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The Investigation of the Periodontal Health Status of Pregnant
and Non-pregnant Women of Childbearing Age in Kunming City
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(Dept .of Conservative Dentistry, The Affiliated Stomotology Hospital of Kunming Medical University,
Kunming Yunnan 650031, China)

[ Abstract] Objectives To evaluate the periodontal health status of women of childbearing age in small area
of Kunming city by investigating the periodontal diseases of pregnant women and non—pregnant. Methods 213
pregnant women and 255 non—pregnant women aged from 25 to 35 years old were randomly enrolled in a case—control
study. Periodontal status was assessed through periodontal examinations. Results  Of the pregnant women, 91.0%
were detected with debris, 83.5% with calculus, the incidence of gingivitis was 98.0% , and 48% suffered from
moderate or severe inflammation. DI-S in this group scored 1.44, CI-S scored 1.34, while GI scored 1.5,
suggesling gingivilis in pregnant women was prevailing moderately. Of the non—pregnant women, 90.4% were
detected with debris, 80.9% with calculus, the incidence of gingivitis was 42.0% , and 8.5% suffered from
moderate or severe inflammation. DI-S in this group scored 1.41, CI-S scored 1.21, while GI scored 0.68,
suggesling gingivitis in non—pregnant women was prevailing mildly. No significant differences were observed in the
incidence of calculus and debris, the incidence of gingivalis in pregnant women was significant higher than
non—pregnant women (P <0.05). Conclusions The periodontal status of childbearing age women in Kunming
city is not fair, and pregnant women are more vulnerable to periodontal disease. In order to improve maternal
periodontal health of pregnant women in Yunnan Province, we need enhancing oral hygiene instruction.
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PR AR R K S, OR A 95%CI K 5.542 ~
17.768, W3 4. IWEURAFHAT ATRECH 1.34, B
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Tab. 1 The popularity of gingivitis in group

REIRIEEC 1.44, BEACFIRIEECN 1.5, /7F SR FURAHA TRLIE
B AL B S IR IO b o h B AT s ARSEIREA 0 ot
BRI I8 80h 121, BHABIGIRECH 141, BF 0.1~10 BRI T
ARG BN 0.68, $&7 ZF R R A 7 I IR 4R 4k 11~20 AT
AL AR AT, W S.
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Tab. 2 The comparison of Oral Debris Index-simplified
4 5 0 0.0~ 0.6 0.7~1.8 1.9~3.0
IR IR 9.0 55.0 20.5 15.5
H IR IR 9.1 54.7 21.3 14.9
*3 HERELFAEH (C-S) &
Tab. 3 The comparison of Oral Calculus Index-Simplified
4 5 0 0.0~ 0.6 0.7~1.8 1.9~3.0
IR IR 16.5 50.5 25.0 8.0
IR R 17.6 50.9 24.5 7.0
F4 EHEMBHEEOLE h (%)]
Tab. 4 The comparison of the rate of detection and incidence of disease [n (%) ]
% Mo
IERIA% 4 (n=200) Xt BEZ (n = 188)
Tk 167(83.5) 152(80.9)
/e ES 182(91.0) 170(90.4)
FRR B R 196(98.0) 79(42.0)
FHER R A R P o ] 96(48.0) 16(8.5)

53t AL, 4P<0.05.
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Tab. 5 The comparison of group index
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PARTEEL 1.44 1.41
FATeE 1.34 1.21
A RFE 5L 1.50 0.68
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IF YRR 98 (Pregnancy—associated gingivitis)
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Me, RIEERA. WEoEiest, (IR L R B4
S RTAH EL TG Bk, (HERAR & AR A
PEEIBG I, 322 A TR W P R R KR
FhE™, R ) A B, R AR A3 R AR
s, R A Y Tk eI, SR s, RAEANNE
B L, I i S R A RAE RN, X R
Wit 5 4 R A 2 e B O BRSO s,
Sl bR Ol AR B A A,

JE2E % B0 R BT B i 2 RN 25 5k
W, FAK ARk 83.5%, IR 1AL FHRRAE R
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