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The effect of satisfaction of dental esthetics on life
quality related to oral health(OHIP-14)

Eun—Mi Park - So—Yeon Yu - Jong—Hwa Jang

Department of Dental Hygiene, The Graduate school of Hanseo University

ABSTRACT

Objectives : It examines influence of satisfaction with dental esthetics upon quality of life related to oral health
after examining the satisfaction with dental esthetics and the quality of life related to oral health according to
subjective perception.

Methods : The subjects who have experience of dental esthetics from June 2010 to August 2010 in 50 places of
hospitals and clinics with dental esthetics in Seoul, which were selected with convenience sampling, the struc—
tured questionnaire was widely distributed to 315 people who agreed to research. After making the subjects
respond with self-reported method, data was collected. 298 copies except 17 copies were used in the final analy—
sis.

Results : The better in the perceived general health group led to the higher satisfaction with orthodontic treat—
ment(p=0.001). There was significant difference even in satisfaction with dental bleaching(p=0.030). The better in
the perceived general health group led to the higher quality of life related to oral health(p=0.002). The subjective
perception was indicated to have relationship with satisfaction at dental esthetics or quality of life related to oral
health, The satisfaction with orthodontic treatment(8=2.142, p=0.038) was indicated to be relevant factor of hav—
ing influence upon quality of life related to oral health.

Conclusion : As a result of analyzing partial correlation analysis by having subjective perception as control vari—
able, the satisfaction with orthodontic treatment and the life quality related to oral health showed positive corre—
lation. (J Korean Soc Dent Hygiene 2011;11(6):863-870)

Key words : dental bleaching, orthodontic treatment, perceived health, perceived oral health, OHIP—-14, satisfac—
tion of dental esthetics

QAR Gl A, AAARAA, w A&, AR, An| A 2R

)

WAIKX} : &ESE Q) 356-706 S MAA| SEME 17} 46 SHAHEID CHEHRY x| Q|Ai5kat
™3t 041-660-1574 Fax : 041-660-1574 E-Mail : jhjang@hanseo.ac.kr
% 0] =22 20104 StMIishu wH| k&7 XEAIH 25t ATEUS

Had-2011E 103 129 +FU-2011E 128 23 AiS™YL-2011E 128 264



864 X|atH0|X|z TEETE FLAYEH af2] H(OHIP-14)0l| O|X|= I

W PREA7I e A A A st 4
o Ao AR Lo B AR A%, A, A
34 Ao} 87, e Al A 59 BEEe Ll
GHL AL VIR PEFOR HYT 4 gk, T
AAZE AT QA Bele] glof FuHow
QA= YHE 7 ol = JaFe v Ach
ASHIUARE BYAR SI9A2E s, o

=
_In:
il
s
)
jakad
=)
B
fu
rlu
o,
2
ik
i
=
1=
fu

ofr

i
>,

o
=
alil
e,
=

£ o
N
fUomfn e
=2
Y
e
o>
i
°
iflrs
o

Ix)tr

|
fijt
olN
n)
>
Y

i
@

k1
x0,
o
L =S
F)
o2
<L
ol
TE

o
=
ofy
<
(@)
N
N
N
ox,
ot
e 2
[
2 N
o 2o
od fof g

H
o
kd
30
2
=)
)
i:‘
il
N
N
o,
=
)
o
o
it

N
do

o
jiAH
Kl

oo
o
rr

P}

ot

IR
)
o
4 o
-8 olx

2
i
2
fol
2 B
g 2
ro
)
il

e 2pAle] )
A l=olA 2~
11] _CLQ_O] =

Eds o &N
H 7] o] J o]
Z|ofu]uio] T3t
3= 3l OUr8 O

4
-

=
T

1=

h

fr

=

=4

RO

o 17

—[E o_«,>§¢ Oﬂ, }i

o
[e]

e o
do
it

of

ik
fo
re e
o,
do M

=
s _1
oz
ol
ok
s

f
ug
of
SL
R
yo Ml
KON}
o £
B
(N
©
=)
=
Gl
il
=)

oo
o
>
juid)
re,
-
N
N
ul
-z
Sh
tlo 4
D)
B}
ol
ol

T

o

rE 8
1>

o %8
)
>,
o
i
&
re
rf
-
N
N
ne

= —{E

2
1o N XN K

>
fo
ro
A=)

¢ Fasi

g glom AR gof tiet SR AT
& 4Fo] A (OHIP-14)3+¢] A& S35t 7l
A7t QT A A AS S =
9l OHIPE Locker'”e] 7477l wat /s m
Fe 7|22 sto] o] Ao A= FFEE 7]
54 A (functional limitation), AA% &%

(physical pain), Z41% &#H7}Hpsychological dis—

1
comfort), A1A| 4 53 #3Hphysical disability), FAl
2 58 A3Hpsychological disability), A18]% A
Sh(social disability), AF2]& Aoli(handicap) & 774
Mol & 4970 ROz o|fojzxl HRmTon”, &
A 147 FFom FaEo] AR e} st YFH
OHIP-147} 7]} de] o851 QIrp AHATL
oA wAekAre] ApopEFAto] OHIP-149] °§
=7t APE g ot Hapan 28
OHIP-149}] #eiAS ahoket A7) mj gt Aol
of, et 2 A4te Adu| AR dAES A
AZFIA = W LAAZIIA =, XA U X7 T
AL, AR TRt

o°|'

= 1

OHIP-149] A=E AHR

OHIP-14%}9] #aA 9 2#A}Au|x7 wEE 7}
OHIP-140] v]X|& Agke wtolsto] 2|TpAu| |7 1l
FEE Fol7] 91t P Ak X1} - o
oA A 59 A 7| 2ARE A Fetaa) gt

2.1 g7y
*1%/\1011 %’4?1]

2.2, ¥ 2l HiH
A7 38 20108 6Y9 29+5E 20104 8¢ 1547}
Al o] sk Ao A AExA RS AAsk A



TS AYLTE dEste] Add 723 | A2
A FEEA™ETE 2909 A ot 74 - Hebs)
of egsto] A u|A = FHAF 107g0lAl dlv]2ARE
AAJSEAL g/ A7} olefsty] o2 st 2HE 4
HARE & & A ARG, HFA o= ARgH A
T2 Y, 9%, 25, A, 2E 97, Ay
R, 9 45 59 ATAeiety B4 189, 24
QA AT UA, AT v A 7 (g A]
=29} v m W) 77 Ao AR A5t
k.

FU A7 2 FRARAAE YAE 5 A=
2 2A5l0] H47} £S5 AAEs} S-S ojujaic

AR B L DA R u}}—&g} R
REEg oujsiy 27 58 Hrw 245 ¥4t
EL4E NSRS} £SG oo f&u}.

TAAZFRA ko) Aol At HEEFLS Slade™ 7}
WL ol A Fh=qle] A o ahel 2SS

Aot7] af A=} HgES ¢Fste] gty
OHIP-142 o|g3tgon] gAE 58 Jrz 27

o J7t &5 OHIP-147}F &35 ofujditt &
&Atoll AR OHIP-149] W& 412]%=2]l Cronbach’s
o= 0.822% et

2.3. SAEH

[y |

+3% AEE SPSS(SPSS 12.0 for Windows,
SPSS Inc, USA)Z o]-g3ko] HAa}git} o] 48 Ha
2 HEet WEg et 9 FFUAE Ve ATS
FotaL, FA A o wE 24X E TSR 2
OHIP-149] #}0]+= One—way ANOVA A% ¥ Dun-—
can multiple range testE ©|-&3s}o] th5H|E =)
skoict, 2Rl & 5=l OHIP-1499] ¥+
T A EE FAMSE T H ATHEAE A3
i, AR R HEE7F OHIP-140] vlA]&= <

o ox

o o

’

utebsl7] 918 Multiple Regression Analysis®
Folet.

e

o mlo 8

ofi

E

[e]

|

Ol

¢4

3.1. CHAIRES| QITLALEISHA £

] QAALS A B G DIF 2T A
A AR T7.5%2 FAET wokow AT oAl=25
A|~29417} 35.9%F 7F3 ekl 304 o]Ato] 26.2%,
20M|~24X1%= 24.2% 0.2 eI 2F3tE o=
AEdEo] 43.8%, &1 29.3%, 1LEo|st 26.9%
so) itk AU AR o] 39.3%, SAFIE 31.9% &
o7 Yt Ao Rolis u| &7} 17, 1% 71 &
A} 22.3%H Tt 20kTh Y dAEo| A= 1008H BTk
o] 44.0%, 1009H~200%H m|Rto] 31.2%, 2005+
~3009H ujTto] 19.1% <O & Lpelytt),

3.2. FHH QUX|E, X|oMO|x|z USE
OHIP-14

=% 2l
XlEt 3.36% Tﬂr@ TRAZRIA EE 316-o=
LR M*‘Ul A7 Ees AYAE HEE7)
4.09%, v AR =X 4 02730]%03L, OHIP-14%=
3.1540.2 ey},

3.3. F&H

A7AA7} Fo} 2k YA e E}% SHARE
of gt zfo|7} Ve om (p=0.001), 8 771
FAA7ZF FF e SEARE HEo|ty E}h SHA
Foll ZFo]7} Q1Ith(p=0.023). w|¥X] g THEEo|Ax
W A7RAA7E F ehe SEARS Yy g §
A 7ol foJet Aol 2 et o LK (p=0.030), 4]
777 1A of| w2 Apol= UEbA] ehSkeh(p)0.05).

%N r\l

—LJ]I

3.4, A QIX[=0 E OHIP-149| Xi0]
2 o1 zof WE OHIP-149] 2o]& Amrd

4, FHA ANAZRJAAZ Fr} e SEATE
HFolty of vy ke SEAET OHIP-147F %



=t U 42 Z(OHIP-14)o njxl= EE

Sk

1. CHAXte| QIALS[SH N Ed
£4d = Bz HAE
ek s 67 22.5
o] 2} 231 77.5
A= 20 41 13.8
20~24 72 24.2
25~29 107 35.9
=30 78 26.2
2]%3}e] aZFo|E 80 26.9
AEAE 130 43.8
tiEol 87 29.3
A 2] 17 39.3
A 95 31.9
B 56 18.8
HAFR 9 3.0
A4 8 2.7
7€k 13 4.4
Az 7|1& 66 22.3
)& 230 77.7
AL E 100 131 44.0
100~<200 93 31.2
200~<300 57 19.1
=300 17 5.7
< TR FOYT Aol7h UTH(p=0.002). FHH 3.5. X|2AO|X[E THEEELF OHIP-142t2
TAAZAA o] W OHIP-14+= £} 2h= SHA} By
umo et = SRR Zhol foskA yEREth GE 5= A2 & WEEel OHIP-142k9] ¥
(p=0.034) AL Thetelr] ol | AR Aol A A
Fp FAAZERA ol w2t X 2He] A s SR 9
H 2. FHA QIX|=, X|zpAMOlX|=2 =X 2 OHIP-14
EY N AA% E|chzk LA+ HZHR}
FoA Q1A
A7AA] 222 5 3.36+0.77
T7AZFAA] 212 5 3.16+0.80
A 2HAm| A = vhE
WHA R HEE 149 5 4.0940.85
oz g MESE 129 5 4.02+0.77
OHIP-14 224 1.29 4.79 3.15+0.59




gr2n| - RAH - HE3t 867
H 3, FEH QIX|=0f IE X[otao|X|E THEEQ| {0
EAM WY 2UHE 0[¥x|22HE
o c N W+ BEWR p* N LR+ EEWA P
A A7RIA
Zot 67 4,3340.64% 0.001 54 4.26+0.59° 0.030
BEolct 60 3.9340.95% 56 3.91+0.81%
Lo} 7 3.76+0.97" 15 3.87+0.91°
S AR AR
Zt} 50 4.92240.65% 0.023 38 4.21+4.21 0.335
Hgoltt 60 3.87+0.91° 56 3.98+3.98
vpmck 27 4.33+0.96% 27 4.07+4.07

* by the one—way ANOVA test at «=0.05

&b Means followed by different letters are significantly different at «=0.05

o3t Aol7} Lhehet
G B3 0, T ARG TR 1—%

EQHss =1 2308 BEEe OHIP-149)
e BN Ay}, ATAuA R TrEEofA 1A
27 HIP-14% =4 Yeryttt

I
Aol AtHr=.362).

3.6. X|od0|xX|E FEIF FZAZEHE 4
of ol o|xls HE
AR & EE7 OHIP-140] 1|2 gk
it oA A= G 6 Zo il =
=2.142, p=0.038)= OHIP-140] %

H 4. ZFEH QIX|=0f| [E OHIP-149] Xl

= A 48 @A A7k mlof dig &
AL len Q7L DA mAl=

S7kste] fulof wig ddilEel 4t
ges] A7 G@AE o, A d/4dolu

AR YENDE G YoIHE BE GFL

= e OHIP-14
g LA+ BZHR} pP*
FoA A7FRIA| Zot 98 3.27+0.58" 0.002
Hgolct 92 3.09+0.58"
Upmch 28 2.80+0,59°
T FAA7ERAA Ztt 73 3.27+0.65 0.034
HEolth 92 3.12+0.53
Upmch 44 2.99+0.58"

* by the one—way ANOVA test at a=0.05

b Means followed by different letters are significantly different at a=0.05



868 X|utyolX|z UEETF FLAYEE &2 Z(OHIP-14)0i| O|X|= I

DEEEQL OHIP-142] AEtetA|

ExH E 4 1 2 3
A 27317 1. OHIP-14 1.000
FHA AA7AA 2. WA EUEHE .356%* 1.000
3. A EEE 181 .362%* 1.000

** Statistically significant differences by the pearson correlation coefficient at a=0.01

H 6. X|2HMOIX|E PEEZTF OHIP-140] O|X|= F&
=y HIEZ31A14 EZ5AI4 t o
B S.E. Beta

& 1.528 458 3.333 .002
AR HEE .333 155 .342 2.142 .038*
A g gk .066 175 .061 .384 703
T A71A 162 155 184 1.043 .303
THA AT AA .099 122 123 811 422
%ﬁ:—t& =OHIP-14

220,295, Adjusted R?=0.227, F=4.299(p=0.005)

* Statlstlcally significant differences by Multiple regression at «=0.05
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