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INTER - EXAMINER VARIATfONS IN SCORING OF GINGIVAL INDEX
AND PLAQUE INDICES IN PERIODCNTAL PATIENTS AMONG 6 EXAMINERé
T. Roongruangphol*, O. Anusaksathien®, W. Worapamorn*, S. Bongsunun*®,

J. Sema*, and C. Cheunchuphon* -

Gingival index (GI) and plaque index (PI) are the simplest means to
measure the gingival conditions and cleansing capability of patients. During periodontal
treatment, these indices must be accessed by each dental student and checked by different
supervising instructors. To determine whether the staff would agree in scoring the indices
or not, we found out the inter-examiner variations of the indices. Five patients varying
from healthy to periodontitis status were examined by 6 instructors using modified well
known GI of Loe and Silness {score 0-3, 6 sites per tooth, 804 sites altogether) Mandel
modification of Quigley and Hein PI (score 0-5, 6 sites per tooth, 804 sites altogether)
and Tureskey et al. modification of Quigley and Hein PI (score 0-5, 2 sites per tooth, 268
sites altogether). Data were analysed by computer software (True Epistat) to determine
the agreement among the 6 raters of all scored sites using Kappa statistics. The kappa
scores of GI from 0 to 3 were 298, .445, 392 and .393 respectively with the overall
kappa score of .406 The kappa scores of Pl (Mandel modification) from 0 to 5 were 327,
375, .259, .287, .146 and .399 respectively with the overall kappa score of .303. The ones
of PI (Tureskey et al modification) from 0 to 5 were .093, .309, .315, .310, .237 and 409
respectively with the overall score of .312. This showed that Lhex raters had moderate
agreement on the GI with most agreement at score of 1 and least agreement at score of 0.
The examiners rather moderately agreed for the PI and score 5 was mostly agreed

whereas scores 4 and 0 were least agreed. Hence, we conciuded that the staff had

greement_in_checki I odontal _indi : I . :
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