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Table 1
65 99 , 78.9 143
314%, 312 68.6% . 80
41.7% 75-79 31.0%
Table 1. Distribution of subject by sex and age (unit: person, %)
Age(group) M ale Female T otal
65- 69 31(62.0) 19(38.0) 50(11.2)
70-74 26(36.1) 46(63.9) 72(16.1)
75-79 41(29.5) 98(70.5) 139(31.0)
80 < 43(23.0) 144(77.0) 187(41.7)
Total 141(315) 307(68.5) 448(100)
) Frequency missing=7
(DMFT index), (DMFS
index), :
(ODMFT  index), (DMFS



index)

(Table 2, Table 3).

Table 2 . DMFT index by sex and age

DMFT DMFT DMFT
Age
(group) (Meant SD) (Meant SD) (Meant SD)
u
group Male Female T otal
65- 69 15.26+ 8.65 16.45+ 8.16 16.00+ 8.28
70-74 18.63+ 7.67 20.15+ 8.68 19.18+ 8.03
75-79 20.37+ 8.19 2290+ 7.08 21.19+ 7.93
80< 23.01t 7.07 18.95+ 9.21 22.19+ 7.74
T otal 19.84+ 8.52 21.04+ 7.89 20.66+ 8.10
) Frequency missing=7
Table 3. DMFS index by sex and age
Age DMFS DMFS DMFS
J (Meant SD) (Meant SD) (Meant SD)
(group)
Male Female T otal
65- 69 66.84+ 39.47 72.39+ 38.30 70.28+ 38.44
70-74 83.83+ 36.20 89.50+ 40.02 85.87+ 37.44
75-79 92.40+ 38.72 102.15+ 34.12 95.27+ 37.56
80< 10545+ 3297 84.60+ 42.13 101.25+ 36.14
T otal 88.25+ 39.64 9554+ 39.64 93.25+ 38.02
) Frequency missing=7
DMFT index DMFS index



(p<0.001), Duncan's Multiple Range Test analysis
, 7579 80
DMFT index DMFS index
(p<0.001).

) (Table 4).

Table 4. Mean number of teeth with root caries, remaining total teeth,

functioning teeth

Number of
Number of teeth Number of
Age functioning
with root caries remaining total teeth
(group) teeth
(M ean) (M ean)
(M ean)
65- 69 0.76 16.06 13.28
70-74 0.63 12.75 10.83
75-79 112 11.76 9.20
80< 047 8.66 6.63
T otal 0.73 11.14 8.86
) Frequency missing=7
0.73
, 75-79 80
(p<0.01).
( - )
(p<0.001). Duncan grouping 70-74 75-79

- 10 -



65-69 70-74 , 70-74 75-79
, 75 -79 80
(chi-squre test)
, DMFT index DMFS index
, 107 235%
81 17.8% 41
9.0% 52 114% (Table 5).
22.5%, 43.2 %, 34.3%
31.0%, 272%
( 15.8%, 21.5%) (Table 5).
Kennedy's classification Cl 44
62.9%, CI 20 28.6%, CI 2 29%, ClI 4
5.7% , Cl Cl 692% 21.3%
29.5%
, 54.3%

- 11 -



83.8%
648%  (Table 5).

Table 5. Estimation of unmet need for denture treatment

Maxilla Mandible
I Partial Full Partial vort
F
u arti arti ForP*
denture denture denture  denture
Unmet need 31.0 158 27.2 215 54.3
Wear 235 9.0 17.8 114 295
Biologic need 545 248 45.0 329 83.8
Unmet need
. . 56.9 63.7 60.5 65.3 64.8
/ Biologic need
* : Upper or lower, full denture or partial denture
20
14.9% ,
12 9.0%, - 23 164%
2.
1
2 ’
, 11
L 12 L
.1 2 , 11 12



(Table 6).

Table 6. Masticatory dysfunction index by age and group

Masticatory dysfunction index (meant SD.)

Age
Edentulous Edentulous
(group) Dentate Total
with dentures without dentures

65-69 2.00+ 2.00 1.00+ 141 2.66+ 252 256
70-75 333+ 2.H4 3.75+ 2.62 3.11+ 243 3.17
75-80 1.17+ 2.12 489+ 2.26 331+ 261 3.06
80< 3.30+ 251 5.90+ 1.33 3.34+ 2.65 3.60
Total 257+ 257 5.16+ 2.08 322+ 254 3.26

) Frequency missing=7

, 80
65-69 (p<0.05).

- 13 -



(p<0.001).

11

95%

(p<0.05).

Table 7. Communication- social relation dysfunction index

(Table 7),

Communication- social relation

Age dysfunction index(meant SD.)
(group) Edentulous Edentulous Dentate Totd
with denture  without denture
65-69 100+ 1.73 0.00+ 0.00 082+ 123 1.10
70-75 0.66x 0.81 050+ 1.00 118+ 1.39 1.04
75-80 0.78t 124 2.00t 1.80 102+ 133 0.99
80< 082+ 117 160+ 150 094+ 129 0.80
Total 081t 117 148+ 156 101+ 134 1.02
) Frequency missing=7
DMFT, DMFS, )
) , 1
, 2 , 11 , 12 , ;
(Table 8).
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Table 8. Pearson correlation coefficient for the DMFT, DMFS, number of
remaining total teeth, functioning teeth, posterior teeth, anterior

teeth, peanut biting capability, with questions and indices

Number of Number of Number of Number of Peanut
DMFT DMFS remaining functioning posterior  anterior biting

total teeth teeth teeth teeth capability
Question 1 0.28**  0.29** -0.35%* -0.35** -0.38** -0.27* -047**
Question 2 040**  040** -0.39** -046** -0.40%* -0.33** -0.52%*
Question 11 0.26** 0.26** -0.23* -0.29** -0.23** -0.21* -0.33**
Question 12 0.22%*  0.20** -0.21** -0.27** -0.19** -0.21** -0.29**
Masticatory 0417 0417 041 047 -042%* 033 -054%
dysfunction index
Communication- social
relation dysfunction 0.28* 0.27** -0.25** -0.32%* -0.24** -0.24** -0.35**
index
** 1 p<0.001, * : p<0.05
DMFT, DMFS
(p<0.05) DMFT, DMFS, ,

(Table 9).
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Table 9. multiple linear regression with DMFT, DMFS, number of remaining

total teeth, functioning teeth, posterior teeth, anterior teeth, peanut

biting capability
Parameter Standard
Independent variables p-value
Estimate Error
Question 1
Peanut biting capability -0.7693 0.0949 0.0001
Number of posterior teeth -0.0501 0.0128 0.0001
Adjusted R’=0.2517 p-value=0.0001
Question 2
Peanut biting capability -1.8611 0.1602 0.0001
Number of functioning teeth -0.0267 0.0085 0.0019
Adjusted R°=0.3285 p-value=0.0001
Question 11
Peanut biting capability -04284 0.0763 0.0001
DMFS 0.0021 0.0010 0.0305
Adjusted R°=0.1171 p-value=0.0001
Question 12
Peanut biting capability -04530 0.0626 0.0001

Adjusted R’=0.1015 p-value=0.0001
M asticatory dysfunction index

Peanut biting capability -2.0395 0.2781 0.0001

Number of posterior teeth -0.0619 0.0152 0.0001
Adjusted R°=0.3213 p-value=0.0001
Communication- social relation

dysfunction index
Peanut biting capability -0.8897 0.1228 0.0001

DMFT -0.0176 0.0075 0.0203
Adjusted R°=0.1469 p-value=0.0001

95%

DMFT . , 1
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, 11
DMFS, 12
Parameter Estimate, Standard
Error, p-value Table 9
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( , 1995). (1995)

( , 1997).
2
kappa index ) '
(calibration) . Cohen (1960)
, Landis  Koch(1977), Fleiss(1981)
0.75
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(Kayser, 1989)

1.
415% 58.5% ,
(72.7%)
10%
M anly (1950)
2000
9%

, 95
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3.0%, 12.0% 1.0% 18.2%
16.3%, 27.9%, 21.7%

75 72.7%

515%, 90.8%, 59.3%
37.7%, 36.7%
14.9%,
9.0%, - 164%
14%
10.8%

model
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DMFT, DMFS

65-69 80
, 6569 80

65-69 80
index), (DMFS index)
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0-2

, DMFT, DMFS,
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31.0%,

( 158%, 21.5%)
295%  54.3%

64.8%

3. 80 65-69

(p<0.05),

(p<0.001).

(p<0.05),
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ABSTRACT

A survey on the oral health condition of
institutionalized elderly people resident in free asylum

for the old

Ju-Hee Park, D.D.S

Department d dentistry, The Graduate School, Yonsd University

(Directed by Associated Prdessor Ho-Kwen Kwon, D.D.S, M.PH, Ph D)

The purposes of this study are to understand the ora health condition of
ingtitutionalized elderly people resident in free asylum for the old through epidemiologic
survey; calculate the proportion of people wearing or needing denture; calculate
masticatory dysfunction index and communication/ social relation dysfunction index
through a questionnaire survey, and then understand the relationship between these
indices and oral health condition recorded on oral examination sheet.

One stage cluster sampling was applied to the subjects of 455 elderly people aged
sixty five years or older in 10 sample cluster from 86 free asylums for the old. oral
examination and questionnaire survey were performed and the main findings are as

follows:

1. As groups got older, DMFT index and DMFS index moved up, while the

average number of remaining teeth and functioning teeth declined.

2. The proportion of people wearing upper full denture was 235% lower full

denture was 17.8%; upper partial denture was 9.0%; lower partial denture was 114%.

- 31 -



Elderly people wearing denture represented 295% of the surveyed. However, 54.3%
were still in need of denture. People with biologic need of denture accounted for 83.8%,
of which only 352% had denture. Thirty-one percent of the surveyed needed upper full

denture, while 27.2% needed lower full denture. these figures are higher than those in

need of upper partial denture or lower partial denture(respectively 15.8% 215%).

3. Average madicatory dysfunction index was significantly different between the
groups aged 80 years or older and from 65 to 69(p<0.05). And the figures for the index
was significantly high in edentulous group without denture compares to the other
groups(p<0.001). Multiple linear regression analysis showed that this index had
statigtically significant correlations with peanut biting capability and the total number of
posterior teeth(p<0.05).

Average communication/ social relation dysfunction index was significantly different
among edentulous group without denture and the other groups(p<0.05), but not
significantly different among different age groups. This index had satistically significant

correlation with peanut biting capacity and DMFT index(p<0.05).

Based on the results, the conclusion is that a public denture project for these elderly

people is keenly necessary.

Key words : elderly people, oral health condition, denture, masticatory dysfunction

communication- social relation dysfunction
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