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The Effects of oral health behaviors of elderly on periodontal status

(From the 2010 Korean National Examination Health and Nutrition survey)

Hyo-kyung Jung, Dong-Ju Kwak
Dept. of Dental Technology, Daegu Health College

[Abstract]

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to survey periodontal status using oral health index in the elderly
population and determine methods for improving oral health status.

Methods: The date collected from ‘The fifth korean national health and nutrition examination survey 2010” was
analyzed in this study. 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 logistic regression analysis, multiple regression analysis.

Results: General characteristics showed differences in oral health behaviors associated with gender, age, residence,
education. General characteristics showed differences in periodontal status associated with gender, family type,
gender, residence, education. Oral health behaviors showed differences in periodontal status associated with using
oral health care products, dental treatment.

Conclusion: In conclusion, in order to improve oral health of the elderly, the importance and needs of periodontal
status should be emphasized. periodontal status related education for the elderly should be operated.
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Table 1. General characteristics of study subjects

Characteristics N(%)

Male 510(45.4)
Gender
Female 613(54.6)
65-69 439(39.1)
70-74 389(34.6)
Age

75-79 199(17.7)

80> 96(8.5)
_ Dong 779(69.4)

Residence
Eup - Myeon 344(30.6)
Elementary 749(66.7)
Middle 149(13.3)
Education :

High 145(12.9)

College< 80(7.1)
Low 279(24.8)
Lower Middle 266(23.7)

Income Level -

Upper Middle 288(25.6)
High 290(25.8)

Yes 53(4.7)

Basic livelihood security No as of now 39(3.5)
No 1031(91.8)
_ _ Yes 327(29.1)

Private health insurance

No 796(70.9)
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off 96.5%, ©OM]L 3.5%, THAFLEANL SR
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Table 2. Oral health behaviors of study subjects

Characteristics No Yes
Oral examination 953(84.9) 170(15.1)
Toothbrushing 39(3.5) 1084(96.5)
Using oral health care 965(85.9) 158(14.1)
products
Using dental clinic 1043(92.9) 80(7.1)
Dental treatment 356(317)  767(68.3)

12.9% ©]Ith(Table 3).

Table 3. periodontal status of study subjects

Characteristics CPIO CPI CPI2 CPI3 CPI4

Maxillary anterior 744(66.3) 91(8.1) 63(5.6) 178(15.9) 47(4.2)

Maxillary right posterior 816(72.7) 118(10.5) 85(7.6) 86(7.7) 18(1.6)

Maxillary left posterior 758(67.5) 111(9.9) 60(5.3) 150(13.4) 44(3.9)

Mandible anterior 718(63.9) 116(10.3) 103(9.2) 151(13.4) 35(3.1)

Mandible right posterior 361(32.1) (4.5) 622(55.4) 72(6.4) 17(1.5)

Mandible left posterior 727(64.7) 115(10.2) 93(8.3) 145(12.9) 43(3.8)
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Table 4. Difference of the oral health behaviors according to the general characteristics

Oral examination Toothbrushing

Using oral health  Using dental Brere] e

Variables care products clinic
B SE P B SE P B SE P B SE P B SE P
Gender -039 185 8B 41 37 250 680 213 001 02 260 93 -266 .43 063
Age -250 100 012 -533 1M 002 -0% 106 365 -07 134 89 019 073 280
Residence 18 191 3B 1774 390 000 -662 245 007 -861 329 009 -208 144 149
Education 243 093 009 181 263 491 716 098 000 045 130 732 062 082 447
Income Level 02 082 380 132 169 433 049 090 58 127 M5 268 239 063 .000
Basic livelihood securty -060 219 783 0% 337 79 -37 211 074 -035 300 906 .08 149 569
Private heatth insurance 027 192 889 -472 510 355 -3%6 202 106 -393 268 128 054 153 723
constant -1626 1006 106 6515 1958 001 -1631 1065 125 -1338 1397 338 567 742 445

The data were analysed by logistic regression

of FFS v|x= 82 4, AFA], ASAHERE g
of wel A4 IAHATE -1.529, AFA| wetA=
1.176, 540 E}E}H% 3|9 A= —0.6590] 3k
(Table 5).

Table 5. Difference of the periodontal status according to the general characteristics

Variables B SE B t P

constant 6.868 1.631 4.211 0.000
Gender -1.529 0.307 -0.159 —4.987 0.000
Age -0.232 0.155 -0.046 -1.493 0.136
Residence 1.176 0.317 0.113 3.715 0.000
Education —0.659 0.168 -0.132 -3.935 0.000
Income Level —-0.101 0.135 —0.024 —0.746 0.456
Basic livelinood security 0.198 0.340 0.019 0.584 0.559
Private health insurance 0.222 0.329 0.021 0.676 0.499

Re=.050, Adjusted R°=.043, P=.000

The data were analysed by multiple regression
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Table 6. Difference of the periodontal status according to the oral health behaviors

Variables B SE B t P
constant 6.600 0.921 7170 0.000
Oral examination 0.053 0.403 0.004 0.132 0.895
Toothbrushing 0.013 0.780 0.001 0.017 0.986
Using oral health care products 1.207 0.416 —0.087 —2.902 0.004
Using dental clinic -0.262 0.558 -0.014 -0.470 0.639
Dental treatment -0.745 0.308 -0.072 —2.422 0.016

R’=.098, Adjusted R=.090, P=.009

The data were analysed by multiple regression
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