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Oral health is an important issue in end-of-life cancer care
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Table | Demographic

madical charscterncics o the Reported oeal morbadey P vabee

in patients with and without oral ESAS sympiom Prevalence® (%) Severity of symptom distress p value
u.-a; popalation o
Vesim=66)  Noiw=33) Total (w=09) marbidity —
n (%) a (%) %) ESAS all patienss  Oral merbidity
{v=99); mean (SD)
Giender Male 29 (#4) 17(52) 46 (47T) rt Yes (w66
Female 37 (56) 16.{49) 53 (54) mean (5D}
Age Mean (SD) 624 (412T) 669 (a113} €39 (kDY) 009 - I — ;
ange 16590 3688 690 Painy at rest 33 250223 26{222) 046
; p : 3 344227 1628 12021 18
Smoking habits Smoker 16 (24) 9027) 24 (285) 074 Pain when moving 84 A (=27 5 (£2.5) (300 081
- Ler 50 (76) 24073 475 Fatigue 626 49 (229 7 ' 06
T alterations. Yes 51 (80} 12{45) G568 000 1 Nausca 232 204224) e
No 13 20y 17455) 0 (32) Dyspnea Py 31 (a0 o
p— Yeu 52 (95) 15 {46} 77 (78 <0001
...... =" 5.7 7 (23 D
No 106 18 (35) e “ 47 23.0) 00
. .2 0002
Problems eating Yes 40 (61) 15(45) oS Appetiic L 44 (128) o
No 26 (39) 18{55) Anxiety M3 29(425) 004
Kamofsky score <40 Yes. M5y 17452y 059 Depression 43 3.0 (226) 034
o 31 U7 16 643 General well-being 6 41 224 o2
Dehylrated Ve 37 (36 1546} 032
No 29 (84 18155)
Lot >5 kg last 6 months Yes 32 (49) 13039 139
Ko My 20461)
Estimarted life expectancy <3 months. 510 21t} oS
>3 months 1525 12 (36)
Actual time until death <3 months. 209 20461) 006
-3 months 14 (21) 13039
e
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Table 2 ESAS sympiom score

X 86% CHNEH P HIEIL 34% Th 7=, 27% (9 4)

wu@iﬁﬁ’/) 7:_0

$#(F)13.2,

IZERICT TIZ

FEREH 21T 60 7k AT Tl 96%2% 20 HiLL T 60 Ll ETH 69%1% 20 B0l AR

L l/\ ﬁﬁ/‘jfci DH%& !irﬁlg@%mu&)fd?ﬁ§0 71;0
12% CBP ## 53N TEV ., 1 4 THEELLZRD-,

Table 3 Clmical charactenstics

selated to oral morbidity Variable Reported oral morbidity P value
es No Todal
(n=66) m=33) (=)
n (%) n (%) o (%)
Mirror test friction Yes 57 (86) 12 {36) 69 (70)  <0.001
No G914y 21 (64) 30 (30
Candida carrage Yes 60 (9T 24(75) 84 (86) 004
No i {9} £(25) 14{14)
Candida infection Yes 24 (26) 1 30 3324 0.55
Nao 42 () 23 (700 65 (i)
Plagque MNevsmall amount 49 (74) 26 (79 75 (76) 062
Maoderatelarge amount 17 (26) T2 24 (24)
Gingivitis TMo/mild 57 (86) 3194 &5 (89 0.26
Muoderesevere Q {14y 2(6) 1411y
Caries Yes 30 {46) 18 (62) 4% (51) 014
Mo 36 (55) 11 (38) 47 (50
DMFT Mean number of teeth (S 2004 (25.6) 213 (£5.8) 207 (25.6)  0.49°
Functional dentition (=20 teeth) Yes 52 (80) 22(71) 74(77) 0.33
Mo 13 200 @29y 2223
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Table 4 Patients’ perception of

the information received Varahle Report oral morhidity o value
Yes (n=66) No(n=33) Toul (n=99)
%) %) (%)
About measures w0 reduce xenostomia Yes  27(42) 10 (30) 3T 3%) 0.28
No 38 (3N 23 (70) 61 (82)
eatment Yes  15(23) 6 (18) 2122) 0.55
No  49(T7) 27 (§2) Th (TE)
tent Yes 21 (32) 10 {30} EANENN] 088
Mo 45 (68) 23 (70) 6] (69)
Ransfied with information in general Yes  54(K2) 26 (T9) B0 (%) 072
Mo 12{18) 721 19 (19)
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Table 5 Factors predicting oral morbidity

Predictor df pvalue Exp(B) 95 % CI for Exp(B)

Lower Upper

<0.001 17.553 4.466 68.084
0.031 3471 1.124 10.725

Xerostomia

Taste alterations

1

1
General well-being 1 8.
Appetite 1 n.s.
Anxiety 1 ns
Nausea 1 ns

Multivariate logistic regression model using backward variable selection

n.s. not significant
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