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Methods: Out of 145 questionnaires, excluding 15 questionnaires that were unfaithfully
responded to or difficult to analyze, 130 questionnaires were used for the analysis of the
satisfaction of the dental patients with implant treatment in 19 dental hospitals and clinics
in Gyeonggi-do, South Korea.

Results: Implant satisfaction was as high as 3.20 (+0.56) for masticatory function satisfac-
tion, 3.19 for psychological function satisfaction (+0.59), and 3.01 (+0.58) for social func-
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Table 1. Cronbach’s alpha of the research tool

No. of question ~ Cronbach’s alpha
Chewing function 4 0.786
Social function 3 0.719
Psychological function 4 0.880
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Table 2. Satisfaction with implants

Item Value

Chewing function

1.1 can chew hard food gently 3.35(0.72)
2. | am comfortable when chewing food 3.31(0.70)
3. Foreign objects do not get stuck in my teeth 2.94(0.72)
4. When | eat food, my gums are comfortable 3.20(0.72)

Total 3.20(0.56)
Social function

1. My teeth are good to see 3.05(0.77)
2. My teeth are comfortable to view and no discomfort 3.07(0.57)
to use
3. lam confident and active in everything 2.91(0.80)
Total 3.01(0.58)
Psychological function
1. 1 laugh confidently when | laugh 3.26(0.66)
2.1 am a psychologically stable mind 3.31(0.58)
3. I have no burden when eating food 3.06(0.80)
4.1 have confidence in dental health 3.16(0.69)
Total 3.19(0.59)

Values are presented as mean (standard deviation).
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Table 3. Satisfaction with implants according to general characteristics (n=130)

Number

Satisfaction with implant

Characteristic (%) Chewing function Social function Psychological function Total
M (SD) t/F (p) M (SD) t/F (p) M (SD) t/F (p) M (SD) t/F (p)
Sex
Male 52(40.0) 3.30(0.55) 1.69 3.05(0.61) 0.67 3.26(0.59) 1.02 3.21(0.51) 1.29
Female 78 (60.0)  3.13(0.56) (0.090) 2.98(0.55) (0.500) 3.16(0.59) (0.307) 3.09 (0.50) (0.199)
Age (yr)
<50 20(15.4)  3.26(0.65) 3.20(0.62) 3.36(0.63) 3.27(0.54)
50~54 21(16.2)  3.05(0.49) 145 2.90(0.51) 140 3.03(0.53) 152 3.00(0.46) 170
55~59 26(20.0) 3.20(0.47) 0.219) 2.87(0.48) (0.236) 3.08(0.55) (0.200) 3.05(0.39) (0.153)
60~64 29(22.3) 3.08(0.56) ' 2.97(0.61) ' 3.16(0.54) ' 3.07(0.52) '
65< 34(26.1)  3.36(0.58) 3.11(0.61) 3.33(0.65) 3.27(0.54)
Smoke/day (piece)
0 102(78.5) 3.18(0.57) 2.99(0.57) 3.19(0.57) 3.12(0.55)
1~9 16(12.3)  3.42(0.47) [;'325] 3.22(0.51) [01 .22873] 3.35(0.72) [[;Jfl??] 3.33(0.44) [3 '25207]
10< 13(9.2) 3.10(0.57) ' 2.94(0.67) ’ 3.08(0.57) ’ 3.04(0.58) ’
Alcohol drink
0 72(55.3)  3.08(0.51) 2.86(0.57) 3.14(0.55) 3.03(0.46)
1~2/month 27(20.8)  3.37(0.64) 208 3.24(0.52) 319 3.29(0.60) 0.57 3.30(0.55) 218
1~2/week 26(20.0) 3.35(0.53) (0.087) 3.20(0.58) (0.016)* 3.29(0.69) (0.680) 3.28(0.51) (0.074)
3~4/week 4(3.1) 3.37(0.59) ' 2.91(0.41) ' 3.06(0.65) ' 3.11(0.48) ’
1/day 1(0.8)  3.00(-) 3.00 (- 3.00(-) 3.00 (-)
Education
Elementary 11(8.5) 3.29(0.65) 3.06(0.55) 3.13(0.51) 3.16(0.49)
Middle 29(22.3) 3.12(0.51) 3.00(0.60) 3.19(0.62) 3.10(0.53)
High 37(285) 3.25(0.51) [8'228] 2,94 (0.50) [00;‘:2] 3.14 (0.60) [g '2521] 3.11(0.46) [8‘33?8]
College or university 42(32.3)  3.24(0.63) ' 3.02(0.64) ' 3.19(0.58) ’ 3.15(0.57) ’
Graduate school 11(8.4)  3.02(0.48) 3.21(0.60) 3.52(0.58) 3.25(0.36)
Systemic disease
High blood pressure
No 83(63.8] 3.09(0.51) -3.03 3.08(0.52) -3.14 2.93(0.55) -2.10 3.03(0.46) -3.19
Yes 47(36.2) 3.39(0.59)  (0.003)** 3.41(0.65) (0.004)** 3.15(0.60)  (0.037)* 3.32(0.53)  (0.002)**
Diabetes
No 96(73.8) 3.15(0.53) -1.88 3.14(0.58) -1.80 2.94(0.59) -2.38 3.08(0.49) -2.32
Yes 36(26.2) 3.36(0.60) (0.062) 3.36(0.59) (0.074) 3.21(0.49)  (0.019)* 3.31(0.49) (0.022)*
Liver disease
No 128(98.5)  3.20(0.56) -0.11 3.20(0.59) -0.40 3.01(0.58) -0.37 3.13(0.50) -0.34
Yes 2(1.5) 3.25(0.70) (0.911) 3.37(0.53) (0.683) 3.16(0.23) (0.712) 3.26(0.13) (0.732)
Heart disease
No 128(98.5)  3.19(0.56) -1.06 3.19(0.59) -1.92 3.00(0.57) -2.03 3.13(0.50) -1.93
Yes 2(1.5) 3.62(0.53) (0.290) 4.00(0.00) (0.000)***  3.38(0.23)  (0.044)* 3.81(0.25) (0.056)
Gastrointestinal disease
No 99(76.2)  3.22(0.60) 0.68 3.28(0.62) 2.68 3.09(0.57) 2.97 3.20(0.51) 2.43
Yes 31(23.8) 3.14(0.41) (0.494) 2.95(0.41) (0.001)** 2.75(0.52)  (0.004)** 2.95(0.41)  (0.008)**
Osteoporosis
No 117 (90.0)  3.25(0.56) 3.18 3.23(0.60) 2.06 3.03(0.60) 0.93 3.17(0.51) 2.34
Yes 13(10.00 2.75(0.20)  (0.000)***  2.88(0.33) (0.003)** 2.87(0.34) (0.349) 2.83(0.22)  (0.000)***
Etc.
No 119(91.5)  3.23(0.54) 1.70 3.19(0.56) -0.268 3.02(0.55) 0.452 3.15(0.49) 0.693
Yes 11(8.5) 2.93(0.66) (0.091) 3.25(0.88) (0.856) 2.93(0.82) (0.751) 3.04(0.65) (0.490)
Satisfaction with the procedure
Not satisfied 3(23)  2.66(0.14) 7 61 2.91(0.62) 117 2.88(0.50) 182 3.82(0.24) 370
So so 57(43.8)  3.03(0.55) (0.001)** 3.13(0.60) (0312) 2.91(0.57) (0.166) 3.02(0.47) (0.026)*
Satisfaction 70(53.8) 3.36(0.52) ' 3.27(0.58) ' 3.10(0.58) ' 3.24(0.51) ’

M: mean, SD: standard deviation.
*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001.
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Table 4. Satisfaction with implants according to prosthetic conditions (n=130)
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Satisfaction with implant

Characteristic Number (%) Chewing function Social function Psychological function Total
M (SD) t/F (p) M (SD) t/F (p) M (SD) t/F (p) M (SD) t/F (p)
No. of prostheses
1~2 63 (43.4) 3.09(0.52) 2.91(0.55) 3.14(0.58) 3.05(0.47)
3~4 56 (38.6) 3.31(0.59) 3.07(0.62) 3.20(0.61) 3.20(0.53)
5~6 12(8.3) 3.34(0.30) [02'03585] 3.24(0.42) [3':??7] 3.52(0.48) [gz%] 3.36 (0.36) [[1]?738]
7~8 8(5.5) 2.85(0.69) ' 3.09(0.73) ' 3.17(0.78) ' 3.04(0.70) '
9< 6(4.1) 3.56(0.62) 2.91(0.41) 3.18(0.42) 3.22(0.44)
Prosthetic location
(multiple responses)
Maxillary incisor
No 119 (91.5) 3.21(0.56) 0.56 3.19(0.57) 0.11 3.00 (0.56) 0.21 3.13(0.49) 0.24
Yes 11(8.5) 3.11(0.60) (0.572) 3.29(0.81) (0.595) 3.09(0.73) (0.654) 3.16 (0.66) (0.865)
Mandibular incisors
No 120 (92.3) 3.22(0.5¢) 1.05 3.20(0.58) 0.29 3.01(0.57) 0.27 3.14.(0.49) 0.61
Yes 10(7.7) 3.02(0.54) (0.128) 3.15(0.78) (0.767) 2.96(0.63) (0.784) 3.04 (0.60) (0.541)
Maxillary posterior
No 81(62.3) 3.16(0.54) -0.93 3.11(0.57) -2.32 3.00 (0.55) -0.28 3.09 (0.48) -1.35
Yes 49 (37.7) 3.26(0.59) (0.350) 3.35(0.60) (0.052) 3.03(0.62) (0.777) 3.21(0.52) (0.177)
Mandibular posterior
No 50 (38.5) 3.10(0.50) -1.62 3.18 (0.60) -0.28 2.92(0.60) -1.38 3.07 (0.50) -1.24
Yes 80 (61.5) 3.26(0.59) (0.107) 3.21(0.58) (0.776) 3.07(0.56) (0.170) 3.18(0.50) (0.217)
Maxillary - whole
No 129 (99.2) 3.20(0.56) 3.20(0.59) 3.01(0.58) 3.14.(0.50)
Yes 108  325(-) ’ 3.50(-) ’ 3.33(-) ’ 3.36(-) i
Mandibular - whole
No 127 (92.7) 3.20(0.56) -0.39 3.20(0.59) 0.10 3.01(0.58) 0.38 3.14(0.50) 0.04
Yes 3(2.3) 3.33(0.52) (0.693) 3.16(0.52) (0.913) 2.88(0.50) (0.704) 3.12(0.50) (0.967)
Prosthetic period (mon)
<3 4(3.1) 2.87(0.32) 3.00(0.47) 3.25(0.28) 3.04(0.25)
3-¢4° 5(3.8) 3.25(0.30) 3.10 2.86(0.55) 2.47 3.05(0.54) 3.35 3.05(0.2¢) 3.67
7~12¢ 29 (22.3) 2.93(0.34) (0.018)* 2.77(0.36) (0.047)* 2.94.(0.42) (0.012)* 2.88(0.28)  (0.007)**
13~24° 57 (43.8) 3.27(0.57) c<e 3.03(0.59) c<e 3.18(0.60) c<e 3.16(0.52) c<e
24°< 35(26.9) 3.35(0.65) 3.20(0.65) 3.46(0.64) 3.34(0.57)

M: mean, SD: standard deviation.
Post hoc analysis - Bonferroni (*p<0.05, **p<0.01).
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Table 5. Satisfaction of implants according to perception of implant prosthesis (n=130)

Satisfaction with implant

Characteristic Number (%)  Chewing function Social function Psychological function Total
M(SD)  t/F(p) M (SD) t/F (p) M (SD) t/F (p) M (SD) t/F (p)
Selection motive
Function 49 (37.7) 3.12(0.58) 2.97(0.56) 3.15(0.57) 3.08(0.50)
Life span 15(11.5) 3.06(0.60) 1.90 2.88(0.72) 2.09 3.26(0.61) 2.28 3.07(0.59) 2.41
Esthetics 5(3.8) 2.95(0.41) (0.133) 2.53(0.29) (0.104) 2.60(0.28) (0.082)  2.69(0.28)  (0.069)
Advice 61(46.9) 3.32(0.52) 3.11(0.55) 3.27(0.60) 3.23(0.47)
What were you most worried about
during treatment?
Pain and treatment course 56 (43.1)  3.11(0.54) 140 3.00 (0.56) 0.76 3.11(0.56) 138 3.07(0.48) 125
Failure and side effects 57(43.8)  3.25(0.53) 0 '249] 2.98(0.60) [0'469] 3.25(0.61) 0 '253] 3.16(0.50) 0 '290]
Cost 17 (13.1) 3.33(0.67) ' 3.17(0.55) ' 3.35(0.60) ’ 3.28(0.55) ’
Life expectancy for the implants
<1 year® 17(13.1) 3.30(0.59) 3.31(0.47) 3.41(0.62) 3.34(0.46)
b 8.33 7.41 7.54
1~10 year 30(23.1) 3.03(0.63) 257 2.76(0.58) (0.000)* 3.05(0.51) (0.000)* 2.95(0.49) (0.000)***
11~20 year 70 (53.8) 3.19(0.46) (0.057) 2.95(0.52) .b c<d 3.10(0.53) .b c<d 3.08 (0.46) ‘b c<d
Permanentd 13(10.00  3.51(0.70) 3.53(0.55) ' 3.80(0.63) ' 3.62(0.44) '
The main cause of periodontal disease
Wrong brushing habits 40(30.8)  3.21(0.58) 2.98(0.62) 3.18(0.60) 3.12(0.55)
Bacterium in the mouth 21(16.2)  3.20(0.62) 2.76 (0.60) 3.27(0.64) 3.07(0.55)
) . 0.12 1.67 1.79 0.41
Wrong eating habits 24(18.5)  3.14(0.62) 0.973) 3.18(0.48) 0.160) 3.44.(0.65) (0.134) 3.25(0.55) 0.797)
Smoking 43(33.1) 3.22(0.48) ’ 3.07(0.43) ’ 3.06 (0.50) ’ 3.12(0.41) ’
Drinking 2(1.5) 3.37(0.88) 3.00(0.00) 3.00(0.00) 3.12(0.29]
Continuous management of implants
Need 127(97.7) 321(056) 1.16 3.21(0.59) 1.09 3.02(0.58) 1.05 3.15(0.50) 1.26
Not required 3(23) 2.83(0.38) (0.247) 2.83(0.62)  (0.276) 2.66(0.57) (0.295)  2.77(0.50)  (0.208)
Oral hygiene education?
Need 115 (88.5) 321(0.56) 0.40 3.19(0.58) -0.43 3.04(0.58) 1.37 3.14(0.50) 0.50
Not required 15(11.5) 3.15(0.58) (0.685)  3.26(0.67)  (0.665) 2.82(0.56) (0.172)  3.07(0.50) (0.615)
Did the training you received help you?
Did it affect you?
Yes 109 (83.8) 3.19(0.57) 011 3.00(0.59) 0.23 3.18(0.59) 0.76 3.12(0.51) 031
So so 18(13.8) 3.26(0.50) (0.892) 3.09 (0.50) 0.791) 3.26(0.55) (0.468) 3.20(0.44) (0.729)
No 3(23) 3.16(0.38) ' 3.11(0.50) ’ 3.58(0.72) ’ 3.28(0.49) ’

M: mean, SD: standard deviation.
Post hoc analysis - Bonferroni (***p<.001).
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Table 6. Satisfaction with implants according to oral hygiene management behavior (n=130)

Satisfaction with implant

Characteristic Number (%) Chewing function Social function Psychological function total
M (SD) t/F (p) M (SD) t/F (p) M (SD) t/F (p) M (SD) t/F (p)
Regular screening
No screening® 76 (58.5) 3.10(0.47) 281 2.91(0.58) 3.02(0.48) 4.87 3.01(0.40) 4.98
Once every two years” 4(3.1) 3.56(0.74) © 642]* 325(0.41) 253 3.37(0.52) © 060]*** 3.39(0.54) © 0'03]**
Once a year® 26(20.0) 3.43(0.69) ' 3.25(0.69)  (0.060)  3.56(0.68) ' 3.41(0.60) '
Once in six months" 24(185)  320(056)  °°°  3.02(0.68) 334 (0.61) ase 319(055) o
No. of brushing per day
<1 1(0.8) 3.25(-) 2.75(-) 3.00(-) 3.00(-)
2 18(13.8) 3.09 (0.50) 3.51(0.69) 3.24(0.73) 3.28(0.54)
3 39(30.0) 3.24(0.59) [[1]"1724] 3.21(0.50) [[1]'?113] 3.05(0.48) [[;'24180] 3.17 (0.45) [S '23;]
4g 35(26.9) 3.04(0.55) ' 3.06 (0.47) ’ 2.84(0.56) ' 2.98(0.45) ’
Every time you eat 37(28.5) 3.37(0.53) 3.18(0.69) 3.01(0.59) 3.19(0.57)
Practice for oral hygiene
management
Regular checkup
Yes 42(32.3) 3.29(0.600  -1.29 335(0.700  -1.97 3.05(0.61) -0.54 3.23(0.55)  -1.45
No 88(67.7) 3.16(0.53)  (0.200) 3.13(0.52)  (0.051) 2.99(0.56) (0.588) 3.09 (0.47) (0.147)
Correct brushing
Yes 60 (46.2) 3.28(0.58)  -1.54 3.18(0.58) 0.28 3.05(0.60) -0.72 3.17(053)  -0.73
No 70 (53.8) 3.13(0.53)  (0.12¢) 3.21(0.60)  (0.773) 2.98(0.56) (0.468) 3.11(0.48) (0.465)
Regular scaling
Yes 31(23.8) 3.12(0.54) 0.87 321059  -0.14 3.01(0.58) 0.05 3.11(0.50) 0.28
No 99 (76.2) 3.22(0.56)  (0.386) 3.19(059)  (0.882) 3.01(0.58) (0.960) 3.14(0.50) (0.778)
Correct eating habits
Yes 5(3.8) 3.40(0.69) -0.78 3.60(0.80) -1.52 3.40(0.68) -1.51 3.46(0.70)  -1.47
No 125(96.2) 3.19(0.55)  (0.433) 3.18(0.58)  (0.129) 3.00(0.57) (0.132) 3.12(0.49) (0.143)
Do you use oral hygiene
supplies?
Yes 119 (90.5) 3.20(0.55) -0.14 3.19(0.57) 0.53 3.01(0.58) 0.60 3.13(0.50) 0.34
No 11(8.5) 3.18(0.68)  (0.883) 329(0.77)  (0.128) 3.03(0.50) (0.089) 3.16(0.55) (0.188)

M: mean, SD: standard deviation.
Post hoc analysis - Bonferroni (*p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001).
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