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Objectives : The objective of this study was to investigate the relationship between the status
and necessity of dental prosthesis and mastication function in the Korean elderly.
Methods : This study investigated 4,557 elderly people aged over 65 in the Sth Korea National
Health and Nutrition Examination Survey(2010-2012). Frequency analysis, ¥ test, and logistic
regression analysis were used,

Results : Those aged over 75 complained of greater discomfort in mastication function than
those from 65 to 74, and it was statistically significant(p(0.001), Mastication discomfort was not
so significant in those with higher education and higher income(p{0.001). Those who did not
use prosthesis tended to have better mastication function(p(0.001), Denture users complained
of mastication discomfort when they used it(p<0.001).

Conclusions : This study verified the relationship between the discomfort in mastication and
related factors, and will provide the basic data for the access to dental clinic services.

Key Words : dental prosthesis, elderly, mastication function, national health nutrition survey
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Table 1. General characteristics of subjects
Variables Category Unweighted frequency %
Gender Male 1,954 41,10
Female 2,603 58.90
Total 4,557 100.00
Age 65—69 years old 1,503 32.70
70-74 years old 1,483 28.60
75—T9 years old 992 24.10
80 years old or older o579 14.60
Total 4,557 100.00
Education <Elementary 2,833 70.20
Middle 522 11.70
High 620 12.20
College< 302 6.00
Total 4,277 100.00
Household income Lowest 2,302 53.20
Second lowest 1,135 24,90
Second highest 592 12.20
Highest 450 9.70
Total 4,479 100.00
Spouse With spouse 3,046 64.00
Without spouse 1,481 36.00
Total 4,527 100.00
Economic activity Active 1354 33.40
None 2643 66.60
Total 3997 100.00
Medical insurance Community insurance 1,406 31.50
Employed 2,849 62.90
Medicare 231 5.60
Total 4,486 100.00
Residential area City 3,052 65.70
Rural area 1,505 34.30
Total 4,557 100.00
TA L A TE 65.7%, HEA 0] 34.3% 0] QlT), uls 96.7%, Bo} 3470l Harkel= ha glgol 9.5%
Tl e Eolel 7t 70,2 7H WS 7HL*E = oJQitt, ol maxofA] Ul FOJA| Q= LR Qo] 97.7%,
BF7}F 53,2690k, BlARE 9Ll 64%, BAIRHES ofY ool =07 W Fo)%] Fa= W glsol 98.5%] Alrk
D7} 66.6%, S|E AT = AT T} 62.9%2 71 (Table 2),
BATH(Table 1).
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Table 2. Conditions and necessity of dental prostheses in subjects

Variables Category Unweighted Frequency %
Maxillary prosthesis condition Without prostheses 1384 29.70
fixed partial denture(bridge) denture 1258 27.20
Local + fixation 17 21.10
Full denture 917 22,00
Total 4476 100.00
Mandibular prosthesis condition Without prostheses 1477 31.70
fixed partial denture(bridge) 1341 29.20
Local + fixation 1066 24,80
Full denture 592 14,30
Total 4476 100.00
Units requiring the maxillary fixed Not necessary 4332 96.70
partial denture(bridge) 1-3 pieces 84 2,00
4 or more 60 1.40
Total 4476 100,00
Units requiring the mandibular Not necessary 4327 96.50
fixed partial denture(bridge) 1-3 pieces 92 2.10
4 or more 57 1,40
Total 4476 100.00
Necessity for maxillary partial Not necessary 4388 97.70
denture and full denture Denture necessary a8 2.30
Total 4476 100.00
Necessity for mandibular partial Not necessary 4417 98.50
denture and full denture Denture necessary 59 1.50
Total 4476 100,00

SR A5 B eAE Y ﬁk‘z‘iﬂ(p@ 001>,
E”EHOML 92} Q= 49 A7)
A7 SFACHP(0.01). 2JwH A FEo] A= JE:IO% ﬂ%
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Table 3. Cross analysis of general characteristics and masticatory function
S Cat Masticatory function
ariaples ategor
oory Uncomfortable(%) Comfortable(%) Total(%) x*(p)

Male 739(43.50) 1,015(56,50) 1754(100,00) 1597
Gender Female 1,090(48,90) 1,219(51,10) 2,309(100,00) (.005)

Total 1,829(46,60) 9,934(53.40) 4,063(100,00)

6574 years old 1,095(42.70) 1,515(57.30) 2,610(100,00) 37 480
Age 75 years or older 734(52.50) 719(47.50) 145310000 000

Total 1,829(46,60) 9,934(53.40) 4,063(100,00)

<Flementary 1,307(49.80) 1,367(50.20) 2,674(100,00) 5 006

Middle 186(40,90) 279(59.10) 465(100,00) (000)

. High 195(35.90) 3449(64.10) 544(100,00)

Education

College< 88(34.30) 192(65,70) 980(100,00)

Total 1,776(46.30) 2.187(53.70) 3,963(100,00)

Lowest 1,059(51.80) 1,054(48.20) 2.113(100,00) 53 204

Second lowest 409(43,10) 579(56,90) 988(100,0) (000)
Household Second highest 181(37.30) 327(62.70) 508(100,00)
income Highest, 155(38.70) 243(61.30) 398(100,00)

Total 1,804(46,80) 9,203(53.20) 4,007(100,00)

With spouse 1,161(44.40) 1,543(55.60) 9,704(100,00) 13.989
Marital status  Without spouse 658(50.50) 630(49,50) 1,338(100,00) (.002)

Total 1,819(46,60) 9,923(53.40) 4,042(100,0)

Community insurance 553(47.80) 678(52.20) 1,231(100,00) 17870
Modical Employed 1,198(44.70) 1,442(55,30) 2,570(100,00) (.002)
insurance Medicare 121(58,70) 89(41.30) 210(100,00)

Total 1,802(46,40) 2,200(53.60) 4,011(100,00)

Active 583(45.50) 760(54.50) 1,343(100,00) 572
Beonomic None 1,193(46.80) 1,427(53,20) 2,620(100,00) (:543)
activity

Total 1,776(46,30) 2,187(53,70) 3,963(100,00)

City 1,169(45,30) 1,530(54.70) 2,699(100,00) - 960
Residential  gural area 660(49,10) 704(50,90) 1,364(100,00) (.061)
area

Total 1,829(46.60) 9,934(53.40) 4,063(100.00)
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Table 5. Logistics regression analysis of masticatory function

Variables e — Model | Model || Model lll Model lV
el OR(95% CI) OR(95% Cl) OR(95% ClI) OR(95% ClI)
Gend Male 0.967(0.800~1.169) 1.030(0,854~1.242) 1.042(0,861~1.259)
naer Femsle 1 1 1
Age 65—74 years old 0.829(0.692~0,994) 1.308(1.101~1,554) " 1.203(1.003~1.442)
75 years old or older 1 1 1
<Hlementary 1,403(0.987~1.994) 0.714(0.592~0.86) " 0.748(0.617~0,905)
Fducation Middle 117100, 779~1.761)
High 0.958(0,632~1.451)
College< 1 1 1
Lowest LETILIO~2, 073  0,623(0.474~0.818) 0.634(0.482~0.834) "
Household income  Second lowest 1.271(0.942~1.714)
Second highest 070, 767~1.502) 0.839(0,637~1,105) 0.831(0,632~1,093)
Highest 1 1 1
Norital staus With spouse 0.992(0.810~1.214) 1.038(0,849~1.269) 1.014(0,831~1.239)
Without spouse 1 1 1
Community insurance 0.792(0,539~1.162)
Medical fosurancs Bingloged 07000, 4811.019) 1.402(0,976~2.014) 1.378(0,951~1.997)
Medicare 1 1 1
. Active 1.035(0,860~1.247) 0.959(0,801~1,148) 0.958(0,796~1.154)
FEconomic activity
None 1 1 1
o City 1.050(0.876~1.259) 1.008(0.849~1.196) 0.958(0,799~1.148)
Residential area
Rural ara 1 1 1
No prosthesis 0.831(0,604~1.143) 1.325(0,965~1.820) 1.921(0,887~1.681)
fixed partial
Vil denturo(bridgs) 0.835(0,629~1.109) 1.300(0,994~1.724) 1.213(0.912~1.612)
prosthesis Partial + fixed partial ) o706 7491 985) 1.030(0,789~1,349) 1,031(0,783~1.359)
condition denture(bridge)
Total denture 1 1 1
No prosthesis 0.695(0,497~0.972)" 1.612(1.158~2.246)" 1.432(1,024~2.003) "
Mandibular fixed partial 0,988(0,714~1,369) 1.190(0.867~1.634) 1.012(0,732~1.400)
prosthesis denture(bridge)
condition Partial + fixed partial - (1916 7613 900) 1.074(0,824~1.399) 0.971(0,734~1.986)
denture(bridge)
Full denture 1 1 1
Units Tequiring o ooy 0.520(0,242~1,116) 2,430(1,171~5,043) 1.939(0,897~4.191)
the maxillary
fixed partial 1-3 pieces 0.778(0,316~1.916) 1.474(0,607~3.581) 1.308(0,525~3.257)
denture(bridge) 4 pieces or more 1 1 1
Units requiring Not necessary 0,470(0.228~0.972)" 2.195(1.092~4. 419" 2.166(1.053~4.458)""
the mandibular
fixed partial 1-3 pieces 0.611(0,235~1,585) 1.695(0,685~4.197) 1.640(0,634~4.241)
denture(bridge)

Necessity for
maxillary partial
denture and full
denture

Necessity for
mandibular
partial denture
and full denture

4 pieces or more

Not necessary

Necessary

Not necessary

Necessary

1

0.300(0,135~0,665)""

0.731(0.327~1.634)

1

1

3.982(1.861~8.520)"

1.751(0.755~4.059)

1

3.435(1.557~7.579) "

1.350(0.605~3,014)

7 pd0.001, adjusted by education level and income
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Table 4, Cross analysis of condition/necessity for dental prosthesis and masticatory function
Masticatory function
Variables Category
Uncomfortable(%) Comfortable(%) Total(%) x%(p)
Maxillary prosthesis No prosthesis 465(42.30) 746(57.70) 1,211(100,00) 40,466
condition Fixed partial (.000)
denture(brides) 462(42.40) 677(57.60) 1,139(100.00)
Partial + fixed
partial 444(51.00) 408(49.00) 852(100,00)
denture(bridge)
Full denture 449(53.50) 390(46.50) 839(100.00)
Total 1,820(46.70) 2,221(53.30) 4,041(100,00)
Mandibular No prosthesis 465(42.30) 746(57.70) 1,211(100,00) 40,466
prosthesis condition  fixeq partial (.000)
denture(bridge) 462(42.40) 677(57.60) 1,139(100.00)
Partial + fixed
partial 444(51.00) 408(49.00) 852(100.00)
denture(bridge)
Full denture 449(53.50) 390(46.50) 839(100.00)
Total 1,820(46.70) 2,221(53.30) 4,041(100.00)
Mandibular No prosthesis 493(40.00) 817(60.00) 1,310(100.00) 46,104
prosthesis condition  Fyyeq partial (.000)
denture(bridge) 532(45.90) 680(54.10) 1,212(100,00)
Partial + fixed
partial 501(51.50) 473(48.50) 974(100.00)
denture(bridge)
Full denture 294(54.30) 251(45.70) 545(100.00)
Total 1,820(46.70) 2,221(53.30) 4,041(100.00)
Units requiring the Not necessary 1,755(46,40) 2,163(53.60) 3,918(100,00) 5.932
maxillary fixed 1-3 pieces 31(52.00) 38(48.00) 69(100.00) (.120)
partial .
denture(bridge) 4 pieces or more 34(61.50) 20(38.50) 54(100.00)
Total
1,820(46.70) 2,221(53.30) 4,041(100.00)
Units requiring the Not necessary 1,746(46,50) 2,160(53.50) 3,906(100,00) 4183
mandibular fixed -3 pieces 45(47.50) 41(52,50) 86(100,00) (21
partial .
denture(bridge) 4 pieces or more 29(60.90) 20(39.10) 49(100,00)
Total
1,820(46.70) 2,221(53.30) 4,041(100,00)
Necessity for Not necessary 1,758(46.00) 2,200(54.00) 3,958(100.00) 34.892
maxillary partial Prosthesis necessary 62(77.00) 21(23,00) 83(100.00) (.000)
denture and full
Total
denture 1,820(46.70) 2,221(53.30) 4,041(100,00)
Necessity for Not necessary 1,784(46.40) 2,203(53.60) 3,987(100.00) 15,046
mandibular partial  prosthesis necessary 36(71.60) 18(28,40) 54(100,00) (.001)
denture and full Total
denture o 1,820(46.70) 2,221(53.30) 4,041(100,00)
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