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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of the study is to investigate the influencing factors of satisfaction and revisiting intention of dental implant
patients.

Methods: An interview and a self-reported questionnaire were completed by 190 patients in 10 dental clinics in Daegu, Gyeongbuk,
and Gyeongnam from September 17 to October 31, 2015. The questionnaire consisted of the general characteristics of the subjects and
satisfaction of implant. The instrument for implant interview was adapted form Pjetursson et al. by Likert 5 points scale. Cronbach’s
a in the study was 0.768. Data were analyzed by SPSS/AMOS version 21.0 program.

Results: Cost satisfaction had direct effect on satisfaction of expectation and indirect effect on revisiting intent. Mastication satisfaction
had the direct effect on satisfaction of expectation and revisiting intent, and indirect effect on revisiting intent. Satisfaction of aesthetic
function had the direct effect on satisfaction of expectation, and the indirect effect on revisiting intent.

Conclusions: The determining factors of successful dental implant included expenses, mastication function, and aesthetic satisfaction.
The competent dental implant teamwork and appropriate expenses can satisfy the implant patients.
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Table 1, The socio—demographic characteristics of the subjects
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Rom, A7 FHE} 40475 HE(r=0.518, p<0.001),
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Categories N %

Gender Male 86 453
Female 104 54.7

Age(year) <40 36 18.9
40-50 25 13.2
50-60 71 374
=60 58 30.5

Education Middle school diploma or lower 23 12.1
High school diploma or lower 73 38.4
College diploma or higher 94 49.5

Average <2,000,000 54 28.4

monthly 2,000,000-<4,000,000 82 43.2

income(KRW) >4,000,000 54 28.4

Total 190 100.0

Table 2. Inter—construct correlations of factor

Factor Expenses  Mastication  Esthetics  Satisfaction of expectation Revisiting intention

Expenses 1

Mastication 0.20" 1

Esthetics 0.19" 0.52""

Satisfaction of expectation 0.29"™ 039" 0.54™ 1

Revisiting intention 0.28™ 0.44™" 0.52"" 0.73™" 1

Case 190 190 190 190 190

Mean 2.96 4.28 431 3.94 3.99

SD 0.96 0.71 0.75 0.86 0.91

Skewness 0.41 -0.64 -0.02 -0.37 -0.49

Kurtosis 0.17 -0.09 0.40 -0.40 -0.67

"p<0.05, “p<0.01, ~p<0.001
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Table 3, Basic model of path analysis
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Direction of causality B Estimate 3 SEE. CR. p-value
Satisfaction of expectation <- Expenses 0.187 0.159 0.053 3.016 0.003
Satisfaction of expectation <- Mastication 0.136 0.158 0.072 2.186 0.029
Satisfaction of expectation <- Esthetics 0.467 0.511 0.068 7.512 0.000
Revisiting intention <= Satisfaction of expectation 0.614 0.637 0.061 10.362 0.000
Revisiting intention < Mastication 0.147 0.178 0.062 2.88 0.004
Revisiting intention <- Expenses 0.059 0.052 0.046 1.13 0.258
Revisiting intention <- Esthetics 0.112 0.128 0.065 1.952 0.051

Table 4, Basic model and modification model fit index

Categories NPAR DF CMIN GFI AGFI NFI RMR RMSEA
Basic model 12 3 22.900 0.879 0.395 0.778 0.119 0.340
Modification model 13 2 2.074 0.991 0.935 0.987 0.016 0.075
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Table 5, Modification model path analysis
. . . Estimat
Direction of causality B sumate 3 S.E. C.R. p-value
Satisfaction of expectation — <- Expenses 0.178 0.159 0.054 2.94 0.003
Satisfaction of expectation — <- Mastication 0.129 0.158 0.085 1.858 0.033
Satisfaction of expectation — <- Esthetics 0.443 0.511 0.08 6.388 0.000
Revisiting intention <- Satisfaction of expectation 0.662 0.696 0.055 12.704 0.000
Revisiting intention <- Mastication 0.182 0.234 0.067 3.482 0.000
Table 6, Direct effects, indirect effects and total effects
Regression weights Standardized regression weights
Direction of causality Direct Indirect Total effect Direct effect Indirect Total effect
effect effect effect
Satisfaction of .  Expenses 0.159 0.159 0.178 0.178
expectation
Satisfaction of . Mastication 0.158 0.158 0.129 0.129
expectation
Satisfaction of .  Esthetics 0.511 0.511 0.443 0.443
expectation
Revisiting - Satisfaction of 0.696 0.696 0.662 0.662
intention expectation
Revisiting - Expenses 0.111 0.111 0.118 0.118
intention
Revisiting <.  Mastication 0.233 0.110 0.343 0.182 0.085 0.267
intention
Revisiting - Esthetics 0.355 0.355 0.293 0.293
intention
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