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Table 1. General Characteristics of the Study Subjects by Acid Exposurg

- Exposure group

Non-exposure group

Contents

Number Percent Number Percent
Age** Below 29 70 35.2 160 51.4
(years) 30—39 90 45.2 104 334
Above 40 39 19.6 47 15.1
Elementary S. 10 5.0 7 2.3
Educational Middle S. 34 17.1 39 125
level High S. 139 69.8 230 74.0
Above college 16 8.0 35° 113
Tenure** 0—4 14 7.0 65 20.9
(years) 5—9 90 412 128 412
10— 95 47.7 118 37.9
Total 199 100.0 311 100.0

*P<0.01 by chi-square test, comparison between exposure and non-exposure group
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Table 2. Health Behavior Characteristics of the Study Subjects by Acid Exposure

Exposure group

Non-exposure group

Contents

Number Percent . Number Percent

Yes 133 66.8 206 66.2

Alcohol drinking No 59 29.6 98 315

Unknown 7 35 7 23

Yes 133 66.8 217 69.8

Smoking No 57 28.6 87 28.0

Unknown 9 45 7 2.3

Wearing Yes 124 62.3 175 56.1

protective No 75 377 137 439
device

Dental brushing 1 19 9.5 32 10.3

(/day) 2 71 35.7 126 405

3 109 54.8 153 476

Dental treatment If necessary 106 53.3 167 53.5

No 93 46.7 144 46.5

Total 199 100.0 311 100.0
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Table 3. Dental Health Status of the Study Subjects by Acid Exposure(unit : no. of persons)

Exposure group Non-exposure group
Contents Number Percent Number Percent

D 31 15.6 53 17.0

M 36 18.1 49 158

F 108 54.3 170 54.7

H 4 2.0 9 2.9

R 8 4.0 6 19

T 0 0.0 1 0.3

Erosion
grade 1* 21 10.6 18 5.8
grade 2 67 33.7 125 40.2
grade 3 8 40 10 32
grade 4 0 0.0 2 0.6
subtotal 85 42.7 140 45.0
Periodontal disease**

Slight 78 39.2 165 53.1
Moderate 74 37.2 69 222
Severe 13 6.5 6 1.9
Subtotal 165 82.9 240 77.2
Total 199 100.0 311 100.0

*P<0.05 by chi-square test, comparison between exposure and non-eposure group
**P<0.01 by chi-square test, comparison between exposure and non-eposure group

Table 4. Positive Rate of Dental Erosion by Area and by Exposure to Acid
(unit : no. of persons)

grade 1 grade 2 grade 3 grade 4 total erosion

Exposure group

(n=199)
upper incisor 5 25 12 60 1 05 0 00 18 9.0
lower incisor 21* 10.6 66 332 5 25 0 00 83 417
upper molar 0 0.0 3 15 1 05 0 00 4 2.0
lower molar 2 10 . 4 20 3 15 0 00 8 4.0
subtotal 21* 106 67 337 8 40 0 00 85 42.7
Non-exposure
group(n=297)
upper incisor 2 06 21 68 1 03 0 00 23 74
lower incisor 17 55 121 389 8 26 1 03 136 43.7
upper molar 0 00 4 13 0 00 0 00 4 13
lower molar 0 00 3 10 3 10 1 03 7 2.3
subtotal 18 58 125 40.2 10 32 2 06 140 45.0
Total 39 76 192 376 18 35 2 04 225 4.1

*P<0.05 by chi-square test, comparison between exposure and non-exposure group
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Table 5. Mean Number of Teeth with Erosion by Site by Acid Exposure

Exposure group(n=199)

Non-exposure group(n=311)

Site ) total
grade 1 grade 2 grade 3  erosion

total
grade 1 grade 2 grade 3  erosion

upper
incisor 0.07+£ 049 0.15+0.70 0.01£0.07 0.97+ 157

lower
incisor 0.32+ 1.07* 0.89+ 1.52 0.03+0.20 1.24+1.75

upper molar 0.00+ 0.00 0.02+ 0.17 0.01+0.14 0.03+0.22
lower molar 0.01+0.10 0.03+0.22 0.02+ 0.12 0.06+ 0.29

0.01+0.16 0.21+£0.91 0.01£0.17 1.01% 147

0.14£0.64 0.99+ 147 0.04+0.29 1.18+ 1.58

0.00+0.00 0.01+0.11 0.000.00 0.01+0.11
0.00+ 0.00 0.01+0.10 0.01+0.14 0.02+0.17

Total  0.39+ 1.42* 1.10+ 2.00 0.06+ 0.34 1.55% 2.34

0.15+ 0.69 1.23+2.01 0.06+ 040 146+ 2.17

*P<0.05 by t-'test, comparison between exposure and nonexposure group.

Table 6. Positive Rate of Dental Erosion by Site

and Tenure

Exposure group
(n=199)

an-exposure group
(n=311)

Tenure No. of Upper Lower Upper Lower total*
(years) persons incisor* incisor* molar molar*®

No. of Upper Lower Upper Lower Total*
persons incisor incisor* molar molar

4 40 1 4
Below5 14 (986)® (286) (00) (71) (286)

24 30 0 0 30
10 90 (967) (333) (00) (00) (333)

43 49 4 7 51
Above10 95 (453) (516) (42) (7.4) (53.0)

66 .20 22 1 0. 22
(30.3) (3330 (15 (0.0) (333)

198 49 52 0 1 54
(383) (408) (00) (08 (422)

120 55 62 3 5 65
(45.8) (51.7) (25) (4.2) (542

71 83 4 8 85
Total 199 (357) (17) (20) (40) (427

34 124 136 4 6 141
(39.5) (433 (130 (19 (449

*P<0.05 by X>-test
*DP< by Fisher’s exact test

®Positive rate of dental erosion(%)

Table 7. Mean Number of Teeth with Erosion by Sist and Tenure

Exposure group
Tenure (n=199)

Non-exposure group
(n=311)

(years)  Upper  Lower  Upper  Lower
¥ ppe ppe! Total

incisor molar molar molar

Upper Lower Upper Lower
, p.p » e Total*
incisor incisor molar molar

Blelow 5 071+ 144 0.79+153 0.00+0.00 007+027 1074202
5-10 068+ 132 0861145 0.00+0.00 0.00+000 091+ 161
Above 10 128+175 167+195 006+032 0.11+040 2224277

0.79+ 130 088+136 001£0.12 000£000 097+ 158
096+ 141 1021143 000£000 0011009 114%174
1184160 150+£1.78 0.02+0.16 0.05£025 2.08+2.68

Total 097+ 157 124+ 175 003+022 0064029 1554234

1014147 1184158 001+0.11 002017 1461217

P<005 hv ara way ANOVA test
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Table 8. Postitive Rate of Dental Erosion by Area and by Wearing of Protective Device

in Exposed Group

Wearing protective No. of Upper incisor* Lower incisor Total incisor
device Persons Numer  Percent Number  Percent Number  Percent

Yes 125 7 58 59 472 59 472

NO 75 11 147 25 333 27 36.0

Total 200 18 90 83 417 85 427

P<0.05 by chi—squrare test
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Abstract

A STUDY ON THE DENTAL EROSION BY ACID AMONG
WORKERS EXPOSED TO ACID

Jung-Soo Bae*, Jae-Hwy Lee**, Hyun-Sul Lim***,
Hae-Kwan Cheong***, Dong-Soo Chang*
*Department of Dentistry, College of Medicine, Dongguk University
**Department of Dentistry, College of Medicine, Ajou University
***Depariment of Preventive Medicine, College of Medicine, Dongguk University

In order to investigate the oral health status including dental erosion, the authors had

surveyed and oral examined 510 male workers, among whom 199 workers were exposed
to acids and 311 were not exposed to acids, in a factory using acids during the period
from November, 26 to 27 in 1992.

1.

The obtained results were as follows :

The positive rate of dental erosion between the acid exposed and non-exposed group
didn’t show statistical difference. But the positive rate of degree 1 dental erosion by
degree was statistically high in the acid exposed group(P<0.05).

. The acid exposed group showed the higher positive rate of degree 1 dental erosion

in lower incisors by site(P<(0.01).

. To the average number of eroded teeth, the acid exposed group showed more degree

1 eroded teeth in lower incisors than the non-exposed(P<(0.05).

. Although the rate of dental erosion was increased according to the increase in tenure

in both exposed and non-exposed group(P<C0.05), there was no difference in rate of
the dental erosion by site among the same tenure group.

. In the acid exposed group, the rate of dental erosion between protective mask wearer

group and non-wearer group was not statistically different, but upper incisors of the
protective mask wearer group showed lower rate of dental erosion by site(P<0.05).

. The positive rate of periodontal diseases was higher in the acid exposed group(P<0.01).
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