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The Clinical and Mycological Study of Tinea Manus and
Concomitant Dermatophytosis

Dongkyun Ko', Youngil Kim', Inyong Kim', Insoo Chae', Kyung-Duck Park’,
Hyun Chungl, Yong Jun Bangz, Jae Bok Jun’ and Joonsoo Park'"

Daegu Catholic University School of Medicine, Dermatology’, Catholic Skin Clinic’, Daegu Korea

Background: Tinea manus is a common superficial dermatophyte infection that is usually coexistent
with tinea pedis. Trichophytom rubrum is the most commonly isolated agent in tinea manus. Despite
this condition, there have been only a few reports on the clinical and mycological features of tinea manus.

Objective: This study aims to evaluate the variables related with tinea manus and to determine the
correlation with other superficial dermatophyte infection.

Methods: Clinical and mycological features of 54 cases with tinea manus from the department of
dermatology in Daegu Catholic University Hospital and the Catholic Skin Clinic from January 2011 to
December 2012 were evaluated retrospectively.

Results: The male to female ratio was 2:1. The age distribution ranged from 14 to 81 years old. The
affected site was the palm in 31 cases (57.4%), the dorsum in 13 cases (24.1%), and both palm and sole
in 10 cases (18.5%). Tinea manus was accompanied with other superficial dermatophyte infections, such
as tinea pedis, tinea unguium, and tinea corporis in 42 cases (77.8%) and not in 12 cases (22.2%). Fungal
culture result was positive in § cases of tinea manus only group and in 26 cases of tinea manus with other
dermatophyte infection group. The most commonly isolated agent was Trichophyton rubrum in both
groups.

Conclusion: The patients with only tinea manus tend to predilect the dorsum of hand and were
relatively more caused by other fungus than Trichophyton ruburum when compared with the patients
with other dermatophytosis. [Korean J Med Mycol 2013; 18(4): 102-110]
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Table 1. Comparison of tinea manus only group and tinea manus with concomitant dermatophytosis group by distribution
of age

Age (years) Tinea manus only (%) Tinea manus with concomitant dermatophytosis (%) Total (%)
0~19 1(8.3) 0(0) 1(1.9)
20~29 0(0) 3(7.1) 3(5.6)
30~39 1(8.3) 3(7.1) 4(74)
40~49 2(16.7) 9(21.4) 11(20.4)
50~59 2(16.7) 13(31.0) 15(27.8)
60~69 2(16.7) 8(19.0) 10 (18.5)
70~79 4(33.3) 4(9.5) 8(14.8)
>80 0(0) 2(4.8) 2(3.7)
Total 12 (100) 42 (100) 54 (100)

Table 2. Comparison of tinea manus only group and tinea manus with concomitant dermatophytosis group by distribution
of sex

Sex Tinea manus only (%) Tinea manus with concomitant dermatophytosis (%) Total (%)
Male 3(25.0) 33 (78.6) 36 (66.7)
Female 9(75.0) 9(21.4) 18(33.3)
Total 12 (100) 42 (100) 54 (100)

*p-value=0.0001

Table 3. Comparison of tinea manus only group and tinea manus with concomitant dermatophytosis group by duration
of tinea manus

Duration (months)  Tinea manus only (%) Tinea manus with concomitant dermatophytosis (%)  Total (%)
<6 8(66.7) 20(61.9) 34 (63.0)
7~12 2(16.7) 6 (14.3) 8 (14.8)
13~24 0(0) 5(11.9) 509.3)
25~36 0(0) 2(4.8) 2(3.7)
>37 2(16.7) 3(7.1) 509.3)
Total 12 (100) 42 (100) 54 (100)
dZ 7hg Weokal, 1 thgo® 7~12704, 13~ 23¢l® 7P wkal, E<elwk Ak A9t
AN SolQith ol EMA B B WA e, ol WA A97h 1092 UeRge B
SRR T AR EEE BT (Table 3). A st &l 200, LEEA 14
3) ojgteelE X a2 @tel] seple SRt Sl whnst
HA s4el T o] font BAF F9rE oAM= LEEAA T4, HE] 3eE 2B



DER S WD D9t SHIE Bl 94 Y TRSN DE

Table 4. Comparison of tinea manus only group and tinea manus with concomitant dermatophytosis group by distribution
of involved side

Involved side Tinea manus only (%) Tinea manus with concomitant dermatophytosis (%) Total (%)
Left 3(25) 20 (47.6) 23 (42.6)
Right 7(58.3) 14 (33.3) 21(38.9)
Both 2(16.7) 8(19.0) 10 (18.5)
Total 12 (100) 42 (100) 54 (100)

*p-value=0.109

Table 5. Comparison of tinea manus only group and tinea manus with concomitant dermatophytosis group by distribution
of involved site

Involved site Tinea manus only (%) Tinea manus with concomitant dermatophytosis (%)  Total (%)
Palm 3(25) 28 (66.7) 31(574)
Dorsum 6 (50) 7(16.7) 13 (24.1)
Both 325 7(16.7) 10 (18.5)
Total 12 (100) 42 (100) 54 (100)

"p-value=0.006

Table 6. Comparison of tinea manus only group and tinea manus with concomitant dermatophytosis group by distribution
of clinical types

Clinical type Tinea manus only Tinea manus with concomitant dermatophytosis Total
Hyperkeratotic 5 18 23
Interdigital 2 4 6
Vesico-bullous 6 3 9
N/AT 4 21 25

" Some cases were with more than 2 types of manifestation. (hyperkeratotic and interdigital type: 5 cases, hyperkeratotic
and vesico-bullous type: 4 cases)
" Data are not available
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Table 7. Type of concomitant dermatophyosis in tinea
manus with concomitant dermatophytosis group

Tinea manus with

Types of dermatophytosis concomitant
dermatophytosis (%)

T. pedis + T. unguium 28 (66.7)

T. pedis only 9(21.4)

T. unguium only 2(4.8)

T. corporis only 2(4.8)

%. pedis + T. unguium + 1 2.4)

. corporis
Total 42 (100)
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Table 8. Comparison of tinea manus only group and tinea manus with concomitant dermatophytosis group by distribution

of isolated species

Isolated species Tinea manus only (%) Tinea manus with concomitant dermatophytosis (%)  Total (%)
T rubrum 5(41.7) 25 (59.5) 30 (55.6)
T. mentagrophyte 2(16.7) 1(24) 3(5.6)
M. gypseum 1(8.3) 0(0) 1(1.9)
Contamination 2 (16.7) 4(9.5) 8(14.8)
Negative 2(16.7) 10(23.8) 5(22.2)
Total 12 (100) 42 (100) 54 (100)

- 106 -



s

&
on
s

z
X
=]
IJ
%)
0
T
il

z
x
o
0e
0x
pe)
>
&y
Jor
12
o]
1

Table 9. Distribution of isolated species from comcomitant dermatophytosis lesions

Groups
Isolated i Total
Solated species T. pedis + T. pedis T. unguium T. corporis  T. pedis + T. unguium (%)
T. unguium only only only + T. corporis
T rubrum 23 4 0 1 1 29 (69.0)
Negative 4 5 2 1 0 12 (28.6)
Contamination 1 0 0 0 0 1(24)
Total 27 5 2 2 1 42 (100)
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