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Subjective oral health perception of Hansen’s disease in Sorokdo

Dong-Chan Oh D.D.S*, Young-Tag Lee, Sung-Lim Lee, Jin-Ah Jung,
Hyun-Chul Song, Young-A Youn, Kill-sam Kim, Jeong-Hee Choi, Eun-Kyoung Go

National Sorokdo Hospital, Gwang Yang Health College

The purpose of this study was to examine subjective oral health perception
of Hansen's disease in Sorokdo. And the relationship of four categories
(chewing ability, intraoral pain, intraoral othersysptom, and communication
ability and social relationship) with clinical index was tried to clarify. The 460
subjects of Hansen's disease in Sorokdo was selected for oral examination and
survey. The results are as follows:

—

. 73.1% of Hansen's disease in Sorokdo recognized that their oral health is

unwell.

2. 70% of total population recognized that they have limitation about chewing
function, Especially, 35.9% of Hansen's disease feels chewing difficulty for
standard foodstuffs as rice cake.

3. In intraoral pain, painful tooth was 76.3%, sensitive tooth was 43.2%. and
temporomandiblular joint pain was 15.2%.

4. In intraoral other symptoms, tooth mobility was 71.3%, food impaction was
78.9% gingiavl bleeding was 96.8%, xerostomia was 62.8%, and halitosis
was 84.2%.

5. 21.5% of Hansen's disease in Sorokdo has communication difficulty by teeth

or denture problem, and 39.2% of them avoid relationship with other people.
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