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Analysis of halitosis components following
by subjective cognition of halitosis and oral state
Kyoung—Hee Shin

Dept. of Dental Hygiene, Shingu University

ABSTRACT

Objectives : This study was performed analysis of Halitosis components following by subjective cognition of hali—-
tosis and Oral State in order to provide basic data for halitosis prevention and establish a device to efficiently
eliminate halitosis and analyze the factors that affect the halitosis.

Methods : 80 adults were participated who visited at the Dental Clinic in Kyoung—gi do, on the period of the
March to September in 2010. The obtained results, through the oral examination, halitosis check and interview,
Individually, were as followings.

Results @ According to the ammonia level was a high relationship between sex, CPI, Tongue plaque, DMFT index
which were statistically significant (p<0.05). Total oral gas level was a relationship between VAS, tongue plaque,
DMFT index(p<0.05). The Correlation coefficient between the Hydrogen sulfide level and Methyl mercaptan was
estimated as r=0.534(p<0.01). As for the multiple regression analysis result, there have been selected dimethyl
sulfide and Tongue plaque, Gingival index as factors affecting Bridge, Methyl mercaptan level is as factors
affecting Hydrogen sulfide level.

Conclusions : There was relationship between the periodontal disease and Ammonia gas component, hydrogen
sulfide, dimethyl sulfide, methyl mercaptan. Which were statistically significant total oral gas level and oral vari—
ables. Such dental caries as the prevention or early treatment of periodontal disease.

Keywords : halitosis components, oral variables, subjective cognition of halitosis
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H 1. Characteristics of general and specific oral variables

Classification Frequency %

Sex Men 49 67
Women 24 33

Age 20s 19 26
30s 21 28.8

40s 25 34.2

50s 5.9

Over 60s 5.9

Level of smell No smell 22 30.1
A little 44 60.3

Much 7 9.6

Time to smell Always 3 4.8
After get up 46 73

Empty stomach 6 9.5

At works 7.9

Leave the office 3 4.8

Number of brushing 1 time 5 7.7
2 times 27 41.5

3 times 18 27.7

4 times 14 21.5

5 times 1 1.5

Tongue brushing No 1 17.2
Often 10 15.6

One per day 9 14.1

Whenever brushing 34 53.1

C.P. 1 Deep cyst 1 1.4
Shallow cyst 12 16.9

Tartar 16 22.5

Bleed 15 21.1

Sound 27 38

Breath of oral Yes 28 41.8
No 39 98.2

Number of bridges No 58 8L.7
One 8 11.3

Two 7

H,S Normal 63 88.7
Over 8 11.3

MM Normal 62 87.3
Over 9 12.7

DMS Normal 52 73.2
Over 19 26.8
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¥ 2. Descriptive statistics of general and specific oral variables
Classification Min Max Mean SD
Age 21 66 37.62 10.94
Level of smell 1 3 1.79 0.59
Number of brushing 1 5 2.68 0.95
Tongue brushing 1 4 3.03 1.18
VAS 0 70 33.19 16.41
Bridge 0 2 0.25 0.58
C.P.I 0 4 2.77 1.17
G-index 0 12 1.91 2.67
Tongue fur 0 1.24 1.34
DT 0 0.66 1.07
MT 0 3 0.29 0.62
FT 0 10 1.92 2.61
DMFT 0 10 2.86 2.67
HyS 0 3.68 0.39 0.78
MM 0 4.59 0.30 0.92
DMS 0 7.94 0.33 1.04
H 3. U-test result for general oral variables by H,S, MM
Classification Mean SD Average rank z P
Normal 1.88 0.83 20.13
C.P1I -2.408 0.016*
Over 2.89 1.16 38.02
Normal 1.74 0.59 34.18
Level of smell -2.253 0.024*
Over 2.22 0.44 48.56
Normal 2.79 0.92 33.81
Number of ~2.029 0.042*
brushing Over 2.1 0.93 21.17
Normal 1.79 2.73 34.24 .
G-index —2.003 0.045*
Over 2.78 2.1 48.11
Normal 0.53 0.92 34.16 ,
DT —2.294 0.022%
Over 1.56 1.59 48.67
Normal 2.15 2.72 38.08
FT -2.394 0.017*
Over 0.22 0.67 21.67

*p<0.05
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¥ 4. U—test result for general oral variables by DMS
Classification Mean SD Average rank z P
Normal 35.08 9.19 32.62
Age ~2.289 0.022*
Over 43.84 13.18 45.26
i Normal 0.15 0.50 33.05
Bridge ~2.962 0.003*
Over 0.53 0.69 44.08
Normal 2.21 0.98 25.74
CPITN —-2.641 0.008*
Over 2.98 1.18 39.75
—i Normal 1.59 2.55 32.91
G-index ~2.217 0.027*
Over 2.79 2.88 44.45
FT Normal 1.54 2.501 33.01
—-2.169 0.030*
Over 2.89 2.74 44,18
Normal 2.44 2.48 32.87
DMET —2.145 0.032*
Over 4.00 2.92 44.58
#p<0.05
¥ 5. Jonckheere—Terpstra test result for level of smell by VAS, Tongue fur, DT, FT
Observed Average Standard Standardization
Classification J-T J-T deviation of J-T P
statistics statistics J-T statistics
VAS 718.000 515.000 69.377 2.926 0.002*
Tongue fur 888.000 700.500 85.495 2.193 0.028%*
DT 513.000 675.500 74,756 -2.174 0.030*
MT 855.500 675.500 63.373 2.840 0.005*
#p<0.05
3.3. VAS, Tongue fur, DT, FTOl IE  3.4. Z4 FFHEE2 QS Zto Azt
FF Hzeote| Al(Jonckheere-— (Spearman &=9AZAH)
Terpstra ZA%) (E 63 Zo] THAE a5 7H] AuaA E4
TFEAY ®lof wE 3 A =eke] IAE Jonck— of W= &3tear(hydrogen sulfide) 42 ef 1
heere—Terpstra AR L2 243 Au} (F 59 7ol g 278 (methyl mercaptan) &3 x| Alo] o A

AA T34 AR Visual Analogue Scale(VAS)
(j—t=2.926, p=0.002) A&} AEl(Tongue plaque)
(j=t=2.193, p=0.028)9] <, A2 o=(DT)(j-
t=2.174, p=0.030)<} A A oF=(MT)(—t=-2.840,
p=0.005)9] & "= FAHCE {3t &
A7F A} THp<.05).

0.534=2 ‘e uf$
UEFGTHp <0.01).
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H 6. Correlation analysis for among halitosis components(spearman rank test)

THOIMESL TR

of e FFYEae A M

Classification MM DMS
H,S - -
r p
MM 1 -
0.534%* 0.000
r P r p
DMS 1
0.086 0.473 0.057 0.639
#45 < 0,01
H 7. The factors affecting to H,S
Model B S.E i t P F Adj R?
a 515,122 177.112 0.371 2.908 0.005* 8.459 0.121
546.775 172.220 0.394 3.175 0.003*
b 4.480 0.175
0.200 0.094 0.263 2.117 0.039*
#p<0.05
a. Predict value: bridge
b. Predict value: bridge, mm
¥ 8. The factors affecting to MM
Model B S.E B t P F Adj R?
a -2817.635 123.690 -0.304 —-2.325 0.024* 5.408 0.075
-301.267 118.150 -0.319 -2.550 0.014*
b 6.212 0.158
284.581 114.179 0.312 2.492 0.016*
#p<0.05
a. Predict value: CPITN
b. Predict value: CPITN, DT
T2 3 324 o dite tha iyt DGR 7~9). b SHRoZE AQAIAFAFE A
thol 39249 A3 F3tpa(hydrogen sul- (CPITN), A%, VAS7} A= 9lom o]5e My
fide)ol V= A= FAANCE FOT SR g2 26%% EFSLTE
2= A&7t A2 (Bridge), WEH 27 g
(methyl mercaptan)o] AAE LS 159 49 4. %—% D*I ._'I_?_l'
22 17.5%2 e
v Qv 24 e (methyl mercaptan)ol F%& vl Le thepat B A3 upd A WolEoli of
L EANOR Gt oMo Rt A%t 7‘44 7] BFpoln A4S WolSo| shamgtoln,
RAYWAARCPITN, $HAMEOTIZ7E AHEYS &5 §3 AADy| Bl shef, =g 772 2
B, o] 50 AL 15 8% eyt e e, suolo) Al A, AT A
AA| Oral gasol F&F= "A= TALLE {9 ot obofl sletm WAZE glE e flith o, o |



¥ 9. The factors affecting to total sum of halitosis

Model B S.E B t P F Adj R?

a ~626.796 208.574 -0.382 -3.005 0.004* 0.146 0.129
~722.065 205.373 -0.440 -3.516 0.001*

b ~1060.652 470.506 -0.282 -2.254 0.028%* 0.076 0.192
-704.944 196.688 -0.429 -3.584 0.001*

¢ -1302.599 461,441 -0.346 -2.823 0.007* 0.079 0.260
34.149 14.218 ~0.289 2.402 0.020*

#p<0.05

a. Predict value: CPITN
b. Predict value: CPITN, SEX
c. Predict value: CPITN, SEX, VAS
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