A Study on the Activity Limitation Realities Caused by Oral Disease in Some University
Students
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ABSTRACT

This study was attempted in order to offer basic data for enhancing oral health by surveying the activity limitation realities caused by
oral disease in university students and then by analyzing its relevant factors. As a result of research, university students’ activity limitation
experience rate accounted for 24.1%. The average number of activity limitation days stood at 0.44 day. Matters related to university
students’ activity limitation included housing type as for socio-demographic characteristics, and busyness in daily life, difficulty for
supplying school expenses, temporal burden given using dental treatment, and difficulty for transportation given using dental treatment as
for individual characteristics. In case of feeling difficulty for raising school expenses, the possibility was indicated to be high in activity
limitation experience, illness experience, experience of having trouble in performing schoolwork, and schoolwork loss experience. Also, in
case of feeling difficulty for transportation given using dental treatment, the possibility was indicated to be high in experiencing a trouble
in performing schoolwork and a loss of schoolwork. Accordingly, a national interest and support are earnestly demanded in order to
establish the more systematized oral health level and to increase oral health promotion.
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Table 2. Activity limitation realities by demographic and socio—economic characteristic

Trouble in Days with .
. Illness . Activity
variable performing a loss of L
days limitation
schoolwork schoolwork
Gender
Male 0.13 (0.53) 0.39 (0.77) 0.34 (0.74) 0.44 (0.82)
Female 0.11 (0.44) 0.28 (0.70) 0.21 (0.57) 0.44 (0.80)
Age
Under 20 years old 0.13 (0.47) 0.34 (0.76) 0.09 (0.40) 0.27 (0.64)
21~25 years old 0.11 (0.48) 0.29 (0.69) 0.31 (0.69) 0.45 (0.87)
Over 26 years old 0.11 (0.46) 0.39 (0.79) 0.24 (0.66) 0.59 (0.97)
Religion - K ok -
No religion 0.08 (0.40) 0.23 (0.65) 0.23 (0.60) 0.42 (0.79)
Eastern religion 0.17 (0.57) 0.57 (0.83) 0.43 (0.80) 0.59 (0.89)
Western religion 0.14 (0.50) 0.22 (0.61) 0.09 (0.42) 0.30 (0.73)
Householder’s age
Under 50 years old 0.11 (0.49) 0.33 (0.75) 0.20 (0.56) 0.46 (0.79)
Over 51 years old 0.12 (0.46) 0.31 (0.70) 0.30 (0.69) 0.43 (0.82)
Householder's academic background
Under middle school graduate 0.12 (0.49) 0.42 (0.80) 0.32 (0.74) 0.62 (0.91)
High school graduate 0.14 (0.53) 0.25 (0.64) 0.27 (0.65) 0.44 (0.82)
Over university graduate 0.08 (0.37) 0.40 (0.81) 0.22 (0.59) 0.38 (0.75)
Housing type wok
Own house 0.13 (0.50) 0.25 (0.66) 021 (0.59) 0.44 (0.83)
Boarding and boarding oneself 0.01 (0.14) 064 (1.00) 045 (0.76) 0.42 (0.73)
Relative’s house 0.32 (0.69) 0.54 (0.51) 0.43 (0.87) 0.54 (0.87)
Others 0.11 (0.49) 0.24 (0.56) 0.30 (0.69) 0.42 (0.80)
Householder’s income
Under 1,500,000 won 0.12 (0.48) 0.28 (0.70) 0.26 (0.67) 0.54 (0.94)
1,500,000~3,000,000 won 0.14 (0.52) 0.33 (0.73) 0.22 (0.60) 0.43 (0.80)
Over 3,000,000 won 0.06 (0.34) 0.33 (0.74) 0.31 (0.68) 0.37 (0.69)
Number of family members
Under 3 persons 0.12 (0.51) 0.42 (0.73) 0.17 (0.54) 0.49 (0.88)
4~5 persons 0.11 (0.48) 0.29 (0.72) 0.27 (0.65) 0.42 (0.78)
Over 6 persons 0.00 (0.00) 0.39 (0.83) 0.39 (0.83) 0.49 (1.07)
* 1 p<0.05, * : p<0.01, == There is no statistically significant difference(p>0.05)
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Table 3. Activity limitation realities by individual characteristic

. Tliness Trouble.m Days with Activity
variable davs performing a loss of limitation
y schoolwork schoolwork
Experience of using dental treatment institution B B B B
gsmg ?’r ““derléz mot“ﬁhs 0.15 (052) 033 (0.73) 0.22 (0.60) 044 (081)
HS“%g or over dm"“ S 0.12 (0.48) 0.35 (0.78) 0.34 (0.69) 050 (0.83)
aving NEver uses 0.00 (0.00) 0.22 (057) 0.23 (0.66) 0.34 (0.80)
Toothbrushing frequency B - _ _
[Zjlz.der 2 times 0.11 (0.34) 0.24 (0.69) 0.24 (0.69) 0.24 (0.69)
mes 0.05 (0.31) 0.35 (0.74) 0.25 (0.63) 0.30 (0.70)
Over 3 times
F o times 0.15 (054) 031 (0.72) 0.26 (0.64) 052 (0.86)
Placing in birth - - _ _
%e first . 0.08 (0.41) 0.37 (0.78) 0.25 (0.62) 036 (0.74)
o ¢ ngonthir q 0.19 (058) 0.33 (0.72) 0.30 (0.68) 055 (0.86)
ver the 0.04 (0.32) 0.12 (047) 0.15 (0.55) 0.43 (0.89)
School record - - - -
Xery excellent Lot 0.14 (0.47) 0.34 (0.75) 0.29 (0.63) 039 (0.69)
Uvgragfh"r excelien 0.12 (047) 0.28 (0.69) 0.25 (0.64) 044 (0.81)
nder the mean 0.09 (0.55) 0.49 (091) 0.24 (0.63) 052 (0.95)
Personality B B B _
11\3/‘[)5(‘1“‘1 0.12 (051) 0.32 (0.69) 0.29 (0.69) 041 (0.75)
PO crate 0.11 (0.45) 0.31 (0.74) 0.22 (059) 047 (0.85)
assve - 0.10 (0.47) 0.40 (0.86) 0.28 (0.67) 0.34 (0.85)
Busyness in daily life - * o s
Euiyb 0.13 (051) 0.38 (0.76) 0.33 (0.70) 053 (0.36)
ot busy ‘ 0.07 (0.38) 0.18 (0.61) 0.08 (0.39) 0.22 (0.62)
Having difficulty for supplying school expenses N o o -
EES 0.32 (0.70) 1.02 (0.99) 0.69 (0.90) 112 (1.09)
Having a fear for dental treatment 0.09 50.43) 0.23 EO.64) 0.20 50.58) 0.36 io.73>
EES 0.12 (050) 0.37 (0.77) 031 (0.70) 052 (0.87)
Having a distrust in dental treatment 0.11 iOAS) 0.24*(*0.69) 0.17*<*o.52> 0.31*(*0.68)
Ezs 0.20 (062) 0.48 (0.85) 0.43 (0.78) 0.65 (0.91)
Having a temporal burden for using dental treatment 0.06 50'33) 0.22 iO'GI) 0.14 iO'BO) 031 *(*0'71)
EES 0.13 (051) 0.39 (0.79) 0.33 (0.71) 056 (0.85)
Recogrition on price of dental treatment 0.10 (942) 021 50.61) 0.14 Eo.49> 0.27 Eo.72>
Ef‘i’enswe . 0.12 (0.49) 031 (0.71) 0.25 (0.63) 045 (0.82)
oL expensive L . . 0.00 (0.00) 042 (0.83) 0.30 (0.69) 024 (067)
Recognition on possibility of preventing stomatosis N N N -
Eﬁssfiiii‘(’iﬁvfﬁm) 0.11 (0.47) 032 (0.73) 0.26 (0.64) 044 (0.81)
DOSSIDEVNEE . ‘ 0.16 (051) 0.28 (067) 0.16 (051) 0.40 (0.78)
Having difficulty for transportation given using - - o -
dYe“tal treatment 0.15 (0.50) 0.60 (0.92) 043 (0.77) 0.43 (0.79)
NES 0.11 (0.47) 0.23 (0.62) 0.20 (0.58) 044 (0.82)
Eecogmt“’gjon. t.ear)ly treatment of stomatosis 0.11 (047) 0.32 (0.73) 0.26 (0.64) 0.44 (081)
ceessary\rosiive) 0.25 (058) 031 (0.71) 0.19 (0.55) 045 (0.82)
Unnecessary(Negative)

« 1 p<0.05, = : p<0.01, - : There is no statistically significant difference(p>0.05)
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Table 4. Each of the relevant factors about the
multiple logistic regression analysis results

of 2t

t

Dependent Independent Exp
variable variable (B)
HaVlng difficulty for 0.006" 2865
supplying school expenses
Mllness »
days Recognition on early . )
treatment of stomatosis 0041 2137
(Negative)
Housing type 0024 2348
Placing in birth 0.037" 2277
Trouble in i iffi "
: HaVlng difficulty for 0000 6.263
performing  sypplying school expenses
schoolwork 1. ving difficulty
for transportation given 0.002” 3453
using dental treatment
Havmg difficulty for 000" 3572
supplying school expenses
Days with Recognition on early -
a loss of treatment of stomatosis 0015 2510
schoolworlk Having difficulty
for transportation given 0.010" 2972
using dental treatment
. Busyness in daily life 0.025° 2.328
Activity ) o
limitation Hawng difficulty for 0000”4141
supplying school expenses
x 1 p<0.05, = : p<0.01
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