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TAEZ 55t 2at 2= R0 UMK AEfM Chet Zot
Table 1. Distribution of age and gender
Gender
Age group Man Woman Total
30-39 2 (2.0%) 4 ( 4.0%) 6 ( 59%)
40-49 3 ( 3.0%) 4 ( 4.0%) 7 ( 69%)
50-59 13 (12.9%) 21 (20.8%) 34 ( 33.7%)
60-69 4 ( 4.0%) 25 (24.8%) 29 ( 28.7%)
70-79 8 (7.9%) 7 ( 6.9%) 15 ( 14.9%)
80- 5 ( 5.0%) 5 (5.0%) 10 ( 9.9%)
Total 35 (34.7%) 66 (65.3%) 101 (100.0%)

ol & Qlaf HAHE| o] ujg v Ba o] 244 BAES etk 10189 skt
HAL, BAEE Ao o= 54 deds < 359o] Ydola 6678 ool e, 1t
ARA 7 olelsity Eat ohet dl%ﬂ—%o il o] 30~894HTh (Table 1).
7t 54 =7keE Aol FgtE o] Slo] dRbA
QL o Fo et AE8S A7t @éﬁ’ir/} H = 2. O 2
TN E LA nt 1] HAEES Y
Aofe] B 2APIE A bl gloy 2@ D AAF I g8 9 HEE gt
A8g Wa F2E% 3012 AP Aol A Table A AN S & olg3) 2
A9 wY AR PrIzke 9 BR HI FES 2
of e AT TEG |tk

oo £ AFoNE 2# AFE W XAE 2) 7 Ag
s} 52018 NG Hote] AZE nHYY LAR BE F5E 3R] etel ¥ ) 24
o] AAA A E FAlSte] HE 2 ge dAA M (Product-Limit method, Kaplan-Meier & &
i Ase A9 72 ARRE =] Hazt A AHES o A EEE vwsl] Y3 =
b= 259 AW (Log-Rank test) S AH&-3F5ATH ¥

S 4E BAYE Lolis] SAal ABEHE
BT AT BAR frelSFES 0052 AH
o.
1. 012 CHAY
Z2

19903 el A 20053 744 F-Ati et w2}

BAI fde 8 = ZH A5 F EAES B Aol A A F 125709 EAES 1
Fo & At ugA HEES A dxp 3 HAE] X %Fr% Table I, IV, VS} 2
£ Qo= E%”ﬂ Hdg FFHQ dHE o s HAa 1 Y, A 12 /Y, B
ZAIATE & 1019 9] FAE g ez 12570 22+17 ¥4 HEES Ay I} (Table VI).
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Table 1. Examination method and list and evaluation of fixed prostheses

Examination method
Intra-oral examination
Model examination
Radiographic examination
Examination list

Patient

Age and gender

Post
Location
Material

Prosthesis
Location
Number of unit
Length of service
Material
Opposing dentition

Complication

Dental caries, Periapical disease, Periodontal disease

Prosthesis fracture, Tooth fracture

=2 el = Table IZF 29kw, g4 B Hatda, FAE BEES] AR & 51.9%7F
28] FH FYSL Table VIZH 2o ZALH) THo] 27h5 3 B AT (Table V).
th 2 EEES i AHE 717h 974349 AA 1384 HHEES] Kaplan-Meier survival
ollaL, & 1delA A 169 M= AY curves Fig. 194 BHojFa gtk A4 244
3 Uk 125709 ngY HEE F 58U A BALO 4 $£He 11.1do|d) Ao v
Table . Distribution of fixed prostheses
Jaw
Location Mandible Maxilla Total
Anterior 5 ( 4.0%) 21 (16.8%) 26 ( 20.8%)
Combination 3 (24%) 7 ( 5.6%) 10 ( 8.0%)
Posterior 29 (23.2%) 60 (48.0%) 89 ( 71.2%)
Total 37 (29.6%) 88 (70.4%) 125 (100.0%)
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Table IV. Distribution of fixed prostheses according to post material and method

Method
Material Direct Indirect Total
Gold 0 ( 0.0%) 30 (24.2%) 30 (24.2%)
Metal 81 (65.3%) 7 (5.6%) 88 ( 71.0%)
Fiber 6 (4.8%) 0 ( 0.0%) 6 ( 4.8%)
Total 87 (70.2%) 37 (29.8%) 124 (100.0%)

Table V. Distribution of fixed prostheses according to material and classification of fixed prostheses

Classification
Material Single Bridge Total
Gold 22 (17.6%) 17 (13.6%) 39 ( 31.2%)
Metal 1 ( 0.8%) 0 ( 0.0%) 1 ( 08%)
Noble metal ceramic 34 (27.2%) 33 (26.4%) 67 ( 53.6%)
Base metal ceramic 10 ( 8.0%) 8 ( 6.4%) 18 ( 14.4%)
Total 67 (53.6%) 58 (46.4%) 125 (100.0%)
Table VI. Distribution of fixed prostheses according s
to unit o — Srean
Unit Number % or E
1 64 512 el L 3
2 2 17.6 H L
3 18 14.4 *en
4 9 7.2 o2
5 3 2.4
> 6 9 72 o o . ®
Total 125 100.0

Fig. 1. Kaplan-Meier survival curve of all fixed
prostheses.
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Table VI. Distribution of fixed prostheses according to condition of opposing dentition

Opposing dentition Number %
Natural dentition 61 48.8
Implant 3 2.4
Fixed partial denture 45 36.0
Removable partial denture 14 11.2
Complete Denture 2 1.6
Total 125 100.0
Table VIl. Complication of fixed prostheses and therapy
Therapy
Treatment Extraction Total
Dental caries 10 (17.2%) 10 (17.2%) 20 ( 34.5%)
Periapical disease 8 (13.8%) 10 (17.2%) 18 ( 31.0%)
Complication Periodontal disease 4 (6.9%) 3(52%) 7 (12.1%)
Tooth fracture 1 (1.7%) 8 (13.8%) 9 ( 15.5%)
Prostheses fracture 4 (69%) 0 ( 0.0%) 4 ( 6.9%)
Total 27 (46.6%) 31 (53.4%) 58 (100.0%)
uzws N bcahclu S
T | E
§ as ! § s

T T T T
- 5 " 15

REED ME N

A

T
"0

RERD ME N2

B

Fig. 2. Kaplan-Meier survival curve of fixed prostheses in location. A, in the maxilla and the mandible:
B. in the anterior region, in the posterior region, and the combination.
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Fig. 3. Kaplan-Meier survival curve of fixed prostheses in

material.
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Department of Prosthodontics, School of Dentistry, Pusan National University, Yangsan, Korea

The endodontically treated tooth is generally restored with post and core, owing to the brittle and the loss of large amount
of tooth structure. The purpose of this study was to evaluate the clinical status of fixed prostheses to improve the quality
of dental care. In order to assess the clinical status of fixed prostheses, a total of 101 individuals (aged 30-89, 66 women
and 35 men loaded with 125 fixed prostheses) who treated in the Department of Prosthodontics, Pusan National University
Dental Hospital, between January 1990 to December 2005 were examined. The results of this study were as follows:
1. Length of service of fixed prostheses was 9.7+3.4 years (mean), 11.1 years (median).

2. Age and sex of patient was found to have no statistically significant influence on longevity of fixed prostheses (P>.05).
3. Location of fixed prostheses was found to have statistically significant influence on longevity of fixed prostheses (P<.05).

The longevity of fixed prostheses was low in anterio-posterior combination region (median:9.2 years).

4. Longevity of fixed prostheses made of base metal ceramic(median:12.0 years) and noble metal ceramic (median:11.3
years) is long (P<.05).

5. Number of units in fixed prostheses was found to have no statistically significant influence on longevity of fixed
prostheses (P>.05).

6. Condition of opposing dentition was found to have no statistically significant influence on longevity of fixed prostheses

(P>.05).

7. Dental caries, periapical disease, tooth fracture were frequent complications. In 51.9% of the cases, abutment state after
removing fixed prostheses was needed to be extracted.

Key words: clinical evaluation, core, fixed prostheses, post
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