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Abstract

Objectives: This study aimed to investigate factors affecting treatment satisfaction of patients
with dental implants and quality of life. Methods: A questionnaire survey was conducted for
adults who underwent dental implant treatment. at dental departments of general hospitals
or dental clinics in Seoul and Gyeonggi-do. Data was analyzed to get descriptive statistics of
variables, and was under independent t-test, one way ANOVA, and multiple regression analysis.
Results: The mean of total satisfaction with implants was 3.73%+0.41 in the 5-point scale,
and that of general satisfaction was 3.97£0.53, followed by mean values of psychological
satisfaction of 3.68+0.51, aesthetic satisfaction of 3.67%+0.49, and masticatory function of
3.65+0.53. Factors that affect implant treatment satisfaction among patients were monthly
income (more than 4 million won), hesitation of the procedure (treatment period), regular
checkup (yes) and concerns during treatment (work). Factors that affect the quality of life of
patients who underwent implant treatments were satisfaction of aesthetic function and overall
satisfaction. Conclusions: The above results showed that the higher the aesthetic satisfaction
and overall satisfaction with the implant are, the higher the quality of life of patients get.
Therefore, it is necessary for dental specialists to perform dental implants well to improve
quality of life of patients.
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Table 1. Satisfaction with implant treatment

Variables Mean Standard Deviation
Aesthetic functions 3.67 0.49
Masticatory function 3.65 0.54
Psychological function 3.68 0.51
General satisfaction 3.97 0.53
Total 3.73 0.41

Table 2. Implant satisfaction and OHIP-14 according to general characteristics

Characteristics  Division N(%) Meoan iSDSaquac;}ch‘m o MeantSD OHH,:/;.4 7
Gender Male 96(49.2) 3.7210.38 -0.402 0.688 4.09+0.66 -0.266 0.791
Female 99(50.8) 3.74£0.44 4.12+0.58
Age 20-29 40(20.5) 3.6610.43 0.645 0.631 4.03%0.68 1.469 0.213
30-45 71(36.4) 3.7640.45 4.23+0.60
46-55 44(22.6) 3.7610.32 4.11+0.53
5665 29(14.9) 3.74+0.42 4.02+0.67
=66 11(5.6) 3.62+0.33 3.85+0.60
Education level <High school 82(42.1) 3.73+£041 -0.117 0.907 4.06%0.58 -0.924 0.357
=College 113(57.9) 3.7340.40 4.14+0.64
Job Unemployed/housewife ~ 36(18.6)  3.77£0.50 0.564 0689  416+0.53  1.256 0.289
General office worker 45(23.1)  3.69+0.37 4.15+0.43
Profession 56(28.7) 3.7610.37 4.14+0.52
Student 23(11.8) 3.6410.48 4.18+0.61
Service 36(17.9) 3.75+0.37 3.90+0.95
Marital status Single 3.684:0.46 -0.928 0.354 4.06+0.58  -0.654 0.514
Married 3.7310.39 4.12+0.61
Monthly income <200 82(42.1) 3.62£0.40° 6.416 <0.001 4.05+0.50 2.482 0.062
(million won) 200-299 70(35.9) 3.754+0.33° 4.21+0.68
300-399 27(13.8) 3.83+0.44" 3.8940.76
=400 16(8.2) 4.054+0.51° 4.31+0.51
Total 195(100.0)  3.73+0.41 4.1140.62

*by the t-test for two groups and one-way ANOVA (post-test Scheff) for three or more groups
**The same letter indicates no significant difference by scheffe test at a=0.05
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Table 3. Implant satisfaction and OHIP-14 according to implant treatment related characteristics
Characteristics Division N(%) Mean+ SSSUSfaC?/;n b Mean+SD OHPt/I; o
Paths learned TV/internet search 56(28.7) 3.69+0.32  0.439 0.645 4.13+0.69  0.560 0.946
Surroundings 54(27.7)  3.76+0.54 4.09+0.64
Dental staff 85(43.6) 3.747+0.37 4.1040.55
Reasons of the procedure ~ Functional reason 74(37.8) 3.74+042 0.222  0.881 4.05+0.62* 3.956 0.009
Aesthetic reason 42(21.5)  3.71%+0.36 411+0.57®
A life span 54(27.7) 3.7610.40 4.3140.59*
Recommendation ~ 25(12.8)  3.68+0.48 3.8440.63
Invitation for treatment Myself 28(14.4)  371%£0.39 2653 0.073 4202057 0.847  0.430
Acquaintances 36(18.5)  3.87+0.55 4.00+0.79
Dental staff 131(67.2) 3.70%0.36 4.1240.57
Hesitation of the procedure cost 75(38.5)  3.63+0.35* 3.798  0.024 4.07£0.51 0.671 0.512
Treatment period 45(23.1)  3.82+0.39" 4.0610.62
Pain/side effects 75(38.5)  3.78+0.45% 4.17+0.70
Regular checkup Yes 121(62.1) 3.77%0.43 1.692 0.092 4.0910.63 -0.508 0.612
No 74(379)  3.67+0.36 4.14+0.60
Concerns during treatment Pain/side effects 111(56.9)  3.75+0.43* 2737  0.045 4.14£0.64 1.372 0.253
Food intake 26(13.3) 3.57+0.37% 3.89+0.62
‘Work 27(13.8) 3.88+0.28" 4.2040.52
Cost 31(159)  3.68+0.43% 4.10+0.58
Valuable things Housing/leisure 57(29.2)  3.70+0.42 0.755  0.521 4.084+0.56 1.281  0.282
Appearance 31(159)  3.761+0.41 41140.72
Physical health 52(26.7)  3.68%0.37 4.00£0.78
Oral health 55(28.2) 3.79+0.43 4.2310.38
Implant knowledge Know 74(37.9) 3.87+049"  7.612 0.001 4.08+0.68 0.163 0.850
Usually 51(26.2)  3.70+0.31® 4.1140.55
Don't know. 70(35.9) 3.6110.32° 4.13+0.60
Implant complete Less than 6months ~ 23(11.8)  3.86+0.43 0935  0.445 4.02+0.18 0208  0.934
Less than lyear 54(27.7)  3.73%0.35 4.08£0.50
Less than 2years 63(34.9)  3.6910.39 4.14+0.65
Less than 3years 29(149)  3.68+0.39 4.14+0.45
More than 3years 21(10.8) 3.781+0.54 4.12+0.70
Procedure tooth Upper incisor 27(13.8) 3.71+0.48 0.262  0.853 4.10£0.72  0.025 0.995
Upper molar 60(30.8)  3.76+0.46 4.11+0.54
Lower incisor 25(12.8)  3.69£0.44 4.14+0.56
Lower molar 83(42.6)  3.73£0.34 4.10+0.66
Total 195(100.0) 3.73+0.41 4.11£0.62

*by the t-test for two groups and one-way ANOVA (post-test Scheff) for three or more groups
**The same letter indicates no significant difference by scheffe test at a=0.05
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Table 4. Factors affecting the implant satisfaction

Independent variables B SE B t p*

Constant 3.536 0.052 68.572 <0.001
Monthly income(=400=1) 0.277 0.107 0.182 2.592 0.010
Hesitation of the procedure(treatment period=1)  0.035 0.069 0.037 0.503 0.615
Regular checkup(yes=1) 0.125 0.059 0.150 2.121 0.035
Concerns during treatment(work=1) 0.193 0.090 0.159 2.159 0.032
Implant knowledge(know=1) 0.150 0.060 0.178 2.509 0.013

R™=(.147, adj.R™=0.124, F=6.377, p<0.001
*by multiple regression analysis

Table 5. The relationship between implant satisfaction and OHIP-14

Independent variables B SE B t p*
Constant 2.555 0.376 6.787 <0.001
Satisfaction with aesthetic functions 0.299 0.104 0.243 2.886 0.004

Satisfaction with the masticatory function ~ 0.088 0.091 0.078 0.971 0.333
Satisfaction with psychological function -0.194 0.122 -0.164 -1.588 0.114
Satisfaction with general satisfaction 0.213 0.099 0.187 2152 0.033
R’=0.091, adj.R’=0.073, F=5.134, p=0.001

*by multiple regression analysis
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