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A study of comparative the mastication capability
and life quality of elderly people using dentures or
implants

Young—Sook Kim - Boe—He Jun

Dept. of Dental Hygiene, Suwon Women's College

ABSTRACT

Objectives : The purpose of this study was to determine the effects of oral health on the quality of life of elderly
patients with dentures or implants. It is our intention that through this analysis we can aid seniors in making the
choice between dentures or implants, considering future masticatory function and the likely effects of this deci—
sion on the patients quality of life.

Methods : This survey was conducted between November 1, 2010 and November 25, 2010, in Kyunggi—Do, wha-—
sung city. The research was carried out at one public health center, among elderly patients. 105 seniors were sur—
veyed using the direct interviewing method, oral health related quality of life was measured by the Philadelphia
Geriatric Center(PGC) Morale Scale. Collected data was examined using the SPSS 13.0 program, using frequency,
mean, and standard deviation analysis, T—test and x2 test,.

Results : The number of residual teeth for patients who have implants was 20.45+5.85, while among those
patients with dentures the number was considerably lower, 8.114+7.66 (p<0.05).

The results of patients masticatory function, was 28.13+£2.40 for those with implants, and 25.35+4.15 with den—
tures. The results were better for those with implants. Among implant patients overall satisfaction was rated
25.21+3.63, higher than for those with dentures 20.20%6.79(p<0.05). Quality of life was scored higher for
patients with implants(12.76+2.61) compared to those with dentures(10.47+3.52)(p<0.05). The subjects masticato—
ry function was highly related to the number of remaining teeth and greater masticatory function had a positive
effect on patients quality of life and life satisfaction.

Conclusion : Dental treatments such as dentures and implants will have a great influence on patients quality of
life and life satisfaction. Implants can improve the oral health related quality of life and satisfaction and the
general quality of life more than denture therapy. (J Korean Soc Dent Hygiene 2011;11(5):629-636)

Key words : denture, implant, masticatory function, quality of life(QoL)
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Table 1. General characteristics for the study population

Characteristics Denture Implant N(%)
Gender Male 29 (38.7) 14 (46.7) 43 (41.0)
Female 46 61.3) 16 (63.3) 62 (59.0)
N (%) 75 (100.0) 30 (100.0) 105 (100.0)
Age 60~65 7 9.3) 9 (30.0) 16 (15.2)
65~75 33 (44.0) 12 (40.0) 45 (42.9)
75~80 23 (30.7) 7 (23.3) 30 (28.6)
>80 11 (14.7) 1 (3.3) 12 (11.4)
no answer 1 (1.3) 1 (3.3 2 (1.9
N (%) 75 (100.0) 30 (100.0) 105 (100.0)
Family type  single 11 (14.7) 19 (63.3) 30 (28.6)
couple 35 (46.7) 10 (33.3) 45 (42.9)
with children 27 (36.0) 1 (3.3) 28 (26.7)
other 2 2.7 0 0.0) 2 (1.9
N (%) 75 (100.0) 30 (100.0) 105 (100.0)
3.5. 9|x| E=tn} US2UHE Fb=F LL0I0| EIX| (p=.043), H5 4 (p=.000), #]9F3(p=.013), 4

o5t 7E7](p=.000), e 24 o]
(p=.015), v ] (p=.000), &i1L7](p=.002), Akt

’

(p=.034), AF0](p=.020) 54 ZFoA =T
I

A2 1m9l0] o7 4 welo] Hla) A

o Jo® yepton, REgg 34

;
o £ Hol7k glovt A7\ Hurg &

ATt (p<0.05, Table 5).

Table 2. Statistics related to implant procedure and denture procedure

Characteristics Denture Implant N(%) p_va:z
Gender Male 29 (38.7) 14 (46.7) 43 (41.0) 567
Female 46 61.3) 16 (563.3) 62 (59.0) (.001)
N (%) 75 (100.0) 30 (100.0) 105 (100.0)
Age 60~65 7 9.3) 9 (30.0) 16 (15.2) 8.968
65~75 33 (44.0) 12 (40.0) 45 (42.9) (.030)
75~80 23 (30.7) 7 (23.3) 30 (28.6)
>80 11 14.7) 1 (3.3) 12 (11.4)
no answer 1 1.3) 1 (3.3) 2 1.9
N (%) 75 (100.0) 30 (100.0) 105 (100.0)
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Table 3. Number of remaining teeth among study population

25 633

Denture

Implant

Classification
M=%SD

M=SD

t p—value

No. of remaining teeth 8.11£7.66

20.45£5.85 —5.093

.000

Table 4. Comparison of masticatory function between denture and implant procedure patients

L Denture Implant
Classification t p—value
M=£SD M=SD
masticatory function 25.35%+4.15 28.13%£2.40 —4.287 .000

Table 5. Comparison of masticatory function related to specific foods between denture and implant

procedure patients

Food Denture Implant ; p-value
M=£SD M=SD
Diced Radish Kimchi 2.17£0.76 2.7010.53 —-4.011 .000
Dried Squid 1.77+0.80 2.2010.81 —2.468 015
Cabbage Kimchi 2.48%0.60 2.8710.35 —4.122 .000
Bulgogi 2.59%0.52 2.8710.35 —3.207 .002
Apples 2.63£0.63 2.83£0.38 —2.055 043
Fried Chicken 2.39170.70 2.8010.41 =3.779 .000
Sea Weed 2.68+0.57 2.90+0.31 —2.543 013
Bread 2.91+0.37 3.00£0.00 —2.162 034
Bean—curd (Boiled potato) 2.92%0.36 3.00%0.00 -1.932 057
Grilled Fish 2.81£0.48 2.97+0.18 —2.354 .020
3.6. Qx| Fmt USTUE FH=F L2lo| 7 AHozm Fouet Zol& BYTH(p0.05, Table 6).
ZUZ HEZQ 49 A Hjw
2] At AETHE A2F Q1o HAE e
A% B UEEE 28 TR AR Ay o 4. %_EEI- Iil 110t
HE A& 059 A% I WEEs 25,21+
3.632.% 212 A2} :=91E(20.20£6.79)°0 Hls w7 FT ele) 2 A oA ANEARL Gref Aol o
dehton], gARoRE gofugt Aolg myt @ slgAzt obA o), oleiat 4ko] Yol 748
(p(0.05 48 RoloR Bty uel 4o Pof izt et &
E3h o)A AT JBAUE B wolo] FAof W Aol webd 4 ek, wQlolH Y el 7
Q50 4o A £2S 179 WHOR BAR AT o 27 BA) F9) shtbk HokAE, o)z g 7747
BYE 42 RASUTEL260°0 94 A3 RS 7 AskE PASHD Aol 7158 Aush) Al R
(10.47+3.52)°] Hsl 4] Ho| =A yepgen, 57 U dETES 22 HAEA T2 Al3sHA "o 1
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Table 6. Comparison of satisfaction of oral health and quality of life between denture and implant

procedure patients

Classification Denture Implant t p—value
M=*SD M=SD

satisfaction of oral health 20.20£6.79 25.21%3.63 —4.789 .000
quality of life (QoL) 10.47%3.52 12.762.61 —3.183 .002
2y o] 2gt A= At we W AvA Sol A sho] A% AlY {AIS ofFA T Bt ofyeh, &4
AR eb= t27] gl A 2 HakE A4 & A Ab=dl ol F8sHA Adste A 9 shurt
I EQE o] 2|3t o5 =919 4FY] Aol JFE vl wthe A olgta & wf AAsE o] Askz Qs Hal
A A Het, HE 2Ae AdE X Hethe A2 4o E AstE

LockerW= FHA 02 A5h= 553 A R o 2 4= Aokar shath
S} A 27l B ) Y 71eE ARk Ak - A Ao w2 A2 304 whoz BAg Al
AAQL S ghol vk Q7S wRIthar shyit ASHUE A2t w3lEo| 2813702 oA Az el
=210) B 2 mef 4o Hof Bt At 0]13)9] & (25.35%)el Hlsl Aatso] &4 Uehsten F44
Ao Q58] et AT A Ao A o2k Fou|RE AolE HATHp<0.05). H1A RE=
2t A 0]15)9] YA Aol ARl FF I 2l 5A1Q1 Aoy AFRGRE b A9t dE
4o A el miAl= &, 22al | $8)9 9A A dE AR F Aol Yo el Aoy 2
Zh eQlo] 7 A7 44 Aol gt A7k )l 8t 7N@QFHAL} 22 "ystal A7 SA A= Atol7t
A9k SJ2) o} AEHES A& WQlofA 9] 419 A& IA YEETHp0.05). ol A0 Do) A-tol A
HI Rk =d jlon 7]E9] d4Eo] A K& 4, & USHE Als Ao vlsf Als £ A27]50] F25H
o] 4ho] A Wsto] ¥t g0l fZolofA & o] S7Fobeietal Bt Avkey Attt ERE 0| A+
A oAU dEHES A2 604 049 =9l o ofAE & Aot T2 107H4] A& AR A= Ak
SOz At A SR 9 4ol Hof whE A YETE Al A W7t 16,245 oIl o]
Aol & Blarstlom thai 22 Ade Al Alg T 1911822 A 39| AZsEo] whgo 717

AL ALY ZE A Ao T oA A2A A vEbd B Qo ey 2 Ao Ak dETE
(8.11+7.66) 0t YETE A2#H20.45+5.85)7F H A Q1o kA AJof =7k 7] A2t klof H]
=7 YebgTh ol7E JSTHES] 7HAo] oo s 3 tha Wob Adx|otz QIgh A2k52 9 2to|7} e
Chax IR A 2oF 7 B2 wls oA E o83t T o &3] 42k =19 - YETE] Bl A
7] gzl AlmEn, B WY Aavh Bia Hog FAAE FAT lo] Wot A& 5o 2fo]
HARSO Fofdt keQle o= g ZojojA 4 7F A% & 4 QU
A 2ol ARRlEHEo] Thsdh A7t Helglenw HAE wE #7% BY iEeE Ay 2 vl
USTUE 2] Apda|of =71 vlw 4] &4 vehd M 287 o R Hyke 1 JESTHE FA =59
Zo2 Helrf, TAA7 W EEE 25.2143.630 24 2% 2t

A2Hs e x|oke] AZHETE oby=t Al 7ol 2=915(20.20£6.79)°f v A Hepgten, 4ol A
Al 7Py 2 9% fcloletn & 4 glom PEUE  5£ES 1TY WHOR BYS ) B3k YEUE P
U 25 FAshe 7P S8 olfroltt. ol Azt 0150 12.76+2.612 9JX] A& 9lE 10.47+3.52
589 Aoz AR A g HFS Hoj=eA off Wl =A Yebsth(p0.05).
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