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ABSTRACT

Objectives: This study, investigated the satisfaction of patients who received the procedure using an implant guide to identify
factors affecting satisfaction in dental hospitals and clinics in Jeollanam-do. Methods: From December 2021 to February 2022,
questionnaires randomly were collected from 128 patients aged 20 to 90 years visiting dental hospitals and clinics using surgical
guides in some areas of Jeollanam-do. Results: There was a negative correlation between the overall satisfaction average and
Visual Analog Scale (VAS) pain level (r=-0.414, p<0.001), and a negative correlation between VAS pain level and VAS satisfaction
(r=-0.273, p<0.05), As subjective pain decreased, subjective satisfaction increased, and as subjective pain increased, the overall
satisfaction average also decreased, showing an inverse correlation. Factors affecting satisfaction with the guide for implant
surgery were whether you would like to recommend it to people around you (3=0.556), whether you would like to explain
the guide (3=0.194), and whether you thought it was good to receive the guide (3=0.199). Conclusions: Therefore, in order to
increase the satisfaction of the implant surgical guide procedure, it is considered important to perform a sufficient explanation of
the implant surgical guide before the procedure.
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oi/dAte] LRk E/dof mhe dSHE +&8 710l =0 ﬂﬁ TSI 20| 5 AR A= <Table 1>3} 2. 2 o] whet - WAl 5
0] 4.81+0.292 7 =A] LeRH AL, S 4.5610.56 , F22] 4.52+40.39, 7]&A] -l AH|AZ0] 4514048, ‘FE 4.2240.61, AHE-
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Table 1. Guide implant satisfaction according to general characteristics (N=128)
Characteristics Division N6 )Gulde 1szia$tiszt1Dsfact10n F D
Sex Male 53 (41.4) 4.30 £+ 0.65 0.003 0.957
Female 75 (58.6) 4.31 = 0.49
Age (yl"s) 20-39 41 (32.0) 445+ 048 2.658 0.051
40-59 43 (33.6) 412 £ 0.57
60-79 34 (26.6) 4.33 £ 0.62
80-99 10( 7.8) 441 £ 045
Job Agriculture, forestry, fishing, self - employed 31 (24.2) 412 +0.60 2.200 0.039
Professional 16 (12.5) 452 +0.39
Professor, teacher, civil servant 6( 4.7 4.81 £0.29
Technical post, sales and service 13(10.2) 4.51 +0.48
Office workers, office worker 21 (16.4) 421 £0.59
Housekeeper 28 (21.9) 422 + 0.61
Student (high school,college, graduate school) 4(3.1) 4.56 + 0.56
Unemployed 9( 7.0 424 + 043
Education High school graduate 64 (50.0) 430 +0.58 0.441 0.645
University graduate 60 (46.9) 4.29 +0.55
Graduate school graduate 4(3.1) 4.56 + 0.56
Average monthly  Less than two million 31(24.2) 4.28 = 0.51 0.966 0.429
income Less than two million to three million won 47 (36.7) 437 +0.58
Less than three million to four million won 32 (25.0) 435+ 0.49
Less than four million to five million won 12( 9.4 4.08 +0.76
More than five million won 6(4.7) 406 + 0.66
"by independent t-test, one way ANOVA
2. 710|E UETUE f=0] 2ot HF0f| M2 ASTUE S8 710| =0 Chst IHE 1 xfo]
QA7) 710l QJERkE ol et W Eol nE QJERUE S8 7ol o] e RIS 30| Eaiet ATk <Table 204 2ck. 7}

o|= USTHE UYIBI4 =2 53] n|rl 4.12+0.57, 5-108] 4.361+0.54, 11-163]' 4.28+0.56, 16208’ 443+0.672 SAH 02 F-o|5t =fo]
S Holx| g9k

Ztol= %‘%EJE AEg TS AP AAst=7F 52 ke DRI S Jet thdAH4.491048% 7H w941, 1 the Ry
411+0.54, BEolTY 3614054 202 L}E}kﬁ, EAH o g goJ3t 2to| 2 HYITHp<0.001).

7tol= JEHE A& Ul&o] tiel F26] A8 Erbol dish TR e 23T 4.591041, THTF 4.1540.56, A 47t
4.0040.90, HEo|cF 3.92+0.58 &0 2 L}EM SAM & [olgt Aol 5 HHTHp<0.001).

‘UEZHE &8 70| =of of=7Fol| thgh 5ol ‘off & et thd A= 4.3440.57, ‘©F Q= 4101046 0% FAZ O & Rolgt Ao g B
o] 7] R3ket.
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Table 2. Satisfaction with the implant surgical guide according to the question about the guide implant procedure and su

rgery (N=128)
h .. . Satisfaction .
Characteristics Division N %) Mean + SD F p
The number of visit Less than Stimes 26 (20.3) 412 £0.57 1.235 0.300
5-10 times 65 (50.8) 4.36 + 0.54
11 - 16 times 31(24.2) 4.28 +0.56
16 - 20 times 6(47) 443 +0.67
Satisfaction of guide implant decision Never - - 1512 <0.001
Maybe - -
Usually 7(5.5) 3.61 +0.53
Probably 48 (37.5) 411 = 0.54
Definitely 73 (57.0) 4.49 £ 048
Description for implants Never - - 9.586 <0.001
Maybe 3(23) 4,00 + 0.90
Usually 11(8.6) 392 4 0.58
Probably 64 (50.0) 4.15 £ 0.56
Definitely 50 (39.1) 459 =041
Knowledge of surgical guide Yes 108 (84.4) 4.34 £ 0.57 3.131 0.079
No 20 (15.6) 4.10 + 0.46
Reason for implant surgical guide ~ Search 4(3.1) 4.63 +0.27 1.741 0.162
Dentist recommendation 79 (61.7) 4.36 +0.52
Family, the advice of the people around 37 (28.9) 414+ 0.64
Advertising newspapers, media 8(6.3) 4.34 + 0.58
Recommendations intention Never - - 26.170 <0.001
Maybe 2(16) 4.06 +0.27
Usually 6(47) 313+ 021
Probably 52 (40.6) 4.10 +0.48
Definitely 68 (53.1) 4,57 + 0.44

"by independent t-test, one way ANOVA

‘YEHE $&8 71| =5 ARSI Aleihe o] f ol thigh FHEolite X ToJARAR 7 4.3610.522 7P WRteH I thag2 T
0] 4.14+0.64 ‘qiwnﬁxﬂ’ 4.3440.58, HAY 4.63+0.27 =02 EAIZ 0 2 G0t 2}o| S Holz] eiglch
FHATESOIA 29510 AerFe] thet FE5-2 e Y7} 45710442 7P E9kor) ‘O cE7) 4104048, IR ikt
4.06-0.27, ‘BE0|cF7} 31340.21 -0 & EAIF 0 2 §0]5t xfo| = B ITHp<0.001).

3.VAS 2IEE VAS §3 M X MA| UZE HFo| 47y

gAAFES] VAS BHEEE, VAS B2 A= U XA T2 o] ATz S B<Table 3, VAS 55 =2t VAS THE0] o] A
(r=0.273, p<0.05), A HH51= Gt 3t VAS &5 s 2] /e (=0.414, pe0. om)% ERICE VAS B3 7t Wol A4 VAS
Zx7} 57101, VAS 55 =7t 57k A4 UF—E Bl Robx|= 2102 of AR et

VAS RFEteoh 204 RHE e 3ato) Qo] Al (r=0.514, p<0.001)}5 Lieksich. VAS RFEr 27 A4 9l Rt gt e 22h7he
Q02 S Byt

Table 3. Correlation between guide implant satisfaction, VAS score of pain and VAS satisfaction (N=128)
Variables VAS satisfaction VAS score of pain Guide implant satisfaction
VAS satisfaction 1.000

VAS score of pain -0.273 1.000

Guide implant satisfaction 0.514" -0.414” 1.000

'p<0.05, " p<0.001, by pearson’s correlation coefficient
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Table 4. Factors influencing the surgical guide implant satisfaction (N=128)
Variables B SE B t p VIF
(Constant) 2.199 0.283 - 7.772 <0.001
Job 0.021 0.018 0.086 1.098 0.274 1.018
Description for implants 0.153 0.064 0.194 2.330 0.019 1.236
Satisfaction of guide implant decision 0.143 0.083 0.199 2.308 0.023 1.402
Recommendations intention 0.472 0.063 0.556 7.513 <0.001 1.000

R*=0.309, F = 56.445, p < 0.001
‘by linear regression analysis
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