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The oral status of the elderly in some states difference between
oral health-related quality of life

Jong-Hee Park

Department of Dental Laboratory Technology, Gimcheon University

[Abstract]

Purpose: Recently our country is rapidly aging population is growing. In the oral cavity of the elderly status of
oral health-related quality of life to evaluate any impact.

Methods: The survey used structured self administered questionnaires from April to May in 2011 in Daejeon and
Chungcheong provinces to 277 people, analysis of the general characteristics of a frequency analysis method, the
difference between the quality of life T / F test, whether oral self-according to the quality of life healthy oral health
effects of the multiple regression analysis.

Results: Award comes on the number of residual value, lower age all the more, smaller monthly income was small,
but significant difference between them was no difference between gender.

Residual value according to the number of differences in the quality of life of physical pain upper, physical
disability, the lower the physical pain, physical disability, psychological disability were significant differences in
degradation. Depending on oral maxillary prosthesis fitted to physical pain, psychological discomfort, physical
disability, the lower the functional limitation, physical pain, there was a significant difference in physical disability.

Conclusion: Status of the oral cavity of the elderly factors affecting the quality of life remaining in the lower
dimensions, upper and lower prosthetics, self-aware state of oral health in order to improve the quality of life of
elderly oral health education to be strengthened to increase the residual value, reducing their own prosthetic
perceived oral health is health, so they feel it should be for the development of health education programs for the
elderly should be.
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Table 1. General Characteristics Neorr
characteristics classification N(%) total(100)
male 94(33.9)
sex 277(100)
female 183(66.1)
=64 69(24.9)
age 65~74 105(37.9) 277(100)
75< 103(37.2)
with spouse 126(45.5)
family alone 61(22.0) 77(100)
other 90(34.5)
=50 138(49.8)
- 51~90 65(23.5
(Tglrtzh%l,g%%mﬁon) 91~130 32((11.5; 77100
131< 42(15.2)
Ao oA+ HAF 9478(33.9%), A+ 1839 617(22.0%), AFALt 5% 718 909 (34.5%)°1 3L,
(66.1%) ©1AaL, Holo lojA= 644 |3l 69 Aol oAM= 508k o5} 13878(49.8%), 51-90%F
(24.9%), 65-T4A| ©]8} 1057 (37.9%), 75X ©]/ 10378 2 65%(23.1%), 91-1307+ 327 (11.5%), 1319+ o4
et 4274 (15.2%)°1 Ak,
7 7H FHlol leiAe B 1267845.5%), E4
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Table 2. The remaining teeth by general characteristics

remaining teeth

characteristics classification 0 1-5 6-10 11-15 16< b
>64 4(5.8) 18(26.1) 19(27.5) 21(30.4) 7(10.1)
65-74 max. 15(14.3) 32(30.5)  32(30.5) 20(19.0) 6(5.7) 26.119***
age 75< 28(27.2) 38(36.9) 20(19.4) 11(10.7) 6(5.8)
=64 4(5.8) 12(17.4) 18(26.1) 23(33.9) 12(17.4)
65-74 mad. 11(10.5) 39(37.1) 25(23.8) 24(22.9) 6(5.7) 2719
75< 15(14.6) 47(45.6) 14(13.6) 17(16.5) 10(9.7)
male max 17(18.1) 25(26.6) 26(27.7) 19(20.2) 7(7.4) 1760
cox female ' 30(16.4) 63(34.4) 45(24.6) 33(18.0) 12(6.6) ’
male mad 14(14.9) 26(27.7) 20(21.3) 27(287) 7(7.4) 7541
female ) 16(8.7) 72(39.3) 37(20.2) 37(20.2) 21(11.5) ’
with 17(13.5) 39(31.0) 38(30.2) 27(21.4) 5(4.0)
alone max. 8(13.1) 23(37.7)  16(26.2) 12(19.7) 2(3.3) 17.519*
family other 22(24.4) 26(28.9) 17(18.9) 13(14.4) 12(13.3)
with 12(9.5) 45(35.7) 29(23.0) 32(25.4) 8(6.3)
alone mad. 2(3.3) 26(426)  10(16.4) 15(24.6) 8(13.1) 14.234
other 16(17.8) 27(30.0) 18(20.0) 17(18.9) 12(13.3)
>50 36(26.1) 50(36.2) 30(21.7) 14(10.1) 8(5.8)
51-90 602 17262 22338  16(46)  4(62) "
91-130 M s 0Bl 719 ety 1en oo
monthly 131< 1(2.4) 11(26.2) 12(28.6) 12(28.6) 6(14.3)
income =50 22(15.9) 59(42.8) 23(16.7) 27(19.6) 7(5.1)
51-90 mad 4(6.2) 19(29.2) 13(20.0) 18(27.7) 11(16.9) 20,865
91-130 ' 3(9.4) 12(37.5) 9(28.1) 4(12.5) 4(12.5) ’
131=< 1(2.4) 8(19.0) 12(28.6 15(35.7) 6(14.3)
maxillary total 471700  88(31.8)  71(25.6)  52(18.8) 19(6.9)
mandibular total 30(10.8) 98(35.4) 57(20.6) 64(23.1) 28(10.1)
*pC.05, **pC.01, **pd.001
Ao] w2 22| A= Arero] A ux}: 6~10 u| gt z}o] 7t A THPL 01),
MN@T7.7%), ARz 1~570(34.4%),3F2Fe] - HAb= 74 ol o2 Z=EA] o Yol = A shet BE
11~157](28.7%), A= 1~571(39.3%)7} 7H3 B2 A 1~5708] A97F 71 wokeTl et A%, 579
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o]aloll A= 11~1571(30.4%), 65~T74412] 9= 6~107
(30.5%), 1~571(30.5%), 754 o)Aol A= 1~571(36.9%)
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ool A= 11~157H 35.7%)7F 7V B2 A= YE UEPHTHp 05)
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Table 3. The intra—oral Prosthetics by general characteristics
haracteristi | ification Prosthetic Status 2
charactensics classiicatio Full denture partial denture  No denture
>64 4(5.8) 25(75.4) 13(18.8)
65-74 maxillally 13(12.4) 78(74.3) 14(13.3) 15.280*
aqe 75< 27(26.2) 61(59.2) 15(14.6)
9 >64 3(4.3) 49(71.0) 1724.6)
65-74 mandibular 12(11.4) 76(72.4) 17(16.2) 6.962
75< 14(13.6) 63(61.2) 26(25.2)
male maxilal 14(14.9) 66(70.2) 14(14.9) 197
o female Y 30(16.4) 125(68.3) 28(15.3) '
male . 13(13.8) 66(70.2) 15(16.0)
fomale  endibular 16(8.7) 122(66.7) 45(24.6) 3780
with 15(11.9) 93(73.8) 18(14.3)
alone maxillally 9(14.8) 44(72.1) 8(13.1) 5.786
ami other 20(22.2) 54(60.0) 16(17.8)
y with 10(7.9) 94(74.6) 22(175)
alone mandibular 2(3.3) 41(67.2) 18(29.5) 14.568™*
other 17(18.9) 53(58.9) 20(22.2)
=50 37(26.8) 84(60.9) 17(12.3)
51-90 , 46.2) 51(78.5) 10(15.4)
91-130 maxillally 2(6.3) 22(68.8) 8(25.0) 26820
monthly 131< 1(2.4) 34(81.0) 7(16.7)
income >50 24(17.4) 92(66.7) 22(15.9)
51-90 . 3(4.6) 43(66.2) 19(29.2) .
o130 Mandibular 2(6.3) 24(75.0) 6(18.8) 19293
131< 0 29(69.0) 13(31.0)
maxillary total 44(15.9) 191(69.0) 42(15.2)
mandibular total 29(10.5) 188(67.9) 60(21.7)
*p(.05, **p(.01, **p¢ 001
o] weba= Aete] A9 dA FEEU(70.2%), AEYEB.7%) <ol o5 ZHll= F-Yulst zfo]7t ¢l
HHEY (14.9%), EYUNS14.9%) <o) aL, oz} & At
EU(68.3%), &HEY16.4%), EYS(15.3%)<, st Ao webA= Aeke] - 644 olsf, 65~T74A ©]
o) A gA FEEU(70.2%), SYHS14.9%), S ok A BF FESYG4A olsk 75.4%, 65744
Y(13.8%), o1&} FEEUY(66.7%), EY(24.6%), & 74.3%), &Y §1-2-(64A] 013} 18.8%, 65—74A| 13.3%)4=2-
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(60 0%), S (22.2%) <=0]%oH o= Jtofl= 9
ujgk zpo glolct, shete] A9 n%E RESYEE 3. EAHSKIC] &52] & X1O|
74.6%, A} 67.2%, 71€t 58.9%), &4 JS(HE 1) YEEN EMof| M2 4] Z X0
17.5%, EX} 29.5%, 71} 22.2%) <« 22 YERGIL o5 o] meks= GATE AXtELE A 552,12
o= Fougk 2Fo|7F A THp.01). +.56), AAIZ EH(2.19+.68), AlAZ 52A35H2.26
°J/\?:10ﬂ whebils A slel T 509HY o|ahe] AL +.56), AAA S8A5H2.46+.60), AFSlZ%E # 5}
FEEEUA 60.9%, 32t 66.7%), HHAEL (At (2.59+ .51), A& E2](2.50+.57) 50l =9k, 7%
26.8%, B3F2H7.4%) 0|3l 517 oJAtoAE mE A AgH2.32+.55) AAL B =2 A O R YEl =
HEEU( 51-909H AFel 78.5%, stet 66.2%, 91-130 Ao 2 Levene w42} 754 Ak f-ou|st
ok Akol 68.8%, ket 75.0%, 1319 o)Al Abet 2o 7} QTP .05).
Table 4. Differences of quality of life by general characteristics
OHIP
charac-  classifi- , . psycholo— . psycholo— :
teristics cation flgnitut).nal physical gical g.hyi'.(lz.?l gical d.SO%'?.It handicap total
Imitation pain e Isability disability 1sability
>64 225157 22171 218+65 227+63 249+66 257+57 254+58 275+62
65-74  233+59 207+57 221+67 232+57 251+60 256+57 245+59 275+55
s 75< 22153 195+59 216+58 218+58 240+58 255+51 249+50 2.66+.51
9 total 227+56 206+.62 219+63 225+59 246+61 256+55 249+55 272+56
F 1212 3513* 126 1.461 849 034 556 866
P 299 031 882 234 429 967 574 422
male 21758 212+56 219+68 226+56 246+60 259+51 250+57 272+57
female  2.32+55 203+65 218+61 225+61 246+ 61 255+57 248+55 272+55
age total 227+56 206+.62 219+63 225+59 246+61 256+55 249+55 272+56
T -2.168* 1.098 102 014 -024 550 192 -.009
P 031 273 919 989 981 583 848 993
with 21753 204+57 21763 22157 238+62 253+55 248+56 267+53
alone  239+58 209+65 222+58 231+55 252+50 259+59 250+48 278+50
other  232+57 207+66 218+68 228+65 254+65 257+59 248+59 275+63
age fotal  227+56 206+62 219+63 225+59 246+61 256+55 249+55 275+56
F 3.770* 166 .093 851 2.018 267 .010 933
P 024 847 912 428 135 766 990 395
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OHIP
eretics _catn el e bnd physical g (28 handicap  totl
discomfort disability
>50  232+54 203+58 218+62 220+57 248+59 255+55 248+56 27154
51-00  214+57 203+63 213+58 223+63 240+63 251+57 243+54 265+56
91130 209+60 190+65 207+67 214+58 237+65 253+55 235+61 258+.56
Tf:gtr:ley 131<  244+53 232+64 239+69 255+52 259+60 269+49 267+49 294+58
fotal 227456 206+62 219+63 225459 246+61 256+55 249+55 272+56
F 3839% 3275 1912 4542 1151 948 2396 3266
o 010 022 128 004 329 418 069 0252
*p¢.05, **p¢.01, **p<.001
Lol wakA= 644 olstol A= AlAIA F&(2.21 2 AHRA FEAEE AEA B 17 52 A st
+.71), A8l SEATH2.57+.57), AH8A E8)(2.54 +£0 2 Havt =2 A0 & YEyith
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o|Ao A= AMElE FYASH2.65+.51), AMElE & (2.41+.52), AAZ 5%(2.30+.76), AA2 S5}
(2.49+ 50019121 Levene A¥ AAIE52 A= (2.50+.54), A HPAH2.61+.50), AH8lH Ee
|k 2ol 7} AATHP). 05). (2.58+.49) A47} 11~157]9] A= HAA BH(2.35
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(2.22+£.58), AAA FEA5H2.31£.55), AIAA 52 A 7f oAl A AAA EH(2.30+.73), FAIA FEA
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o= vt
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(2.42+.57), AAAFHASH2.66£.56), A2]A A
SH2.714.47), 34 E2](2.66+.43) F47F 11~1574
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+.59), A& 55(2.60+.55), AAIA HEASH2.57
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(2.60+.55), At8]& E2|(2.57+.57) A7 6-1071<]

A LA EH(2.33+.62)7F =34t
Afote] 79 A B, ANH SEA, st
AAREE, A At BAA 5 AstolA

78]_?‘ L.i'“’ﬂo O, L.j‘ﬂzﬂ%
o
T

H36H M1z 20143 57



Table 5. Differences of quality of life by remaining teeth

OHIP
charac—  classifi— . , psycholo— . psycholo— ,
teristics cation flgnit'(t).nal physical gical ghyi'.(lt.?l gical d'socgﬁllt handicap total
imitation pain  yiscomfort 9SEPIY  gioiy, - disability
0 22444 19058 203+x57 21755 242+62 246+51 243+56 2.61%+.49
1-5 225155 193x55 211x66 214+58 24161 253%x57 245+58 263+.54
6-10 224+ 63 212+57 224158 227/t57 24762 26349 253+48 276+53
maxillar 11-15 23161 225+69 235+x64 24363 25760 258+62 250+.63 284+.65
y 16< 241152 23076 230+£73 25054 255+53 26150 258+49 291+57
total 22756 206x.62 21963 22559 246+61 256+55 249+55 272+52
F 461 3.957** 2.255 3.004* 753 737 450 2.186
P 764 .004 .063 .019 557 568 773 .07
0 218149 183+47 20560 213+x57 220+£.63 24554 23160 252%+52
1-5 22553 195%x57 21463 21560 244+60 25158 244+58 265+.53
6-10 22861 211£63 223%x62 22654 242+63 259+50 248%+50 273+55
mandibular 11-15 22859 217x67 22963 240+60 25758 26055 25757 282%+.60
andibu 16< 237460 233+63 217+72 242457 266+56 271+47 266+43 289+54
total 22756 206+.62 21719 22559 246+61 256+55 249+55 272+56
F A51 3.801** 1.023 2.725* 2.783* 1.237 1.862 2.509*
p 772 .005 396 .030 .027 296 7 042
*p¢.05, **pd.01, **pd.001
3) BEF 20| = 4] & X0 st Qloj = = EYSlS, FEEY, $HEY &
Aot Qo= AR YEF A BFE EYGEol O 2 H7th A Ve
7MY =2 A0 E e & iR FEEY ey Agete) ojM= AAEsE, FAHEH, 443 5
7154 Agt QlojA= & EY@Q.25+.43)7 B E & Ast7t, ket Qo= 71 EAARE AAH S, AA
Y(2.24+.60)Hc} w2 AL &2 YET A sE A} AR Eejof| A Feu|gt Zfo] 7} Q1T

Table 6. Differences of quality of life by intra—oral Prosthetics

OHIP
chgre!c— cIansifi— functional physical psy(_:holo— physical pstholo— social .
teristics  calion i tation  pain . 98 gisabiity 98!  gisapijty handicap  total
discomfort disability
FD 225+ 43 187+58 2.00+£53 212+54 240+63 243+51 246+53 259+.47
PD 224160 20760 217+64 224+60 245162 256+57 24656 2.70+57
maxilla No D 24150 221£70 247+62 248*+55 259+53 271t47 261£53 292+55
total 227256 206+.62 21963 225+59 246*+.61 256+£55 249+55 272+56
F 1.608 3.330* 6.694** 4. 421* 1.145 2.865 1.303 4.017*
P 202 .037 .002 .013 320 .059 273 .019
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Y5 1=919) W el whE AT 4ol Zpolof Wt At
OHIP
charac- classifi- : — . - .
teristics cation fgnptiqnal phy§|cal psygizzgllo physp_al ps;gizggllo .SOC'?.I handicap total
limitation pain S —— disability disability disability
FD 212+52 177£45 196%x.63 206+49 229+60 243+54 231£58 248+.49
PD 225+57 20661 220+62 223+60 245+61 254+56 24756 27157
mandible No D 24154 22066 225166 24157 260+x58 268+49 263148 287+52
total 22756 20662 219+63 225+59 24661 256*+55 249+55 272+56
F 3.178* 4833 2.148 3.759* 2.845 2.353 3.621 4946
P .043 .009 119 .025 .060 097 .028 .008

*p<.05, **pC.01, ***p<.001

4) FAULAE O] THE 42l & X{0] 2] B AP0 A7 AdEl7E vhnhar Q1A sk 75
AZRRUA| 73207 7ol whe &re] A o lofA E2 J0E YEIL olE ol frelulRt Zpel7k Al
+ AAIA 71SAIRE AAE s, BAA =, AR ek,
SYAL AN S Aleld SR AbslE 2
Table 7. Differences of quality of life by self aware state of oral health
OHIP
charac-  classifi- , . psycholo— . psycholo— :
teristics ~ cation flgnf,;tl?_nal el gical ghysgfl:_?l gical d_socgﬂ handicap total
imitation pain  iscomfort disability disability isability
good 215158 183%x61 19960 206+58 228+62 241£56 232+57 251=54
soso  235%x53 22359 231t62 238+t56 260x56 268+51 2656+21 2.86*.51
SCLMEC  bad  248+52 262+.46 26256 262+46 272450 276+43 276+38 3.00+.47
oral health total 227£56 208+64 219£63 225+£59 246+61 256+55 249+55 272+56
F 6.218"*  25635™* 15208"* 15676™* 11.429"* 10.220** 12.825"* 21.338***
P .002 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000

*p<.05, **pC.01, ***p<.001

X7} Ak (A E - ], 19953135k Avfe}l e Zloz
257e=

TW g2 mAgE e lojA Aot HEEY
(69.0%), &4 S415.9%), EYUS15.2%)w, dFet>
HEEY(67.9%), EYUNS021.7%), HEYU10.5%)=
O 7 Aakekal glo] 4, stef B R Y] ARkeol
7P Eqkom, 744 ofstollA= FEEY, EYUMS <,
T5A] ool i FEEY, & B4 «o& ARt
ol BE AP BF FEEYY AREo] 7MY =%
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