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[Abstract]

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to investigate the factors affecting oral health impact profile.

Methods: Subjects included elderly in the metropolitan areas of the cities of Daegu and Gyeong-buk. Statistical
analysis was done using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences version 19.0 for Windows. We determined
frequencies and percentage, calculating means, and standard deviations, and determining statistical significance
using T-tests, analysis of variance, multiple regression analysis.

Results: The results of multiple regression analysis between the oral health impact profile and the related factors
indicated that Occupation, Economic status are the major component oral health impact profile in general
characteristics and the Impediment of oral health promotion behavior is the major component that contribute the
oral health impact profile in oral health belief.

Conclusion: The comprehensive and reliable research which measures oral health impact profile of elderly is

necessary.

©Key words : oral health belief, oral health impact profile(OHIP)

H4e | o o = | ®s | 053-320-1324 | E-mail | pjmjhj@dhe,ackr
AR —
T | tF3GA B BdE ATHA RSt X7)FH
g+ | 20110 11 | 43y | 20111216 | =my | 20111228




| ui2is - ojols - 0|3k

.M B

T Algo] Ak $-efubebs T4 o) it )

A oPAY] S} Tl AAT S B

Ao e A8 A BAR ] He el
o]

o] ABEAL 0T BAAR GhEgo] wt o ¢t
Amﬂ =g 0%‘%101 }om om}ec 42011 791

Aofeal & = ol 2eH, 2008).
A73are] A4 AEEA Richmond
= ST SR AraelA A
Bl U o2 Buslglon Locker(1993) HAIZ
S ARl AREAIE oA 7hsAol
AopRE 7he /e Eoletal selh, g
i RPN e =sal AAlo] gl 9l
off njsl Agrgell A<} A7ge] slvk= ToR
Aprle) 7

I

o

O
>
&
ﬁg

f

0§ 5o

-4 == rlo Hr
i
ot

FARE 253 AZshs FFe] L

£ AT ke5k] 3 fEor RolEe]7] e, =
o] Aot F e AR AR E St
of ol Ak oY 4= Qlth, T2y RS k9lEe
Ao gt A4S AR Qe A
Bj7} Fds] v Zojgks A, ol Hidt &
K, BAIA it so® s AR Ald 2 HA
@, AAIF o pola WS Ao oh(ehehA| ¢
AFE 3], 2005)

=19 A A diste] A Tt
3 BAIES A3t Atchison(1990). 18y 3HA k=
g2 esdode A9 Mde 2o R vofsiar Ql
ong xjoft el o] FEjA B 11 Ao AyfEol
s mejE|olof sho g TrbAZo] B E|R] ok A%

392 otk t7| 28t x|

e, 44 %Eﬂzm, ol %Ef!?%} NEE
Q'

Jr Aoz
wolo] 7%

1. AT Y X X =8
2 AT S St A Tt AEA A e
oh:Hz‘sLoﬂ tzs]—Zo] io q{x}gi 3].01] = 3501::].0_ o]
Zslgon ZAIZEE 20119 19 145 84 30
°‘77PXI g 9 AU EE AAlskSI viRE 4

_]
=S
A 5 3381 7F ]4x(El4=& 96.5%)=]31oH, o] F EH

2.7 =

2 Ao o] &H SH == Slade(1997), H2F
(2001), BiR=(2005), A14421(2007), AX3H2007)0] A
S5 AR B4E 4 - Bsto] ARgatglon, AE



o - BEAY =98] #4237 Aol 7377 9FAel vl 9

AEA9] A1F4d-E& HA317] 918l Chronbach'sE ©]-&
[e]

Sof Al £4E UAIRH AT Auka el e A

A7 0,65 A Uefhu At 249 HEAle

2 Lz /de] lekal & 4= 3lth(Table 1).

Table 1. Chronbach'’s alpha coefficient of the questionnaire

characteristics category chrobach's alpha «
. impediment of oral health promotion behavior 4 687
oral health belief — - - - -
intentionality of oral health promotion behavior 3 751
functional iimitations 2 820
physical pain 2 .691
psychological discomfort 2 728
oral health physical limitations 2 839
impact profile psychological capacity 2 639
social skills 2 731
social disadvantage 2 679
OHIP 14 .916
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Table 2. General characteristics of study subjects

characteristic number percent
male 107 336
gender
female 211 66.4
under 70 154 484
71~75 76 239
age 76~80 56 176
81 over 32 10.1
none 65 204
elementary school 74 233
education middle school 46 145
high school 85 26.7
university 48 151
spouse 145 456
child 35 1.0
family type spouse, child 50 157
solitude 61 19.2
other 27 85
agriculture / fishery 37 1.6
commerce 20 6.3
occupation housekeeping 45 14.2
unemployed 140 440
other 76 239
under 100 167 52.5
economic status 100199 62 195
200~299 31 9.7
300 over 58 18.2

2. A BRI T2 Ml FEHTBC TR B, A dFAG(CHIP)= AIA1A &80l 2.91
(OHIP) A, 7153 AlRtol 2,734, AAA AlRto] 2,594 o=
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Table 3. Oral health belief and oral health impact profile of study subjects

characteristic mean standard error
_ impediment of oral health promotion behavior 2.61 733
oral health belief — - - ) -
intentionality of oral health promotion behavior 353 762
functional limitations 2.73 1.126
physical pain 2.91 1.019
psychological discomfort 255 899
oral health physical limitations 2.59 999
impact profle  psychological capacity 2.36 857
social skills 2.30 778
social disadvantage 2.31 789
OHIP 2.54 723
3 PO YRIL) LR SN PYHPBVEXS 2 FAHOR Annn (el shgo] e 4
(OHIP) DI 201 Xfof=1 2% BHo] & A0 Uit (pd.00D), AU 4
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(Table 4) 2} 2}, LHERZTHp<.00D).
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Table 4. Difference of the Oral Health Impact Profile according to the general characteristics

characteristic e o oA dscomon  limitations capachy kil disacuantage
gender

male 261+126 275+115 251099 263*+111 240+099 243+0.84 231+0.87
female 278+1.05 299+093 256+084 258+093 235+077 223+073 230+0.74
t -1.290 -2.017 -512 404 480 2.204 .054
P 198 .045 .609 .686 632 .028 957
age

under 70 249+110 283%£1.09 244+090 246+1.00 228+087 234*+0.77 230x0.77
71~75 291+113 299+100 262+088 264+102 244+087 239+0.89 238%+0.89
76~80 290+108 292+086 271091 271086 239+0.73 218*+064 228+0.73
81 over 313£110 3.09+0.92 259+083 292+107 256+091 209+067 223+0.68
F 4.875 824 1.481 1.481 1.343 1732 314
P .003 482 .220 .220 .260 160 815
education

none 3.38+1.07 324+099 286+0.87 284+093 242+085 208+x056 2.26+0.73
elementary 290+105 3.03+x098 263+090 287+1.00 260+080 239+082 247+0.85
middle 261+113 291089 265+083 267+096 252+088 237+0.85 238+0.88
high 251097 288+096 240+082 242+099 225+079 227+075 222+0.68
university 2.08+£108 232+110 215093 207+089 198+0.88 246*+087 220+0.81
F 12.219 6.326 5.561 6.882 4938 2.208 1.415
P .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .068 229
family type

spouse 276105 287+1.04 243+087 250+1.01 233+0.82 234+07/ 230%+0.70
child 2591121  294+103 257£097 279+0.99 247+091 234+093 233111
spouse, child 236+1.01 283+1.03 256+0.79 262+099 228+087 228+066 228+0.77
solitude 316117  310+£091 280+0.94 280+0.98 250+093 218+0.7/ 230+0.73
other 243+116 278+1.05 254+095 235+088 224+077 231081 2371091
F 4.456 767 1.911 1.681 823 515 .070
P .002 547 108 154 51 725 .991
occupation

agriculture/Fishery  3.16+1.08 3.30%+0.87 289+0.84 311x07/ 262+078 231x066 227+0.69
commerce 242+105 290+1.04 3.00+0.85 268+097 263+091 268+097 240+0.85
housekeeping 257+0.85 284+0.99 234+072 250*+0.88 246*+0.75 240x0.77 252+0.79
unemployed 299+113 3.01x1.02 2574093 261£102 233+085 225+070 2.33+0.75
other 220+1.07 257100 234+087 236+1.03 219+091 222+089 2.13+0.85
F 8.931 4.067 4.461 3.806 2.316 1.669 1.987
P .000 .003 .002 .005 .057 157 .096
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characterisic e P oain " dscomort  limitations | capacty . okils  disadvantage
economic status
under 100 3.04+116  310+097 277/+088 284+1.01 2544087 227+080 2.38%+0.87
100~199 277096 310084 257+082 258+085 235+074 234+071 233+0.63
200~299 227083 253+0.88 224+084 211£083 226+077 227081 231+070
300 over 203+£093 234+113 203+0.79 215+093 193%x0.80 235*0.7/ 2.06*+0.66
F 14.928 11.345 12.043 10.675 7.903 7.903 2418
P .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .066
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Table 5. Difference of the Impediment of Oral Health Promotion Behavior according to the general characteristics

characteristic n m SD t/F p

gender male 107 249 .885 1996 o047
female 21 267 637
under 70 154 2.55 764
71~75 76 2.59 .706

age 1.320 .268
76~80 56 2.67 718
81 over 32 2.81 657
none 65 2.84 562
elementary school 74 2.81 .700

education middle school 46 2.74 733 11.162 .000
high school 85 246 614
university 48 210 893
spouse 145 252 769
child 35 254 809

family type  spouse, child 50 2.61 .661 1.997 .095
solitude 61 2.73 .609
other 27 2.88 767
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characteristic n m SD t/F p
agriculture / fishery 37 2.86 614
commerce 20 2.29 564
occupation  housekeeping 45 259 716 2.162 .073
unemployed 140 2.61 804
other 76 258 673
under 100 167 2.81 .648
economic 100~199 62 2.56 713 14,691 000
status 200~299 31 249 709
300 over 58 213 768
) SRCHARIl YRt EM0| FZUET #olol of o] B& Ao e R0, HETEe Lato]
= K02 378902 77427 919 omio] £& Ao et
ﬂ?ﬁ%ﬁﬂ%ﬁﬁéﬁwv?k% %AA—H%MI HIpC0D), BA7IEL A7) 370 0R #4EA

919} o|EAo] e A

Ao YeRFI(pd 001), A
Zo] 36502 L7k=2] Q] orAo] LE:_Q
LERATHpL.00D).

3

Table 6. Difference of Intentionality of Oral Health Promotion Behavior according to the general characteristics

characteristic n m SD t/F p

gender male 107 3.3 84 2814 .005
female 211 3.62 703
under 70 154 348 762
71~75 76 3.55 786

age 849 468
76~80 56 353 760
81 over 32 372 704
none 65 3.78 .700
elementary school 74 3.39 Naa

education middle school 46 3.58 N 2.659 .033
high school 85 3.48 .760
university 48 3.46 768
spouse 145 359 763
child 35 2.87 919

family type  spouse, child 50 3.57 622 8.651 .000
solitude 61 3.72 575
other 27 3.59 742
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characteristic

n m SD t/F p

agriculture / fishery

37 3.4 957

commerce 20 2.85 848

occupation  housekeeping 45 3.44 794 5.746 .000
unemployed 140 3.65 684
other 76 3.61 653
under 100 167 3.53 807

economic 100~199 62 353 765 475 200
status 200~299 31 3.66 593
300 over 58 3.45 M
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Table 7. General characteristics which affect on Oral Health Impact Profile

chracteristics B SE B t p
gender -03 .08 -.02 =34 74
age .00 .04 =01 -1 91
education -.05 .04 -.09 -1.37 17
family type .02 .03 .04 61 54
occupation -.078 .035 -135 —2.233 .026
economic status -142 .042 -.228 -3.373 .001
constant 3.248 0.228 14.250 .000

R :
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Adjusted R : 104
p :.000
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Table 8. Oral Health Belief which affect on Oral Health Impact Profile

chracteristics B SE B t p
impediment of oral health 369 052 375 7134 000
promotion behavior
mtenhonahty of oral health 037 050 039 737 462
promotion behavior
constant 1.442 211 6.847 .000
R 146
Adjusted R : 140
p :.000
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