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A prospective study of patient satisfaction after implant supported

mandibular overdenture treatment in fully edentulous patients
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Purpose: The purpose of this prospective study was to compare the satisfaction levels of the patients worn implant supported mandibular overdentures and conventional
complete dentures. Materials and methods: Full edentulous patients (n=40) who were planned to do implant supported mandibular overdentures, aged 51 to 82 years, were
enrolled in this study. All subjects rated their satisfaction levels (mastication, pronunciation, esthetics, pain, and general satisfaction) of their original conventional dentures
prior to treatment and their new overdentures 1 week and 12 weeks after the delivery on 10 cm visual analogue scales. Repeated-measures ANOVA was performed to
compare the satisfaction level of each three period (P<.05). Results: The mean satisfaction levels of the implant supported overdentures after 1 week and 12 weeks of
delivery were significantly higher than those of the conventional complete dentures in all scoring parameters (P<.05). After 12 weeks of overdenture delivery, the increase of
the satisfaction levels in mastication, pronunciation, and pain and the decrease in esthetics and general satisfaction were observed in comparison with those after 1 week of
delivery, however, no significant difference was found between the satisfaction levels of 1 week and 12 weeks after delivery. Conclusion: An implant supported overdenture
might be one of the effective ways to give more satisfaction to patients who were not gratified with a conventional denture and eventually to improve their quality of life. (J Korean

Acad Prosthodont 2015,53:1-8)
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Table 1. Demographic data of patients

Age (years) Male (N) Female (N) Total (N)
51t059 6 2 8
60 to 69 5 6 11
70to 79 6 10 16
80 to 82 3 2 5
Total (N) 20 20 40
Table 2. Condition of dentures
Denture Patients (N) Percentage (%)
Existing denture 28 70
New denture 12 30
Total 40 100
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Table 3. Satisfaction levels of mastication function

Pt VAS
Gy N Mean £ SD
Conventional denture 40 6.00 = 3.34
1 week after overdenture delivery 40 843 £ 2.04*
12 weeks after overdenture delivery 40 8.55 + 2.19*

Pt: patient, VAS: visual analog scale.
*: Significant difference compared to conventional denture group (P<.05).
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Table 4. Satisfaction of pronunciation

Table 6. Comparison of pain

Pt VAS Pt VAS
Group N Mean + SD Group N Mean + SD
Conventional denture 40 6.98 +2.86 Conventional denture 40 418 + 331
1 week after overdenture delivery 40 8.50 + 1.93* 1 week after overdenture delivery 40 145 £+ 2.47*
12 weeks after overdenture delivery 40 8.85 £ 1.52*% 12 weeks after overdenture delivery 40 1.38 +2.10*

Pt: patient, VAS: visual analog scale.
*: Significant difference compared to conventional denture group (P<.05).

Table 5. Satisfaction of esthetics

Pt: patient, VAS: visual analog scale.
*: Significant difference compared to conventional denture group (P<.05).

Table 7. Comparison of general satisfaction

Pt VAS Pt VAS
Group N Mean + SD Group N Mean + SD
Conventional denture 40 7.98 4+ 2.05 Conventional denture 40 720 +2.16
1 week after overdenture delivery 40 9.23 4+ 1.40* 1 week after overdenture delivery 40 9.08 4= 1.49*
12 weeks after overdenture delivery 40 9.05 + 1.61* 12 weeks after overdenture delivery 40 890 + 1.53*

Pt: patient, VAS: visual analog scale.
*: Significant difference compared to conventional denture group (P<.05).

o I} 125 o] S 2po] = 7985
A1 9055 .8 gsdte] FAA SR Fof e XM HEAH
(P<05). SHAIRE A2} 15 F-9} 125 Fo] W vl oA &
923804 9.058 0 7 WL} 7Hastg o EAAC R &
o] 8}47] &= 9 QTH(Table 5).
4. E5u|m

B2 47} Fo) A} =0 §
AT 4185 o & ek %7—‘11"21‘—?‘9] o<
o= 43 A 1wt v et A4
Oﬂ‘q{l’<05) A AT 125 ol i dA7F =71 %%—Oﬂ A3t 4

G g 418714 1389 0.2 eI 5 frol 8 & Bl
(P<05) AT 2 17 F9} 0% F9) FEHFE 145804
1387 0.2 Yol o BAH R fol3k Aho] S HolA =
Q) THTable 6).

o REEE AT N, YBVE AN FH A VIR

T7204 o2 e J STE Ao x| G 15 Fof v
5 9.088 o2 UehY BAH R {og Aol & HAth

SN

Pt: patient, VAS: visual analog scale.
*: Significant difference compared to conventional denture group (P<.05).
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