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PhD Objectives:
• Epidemiological study
• Zoonotic potential study

Parasites are 

present in fish. 

Some parasites 

are zoonotic. 

TAKE-HOME MESSAGE
• Selection of a digestion method with orbital agitation for the epidemiological study.

• Morphological observation skills acquired: identification of Cryptocotyle lingua from fish.

Adult stage of Cryptocotyle lingua by Linton, 1915  
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IDENTIFICATION OF 

Cryptocotyle lingua

Measurements (in mm)

Literature

(Ransom, 1920)

Parasites from 

French whiting

n = 10

Parasites from 

Danish cod

n = 5

❶
Distance from oral sucker to 

end of pharynx
0,03-0,048 0,07-0,12 0,08-0,11

❷
Distance from oral sucker to 

intestinal branches
0,05-0,32 0,11-0,19 0,06-0,15

❸ Width 1 0,2-0,9 0,11-0,31 0,2-0,26

❹ Width 2 / 0,14-0,25 0,14-0,21

❺ Oral sucker diameter 0,066-0,11 0,03-0,06 0,05-0,06

❻ Ventral sucker diameter 0,055-0,085 0,02-0,05 0,02-0,03

❼ Total length 0,55-2 0,44-0,92 0,39-0,59

The parasites analysed have the same morphological

characteristics as Cryptocotyle lingua.

Parasites from different fish batches had different width, but

without significantly difference.

❶ Counting of black spots 
and Dissection

❷ Pepsin digestion

❹ Excystment of parasites
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Pepsin digestion methods

Viable parasites Dead parasites

D1 = Dissection of one 

complete fillet + 

Pepsin digestion in 

beaker on magnetic stirrer

D2 = Dissection of 3x3cm 

fillet piece + Pepsin 

digestion in culture plate 

on orbital agitator

D3 = Dissection of 3x3cm 

fillet piece + 

Pepsin digestion in beaker 

on magnetic stirrer

The stirrer of D1 and D3 methods is

destructive for the parasites.

D2 method allows to keep good viability rate.

Ethanol 96%

❻ Fixation of parasites

❺ Counting of viable and                                                                                                       
dead parasites

❸ Isolation of parasites

❸ to❺ steps

My fish has black 

spots.

What’s that?
Where are they 

localised on the fish?

?

?

?

Method development to 
detect and identify the 

parasites

It looks like 

Cryptocotyle

parasites!

❼ Morphological
identification


