEEBARRETH 5 T. rubrum 12 & 5
B & T.mentagrophytes 12 & 5 AEEDE N &
L Cix(1) T. mentagrophyies i T. wmentagro-
Dphytes var. intergitale &\ 115 X 5 ITHERIZ
FETBEHD0% W, QEFBICTAERAELZE
T253ID1F T. mentagrophytes h%\v>, (3) T.
mentagrophytes | ZIRERGFMETH 5, L& Lwn
biLdLDODIEEMHEICIIANBETH 5, FHEMEED
BB T TR/TM i30.72 & (v Z & 5%
HEEINTwd 8), Led>T, Bk T,
mentagrophytes BALIZ 13, (WHERIRZ & EEE
ER BB DBENRBAD L VRRES DX 2 I T
JRaE, JNEBER) B2 Z 2%, %
RPEEFED T mentagrophytes 1= & 5 B EEER
ELERRET B L Ik L LBAEL T
WEDTIE W LBbs, UK, BWEHL
LAOBEI NG BRI T mentagrophytes 5%
WEENB9)., T mentagrophytes DI ) HF
FEIFZ B0y, ERBEL 22T 5 8FOEEN
X TREMEDFEZ NS, F72,
grophytes 13 T. rubrum 12 L TS TORK
BRI I EMLNTWE, T7=FMIRk
B HHMEERE D BEY L OB Z EHICHE 2 A T
728>, T. mentagrophytes DI 5 FHEZ LT L,
T. rubrum i3 Z I WEWHF Z &L H B »
b, 41k, EBERB L EDBEEZHD Ny
775y FRMBDIRBAOEALY KA &
LEZ T BEDIDS ),
3 IBARY L EREEG

T. wmenta-

2 T. rubrum/T. mentagrophytes (TR/TM) Lt #bishbes

TR ERFERR | AL | EERET | BER | BiREAKE
1992-2001 | 1993-1995 | 1994-1999 | 2001-2006
£H# TR/TM i 2.63 4.08 1.5 1.43 1.3
R B# TR/TM 1 1.62 2.98 0.8 0.81 0.85
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B 5 Trichophyton rubrum #3 Bt L -EEOR

BRE (BEEKS)
BEioHrABPIiEB—HEORE (EER) 286
HFLTWS,

F 13 T. mentagrophytes & T. rubrum 0
BEBPETHBD5, BZL, L RITL T,
[ —ERALIC R L 72 £ FE 2 LN 505, BTDIR
BWAOBEBEENRG: X2 LT Vo TldZkw
»EBbILE, —F, 2 B> LEIR DHEIELS
STHES N2 FEBIIE 3BT H - 72,

4 BET ERED L DS BEETE

10802 & §NT T, rvubrum W50 BEX L7z, BA
H O EEIT RGBS S\ 05(10), SElofT
LEIURE L L2 VL DS 572 (K5), 7
RTEEOWESTHEE N L Z 2%V 25, X4
> I —TIRARBIREIT> T WI L HH
SR TEWERNV EDTHSS (11),
5  Mircvosporum canis 12D\

ANEIBREGYETH 5 M. canis 12 & 5 HEE
1IBlic A Ln/z(X6), —REH, AEMEITZH
REHTEIEL TWizhY, BoETIE, AEER
BUIFHICHEA L T 5 (12), BFRECH VX
a5 b DBYSHFLTH 555, HEEITIX, B
W PSR D L e v S —EEE TR L 72728,
FIEDOEUI A7, MDA TEEMEIC I 7o Wi
BEH o7z, EHTXT E2MAZFEEIC D FERE
WHsH D, BEEE L THETHEERER ) 1T,

6 IFEERIN WA DS FHEMFRIRE

E D blr, T wmentagrophytes & T. rubrum
E RELRE S R A LNz, BZ 5 CHENH
BT T, rubrum ERIZEL TV 5RO
1% 7. mentagrophytes var. interdigitale H5IBXE
LTwa Elbhs, AFEDHEIE,
— RO B L~V TREDTERIC L 5 Z L DY

6 Microsporum canis \= & 1A% EE (BRAK

1%+ 251 FiEE)
BYEEEIFRORD v T—FEBTRREL
f=iEGl, BIBEEEO/N\ARBEHSF RO SN B (a).
2T 4 FEETRAEICFHEMLHEEOXSE
FHrBmoohBd (b)),

HrFEEns,

V. &8
W7z FHOKRFEMBEREBE TH 5 Liisk
DEBEEAETIE, 1Z2EAED, T. rubrum & T.
mentagrophytes TH YV, =D H b T. mentagro-
pPhytes DEIEDEFL > T b, ZHIIIRERD
HREHTRE B TH ), SIROEBRILEIE
ZRRBEOWREME & LEIMRL T 2 EEMELS
Y, IV KRELEFTORPGVLEEEZ L
N3, WIREYIZ FRZE D R JEE BBl dtk o
TEREZ FEICIE, S TEWENFEZIERTDH
D, KOMEICHITCEERING Z & fF

SNb,

Xk

1 EIE—  EEEEEREN=—2—a> %
7°F  HAEZEF#H No.3953 (20004 1 A
29H)
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FHKE . EEARRERE SHTEERSSERR
14% (& Z ) 1L F fE20034F pp.
204-223.

Y HME, HZE WEETF, M) XV —
2 RNA BZTF 0 ITS fH i 4 T8z 2
oK, BEEARBEOHEERENERE HE
4255114 © 1763-1767, 2004

Lk —H PR O—BEATIC BT 250K 3
FEHOABOEMHFEERE & HETEER
75 H 2 62 © 662-667, 2000

FTARFH, EARRE | LR O—BFEIIC
BT 21040 (1992-20014F) o> & BEBAH
EE 544 1 209-216, 2003

BEAT, BERAT  BEbsunkiRER
2 BT 0K 6 ER] (1994~19994F) M H
ERAH B AREER RS (EHEEE) 43¢
21-27, 2002

7

10

11

12

5 £ BEEEAE & PCR-RFLP % v 7: QR RIEE

BEE D RO, NBEEORREEGR H
FE2w6115 | 1889-1893, 2005.

ANERSE D BROEE L BEER HAE
EREREYSMEEE44 © 2563-260, 2003,
IR R D RO BYIEE KEER2R
22 1 608-613, 2000.

HIJGIRER, BEHRET, IAFREE, M ¥
7 v ) 2 Z5RAFIBER RO BERE B I A
LN-EHE AR 1B, KR4S :
131-132, 189-191, 2006.

HGIRER, TEHIET, PAJ), fib: EEEHA
BES0P 0 BR IR B AR AY. R IR 2 8 B 42 ¢
279-285, 19884F.

EHEW | REERESVFENHERE - ESLAl
BIREBE R RN AT 51968 ~19974E ) B2 [§
HHIEDHMATHIBE HAERERFRMSS
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Analysis of Dermatophyte Flora for 5 years at Jichi Medical

University Omiya Medical Center in Saitama and Identifica-

tion of Atypical Dermatophytes using Molecular Biological
Technique (PCR-RFLP analysis)

Naoka Umemoto, Maki Kakurai, Hideto Yokokura,
Sunao Toda, Masumi Osawa, Hiroyuki Abe,

Yuichiro Hiratsuka, Eiko Okada, Ryuichi Azuma, -
Yuka Wada*, Mutsumu Hayashi*, Takashi Mochizuki**,

Toshio Demitsu

Abstract

Background It is well known that tinea, especially tinea pedis, is a common dermatosis. However,
dermatophyte flora causing tinea in Saitama City has not been previously investigated.

Materials & Methods (1) Dermatophyte flora in the central city of Saitama was evaluated. Three-
hundred-eight strains of dermatophytes were isolated from the patients from 2001 to 2006 January. (2)
Fourteen cases of undetermined strains were analyzed by the PCR-RFLP method.

Results (1) Trichophyton rubrum (TR)/ Trichophyton mentagrophytes (TM) proportion was 172 : 132.
TR/TM in tinea pedis was TM predominant; 74 : 87. Four cases of 14 strains revealed different results
from those by routine analyzes by the PCR-RFLP method.

Conclusion In the central city of Saitama, TM is an important fungus as a causative fungus in tinea
pedis. This is a characteristic result because TR is the predominant causative fungus of tinea pedis in
Japan. Interestingly, our results are similar to those in Okinawa and Chiba. The PCR-RFLP method is
a useful and reliable tool for the precise identification of the dermatophytes which cannot be identified
by routine examination such as macroscopic, microscopic, and biochemical methods.

(Key words: tinea, dermatophyte, fungal culture, PCR-RFLP analysis, Saitama City)
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