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The effect of satisfaction of dental esthetics on life
quality related to oral health(OHIP-14)

Eun—Mi Park - So—Yeon Yu - Jong—Hwa Jang

Department of Dental Hygiene, The Graduate school of Hanseo University

ABSTRACT

Objectives : It examines influence of satisfaction with dental esthetics upon quality of life related to oral health
after examining the satisfaction with dental esthetics and the quality of life related to oral health according to
subjective perception.

Methods : The subjects who have experience of dental esthetics from June 2010 to August 2010 in 50 places of
hospitals and clinics with dental esthetics in Seoul, which were selected with convenience sampling, the struc—
tured questionnaire was widely distributed to 315 people who agreed to research. After making the subjects
respond with self-reported method, data was collected. 298 copies except 17 copies were used in the final analy—
sis.

Results : The better in the perceived general health group led to the higher satisfaction with orthodontic treat—
ment(p=0.001). There was significant difference even in satisfaction with dental bleaching(p=0.030). The better in
the perceived general health group led to the higher quality of life related to oral health(p=0.002). The subjective
perception was indicated to have relationship with satisfaction at dental esthetics or quality of life related to oral
health, The satisfaction with orthodontic treatment(8=2.142, p=0.038) was indicated to be relevant factor of hav—
ing influence upon quality of life related to oral health.

Conclusion : As a result of analyzing partial correlation analysis by having subjective perception as control vari—
able, the satisfaction with orthodontic treatment and the life quality related to oral health showed positive corre—
lation. (J Korean Soc Dent Hygiene 2011;11(6):863-870)

Key words : dental bleaching, orthodontic treatment, perceived health, perceived oral health, OHIP—-14, satisfac—
tion of dental esthetics
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