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Risk factors for sensitization to furred pets
W. Popp, H. RAUSCHKR, K . S E R T L , ' ' F . WANKIS & H. ZVVICK

Frequent contact with furred pets is the cause of sensitizalio.i
to animals. Cat epithelium appears to be a strong allergen,
dog.s, and guinea pigs can also occur without direct contai

Cats, dogs and guitiea jiigs are the most pop- reactions than any other species. It is recom-
ular pets in civilized cotmtries, especially in tiiended that asthtnatie children keep away from
families with children (9, 15, 22, 25). The sus- furted pets. This advice seems founded more on
ceptibility of young people to develop allergies clinical experience tliati profound scientific in-
to various species of animals is of some impor- vestigations. Only fc;w tejjorts from studies of

17, 20). Various allergens from furred atiitnals tifie reasons for this adviee (9, 15, 28).
are of particular relevance (2, 3, 12, 14, 16-19, We attempted to establish whether any asso-

skin test, allergen-specific IgF. to cats, dogs or pets and contact with thetii or other sensitiza-
other pets, and provocation tests (5, 7, 13, 21, tions, anatiitiestic ftndings, bronchial hyper-



MATl^ RIAL AND METHODS performed 1 min aftet the end of each concen-
tration. lhe methacholme ijrovocatton test was

We studied 169 volunteer male pupils wilh an stojiped earlier when a 200% increase of specif-

study population was recruited from 183 male expiratory volutne in 1 s (FEV,) was found,

pupils just starting at a technical college in The dose of nebulized methachohne (PD,,,,,)

because they were absent due to illness on the resistanee (i.e. total airway resistance x intra-

day of investigation and four refused to jjartici- thoracic gas volume) was ealculated in a log-

pate. By means of a standardized questionnaite linear model. A PDIOO below 5000 |ig was

the subjects were asked about smoking history, considered bronchial hyperreactive.

recent or former contact with pets, allergie dis-

orders in the family, signs of conjunctivitis or

disorders ol' the respiratory tract. Clinical in- . . . . . .

vestigation was performed and X-rays of the ^'«'"'"«' ""«'^^"

ehest and paranasal sinus taken. Blood samples The ehi-square test was used to investigate the

were obtained for allergologieal tests. Total IgE assoeiation between sensitization to animals and

was measured using the Phadezym-PRIST the other clinical, radiological, and allergo-

method. Sensitization to the following antigens logical ftndings (23). Differences in total IgE

was investigated with Phadezym-RAST; cat levels were investigated with the Kolmogoroff-

dandcr (el), dog dander (c5), guinea pig epi- Smirnoff test. A /^ value < 0.05 was considered

thelium (e6), Dermatophagoides pteronyssirms (dl) , statistically significant,

birch pollen (t3), mugwort pollen (w6), orchard

grass pollen (g3) atid rye grass pollen (gl 2) (5). ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ . ^ ^

1 he commereial RAS I score system was used

with 0 as negative and 1, 2, 3, and 4 as in- Of 169 probands, 52 (30.8 %) had had recent or

creasingly positive. Spirometric data, lung vol- previous contact with cats, 42 (24.9%) with

ume and airway resistance were performed in a dogs, and 20 (11.8%) guinea pigs in their

whole-body plethysmograph (Jaeger). The homes. Two subjeets had definite allergic reac-

bronchial provocation test was carried out using tions to cats (1 asthma and 1 rhinitis) and two

an inspiratory triggered Bronchoscreen nebu- others to guinea pigs (rhinoconjunctivitis).

hzer (Jaeger). Five ul aliquots of methacholine Three of them had formerly had pets and one

were administered in inereasing eoncentrations subjeet with allergic rhinitis to cats had never

(0.1 %, I %, and 5%) until a tolal dose of 140 had any pet. Sensitization to cats was statistical-

|Xg, 1540 ng, and 8540 ng was achieved. Whole- ly signiftcantly more frequent among owners ol'

body plethysmography and spirometry were cats than among people with no eats (14 of 52
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