ORIGINAL ARTICLE

http://dx.doi.org/10.4047/jkap.2011.49.4.291

ol al=c l.A|-O Xl JIO] 1 A S H AlOd HA
|=|EE|_|'E O=Qf AfQ & 71| ZI#M(| Clet LRHMAAI DG 2M
MY - BER - 01  Hots] - Saup
A% A o el B A e, A i A
O BN 29T DEAE U 01 A A USEH AU W5 TR B9 B YL T RAE o] B3lo] JEUE 7 )
w7 A& ik JJrJJr 3}0401 gk g 9lo] 17AAZAA ate] Aol FoFS v X EA| & Lol 1A} 315 Tth
¢ 2% ;

2l S o s T2EE AEAZ o] &ato] YZHE Ao of
2 DPZE% %7&74 A 0] A% 2490 3 24 980] S5 S 117S 41982467 & 2 23 4]0 o] 7.0, AMOS40 (SPSS Inc., Chicago, IL.
USA)S o] §310] I Z@HE 23} Bl /)% 29), 44 2 #e] 291,14 8910 237 o] Ao vjx) & dekS A
Ak JEUE 56 T THARUA 4] AL OHIP-149] 77 99 RO 424 A vl ST Y SVE A F A4S A 8 72 1 4]0] ZHe)A 1
57} Egtou) B ZHd|A BEE )| we 2o 2 Vet A ZRE Y T A4 83 A4S ¥iele 7154 2913 44 2 #e) 29le] tha whEo)
A7 s Aol o] g L ] )= wHE(P<05), 1] & .01 ake] Aol 9] 8k 8-S 12| 7] G A 0 7 Uehyit
AR JZUE 54 B2 754 2937} 54 2 B2 2016 3 BEo] £L5E THALR 4o do] felaH Be Aoz et AT %2 54 712 4
ol 328 7164 218t o ek 44 4 ) 2919] $049S FAFo 2M, $4 T Ao th ws 3 Belv} Fake] ake) A ol THA 9 G v
B G 0| 24 RS B8 A\ A SIS Th (] §4] 25 H 83)%] 2011,49:291-9)
FQE: 3R ae] A T2 4wl S UE; $4 1S OHIP-14
MNE 327 7155 42%) A A7 A 35 A A o= Ad oy vl
Z9 AT Hol: 5 AZTE 871 47 ‘%15011 e
A o}e] G- x| ob-4-2], x| F A3 -2 9} o] 9ol = A H W3 gl AR VeI Wb BAALS| AT o] X 2]
2 o] 5o thFet dloz wAygith B X 5ot 5] A QIS 57 FA ol T2 20108 =5 713 © i 2] 7] Ate]
A o AAAE AZ T dFS R, A F e FEAFLIEAY IAIEH H 1, 202009 0] ' x| o] Ate]
S5l Wa} 470N 9 BAE 2@ 5 o, o e ggel 2 2A/k D Ao R oIS v 9l ov], 20084
2 o8] A ol g AA AT G v xa, W = Tl XAk 9 80%7 JEHE AEe dte AoR
o7} ALl Ego] BH G Ao Stk A Koo et FAEP AT AT dEHRE Aledt A 4 AR
A& Qo 2A YFHE A Ao )@ T Ko} Fifmplant- W 223 A B whEA WSkele A GRSl M BT
Supponed single-tooth replacement)-< 101 ©] ’z} —ir?ﬂ. A A = & 2] 4= A = AT
& QEES Holn Al N7 hyoz Al Fa glo AN JEFES] G F3} Aofo] FF AT FR IS
o, 7123 & A 27 Zdglo] B 4—3 1=3 HEJAYEET FAL P A TS AT 9 Tl =
2010 2] F 0] kE kA A o] B el E ol w2 20053 ] e B ond, k= ]Ee 33l BEol A, A5 A
20003742 H 2537 X BE- A ZHES T AA AGFR ZFAESH Y, X3 $ B glo] Az rhsaliA
I3 AZRE 7|Fo2(FE A19]) 200513 4632 o] 4 2009 T AnH o7 gtEIE 71 i ghe}” x| 7o) ALet $}7) o
17919 0 2 2k 3.8 Z7F8lgl o, 2000 =4 3572} w]  JhShe BA X 5o] A e x}OI” SR F ALY
wale] oF 5wl o) e Aoz etk 23U X e g2 A SRl tel thE2A ikeete EAE el 2ot A
FE] Ax JAE-S ATE HH, 20064 71.1%,2007d 369%, A9 BHE AFE S E 7153 4 8%‘1‘1& oftig} ghatel
08 12.3%¢11 4] 2009\ -13.9% 2 A A 7} F3lE Aoz B4 A e A vho] A feub|ojof gl 53] YEHE X85 &

S9ieh Tl YBVE AFERE 198 A5 7199008

7o) A 7]

= H]—.Q.lg_l

oy, 21 /gu]}\o

* WA A 26
700412 TG A] F72 AEE 27 188-1

Auysd: 2001988 269/ Y nH F

CHEhx| B AErS(X] 20114 493 42

Aot 2] o] sk F o skl o W] 2k SF a4 053-660-6870: e-mail, kbsong@knu.ac.kr
32011910 6/ e 2011 10€ 10Y

291



de] A FPNde AT AR = AE AL R AR A
g, s 3ol 22 A el S AR R o A5
ol A Aol )& ks of & 84S HEdT
= AT Aot ti LA A R itz JERE
of theh ghate] Rt g) gho] Aof] 245 sho], JEUE
T F 7o) Ad Al ol A fate] 2| 5 whEee) 7
e ake] de SAsle], dERE e A - Foll 7T
o gho] Aol st A Rl e F Akl 1t
S} Fisto] ofw gk .Qlo] 71 are Aol JF

%037 Fohr a7 Sk

2007 69 19 56 129 319 Aol o]l -39 A] 24 67 7H
AT ol AFHE A 55 HH 2 & YU sxt=ol 7
B AT AR o 542 At & £ AT Foota AP
2 o] o ALE el 2579 & AT AR A ekt
N A7 A HE A5 g Al oA F23H8 A EA £ o]
gl QJIT-5AA 54 9 A 53 B4 AT

AF2-31 w2 A = external hex type2] = THE(Osstem US 11
%, Osstem Co., Seoul, Korea)<} internal hex type (Straumann ITI,
Institut Straumann AG, Waldenberg, Switzerland) 0.2, Y ZHE 12}
5% F THeW 5% 40 AZska, 97 Fol A9
o] Je| 2 BHelshgl onl, 2% Fol WA Th BE AT T
AE 27} 54 A7) @ 2ol @ ¥ W ste] 5% 4EE A
ERAS

DYFTE N @ HEE 23

BVE o 3 HEEE YBUE 4 F 104 3
3% 5ol DA DEES A G Pletursson 53} 4 SHE
49 F 104 o]} FAS 5 YBUE P18 YT &3
HFES AN G Smonis Sl AHEE DI B B P
22 W 3lo] ALg3Hh(Table 1)
292

Table 1. Questionnaires for measurement of treatment satisfaction given to
patients 6 months after implant surgery

No. Question

Ql My implant functions very well, and I can chew on it very well
Q2 To speak, I can use my implant very well

Q3 I am pleased with the aesthetic results

Q4 I can clean my implants very well

Q5 It is easier for me to clean my implants than to clean my teeth
Q6 The tissues around the implants bleed less than around the teeth
Q7 I got exactly what I expected

Q8 I would like this treatment again, if needed

Q9 I would recommend this treatment to friends or relatives, if indicated
Q10  Ifound that the cost of the treatment was justified

Q11 Ifeel more secure biting on implant/my teeth/no difference
Q12 Ineed more time to clean implant/my teeth/no difference
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Table 2. Questionnaires for measurement of oral health-related quality of life given to patients at the baseline and 6 months after implant surgery

No. Dimension Question

Ql . L Have you had trouble pronouncing any words because of problems with your teeth, mouth or dentures?

Q2 Functional limitation Have you felt that your sense of taste has worsened because of problems with your teeth, mouth or dentures?
Q3 . . Have you had painful aching in your mouth?

Q4 Physical pain Have you found it uncomfortable to eat any foods because of problems with your teeth, mouth or dentures?
Qs Have you been self-conscious because of your teeth, mouth or dentures?

Psychological discomfort

Q6 Have you felt tense because of problems with your teeth, mouth or dentures?

Q7 vsical disahili Has your diet been unsatisfactory because of problems with your teeth, mouth or dentures?

Q8 Physical disability Have you had to interrupt meals because of problems with your teeth, mouth or dentures?

Q9 o Have you found it difficult to relax because of problems with your teeth, mouth or dentures?
Psychological disability . .

Q10 Have you been a bit embarrassed because of problems with your teeth, mouth or dentures?
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Fig. 1. Study model (OHRQoL: Oral health-related quality of life).
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Fig. 2. Patients Satisfaction on five categories related to function, aesthetic,
maintenance, cost, and general satisfaction after implant surgery (each item was
recorded by 5-point Likert scale and of the 12 items, 5 ones were excluded).
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Table 3. Confirmatory factor analysis for patients satisfaction

Factors Items (Number) Regression weights Standardized regression weights P<
Function and aesthetics Chewing (Q1) 1.471 0.885 .001
Speaking (Q2) 1477 0.929 .001
Aesthetics (Q3) 1.000 0.597 -
Maintenance Cleaning (Q4) 0.512 0.532 .001
Easiness (Q5) 1.099 0.903 .001
Bleeding (Q6) 1.000 0.727 -
Cost Costs (Q10) 1.000 0432 -

X?=51.766, df = 12, P=.000, RMR = 0.048, GF1 = 0.947, AGFI = 0.875, IFI = 0.940, CFI = 0.939

Table 4. Confirmatory factor analysis for oral health-related quality of life

Factors Items (Number) Regression weights Standardized regression weights P<
Functional limitation (Q1-Q2) 1.000 0.694 -
Physical pain (Q3-Q4) 1.232 0.750 .001
Psychological discomfort (Q5-Q6) 1.404 0.836 .001

OHRQoL Physical disability (Q7-Q8) 1.000 0.780 .001
Psychological disability (Q9-Q10) 1.180 0.862 .001
Social disability (Q11-Q12) 0.663 0.667 .001
Handicap (Q13-Q14) 0.959 0.680 .001

X*=107.901, df = 14, P=.000, RMR = 0.086, GFI = 0.884, AGFI1 =0.767, IFI=0.907, CFI = 0.906

Table 5. Correlation matrix of components

Function and aesthetics (FA) Maintenance (MA) Cost (CO) OHRQoL (0Q)
Function and aesthetics (FA) 1
Maintenance (MA) 0.461%* 1
Cost (CO) 0.053 0.115 1
OHRQoL (0Q) 0.320% 0.271* 0.005 1

*Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Table 6. Estimation of structural equation models and hypothesis testing between patient satisfaction and OHRQoL after implant surgery

Hypothesis Path Direction Regression weights Standardized regression weights P<
H1 FA (61)— 0Q (1) + ¥ (gamma) 11 0.438 0.225 004
H2 MA (62)— 0Q (71) + ¥ (gamma) 12 0.220 0216 .007
H3 CO (€3)— 0Q (1) - ¥ (gamma) 13 -0.031 -0.039 587

X*=243.124, df =72, P=.000, RMR = 0.067, GFI = 0.876, AGFI = 0.820, IFI = 0.901, CFI = 0.900
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ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Structural equation modeling for association

between patient satisfaction and quality of life after implant surgery

Sun-Young Chung', MS, Jin-Hyun Cho? DDS, PhD, Kyu-Bok Lee?, DDS, PhD,
Youn-Hee Choi', DDS, PhD, Keun-Bae Song'*, DDS, PhD
'Department of Preventive Dentistry, *“Department of Prosthodontics, School of Dentistry, Kyungpook National University, Daegu, Korea

Purpose: This study was designed to measure patient satisfaction and oral health-related quality of life and to assess an association between patients  satisfaction and oral
health-related quality of life after implant surgery by using structural equation modeling. Materials and methods: A total of 257 participants who visited 6 dental clinics locat-
ed in Daegu city for the purpose of implant treatment participated in this study. Six months after completion of implant surgery, the patients™ satisfaction and oral health-relat-
ed quality of life were surveyed. The effect of factors associated with patients  satisfaction such as functions and aesthetics, maintenance and cost on oral health-related qual-
ity of life after implant surgery was analyzed using AMOS 4.0. Results: Oral health-related quality of life was improved in all dimensions of OHIP-14 after implant surgery.
Functions and aesthetics as well as maintenance had a significant effect on oral health-related quality of life (P<.05), while cost was not a critical factor influencing oral health-
related quality of life. Conclusion: High satisfaction with functional aspects and maintenance aspects significantly affected good quality of life. The result of this study sup-
ported the fact that education and management for patients after implant therapy were positively related to good quality of life based on a theoretical model. (J Korean Acad
Prosthodont 2011;49:291-9)

Key words: Implant; OHIP-14; Oral health-related quality of life; Patient satisfaction; Structural equation modeling

*Corresponding Author: Keun-Bae Song

Department of Preventive Dentistry, School of Dentistry, Kyungpook National University, 2-188-1, Samduk-dong, Jung-gu, Daegu, 700-412, Korea
+82 53 660 6870: e-mail, kbsong@knu.ac.kr

Article history

Received August 26, 2011 / Last Revision October 6, 2011/ Accepted October 10, 2011

Cetx|ZiE Hats(x] 201113 493 43 299





