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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of the study was to investigate the influencing factors of oral health-related quality of life in social workers.
Methods: A self-reported questionnaire was completed by 240 social workers in Gwangju by convenience sampling method. The
questionnaire consisted of general characteristics of the subjects(age, monthly salary, smoking, alcohol consumption) and systemic health
condition(systemic diseases, medication, oral health status, and stress). The factors associated with oral health-related quality of life
included skin dryness, eye dryness, lip dryness, and nasal dryness. The subjective dry mouth consisted of 6 questions measured by visual
analogue scale(VAS). Cronbach's alpha was 0.868 in the study. The data were analyzed for t-test, one-way ANOVA and multiple regression
analysis using SPSS 18.0 program.

Results: The oral health-related quality of life in social workers varied by age, oral health status, stress status, and halitosis. The oral
health-related quality of life had positive correlations with the subjective perception of dry mouth and whole body dry symptoms. The
health status(3=-0.410) had the influence on the oral health-related quality of life, nasal dryness(3=0.230), age(3=0.189), and halitosis
(5=0.162) in order.

Conclusions: The oral health-related quality of life was closely related to the health status and nasal dryness. It is necessary to develop
the quality of life improvement programs including oral health prevention and care program in the social workers.

Key Words: body dryness, dry mouth, oral health related quality of life, oral health status
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Table 1, Level of the oral health—related quality of life(OHIP—14) according to general characteristics

OHIP-14
o - N F.unf:tio.nal Phys.ical PS)./chological P.hys%c.al Psyf:hol.o.gical .Socia'l eiradion
Characteristics  Division %) limitation pain discomfort disability disability disability
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
(SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD)
Gender Male 26 1.153 1.442 1.461 1.211 1.288 1.307 1.365
(11.8) (0.367) (0.725) (0.662) (0.321) (0.532) (0.549) (0.641)
Female 194 1.355 1.399 1.574 1.278 1.453 1.440 1.435
(88.2) (0.582) (0.601) (0.789) (0.586) (0.775) (0.686) (0.730)
t(p-value”) -2.420 0.332 -0.799 0.568 -1.052 -0.947 -0.466
(0.020) (0.740) (0.430) (0.570) (0.294) (0.345) (0.641)
Age(yr) =>20s 46 1.380 1.456 1.641 1.163 1.358 1.391 1.402
(20.9) (0.579) (0.503) (0.814)™ (0.350)° ((0.620)" (0.682) (0.719)
=>30s 76 1.355 1.368 1.407 1.230 1.315 1.296 1.296
(34.5) (0.677) (0.639) 0.671)* (0.443)* (0.576)* (0.536) (0.600)
>40s 60 1.283 1.508 1.808 1.458 1.691 1.566 1.616
(27.3) (0.445) (0.744) (0.911)° (0.809)" (0.991)° (0.739) (0.870)
>50s 38 1.302 1.250 1.381 1.184 1.355 1.500 1.421
(17.3) (0.472) (0.415) (0.562)" (0.441)° (0.696)" (0.762) (0.631)
t(p-value”) 0.336 1.576 4.034 3.326 3.374 2.044 2.288
(0.799) (0.196) (0.008) (0.021) (0.019) (0.109) (0.079)
Education High School 7 1.142 1.214 1.357 1.000 1.071 1.500 1.285
3.2) (0.243) (0.393) (0.748) (0.000) (0.188) (1.118) (0.755)
College 77 1.305 1.344 1.571 1.298 1.448 1.493 1.487
(35.0) (0.526) (0.580) (0.768) (0.586) (0.759) (0.736) (0.711)
University 136 1.356 1.448 1.566 1.268 1.444 1.382 1.400
(61.8) (0.596) (0.641) (0.783) (0.560) (0.764) (0.606) (0.724)
t(p-value”) 0.607 1.052 0.251 0.908 0.840 0.715 0.491
(0.546) (0.351) (0.779) (0.405) (0.433) (0.490) (0.613)
Income <200 80 1.375 0.418 1.600 1.268 1.406 1.393 1.412
(36.4) (0.587) (0.512) (0.743) (0.600) (0.783) (0.705) (0.749)
<400 96 1.270 1.385 1.546 1.250 1.395 1.395 1.395
(43.6) (0.486) (0.646) (0.743) (0.416) (0.656) (0.589) (0.664)
=400 44 1.386 0.1420 1.522 1.318 1.568 1.545 1.522
(20) (0.672) (0.722) (0.820) (0.747) (0.879) (0.776) (0.784)
t(p-value”) 1.000 0.082 0.170 0.221 0.878 0.892 0.494
(0.370) (0.922) (0.844) (0.802) (0.417) (0.416) (0.611)
Alcohol Barely 178 1.278 1.379 1.564 1.261 1.429 1.398 1.376
consumption (80.9) (0.481) (0.609) (0.784) (0.582) (0.773) (0.638) (0.679)
>1 42 1.559 1.511 1.547 1.309 1.452 1.535 1.642
(19.1) (0.797) (0.639) (0.739) (0.467) (0.660) (0.799) (0.843)
t(p-value”) -2.194 -1.258 0.128 -0.500 -0.175 -1.187 -1.907
(0.033) (0.227) (0.899) (0.618) (0.861) (0.236) (0.062)

“by independent t-test or one-way ANOVA
*®The same characters indicates no significant difference by Duncan
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Table 2. Level of the oral health—related quality of life(OHIP—14) according to general dryness

Functional ~ Physical ~ Psychological  Physical  Psychological Social ke
Characteristics Division N limitation pain discomfort disability disability disability
(%) Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
(SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD)
Skin Yes 11 1.500 1.636 1.545 1.363 1.500 1.409 1.454
dryness (5.0) (0.806) (1.097) (1.011) (0.636) (0.806) (0.700) (0.820)
No 209 1.323 1.392 1.562 1.265 1.430 1.425 1.425
(95.0) (0.550) (0.581) (0.763) (0.559) (0.750) (0.672) (0.715)
t(p-value”) -1.0141 -0.732 0.070 -0.563 -.0.298 0.800 -0.129
(0.312) (0.480) (0.944) (0.574) (0.766) (0.936) (0.898)
Eye Yes 184 1.380 1.451 1.611 1.304 1.483 1.456 1.459
dryness (83.6) (0.593) (0.644) (0.797) (0.598) (0.789) (0.692) (0.748)
No 36 1.083 1.166 1.305 1.097 1.180 1.263 1.263
(16.4) (0.280) (0.358) (0.588) (0.262) (0.449) (0.540) (0.527)
t(p-value”) 4.643 3.725 2.673 3.335 3.195 1.577 1.882
(0.000) (0.000) (0.010) (0.001) (0.002) (0.116) (0.064)
Lip Yes 199 1.354 1.434 1.593 1.283 1.449 1.432 1.437
dryness (90.5) (0.578) (0.634) (0.794) (0.582) (0.770) (0.681) (0.731)
No 21 1.119 1.119 1.261 1.142 1.285 1.357 1.333
9.5) (0.350) (0.269) (0.464) (0.280) (0.537) (0.594) (0.598)
t(p-value”) 2712 4.264 2.856 1.095 0.951 0.485 0.628
(0.011) (0.000) (0.007) (0.275) (0.343) (0.628) (0.530)
Nasal Yes 173 1.384 1.479 1.638 1.320 1.488 1.488 1.491
dryness (78.6) (0.610) (0.652) (0.793) (0.614) (0.771) (0.715) (0.772)
No 47 1.138 1.127 1.276 1.085 1.234 1.191 1.191
(21.4) (0.269) (0.337) (0.632) (0.216) (0.641) 0.411) (0.397)
t(p-value”) 4.042 5.040 3.28 4.179 2.303 3.668 3.631
(0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.024) (0.000) (0.000)

"by independent t-test
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Table 3, Level of the oral health—related quality of life(OHIP—14) according to general health status

OHIP-14
Functional Physical  Psychological ~ Physical  Psychological Social Handi
Characteristics ~ Division N(%) limitation pain discomfort  disability ~disability disability oD
Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean Mean
(SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD) (SD)
Health Good 177 1.254 1.330 1.440 1.175 1.330 1.341 1.288
status (80.5) (0.480) (0.532) (0.685) (0.372) (0.578) (0.608) (0.531)
Poor 43 1.651 1.709 2.058 1.662 1.860 1.767 2.000
(19.5) (0.752) (0.818) (0.920) (0.930) (1.146) (0.811) (1.046)
t(p-value) -3.301 -2.891 -4.129 3371 -2.943 -3.226 4327
(0.002) (0.006) (0.000) (0.002) (0.005) (0.002) (0.000)
Stress Yes 211 1.338 1.417 1.568 1.272 1.452 1.436 1.438
status (95.9) (0.571) (0.624) (0.778) (0.565) (0.762) (0.680) (0.729)
No 9 1.166 0.111 1.388 1.222 1.000 1.166 1.166
(4.1) (0.353) (0.220) (0.697) (0.506) (0.000) (0.353) (0.353)
t(p-value”) 0.896 3.594 0.681 0.262 8.625 1.178 1.110
(0.196) (0.003) (0.496) (0.793) (0.000) (0.240) (0.268)
Oral Good 139 1.291 1.345 0.352 1.172 1334 1.330 1.370
status (63.2) (0.561) (0.639) (0.638) (0.480) (0.668) (0.615) (0.720)
Poor 81 1.401 1.506 1.919 1.438 1.604 1.586 1.524
(36.8) (0.566) (0.561) (0.856) (0.648) (0.854) (0.736) (0.711)
t(p-value”) -1.395 -1.880 -5.179 -3.207 -2.446 2759 -1.538
(0.164) (0.061) (0.000) (0.002) (0.016) (0.006) (0.125)
Halitosis Yes 121 1.458 1512 1.727 1.347 1.557 1.487 1.537
(55.0) (0.640) (0.678) (0.853) (0.676) (0.876) (0.720) (0.819)
No 99 1.176 1272 1.358 1.176 1.282 1.348 1.292
(45.0) (0.406) (0.501) (0.610) (0.359) (0.530) (0.603) (0.548)
t(p-value”) -3.963 -3.009 -3.726 -2.388 -2.870 -1.537 22635
(0.000) (0.003) (0.000) (0.018) (0.005) (0.127) (0.009)
“by independent t-test
Table 4. The correlation of the oral health—related quality of life(OHIP—14)
Functional ~ Physical  Psychological Physical ~ Psychological Social Handica Dry
limitation pain discomfort disability disability disability P mouth
Physical pain 0.371° 1
Psychological 0.371" 0.474 1
discomfort
Physical 0.428" 0.501" 0.644" 1
disability
Psychological 0.353" 0.354" 0.556" 0.661" 1
disability
Social 0.382" 0.341° 0.456" 0.531" 0.584" 1
disability
Handicap 0.484" 0.381" 0.496" 0.560" 0.527" 0.763" 1
Dry mouth 0.403" 0.356" 0.381" 0.357" 0.372" 0.275" 0313 1
"p<0.001 by pearson’s correlation analysis
918l ciEsliEA 08 BAR Hake<Table 59 Pk 77 EUy D
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Table 5, The influencing factors on the oral health—related quality of life(OHIP—14)

B SE I} t p-value”
Constant 1.578 0.101 15.599 0.000
Health status -0.410 0.077 -0.326 -5.315 0.000
Nasal dryness 0.230 0.073 0.189 3.130 0.002
Age 3(40=1) 0.189 0.067 0.168 2.811 0.005
Halitosis 0.162 0.061 0.162 2.671 0.008

“by multiple regression analysis

Dummy code: Health status good(1) poor(0), Nasal dryness yes(1) no(0), Halitosis yes(1) no(0)
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