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Table 1. Correlations between general denture satisfaction(A1) and the other patient satisfaction variables(A2-9)

Variables R P
Esthetics 0.6027 0.0001
Upper retention 0.5825 0.0002
Lower retention 0.6737 0.0001
Mastication 0.6145 0.0001
Speech 0.5192 0.0008
Upper comfort 0.5959 0.0001
Lower comfort 0.7242 0.0001
Others’ opinion 0.6371 0.0001

Kendall Tau b Correlation Coefficients/ prob)|R| under Ho: Rho=0/N=33, R: coefficient, P: p value

Table II. Possible determinants of general denture satisfaction

Variables Possible determinants

Relationship with others, Feeling lonely, Evaluation of economy,

Social variables

Relationship with neighbours, Helpfulness of neighbours,

Frequency of comments, Nature of comments,
Reactions to comments, Age, Gender

Psychological variables Depression

CRO in harmony with MICP, Retention-mandible,
Quality of dentures Stability-mandible, Esthetics, Maxillo-mandibular relationship,
Quality of dentures overall
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Table III. Influence of each variables on general denture satisfaction using multiple regression analysis

Variables Regression coefficient T P
Social variables
Relationship with others 0.1524 1.123 0.2906
Feeling lovely 0.2107 1.633 0.1398
Number of children -0.5335 3.688 *0.0050
Frequency of meeting with children 0.2065 4.480 *0.0015
Evaluation of economy status - better -0.4323 2.392 *0.0404
- worse -0.1492 0.878 0.4029
Frequency of meeting with others -0.0603 1.190 0.2644
Housing condition 0.4172 4.928 *0.0008
Relationship with neighbours 0.5395 4.701 *0.0011
Helpfulness of neighbours 0.0789 0.518 0.6169
Frequency of comments - fewer 0.0836 0.590 0.5695
' - none 1.1300 4.454 *0.0016
Nature of comments 0.6600 4.401 *0.0017
Reactions to comments 0.3238 1.739 0.1160
Age 0.0423 3.462 *0.0071
Gender -0.8431 —4.654 *0.0012
Psychological variables
Somatic 0.0013 0.135 0.8758
Obsessive-compulsive 0.0071 0.302 0.7692
Interpersonal sensitivity 0.0288 1.444 0.1825
Anxiety 0.0323 1.719 0.1198
Depression 0.0603 4.398 *0.0017
Oral condition overall -0.2147 -5.322 *0.0005
Quality of dentures overall -0.0680 -2.274 *0.0490
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: correlation significant at the 0.05 level, T: T statistics, P: p value
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Table IV. Review of methods used for psychological assessments of denture patients and their report-

ed relation with denture acceptance

Influence on

. Author(s) Methods for psychological assessment denture Test used significance
acceptance
Collett™ & Briggs Thematic Aperception test Not reported Not reported Not reported
(TAT, 1938, Murray)
Rorschach’ s test(1952, Beck) Not reported Not reported Not reported
Langer et al.® Assessment, by psychologist present Coefficient of association  Not significant
Seifert et al® Assessment by psychologist present Coefficient of association Fair
Smith® Minnesota multiphasic Not reported Chi-square Not significant
Personality Inventory Shortened ’
{(MMPI, 1960, Dahlstrom)
Sobolic & Larson™ MMPI shortened present Point-biserial correlation  p¢0.05
coefficient
Gukes et al."® Cornell Medical Index Not reported Not reported Not significant
(CMI, 1949, Brodman) :
. Eyesneck Personality inventory Not reported Not reported p{0.05
Bolender et al.” CMI Not reported t test p<0.01
Nairn & Brunello™ CMI Not reported Chi-square p<0.05
Hirsch et al ® California F test Not reported t test K0.05
Sliverman et al.*® Focused interview present, Point-biserial correlation  p(0.001
Embedded Figures test present coefficient p€0.01
Projective Figure drawing present Spearman correlation {0.05
coefficient
Berg"” Focused interview Not reported Regression analysis Not significant
van Waas® Wilde "neurotic labillity” Scale Not reported Pearson correlation Not significant
Health locus of control coefficient
(1976, Wallston)
Moltzer™ Locus of Control scale present Chi-square & T test p¢0.05
(1972, Andriessen)
Dutch Personality Inventory
(1985, Luteijn)
Heartwell® House classification present Not reported Not reported
Reeve™ Cattell s 16 Personality profile Not reported Chi-square Not significant
(Cattell 16 PF,-1970, Cattell)
Tau & Lowental™ Index of personal satisfaction present Pearson correlation p€0.01
coefficient
Gordon et al.® Tennesse self concept scale present Chi-square p¢0.05
(1965, Fitts)
Baer et al.® Nowicke-Strickland Locus of Control Not reported Partial correlation Not significant
(1976, lefcourt) coefficient
Diehl et al.? Rand Mental health Inventory present Logistic regression p£0.05
analysis
Vervoorn et al.*” Hopkins symptom checklist present Factor analysis p<0.01

(1974, Derogatis)
Dutch Personality Inventory
(1985, Luteijn)
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ABSTRACT

FACTORS INFLUENCING PATIENT SATISFACTION
WITH COMPLETE DENTURES

Suk-Won Lee, D.D.S., M.S.D., Moon-Kyu Chung, D.D.S., M.S.D., Ph.D.*

Department of Dentistry, College of Medicine, Catholic University, Saint Vincent s Hospital
*Department of Proshodontics, College of Dentistry, Yonsei University

Statement of problem: In spite of the progress in techniques and materials in complete den~
ture prosthodontics, patients still complain of discomfort, after the insertion of complete dentures.
For the last several decades many prosthodontists tried to find factors influencing patient com-
plete denture satisfaction, however the reported results became a controversy.

Purpose: The purpose of the present study was to verify the factors influencing patient sat-
isfaction with complete dentures using multiple regression analysis.

Materials and methods: 33 patients who visited the department, of prosthodontics, dental
hospital of Yonsei University, 4 to 6 weeks after the complete denture delivery, were asked to com~
plete the questionnaires on complete denture satisfaction, social variables and psychological vari-
ables. The Prosthodontists who treated the patients with complete dentures were also asked to
complete the questionnaires on evaluation of patients’ oral condition and technical quality of den-
tures. The factors influencing patients” satisfaction with their complete dentures were analyzed
using multiple regression analysis.

Results: Among the patients’ sociodemographic variables, the variables of relationship with
children, economic status, housing condition, other people s opinions of dentures and gender were
the influential factors on patients” satisfaction with complete dentures. Patients showing the symp-
toms of depression, one of the psychological variables, were dissatisfied with their complete den-
tures. In spi\te of the good oral condition, patients were dissatisfied with complete dentures, where-
as the technical quality of dentures did not influence patients’ complete denture satisfaction.

Conclusion: According to the results above, patients’ sociodemographic and psychological vari-
ables rather than clinical variables including oral condition and technical quality of dentures were
the influential factors on complete denture satisfaction. The results of this study may not only enable
prosthodontists to predict the success and failure of complete denture treatment, but also help
both prosthodontists and patients be informed of the essentials of increasing satisfaction with com-
plete dentures.

Key words: Complete denture, Satisfaction, Influential factor, Multiple regression analysis
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