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ABSTRACT

Objectives: This study, investigated the satisfaction of patients who received the procedure using an implant guide to identify
factors affecting satisfaction in dental hospitals and clinics in Jeollanam-do. Methods: From December 2021 to February 2022,
questionnaires randomly were collected from 128 patients aged 20 to 90 years visiting dental hospitals and clinics using surgical
guides in some areas of Jeollanam-do. Results: There was a negative correlation between the overall satisfaction average and
Visual Analog Scale (VAS) pain level (r=-0.414, p<0.001), and a negative correlation between VAS pain level and VAS satisfaction
(r=-0.273, p<0.05), As subjective pain decreased, subjective satisfaction increased, and as subjective pain increased, the overall
satisfaction average also decreased, showing an inverse correlation. Factors affecting satisfaction with the guide for implant
surgery were whether you would like to recommend it to people around you (3=0.556), whether you would like to explain
the guide (3=0.194), and whether you thought it was good to receive the guide (3=0.199). Conclusions: Therefore, in order to
increase the satisfaction of the implant surgical guide procedure, it is considered important to perform a sufficient explanation of
the implant surgical guide before the procedure.
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t}. ZEO] 37]= G'power 3.1 Z2 1S AREsto] Aa¥=e] Gat3 7]+ F7h fo)452 0.05, 4745 0.955 Agsto] 429 215 o
TSR 1280 2 AREEQITE 2 s 2 Al 00ushal Ag-a-2] Al2]9s] o] 4918 HHrth1040198-210909-HR-139-03).

2, A

R ol

2 Aol AR AR Al S T AN FEOE AHAQl B4 FF2 A, A%, W8, A, £55F2 B Se @AY 2174 3, A
g3, B A olf 5 HAlVeEet X|at 2zt R 67, 7ho| = AEHUE Aol Tt ol USTE AlY 19, i, Ui 3
T, YEHE Al 2RI JZ6H=A], 7Ho| & JERIE 4 o 5 1123, YEHE £48 7ol 2ol tigh g = f3ollM= dE5st
E &8 7o = o] gigh THEE, B-8of| tigt R, & W] gist £4] § 8wdtelH, 5 A=l 23k - 54, A3 Th- 4%, BEol
k- 34, 231 etk - 24, ke 137 Ytk - 15) & ARESlo] M4seigith ASHE Ale 8t A& Al 559 Aot HEEE A=
R0t A2 WA E(VAS)E ARgoto] BAISH -2 443 S A7k 7184 228 23slo] F 338702 H/dEolqlet

3. XI2EN

£ A7ro] Hofot oAk A O 2 2pEk 0 2 Foloh FAFES A0 2 1287 2] thid Rl A|A] & 12850 HEAIE 751l o B
[ast AEA 2 Solsto] Bl ARSI 4 E AEE B4 22 A=2-8 [BM SPSS program(ver. 21.0; IBM Corp., Armonk,

NY, USA)S& AR&5to] 5A| 244511t Visual Analogue Scale(VAS) score, THE9} of 2] ¥4 7He] A5 21517 93] t-testt one-way
ANOVA ¥ Tukey HSD AFS 747 WH, A HHEA S Aol al, THE ol 3k nlxl= 821 &Rlsh| sl A3 3HA 2 Aokt
SAA Fo/dL pake & THIAL 0.05 1|1 7-9of §-2ol5t 2o 7} Q1= Ao 2 THEsH

)

https://doi.org/10.13065/jksdh.20220031


https://doi.org/10.13065/jksdh.20220031
https://doi.org/10.13065/jksdh.20220031

242 25 /M U K| YBRAE £28 J0|S 01 X} BFEZ T - 283

A1 AL
HIICHARL| YuiEol £ 10|I 2 QUSRHE £ 8 J10|=0f Cist AtE L Xt
titate] ke EXdo] m QIEehE 448 To|Eof jgh HHEE 2jol2 BARH ATk <Table 153 2T} Aol Wet e Al 28

0] 4.814+0.292 714 =A] LRt ‘i“ Y 4.56+0.56 , 22 4.52+40.39, 7]<Z]-whof AH| AR 0] 4.514+048, ‘FE 4.2240.61, A=
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Table 1. Guide implant satisfaction according to general characteristics (N=128)
Characteristics Division N % )Gulde 1I&E;ntiszt];sfactlon F D
Sex Male 53 (41.4) 4.30 £ 0.65 0.003 0.957
Female 75 (58.6) 4.31 £ 0.49
Age (yIS) 20 -39 41 (32.0) 445+ 0.48 2.658 0.051
40 - 59 43 (33.6) 412 = 0.57
60-79 34 (26.6) 4.33 £ 0.62
80-99 10( 7.8) 441 £045
Job Agriculture, forestry, fishing, self - employed 31(24.2) 4.12 % 0.60 2.200 0.039
Professional 16 (12.5) 452 +0.39
Professor, teacher, civil servant 6(4.7) 4.81 £ 0.29
Technical post, sales and service 13 (10.2) 451 +048
Office workers, office worker 21 (16.4) 4.21+0.59
Housekeeper 28 (21.9) 4.22 +0.61
Student (high school,college, graduate school) 4(3.1) 4.56 + 0.56
Unemployed 9(7.0) 4.24 +0.43
Education High school graduate 64 (50.0) 4.30 £+ 0.58 0.441 0.645
University graduate 60 (46.9) 4.29 +0.55
Graduate school graduate 4(31) 4.56 + 0.56
Average monthly  Less than two million 31(24.2) 4.28 +0.51 0.966 0.429
income Less than two million to three million won 47 (36.7) 437 +0.58
Less than three million to four million won 32 (25.0) 4.35 1+ 0.49
Less than four million to five million won 12( 9.4) 4.08 £0.76
More than five million won 6(4.7) 4.06 £ 0.66
"by independent t-test, one way ANOVA
2. 710|E USRIE =0 2ot A R0 M2 YSZUE =8 710 =0f Clist Q=T X0

a
AT/ IARe] 71| = USHE o] et FEof| 2 ASHE 48 70| =of| thsh TS 2fo] & B8 Aak= <Table 2>9F 2t 7t

o|t oJZtE YISl =2 53] n]a¥ 4.1240.57, ‘5103 4.36+0.54, ‘11-163] 4.28--0.56, 16-203] 4.43+0.672 A L & §-0J5t 2}
= Ho|z] 9k

Ttol= %%%PE Al&S BEOA7|E AT 7= F 52 Tl IHTFE Eet tl/dA7t 449410482 71 #9101, I ohe ‘a3
4.1140.54, HE0|TF 3.6140.54 =0 & L}E}kki, BAA 2 FoJgt 2to] & EATHp<0.001).

7tol= JBHE A3 8ol sl S55] e Eerloll tiet ST = e TR 4591041, TFY 4.15+0.56, 1FA] k7t
4.00£0.90, ‘EFolt} 3.92+0.58 <=0 &2 YR} 5AA 0 & {oJ5t Xpo| 5 EATHp<0.001).

‘LEHE &8 70| =0 of=7F ol tgh F=of o & HE iRk 4.3440.57, 0P 2= 410104602 BAK 02 {olgt Ajol5 B
o|] ¥ttt
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Table 2. Satisfaction with the implant surgical guide according to the question about the guide implant procedure and su

rgery (N=128)
h . . Satisfaction o
Characteristics Division N ) Mean + SD F P
The number of visit Less than 5times 26 (20.3) 412 +0.57 1.235 0.300
5-10 times 65 (50.8) 4.36 £ 0.54
11 - 16 times 31(24.2) 4.28 = 0.56
16 - 20 times 6(47) 443 £ 0.67
Satisfaction of guide implant decision Never - - 1512 <0.001
Maybe - -
Usually 7(5.5) 3.61 +0.53
Probably 48375 411+ 054
Definitely 73 (57.0) 4.49 £ 0.48
Description for implants Never - 9.586 <0.001
Maybe 3(23) 4.00 £+ 0.90
Usually 1(86) 3924058
Probably 64 (50.0) 415+ 0.56
Definitely 50 (39.1) 459 +0.41
Knowledge of surgical guide Yes 108 (84.4) 434+ 0.57 3.131 0.079
No 20 (15.6) 410 £ 0.46
Reason for implant surgical guide ~ Search 4(31) 4.63 +0.27 1.741 0.162
Dentist recommendation 79 (61.7) 4.36 = 0.52
Family, the advice of the people around 37 (28.9) 414 +0.64
Advertising newspapers, media 8(6.3) 4.34 + 0.58
Recommendations intention Never - 26.170 <0.001
Maybe 2( 1.6) 4.06 £ 0.27
Usually 6(4.7) 313+ 0.21
Probably 52 (40.6) 410 £ 0.48
Definitely 68 (53.1) 457 £ 0.44
"by independent t-test, one way ANOVA
A% 8 7jol=g ALBBIA Al&HEE ol 0] Tt FFRol Al HTINTR 7 436:-H0.52 71 BgkoD] 1 ke SR
o] 414 mwﬂﬂiﬂ’ 4.3440.58, MW 4.6310.27 402 EAZH 0 2 §oJ3t x}o] 2 Holz| Ygtrt

‘%stw Sol| 215 A2ro] it PR TR TUCFI} 45704 71 £90n], Ik} 4104048, 1HA ok}
4.06+0.27, BE0|t} 71 3.13+0.21 £0 2 EAK 07 §olst 2fo| & E‘}it}(p<0.001).

3.VAS TEL, VAS S5 HE U TH| TEE o ¥y

S 5] VAS RIS VAS 85 % 8L ) U W] S SEACTuble 3, VAS £ 4} VAS R el ol b
(r=0.273, p<0.05), A HE L FHh VAS 52 A= 2.0] A (=0.414, p<0. 001) = Uepdch VAS B2 A7} Yolzl42 YAS Tt
57} 2, VAS B2 M) ol AR B B oAl 2102 of AR el

VAS PHEE e} 1% ThE I o] ofe] A =0.514, p<0.001)E UERHTh VAS TEE RS} Seir b HAAQ) BEE PR Sehe
Ao 2 S Bk

Table 3. Correlation between guide implant satisfaction, VAS score of pain and VAS satisfaction (N=128)
Variables VAS satisfaction VAS score of pain Guide implant satisfaction
VAS satisfaction 1.000

VAS score of pain -0.273" 1.000

Guide implant satisfaction 0.514™ -0.414” 1.000

'p<0.05,” p<0.001, by pearson’s correlation coefficient

https://doi.org/10.13065/jksdh.20220031


https://doi.org/10.13065/jksdh.20220031
https://doi.org/10.13065/jksdh.20220031

aft XET /MY U XY YEUE 28 710|= 0|8 SHR}f THEE A} - 285

Q) 24 F AU} PEUE A% U 548 7ho|Zof Bat WL 5 A2 8o thek AT o3, Vhol= Al W Wik 47
) <
E
, e

sh=7} , Fe8 70| Al IS S TEHFE sto] A3 HETES Al

A3} T ARFEollA| S35kl 412 7F (3=0.556), 21 5 L&l izt A o1 51(3=0.194), 7ol = Al &-& 7 ARrkal A Zksh=7F (3=0.199)
o] JFE n|x|= 8210 = UERITI<Table 4>.

Table 4. Factors influencing the surgical guide implant satisfaction (N=128)
Variables B SE B t p VIF
(Constant) 2.199 0.283 - 7.772 <0.001

Job 0.021 0.018 0.086 1.098 0.274 1.018
Description for implants 0.153 0.064 0.194 2.380 0.019 1.236
Satisfaction of guide implant decision 0.143 0.083 0.199 2.308 0.023 1.402
Recommendations intention 0.472 0.063 0.556 7.513 <0.001 1.000

R*=0.309, F = 56.445, p < 0.001
"by linear regression analysis
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