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Investigation and analysis of epidemic characteristics of

halitosis incidence in a college students in Hefei
Shen Yewu Kong Li Meng Xin et al
( Stomatological College of Anhui Medical University Hefei 230032)

Abstract Objective To investigate the incidence of halitosis in a college students and provide the basic data for
the prevention work. Methods A questionnaire survey was conducted in a random sample of 200 college students
in Hefei; oral health was assessed with oral hygiene index. Malodor was measured with both organoleptic measure—
ments and Breath Checker. Results The prevalence of halitosis was 28.0% and 29.5% respectively in 2 degrees
and above according to the organoleptic and Breath Checker score the malodor detection of male students was sig—
nificantly higher than that of females ( P <0.05) . Gingival inflammation calculus index debris index tongue
coating were positively correlated with bad breath. Conclusion A considerable proportion of college students
more boys than girls suffer from halitosis. Oral hygiene status gingival inflammation tongue coating are closely
related with bad breath.

Key words halitosis; questionnaire survey; organoleptic measurements



