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[Abstract] Objective Through a pain study of buccal gingival mucosa sensitivity of the mandible, the correspond-
ing sensitive area of pain was determined, which provided the basis for reducing the pain and discomfort of oral diagno-
sis and treatment. Methods 400 patients with mandibular tooth extraction in the outpatient department of stomatology
were selected. During tooth extraction, articaine epinephrine injection was used for infiltration anesthesia. The injection
needle size was 0.3 mm X 21 mm, and the injection site was about 5 mm away from the buccal gingival margin. The
pain degree of the patients was recorded. The data were statistically analyzed using the modified International pain clas-
sification method. Results Among the 400 patients who underwent mandible extraction, 75% (300 patients) graded
their pain from painless to moderate, and 25% (100 patients) reported moderate to severe and severe pain. Of those in
the moderate to severe and severe groups, 50% and 42% reported pain in the central and lateral incisors, respectively,
and 38% were in the canine group. When comparing the moderate to severe and the severe groups, 16% and 10% were
in the bicuspid group, 16% and 12% and 16% were in the molar group, respectively . There were significant differences
in the pain sensitivity of different teeth positions (y* = 54.203, P < 0.001). The proportion of moderate to severe and se-
vere pain in the anterior teeth group was higher than it was in the posterior teeth group (y° = 55.555, P < 0.001). There
were significant differences in the pain sensitivity of different ages (y° = 96.501, P = 0.000), and there was a positive
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correlation between pain and age (r=0.465, P < 0.001). The proportion of women with at least a moderate degree of
pain was higher than that of men ()’ = 12.298, P = 0.031). Conclusion The sensitivity of the buccal gingival mucosa
to pain is different in different positions of the mandible. The sensitivity of the anterior gingiva is higher than that of the

posterior gingiva. Age is positively correlated with the degree of pain. Further, compared with men, women are more sen-

sitive to pain.

[Key words] mandibular; buccal; anterior teeth; posterior teeth; gingiva mucosal; pain sensitivity; oral

surgery; extraction of teeth
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Table 1 ~ Summary of pain degree of buccal gingival mucosa in different tooth positions n(%)

Pain degree

Tooth position

Painless Mild Between mild and moderate Moderate Between moderate and severe Severe
Central incisor 0(0) 1(2) 5(10) 19(38) 20(40) 5(10)
Lateral incisor 1(2) 6(12) 7(14) 15(30) 15(30) 6(12)
Canine 1(2) 4(8) 10(20) 16(32) 15(30) 4(8)
First premolar 3(6) 11(22) 16(32) 12(24) 6(12) 2(4)
Second premolar 3(6) 9(18) 21(42) 12(24) 4(8) 1(2)
First molar 1(2) 7(14) 19(38) 15(30) 5(10) 3(6)
Second molar 0(0) 8(16) 16(32) 20(40) 5(10) 1(2)
Third molar 1(2) 10(20) 15(30) 16(32) 6(12) 2(4)
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Table 2 Comparison of pain degree between different teeth n(%)
Canine and Second premolar Second and % Test
Degree of pain Incisor
first premolar and first molar third molar x P

Painless 1(1) 4(4) 4(4) 1(1)
Mild 7(7) 15(15) 16(16) 18(18)
Between mild and moderate 12(12) 26(26) 40(40) 31(31)
Moderate 34(34) 28(28) 27(27) 36(36) 20 <ot
Between moderate and severe 35(35) 21(21) 9(9) 11(11)
Severe 11(11) 6(6) 4(4) 3(3)

HE— 20 WA ORGP R B 43 2 b
BETER AP XA, e B B IR A 33.3% ,
FERIR A 10%; 785 2 X4, e BEPROm & izl
[ 10.4% , T JEEIR A 5 3.6% . 1 1 1 05 K656 % i
T DRI 28 X1 o e A0 R o B R A T L
B, 45 SR F W I DXy v o P R o B i el v T
Ja A X A zR A5 FE X () =55555,P <
0.001,%3),

R3O IX G5 A OB A B A 7 BE 1Y L

Table 3 Comparison of the sensitivity of buccal gingival

mucosa pain between anterior and posterior teeth n(%)
Pain degree Anterior teeth  Posterior teeth Ve P
Painless 2(1.3) 8(3.2)

Mild 11(7.3) 45(18)

Between mild and moderate 22(14.7) 87(34.8)

Moderate 0wy wsao o 00
Between moderate and severe  50(33.3) 26(10.4)

Severe 15(10) 9(3.6)
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Table 4 Rank sum test results of the relationship between

pain and age

Pain degree Age[ year, M(IQR) | Ve P
Painless 22(4.75)
Mild 33(2750)
Between mild and moderate 50(24.50)
96.501 <0.001
Moderate 57(22.50)
Between moderate and severe 63.50(14)
Severe 63(17)
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Table 5 Result of ¥ tests between pain and gender n (%)

Pain degree Female Male x P
Painless 1(0.5) 9(45)

Mild 23(11.4)  33(16.6)

Between mild and moderate 62(30.8)  47(23.6)

Moderate o3 w2 o M
Between moderate and severe  40(20.0)  36(18.1)

Severe 10(5.0)  14(7.0)

303 i

P Ji 65 T8 6 1ML 32 B i 22 43 A Tz, i HL Y
25 SRR SCE , TR I 2% A Dt PR 15 | ) 9 o 2 25 1
PR E B BR A 2, 2P e T 2T I Y
RO ERS [ BRI 27 23 (International Associa-
tion for the Study of Pain, TASP) %] ¥ i 1 iz 1 & X
S Tl 5 2 U T A 2H U A DG Y SRR
TH IR A HURIAE 23 48 B2 i e AR N A2 3]
Hb B F R 5 7 A TR R AR BRSO 38 ik
B UK 9T R 20 e BB SRR S N TR E )
SBT3 e AR U i, AT 7 A R 0 L B S
W1z A% T 2 K, B R IR PRI 1 R )
WEARZ B E W M0k Y, H R
FofrJ 05 7T BE 23 52 il A AR ) BEURRFR P G
A T R WV R L 5 BRI L B AR O
LA R RIS 9 AH G, T AR T T 0 B | B A9
I O BRAERBRE IS ) Rt S IR A —E R
ZAETE R DDA AR R 2R 2, TE A8 FR A N IR
UL T I, 348 TE R (BT

FWERARANE R AEZIT T WA AR Z
—, PITE T AR G b 23 3 ) 790 A 2 44 [m) 7
JEE 450, AT 7 A 1l o K 959 45 AN 3 S
[F] i 3 TT RE 23 51 K AN [ B B 1 42 B SO, 50155
FRE R A BT AR I, B X R A AR
RV ARG 25, BT, IR b 32 B R
T 24 W) 13 S 02 R i AR 7 A AR AR A T
JBR 24 F) i i e o BB ORI o TEIEAT P IR
Bk AR T AT J) 50 35 T R e i, 5 X 08 00 26 i 4
HEAT BRI o A5 iy 30008 3k ) 10 5 O 2 i
JEEPE T i S R ) A0 F 5T, © GRS i i A X
0 286 FEE YA A A BB ACAS WA 9 34 LA 285 o
NEEMTEXN R TP AT T R R AR B
400 ] 8 &, PR EORE A TG 2 T T5%
(300 1] ) 5 i St A b oL B2 2 3 ofy 25% (100

%), LRI LIE 1, RZHEHE T R ERE1E
JRIRES , AT L4232 5 i 28 v YA

T A X AN [ 2 57 P 9 B 1 A4 ok L AT 0 T
EH R AL AR R AN . —
BUT, BBE T DA A2 v 8 R L DL AR B R, AR
WFSTF B, T 0 o R i b, R 2808 &
R DX R 1 5 SO R 3 v o v b0 2 A
411 v R R RN B R il o5 50% . 42% , R
415 38% , WA A2 430 i 16% . 10% , 5 7 21 43 53]
Hi 16% . 12% 16% , 255 Wos | 5 2 4L f 5 28 4110
R KR A2 S NI ER Lok
E, PR EATE T LA T AU, FE AT
I R LS, o — SO B & AT S
b AN g AL, o A TR ~ 4 A IR
S A T ek RRRI Bz R B 20 e kL I AE Hh 2k
550 ) 45 B 2 A |, 55 — SCTE T a0 P 4k 2L i
IR ONA 3, A T N s — RS o AR )
KT HME N WSS TRIIEH —E
0 B P 5 6 A7 A 8 38 3, DTS5 BT 2 XK
P BURRE BE 3 T 05 F IX . I, 2447 F 3B AR 4%
SRR B, R AR IR T R I S R AT 2% BRI, 5
T R X A B A R )RR Bk G B ) R
A4 T SRR I , T DA i 1R ARG 25 , AU e
P PIANE B . A DF 5 & R AR A 1 IR
DK 2 M £ B A B L BE SR 2 A o, & SR ke BT
A S 2w BB LR AR AR T AR R RN &
A SRAR S —Fh e 8 SO . X TR
RAR B F AR B 24 14 B, AT A A I A 1 R
PRy s, T RRAIRAR R S5 9 & 19 & A

A G 25 AR 7R P OB B 5 AR % &2 E AH
5, A R, XA R ARURR , PRI U B AR R
FE A I — S BRI 0O Bk 10048 ) L 1 AR
LA Ty 5 R A I &R s RN B T
BRI, T FH RN &Y IE 0 5 R A AL R
4 1R SRR, 33X K T BB 2 7 — R 1 PRI AR p
FAR G B RS o 0P 90 5 8 0 R B8 109 - B v mp
PIE Y, 55 P A0 L P X A ) BRSPS ], 2 Pk
VLS K 0 S TS N 0.0 i a7 5 B I W L)
V5] 3 AR 30 Y R FH TSt 2 T RR AR S R AT
SRR 7 % o AIF 8 REAS B A X /N, 3 7 B
LA I TR ARG . Bk, 78 ki
T A R T DL S X YA R AURR X IR A T 3 XY 1) T B
PEAL B SRR AT LA SR AR A R A 5 FE AT HoAth
1 P A B, B2 2 ) AN [] DX 3 1 s 8 S 0o 9



© 650

b

O &R 20204E 108 &28% £10#

Journal of Prevention and Treatment for Stomatological Diseases Vol.28 No.10 Oct. 2020 http://www.kqjbfz.com

I 4] 50U B A T X g A R ) DX, Ukt
L1 A A T A B DD R, DA T e R R Y
207 R ERIG J7 B A0 P IR

(1

2]

[3]

[4]

[5]

[6]

[7

[8]

SE
Arashiro FN, De-Deus G, Belladonna FG, et al. Dentinal micro-
cracks on freshly extracted teeth: the impact of the extraction tech-
niquelJ]. Int Endod J, 2020, 53(4): 440-446.
BB, $FARSE, WA, 45 1@ R 5 2 R IEAE R R
HZRBIWISEN] | AR ARBR, 2015, 23(10): 538-541.
Liao YY, Xuan DY, Xie BY, et al. The study on the relationship
between oral health and dental anxiety[J]. J Prev Treat Stomatol
Dis, 2015, 23(10): 538-541.
Seligman LD, Hovey JD, Chacon K, et al. Dental anxiety: an un-
derstudied problem in youth[]J]. Clin Psychol Rev, 2017, 55: 25-
40.
LI, AR, 2R, 55 TR S0 DA [ 7 37 2 A ek
BE WA W FET]. Th AR AT 1T I 5 2% 24 3K, 2012, 6(10): 329-
331.
Bai ZC, Shi SG, Li LL, et al. A preliminary study on the sensitivity
of gingival pain in different parts of the mandibular tongue[J].
Chin J Geriatric Dent, 2012, 6(10): 329-331.
Besse K, Vernooij-Dassen M, Vissers K, et al. The impact of a na-
tional guideline on the management of cancer pain on the practice
of pain assessment and registration[J]. Pain Prac, 2016, 16(2): 148-
153.
He SL, Wang JH, Ji P, et al. Validation of the pain resilience scale
in Chinese - speaking patients with temporomandibular disorders
pain[J]. J Oral Rehabil, 2018, 45(3): 191-197.
Mousavi SA, Sadaghiani L, Shahnaseri S, et al. Effect of magne-
sium sulphate added to lidocaine on inferior alveolar nerve block
success in patients with symptoms of irreversible pulpitis: a pro-
spective, randomized clinical trial[]]. Int Endod J, 2020, 53(2): 145-
153.
Randall CL, Shulman GP, Crout RJ, et al. Gagging and its associa-

tions with dental care-related fear, fear of pain and beliefs about

[0l

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

(17]

treatment|J]. J Ame Dent Assoc, 2014, 145(5): 452-458.
Williams AC, Craig KD. Updating the definition of pain[J]. Pain,
2016, 157(11): 2420-2423.
Aratijo Oliveira Ferreira DM, Costa YM, de Quevedo HM, et al.
Experimental psychological stress on quantitative sensory testing
response in patients with temporomandibular disorders[J]. J Oral
Facial Pain Headache, 2018, 32(4): 428-435.
Majedi H, Dehghani SS, Jahi-Soleyman S, al. Validation of the per-
sian version of the brief pain inventory (BPI-P) in chronic pain pa-
tients[J]. J Pain Symptom Manage, 2017, 54(1): 132-138.
Fujii-Abe K, Umino M, Kawahara H, et al. New method for postop-
erative pain relief using a combination of noxious and non-noxious
stimuli after impacted wisdom tooth extraction[J]. J Oral Se, 2019,
61(2): 364- 369.
Parlini P, Saminsky M, Stanner J, et al. Discomfort/pain due to
periodontal and peri-implant probing with/without platform switch-
ing [J]. Clin Oral Implants Res, 2019, 30(10): 997-1004.
Shah D, Shah S, Mahajan A, et a. Comparative evaluation of anal-
gesic efficacy of oral ketorolac and tramadol after impacted man-
dibular third molar surgery[J]. Natl J Maxillofac Surg, 2017, 8(1):
12-18.
Feng L, Wang H, Lin M. Effect of painless STA on tooth extraction
of elderly patients with periodontal diseases[J]. Exp Ther Med,
2018, 15(3): 2956-2960.
Pradhan R, Kulkarni D, Shetty L. Evaluation of efficacy of intralig-
amentary injection technique for extraction of mandibular teeth- a
prospective study[J]. J Clin Diagn Res, 2017, 11(1): ZC110 -
ZC113.
Kankaanpii R, Auvinen J, Rantavuori K, et al. Pressure pain sen-
sitivity is associated with dental fear in adults in middle age: find-
ings from the northern finland 1966 birth cohort study[J]. Commu-
nity Dent Oral Epidemiol, 2019, 47(3): 193-200.

(B8 AEE,EE)






