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$A TRt Ao Amel Qo] NG & WY FAsA AgHle FPe
Fo2 Amolth dAnl el Wl WE =9 AT Fh} w2 BASY 7
7 orerdl Aol gg BAES Frhe 294 AR LTEE Folk Faw
990 H1 Qe ole] W AHgAEL F4X A= A4H S&F AR
&9 AU B BAS VEEE FANADA =Fa3 Ak 2AY ol @
cHAE BTAT $9 FAE At sase BVEIY BARE G o
obfle ol Abdolm o2 A% @At AdeAle] BEE AH, UM &
3 2 4 Sle Aol

A & AGD FoA FA9 BNEE FALE F= 2AEY Q¥ ATFEL
Fox #AY WERE FolElc AFYAEY =HIA AEE FHIG
Brewerst Koper”& X#oAl7h &0 ojei$e e $94 829 787 2
W FuHA A JPHA AP $3 283 A Schul’E o
vl aA, A aA, et X 2HGA F 32A9 A8 E T3 N8I o
He 29X g8 AFHoz NEANY £ AT FFAAG Levins e AA
Az AEE o83 FAX ANEg F 4T3 AAE v dF33 =HIHAo.
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olo] W& HZole FHAHA ZAE /e FA A UEF: HEL AF
31 %—?ﬂt}@'ﬂ T E Ze 4% APdEAE ATE RuH Yok
Vervoorns>
€ QAN T3 5714 9 X E9E H E(Denture complaint scale)2 {31
ol WY BFEE AIFEN FoA UER HE FAY JIES Y
=gk van Waas®e o8] 9%Ed Fox DI dBHE BA
T A7 /MF € %S F& 842 XY Holn FA-AFHJA BA oA
9 gXe] AP T= BAV Jdoy @A FRAFHSY FAH Wy BA
7} Qs 278 Buddch Kaks de Baat"9A &3 @A 3§ 'Dutch survey
of complete denture’®] BE 02 AHE(Scale)?] NEdE =Y 6717 =& &
F3 UTh oA JIze B A7 E 3 99 HEEE ALY Berg®s=
A HEE FFL e SVES gAY A, 8 FRAH, FA-A G
AL BA, oA o] A #xe HE, gao (AN, A ), 84
o] A AAGRA a9, AFEATAH LR, oA X9 FY, #}AY FRN 7L
58 502 YAk A2 E Diehl5”H de Baat5'%0] 2x29 3ARA
(Logistic Regression Analysis)S ©] &3t 2o @& 93 8158 ¥yz ¥
A B3AQ) A7 E Husgn Lamb¥ Ellis'™?E EolstA AAsoA &
¢F (Anxiety)# & F(Depression)?] FAAEE FAHINAUY XA d3H
o2 EZ9 AZE 2A3E WwYez gy 2olm YE Visual analogue
scale(VAS)' Vg ol &3lc] stet FoXo) @ FAEY 7L U

ZFox WExo A IS FE QAE W oo A, FAYH 2
Ag 7HA 71&E vtEEe x¥dE EF3n dFEvid 2 AFd & AHol&
Bolx itk 2 WEAHQ o7t van Wass®9 Berg®] @7l ol §AMG
FFAAES WTE ENeIey vig 9E ZFAE B3 E & 4971
Diehl§”% de Baat'”e] A7AH o1& JA FAE FFLASE ¥R XA
A T4 24 w7 FUE 22429 HARAHE o835 ATAH2Y AA
FFE FE 2UJEY FHAME HolF AFAES EIAFAY. HZ AT de
Baat$'”# Brunello'Y9] Q7L 434 A9 Az g9 oA wnE

< AA FA4E A EHS HF(Denture complaint questionnaire)
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II. d7As 2 94y

7. 47 AS
&9 57kA AEE AMEsidt.
1. Bolender'”e] ‘@x} 91 9ET HE

(Patient denture satisfaction questionnaire)’4 2% 3'® (Appendix 1)

2. Berg”'®9] ‘@ate] ALY A wso] B HE

(Social variables questionnaire)’ (Appendix 2)

3. Derogatis$'%®¢] ‘Hopkins Symptom Checklist’ (Appendix 3)

58712l ME #gEoz o]Fox 9 i Derogatissoll 23 AAEA A 58
MY HESEe] AAF/d(Somatic), 723 (Obsessive-compulsive), thAHA
N 7+3 (Interpersonal sensitivity), $-& % (Depression), £ <3 (Anxiety)%s 57

A 43 £(Symptom scale)2 EF ¥}

4. van Waas'¢] ‘@ ze] 7734 g JAH Frt
(Clinical evaluation of oral condition)’ (Appendix 4)

5. Smith™2} ‘9Jx)¢] Ao) tig Y43 Hr}
(Clinical evaluation of technical quality of dentures) (Appendix 5)



L Rl

1. AEg4

1998 9YolA 1999 897X AMAHE AFhey Y wPHol FoH) X
28 98 WYY 339 TAct BB Yoz HE ZAE AYFY 33
ge BT 5 o] 217, deo] 1290)% o AF EEXE AN A9
.

2. 4% 9y

1) 3399 FAet BAEANA 4 st FdA A5E AYdn FAA) FF 4-6
F 3o g2 oA BNEE HAE, g2 A5TA wsd @ Y& % Hopkins
Symptom Checklist& #z7F A ZAHF=E 3.

2) @A 77 e d4H Ht

i) && X zA|(Basal seat)e] A=)
2. g I AxA Feug Foe] do iy F4A AgE MY A
GA7E 77 AA AT R¥ S Bl

ii) 2zt #A(Interarch relationship)
% 3tz AR A dete] A BAE 72 FAF R @I FF
¥ 2¥oz HrsAd

iii) & X2 A9 7 A (Boarder of the basal seat)
ZE NzAL BA, QTN FEA, ¥ & TR L AT E¥ez ¢t
A

iv) 1583 Aol (Abnormalities)
F9x Ao w7t He TN EA4L 7 AA R A TFRYLE FhE
At

v) A9AQ 77 Jef(Total assessment)



D-iv)el W7t BEE ARE TS WA
ool Wik AHEL 4N NBE AWE AFHIAt HH HE FHHAT

3) 94X o Aol g YA B}

i) 2499 F4 2§ge Z3HCentric relation in harmony with centric occlusion)
FEF Z2FAYPE o] &3t FAHY FEA A Y FYXNE JHEA FEANRE
H FAFAA 7L 2 HFo] o]FoX & AE HIIEAH.

ii) ¥ 37 (Vertical dimension of occlusion)

2 2LE E3 closest speaking spaceE 3713ttt

iii) &3 23 (Balanced occlusion)

AR} AR &S Aot FoA 9 FF FAR] dn FL FEA REd
+ I FFo FAHE AE HoMHA

iv) et F9X9 FA13 (Retention, maxilla)
ot Feoxe] AR FAAEC &rtgrg i AAWeR P& Fo FIA
g AFgste =& Bk

v) 3t} F9X 9 A (Retention, mandible)
gtot Foxle HAAR &3 flangeE PR &71802 ol &8 EFA
Aste =& HrrEA

vi) et Fo X9 <A A (Stability, mandible)
ot Folxe A 1 diFX LA 4F AAE Y FFHL = F
43 AL Fo AYse =& FrIEAh

vii) 3kt Folx9 GAFA
Ageotal e wyoz Hrieh

viii) 4 v/ (Esthetics)

JAF ot 47, Fej, 279 A2 AR Pt z3E H7pA.

ix) 4. 3tet FoAz2re] B4 (Maxillo-mandibular relationship)

WA AR . stede AXBA, 4. s AX R £, £% overlap,
ate} F2|x)9] Spee T, Wilson ¢+ & Hststdh

-6 -



ol el Brt AAEL FAA AN8E ANYY AFYAIE AH HE YA

3. dEAY HI R £H

3399 A7t AT ‘BAY X WEX HEA, ‘A AL HRSF @
3 M EX]’, ‘Hopkins Symptom Checklist' 28l 23} oJAlEo] AT ‘@ate
T A A HoEe ‘oA Ad iy 48H HoVd @ H7v
o] Foj Ao}
1) Bi d&(Appendix2)ell Al 339 &z F 32%o] AEHATL E3td EA o

Brtsstgeng B AES MFAdA AYgAzt

2) Bz, Bz, By, Bu, Biz, Bis, B &5 (Appendix2), Di-s(Appendix3)d#E 2 Eig
A ¥ E(Appendixd)ol td HrtollA F¥ WIxrt of$ 2Fe RIEF ©$H9
sz ¥& B89 UEAV} ol FoeBnR o]EE Fo2 Fo By Bs, By,
Bi3s, Bu, Dis, E1o83EE3 By, Bz ZEEd disl g 2719 ol&s
(Dichotomization) ¥ t}# 3}(Polychotomization)& ] 8 31 t}.

it

<4

™
i

3) o o] EE A o} r7|

dp

Y ds2 IFRA.

4. B4 &4

D AE A
‘B2 ox WEE ME'T ‘Hopkins Symptom Checklist'sl ™3] Cronbach
Coefficient AlphaZ A =& FAMSI4 T

2) BRE AR GHEIIEL A A §¥e 14, F A4 g 2 5=
4=2}(Scoring) 3t

3) ‘FA} X NEE HEF ZSUSLEZ ARG A X B A UF
2YAEFH Umx] ArAd FE(Appendix1)te] 9@ L& Kendall Tau-b

-7 -



correlation analysis& °©] &3t 43l

4) ‘A o3 wEE HE F FE AFLA A AC g A RExR)
AEF ‘X ALY A EFd #BH AR F B o|BIE AYH Y¥F
39 By Bs, Bu, Bis, Bis, Bis(Appendix2), ‘829 T34 ejo] g J4H o
7Y AdE&<E(Appendix4), I ‘YA Hd Wiy IFH WY HEE
(Appendixb) 7+e] d#Adol i3l ol stE ¥ HFEY HFFLY Xolg o)
&3t vlx E4a

5) ‘A oA wHEE HE'FT Al oid A FE)HEF ‘@29
AP A A B AR F RV UEdE APy HFY By, BpdES
b Q@A did TEsd @8Ry HFEe HFNY 2o)E One-way
ANOVAE o] 434 vl B4t

6) ‘A A UEE HE'F FHIAFLY AldAo] tig AN VEX)H B3}
‘Gape] A3 EA Wd B AE F Bs, Bs, Bs, B, B, Bis (Appendix2),
Hopkins Symptom Checklist®] 4o @& 571A FAIEE, A9 F44
gl dg AARJ] HBIHDrew) 2T X9 Ao diyd ANAHY A
(Etoa) 5 948 WFES AHAAL Pearson correlation analysis& ©)-43}

o B

7) olde ddid ¥F FAMAA dehd % a99eg A sEE WFEL
A3t

8) ‘BA oA VEE HE'F FHHULA A A A AR BRE)HEH
#xpe] A2 A o] #F¥ MHE, Hopkins Symptom Checklist®] F4tel wt
€ FAIAZE, X9 FAYHA dE WAHA H7HDoverar), X9 Aol
g ANHQA FIHEoven)tY QBALE UF3HEAM(Multiple Regression



Analysis)& °| &3 BNt olu SYASE AleE 4 HE F, By, B,
Bes, B, B, Biz, Bz, Bis(Ad¥) AEE9 SHEV|EL HFY WHEEZAN B
F 7% €9 Hx7 ¥ HIIE VENMSTE AYstd JnA MALE9
‘Fahe] Ao ¥ ANAHA VEE'Y dsl FAHUA BTEY Holg Ho
A AR £ AAASTE 2HAYT Unix HE = MESLS 94y W

T2 F3A YAAFE FAH}AT



. 9+ 2%

7H AFE 24

1. 32 9% &= A E(Patient denture satisfaction questionnaire)?] A%
Cronbach coefficient Alpha = 0.928072
2. Hopkins Symptom Checklist®] A2 x
Cronbach coefficient Alpha = 0.951500
‘B2te] olx wtEE M E's} ‘Hopkins symptom checklistyE A %7 of -
2 AEolge A7 dehutth

U, 38 oA iHEHs AFE F oA g AvtFHQ e HEF
(A3 YA AEE(Az9) T4 A3FA 24 Z3 (Table 1)

Table 1. Correlations between general denture satisfaction(A,) and the other

patient satisfaction variables(Az-g)

variables R P
esthetics 0.6027 0.0001
upper retention 0.5825 0.0002
lower retention 0.6737 0.0001
mastication 0.6145 0.0001
speech 0.5192 0.0008
upper comfort 0.5959 0.0001
lower comfort 0.7242 0.0001
others’ opinion 0.6371 0.0001

Kendall Tau b Correlation Coefficients/prob> | Rlunder Ho:Rho=0/N=33,
R:coefficient, P:p value

BE HAEES0 @49 oA g AN BFH: EANH FAUE ¥
BAE YA ©o)F 3o FdX o UAFH o} FoX 9] {FX o] 7%
BAZ L Aoz YERH

i

o,
e
2,

-10 -



O. t-testE o] &3 <9 X|o] AWAHQ

-

HHE dE(ADY dF 9
E3d 959 v 89 @9 A HFAE o] (Table 2)

Table 2. Comparisons of mean scores of each dichotomized categorial variables

using t-test

Variables *Means*=SD  Means+SD T P
Social variable
Relationship with others 2.3000£0.9787 2.3077+0.8549 -0.0231 0.9817
Feeling lonely 2.1304=0.8689 2.7000%=0.9487 -1.6842 0.1022
Helpfulness of neighbours 2.1429+0.9493 2.4211+0.9016 -0.8568 0(.3982
Nature of comments 1.8000x0.5231 3.0769+0.8623 -5.3102 **0.0000
Reactions to comments 1.7521£0.6021 2.9286*+0.9169 -4.1108 **0.0003
Gender 2.3182%£0.8937 2.2729+1.0090 0.1320 0.8958
QOral condition
Basal seat 2.2500+0.88967 2.4444+1.0138 -0.5358 0.5959
Interarch relationship 25454109342 2.1818+0.9069 1.0753 0.2906
Border of the basal seat 2.2632+0.8057 2.3571+£1.0818 -0.2865 0.7764
Abnormalities 2.5000%£0.9405 2.1579+0.8983 1.0600 0.2973
Total assessment 2.4000£0.8826 2.1538+0.9871 0.7474 0.4604
Quality of denture
CR in harmony with CO  3.0000£0.9258 2.0800%*0.8124 2.6984 **0.0112
Vertical dimension of 2500006742 2.1906%1.0305 09297 03597
occlusion
Balanced occlusion 256256108139 2.0588x0.1663 1.6142 0.1166
Retention - maxilla 25000£0.7596 2.1579+1.0145 1.0600 0.2973
Retention - mandible 2521709472 1.8000%£0.6325 2.1960 *#0.0357
Stability - maxilla 25385+0.8771 2.1500£0.9333 1.1957 0.2409
Stability - mandible 25417+0.8836 1.6667*£0.7071 2.6599 **0.0123
Esthetics 2.7778+0.8333 2.1250+0.8999 1.8910 =**0.0380
Maxillomandibular 3000010000 2.1786+08630 19186 **0.0643
relationship
*reference variable, x*x.comparisons significant at the 005 level,

T:T-statistics, P:p value

Br)e oj2stE APYF HEE T A AYH ¥

-11 -
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g7, QA9 Yol W@ WHALE Fol: CRZH COY YA, et exe §3]
o, Aot A9 A, Aot 290 BA T FAWS YFEBo| A
o A PEEo] Bl FAYUA AolE BT

Z}. One-way ANOVAE o] &3 <o X¢ AutAEHQ wFx HAE
(Ao 9 gq¥sid 4FY s 9 A4 HFUN9 A
o] (Table 3)

Table 3. Comparisons of mean scores of each polychotomozed categorial

variables using One-way ANOVA

Variables mean*S.D. Comparison F P
2.1667i0.9832 2-1
Evaluation of economics *2.2222+0.8085 2-3 0.46 0.6355
2.5556+1.1304 1-3
*2.7857£0.9750 *x] ~- 2
Frequency of comments 2.0000%£0.7303 **x1 - 3 4.24 **x(,0239
1.6667+0.5774 2-3

=reference variable, **.comparisons significant at the 0.05 level, F:factor
value, P:p value

2oAo] W@ e A A9 NES gAY ADHY VEES} {4
A dBAol Y= RoE vkt

- 12 -



v}, Pearson correlation coefficientE& ©]£% <|x9 AwF9)

WEE(A)S A&5Y AE WSS 29 FRBA BA (Table 9)

Table 4. Correlations between general denture satisfaction and the continuous

variables using Pearson correlation analysis.

Variables R P

Social variables

Number of children 0.49474 **(),0034
Frequency of meetings with children 0.38077 **(),0288
Frequency of meetings with others -0.02156 0.9052
Housing condition 0.14985 0.4052
Relationship with neighbours 0.40674 0.0188
Age -0.44235 *x(),0099
Psychological variables

Somatic -0.10581 0.5578
Obsessive~compulsive 0.49178 **x(.0037
Interpersonal sensitivity 0.30850 0.0807
Anxiety 0.67770 **(),0001
Depression 0.23827 0.1818
Oral condition overall 0.04725 0.7940
Quality of dentures overall 0.49680 *x(,0033

Pearson Correlation Coefficients/Prob > |R| under Ho : Rho=0/N=33,
**.comparisons significant at the 0.05 level, R:coefficient, P:p value

A&y HTE F AIEYH AF FToe AA9 5 AAFA wue A5, 3%
o o], AAH Wy Foe AuEH BUAF, 2832 A9 Ao dig HH
A HIt 5 Fo] X9 At uExo i FAQAUA A BAE 2
T A2 Yeyd.

_13...



uh. o] 3ol ddid AF EHdA X9 AWFHQ] ¢FHrd o
FdEgaAes 4 715 USTE (Table 5)

Table 5. Possible determinants of general denture satisfaction.

Variables

Possible determinants

Social variables

Relationship with others
Feeling lonely

Evaluation of economy
Relationship with neighbours

Helpfulness of neighbours
Frequency of comments

Nature of comments
Reactions to comments
Age

Gender

Psychological variables

Depression

Quality of dentures

CR in harmony with CO
Retention-mandible
Stability-mandible
Esthetics

Mazxillo-mandibular relationship
Quality of dentures overall




AL G AN S o] 8% 2 W59 o9 AWAHQ wExe
(Aol A3 4 4 (Table 6)

Table 6. Influence of each variables on general denture satisfaction using

Multiple Regression Analysis

Variables Regression coefficient T P

Social variables
Relationship with others 0.1524 1.123 0.2906
Feeling lovely 0.2107 1.633 0.1398
Number of children -(0.5335 -3.688 *0.0050
Frequency of meeting with children 0.2065 4480 =0.0015
Evaluation of economy - better -0.4323 -2.392  *0.0404

- worse -0.1492 -0.878 0.4029
Frequency of meeting with others -0.0603 -1.190 0.2644
Housing condition 0.4172 4928  *0.0008
Relationship with neighbours 0.5395 4701  *0.0011
Helpfulness of neighbours 0.0789 0.518 0.6169
Frequency of comments - fewer 0.0836 0.590 0.5695

- none 1.1300 4454  *0.0016
Nature of comments 0.6600 4401  *0.0017
Retractions to comments 0.3238 1.739 0.1160
Age 0.0423 3462  *0.0071
Gender -(.8431 -4.654  *0.0012
Psychological variables
Somatic 0.0013 0.135 0.8758
Obsessive-compulsive 0.0071 0.302 0.7692
Interpersonal sensitivity 0.0288 1.444 0.1825
Anxiety 0.0323 1.719 0.1198
Depression 0.0603 4.398  *0.0017
Oral Condition overall -0.2147 =-5.322  *0.0005
Quality of denture overall -0.0680 ~2.274  *0.0490

*.correlation significant at the 0.05 level, T: T statistics, P: p value

BAE AHY 47t BEFE, FAYHI} FL5E, AE Yo WAWFSF, o
23 BAZH FL4E, AN st TE AYEY AL B T25E, o
g Age 7ol FAHYFE, Yo/t Ae+E, 2gn Al uls At %
Ao wExate AR Yk, $EF9 Aol AETFE WF}A R F
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ZAe7t I3 AS, AX9 Hol I Afdx FAAC WFHA XK=
RO 2 YeRo.
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Iv. 382 94 1%

B QoA 29 #x9 oz wEFt ME3 Hopkins Symptom checklists
¢ A= ¥L HAEEE YEWY(Cronbach Coefficient Alpha=0.9280,
0.9515). A 93 VFE HEANA Ao dig ANHA BEEA G & G
€ F& AL g AR UWFH o gAY FAFH A A YFER
YeltH(Table 1). & @2 &<t o7 HAGeAY 3t} X9 {FAZHo]
ojuytty =72 o o sl dutHoz GEcke 9ujolr

ojxjef oig AR UZE FFE F 5 UE LASS YUY ¥€F £
AajE 2 A ds Folle A9 F, AAFH Bue S, olxne] #
A, AR dF & A oA, Yo] Fo] FAAHUA F#E FAE YEIAD
A8 A we Fole FAFH EXFol A4 de WMFR JEnoy 943
e Foe X9 o dig dFAHA H7t FF FoAM FAASY FAHRE
z3}, kot A9 A8, st AA ¢AY, X Ao g AuHA Hr}
ol FAAUA ¥ #AE e Ao JEelgrh(Table 5 #29 AukzQ
R HREE} 7 5§ W43 duld AaBA B HMFETEe] 9%
2 AHZE FAT FHAA A dFIHALHE NP5ty Ml ¥
g F T UE YUES FAH 27 A8 APsAS

gate] ALy, FAoets, J3H 2QEY EY HAFES EF TIAH
Z9A) THEEe] FAE BN dF A E49 Z A= A4 FU1 B
EFE, A FE2F5, A ol ULEFE, o|2H9 H[AV FL5F,
xe] diztd T2 AIFEY AL Bol SEFE, UE AEY 7o A
YT F, Yol7t AL E, Ao HlF A7 FXd DFH}e A2 UEHPYL
o, $¢3F9 A¥e] E&4E FYA B Rin AWNAHA A FHS A
WA X9 Ho] FIITiTE FXd TFHIHA RIe A2 JEHW
t}.(Table 6)

o)
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olge AMNES FHUM £ W g 2 A gulg BFH £ £ Uk
A A, GZHARNY A3 8ol 29X BEEo] FYHUA JFE FE A
2 Jeid 12709 SJWFE Fo 73 97 @9 A3 AASLH, A7 FA
3y Afgs Aot o)A T gl Y ¥Hsge AAZ HAES AYT AR FH
gdol dg HEY AF7E 160 DS AAXE o Ao AL W7 F9
A BETY 1 ol BFEUE & ¥ FoE njolth v & @A AL
2 dAgd U AEEL 8249 UEE HEFo|Y A W U AE
EXNY AT FFHE 7HA @7 A& Ag(Index)t F(Group)oE2 FE
F7t 1ol 4 HEES 2T e 5Y W52 £ XFAAND ey 16
Mo HE F 9l HEe] B4 FoX wUExe & AF@AAE = b=
RAE olHT FHY UEFEE AN E W= A] @AY AR EA AsE o]
AtgtdobgittE A 9u @ E AFAME #A9 A3 Wy HE #

2o 8y, A, 7IEFTFE EFAINA REAed olfe IdHY Bee 4F
Aol 71Ee) 3R Ade ALE 604 ol 8 vt =& R

£ AL /AA gomz HEe PRt HolAw AE {79 FLE 339
9] ABOAA Fo 3249o] 71EAFeng BAo] Brssle HERA ¥ B4
A AMAANA7] @EelTt.

Zox g9 VFEH FFL FE 2L FIHHE R EY AFEAA
gzkel A3 AA A, AF FAYLH 20& ZAEIE $40 AFE TFARL
U, B QFAY A4 4F& AeY A dFE s =80 £ dF9A
AgE 8o ALEEHA W) i@ BE] FAdA Berg®Pe AFAE @
Aol A3 AATLA, AF FTARH BF FoX gty wER] JF¥FE FX &
e B d7gE gutg 23 R oo wl Breustedt™E 19 &
FoAA g9 FAARH a3y ol AEHH gQlo] FAX WHE JF
< FE 89379 sz AEART 2E AT7AM B2ud ‘X4 A g2
HE'E & A7 OF A BAAH FoX &z 7MF 2A 9%E €49
T Uehd ‘o A A X did S0 A4 o e AFoez oY £
At F FgAd dAF A Bo] ¥EFE UE AFY AFE ERA
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Hi, gty X AEFEAdE vif E IS FuE QA2 FHH & F
Aok T X e A HEe A X i VIHE 3 Q= oIy
o) @a} g 4 Utk DavisFPL 8199 9% #dN A2 AFRsE £
Aol g NHFE A A3 29 sgize] HEAH o2 Egkon UEL
T vl § k£ o1& Cognitive dissonance theory &, X2 A 2 x]o o3
FAEL ANEY 7] A UEEE =0E 2229 ARog B
9 AN =g AZFUdE ooz A9t e #WEQ Berg®9
Garrett?™ 9] AFAME A} o2 FHF Fx7t AZE vEE A 712 Fx
o 715e A HEHE=7 A Fokle A& dotlATd Garrette A 21X
2 A7 ARE NIRRT A FFA FdA Y o dF BFE olfE
AAZ FAE, AAAET AA9 Zo] FAE AdERYE &9 JdFe] ¢ 2
A zZesidvs A9 FA4 ¢ EFA(Placebo effect) &, AAZ A o] F4
g2 FREdE FAE kX F Qe AXNY =7 AdE AL n A
Fatgoh ol de AASAA ABHY AEZAL L T 84 X dig |
EE 3AY 5 ddd AEA s B2 GA FX REFxd & 4¥E F
T HFZ ALY 5 UAS Aol Ao,

B QAT B dA ouje BFAARN o B fxe FAey Hs
7t 9% @AY wEE ta I At ZEL AQSE Rold F9
A @] FAA, At 207 o DEEste] BAE FHdNAE Us
o AFzo) Aoy AF}E w$ dFsy  E Bergsb 19869 19 AFA
1986@7kA1 el AFEL AP EE EUZ olF 199974 AFEE F7l8d
o]& Table 79 A3}

Fox ANzl olMe] FA oy 2de Foye 42 o8 ATFE, 2
g3z Aty ARNzd oA A 8y Zug Py AP
Hiol gxtel FAoRA g vg oz e =Y m FEAA
@AM @2 Aot HEXAE Z2¢ AFSe 2EIAJG uHgL B
8, B HEZALE B3 AFx7t Bale] FEHE D7) AHME A} 2%
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Table 7. Review of methods used for psychological assessments of denture

patients and their reported relation with denture acceptance

Influence on
Author(s) Methods for psychological assessment denture Test used significance
acceptance
Collett & Briggs”’ Thematic Aperception test Not reported Not reported Not reported
(TAT,1938, Murray)
Rorschach’s test(1952, Beck) Not _reported Not reported Not reported
Langer et al”™  Assessment by psychologist present Coefficient of association Not significant
Seifert et al™  Assessment by psychologist present Coefficient of association  Fair
Smith™ Minnesota multiphasic Not reported Chi-square Not significant
Personallity Inventory Shortened
(MMPIL,1960,Dahlstrom)
Sobolic & MMPI shortened present point-biserial correlation p<0.05
Larson™ coefficient
Gukes et al®  Comell Medical Index Not reported Not reported Not significant
(CML,1949,Brodman)
Evesneck personality inventory Not reported Not reported p<0.05
Bolender et al™ CMI Not reported t test p<0.01
Nairn & CMI Not reported Chi-square p<0.05
Brunello®”
Hirsch et aI  California F test Not reported ¢ test p<0.05
Silverman et al® Focused interview present Point-biserial  correlation p<0.001
Embeded figures test present coefficient p<0.01
Projective figure drawing present Spearman correlation p<0.05
coefficient
Berg'’ Focused interview Not reported Regression analysis Not significant
van Waas®  Wilde "neurotic lability” scale Not reported Pearson correlation Not significant
Health locus of control coefficient
(1976, Wallston)
Moltzer™ Locus of control scale present Chi-square & T test p<0.05
(1972,Andriessen)
Dutch personality Inventory
(1985 Luteijn)
Heartwell™  House classification present not reported Not reparted
Reeve™ Cattell’s 16 personality profile Not reported Chi-square Not significant
(Cattell's 16 PF,1970, cattell)
Tau & Lowental™ Index of personal satisfaction present Pearson correlation p<0.01
coefficient
Gordon et al™  Tennesse self concept scale present Chi-square p<0.05
(1965 Fitts)
Baer et al™  Nowicke-Strickland Locus of control Not reported Partial correlation analysis Not significant
(1976, lefcourt)
Diehl et al”  Rand Mental health Inventory present Logistic regression p<0.05
analysis
Vervoorn et al*’ Hopkins symptom checklist present Factor analysis p<0.01

(1974, Derogatis)
Dutch personality Inventory
(1985, Luteiin)
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Z#e TV Badt. oo & dFoA EEFHJYA ¥R E shie ¥
‘@A-x oA} BA'S 3 s o2 AT CorahFTPL §xbe] A4, @
A7b e 2Ed S} B, oAty #atdl uig ojdix, X|FHAte] HF}
B, AFxg g #29 TFHEY di§ To] BF MR A, HHoz 97
& o d9os $xA-AHefA BA Fa4e ZZIAT Hirsh5™Pe
FA-XFHAL BAE ZALE 271A] AFA ZZ Aefrie A oe] #A
o] F9x HEAA uj¢ FAZHQA 4L o= AT NEgRAH Fo AU
TEHLE FAAT £ e 7IHE F9EE FYA U HEgE #edde
AE FAAT. A BAFHA AHALE aHAAHE A £ As
California F test® AMg#o2M fA-AFjalaA oA AoAte] A4 44
o] #ztel F9A Hgo AF¥S Evte AFAE oi§ Boldu. A x3}efA}
Atole] gALARE L AET o]FoJX = Aol ope T# wof A, RAY, &
A, §A7F e FAY AR TE FLY 4L I AFALAle TR
e € 9% #2Y F Je THS 222 J1& 9 X9 FE H g&

n g gobd & gtk stk W6 Koper®® Aol2Ae] oJata %o s 7
tnded g9 ddA Fo & 3 1 V&S 2438 A #x9 A
A} A AT YAtaFo] 71RHYA =724 AFHFHOE 2d F ojof &4
3 FRAsAc 28y olHE fA-X A BAE FRAFE 42 AFEAd=E
B3t ‘X g A4S HE'E AEE 5% AAHY FHo] ol Ro
Abdoltt, & Aol A SFAolmz AR oy} X FALdAE FA
3t HEZALE Hoksin] HEXALE & Hox: a2 g9 $5) s &=
o], A, A %A A, o]A A9 HY Fo] FESF old 7L & F AU
T 8oz AF ZAEE7] Wi FYA VFE FA-FHgA BATY o
FY2 Fgsiaid 99 98 HFES BEF IR JAEMY F EY 4
F2 ‘BA-XFGA BA'E E43E WYl @It 4|,

B AFA 8x9 A% HMEE Yolir] fE AMHEE Hopkins
Symptom Checklist¥ 19743 Johns Hopkins W#2] Leonard R. Derogatis Q-+
gol i, wEI HESEZA 58S #FFo] AP F/HSomatic), FEF

£

o)

do,

PN
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(Obsessive-compulsive), WH<UBA T1ZF(Interpersonal  sensitivity), #<¢F
(Anxiety), J1°—'-%%‘-(Depression)% 5708 FRoE EFE. 19549 Cornell
Medical Index$} Lorr7F 7R2d 12749 3 E& EUlZ Parloff, Kelman, Frank%
o] 4@ ‘Discomfort Scale’ZFEH AjZg o] HEFLS 19653 Lipman, Cole,
Park, Rickels 5% 1966%d UhlenhuthS ol 2j3] #34€ dFeje] 4 EQ Symptom
Distress Checklist(SCL)Z &A=t Derogatiss2 1974 Bt wdd gl
5870 &29] Hopkins symptom checklist® 7123 A43QQ AAEA (Factor
analysis)® 180039 ¢ AN @A H 700" AU iy HEXAE
Edz {3z g3 g 5o

2 Aol A& Hopkins Symptom ChecklistE ©]-&3te] fzto] Al o33
Hyg ZABIE 08 WFEd A4 49 X6 dig AL HFHEet
HAE dFHARNLE ENT AF% $&F9 AYE Hole dAAFE F9
EuErr AXdsE AH#E 4o Derogatis® Hopkins Symptom
Checklist?] &3 AEZo g dgoA o] FEEL FEYH $&59 9
B FHES NGy olgd FAEdT Y3AY U Fv A, 19 A
o, Aoz e 44, A%z, 787 € d¥9d 92 FHEL It 3
t}. €% Derogatist Hopkins Symptom Checklist7} &2 ANAZERT} AASF
(Neuroticism)ell 9% & F& 42 717 &4, & EG5H €25 A9 F4
& Lot VA E(Sensitivity)7 ot ¥l Utk Chamberlains™®e $&
Z9 ZAATE ol 4+ A+ Beck Depression Inventory (1972, Beck)& ©]&
e F9X gAEY $E€FE ZAEE A REY AR 554 ol o
A @AM wig 5E AER FUFE T S0 dEve A ¥dsa 9
X8 BHEro 5L AUAHE A

Friedman$*¥¢e 3x %, B¢4F, $£33 $92 829 o2 HL5dYq
&g Al B ATl ot FHolu Rz FE Fo o HFo] o3
25 UL $&FE A i BgolBR Xof L AN dREeo] FAH
AL W 2 FAel ded £ ddz APtk Swoope®E  ‘Predicting
Denture Success'#te A9 AFdA BAFEAS AU yd g@YHLS F

)
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Folg olg g TF2 A gXE ARG Fo FF veldohn HHEHAL. %
o ZREdAH $€F5 ¢ EAFH FA UEEE UHF ddo] Qe Aoz
FA5o 2 A7 29 Hopkins Symptom Checklist® #2]% #x1¢ wtEz ¢}
AN H AL A|AAE Wile s B FHQ HEol AG3o

B @AFo)A 29 Hopkins Symptom Checklistoll = X352 @gtoy Folx)
B2 BEE FFE E F Ie F Y 29F #A9 F7](Motive) T B
z3e 22 4TS Utk Collett™ e £944 RN F7) Role] Fo4e
FRGEA Frle B A4 HExe o3 AAFHM wetd XHgAlE X
of g 29 HEE =8 W B2 drled BAY MM =¥ L 7)
ojorgittan F33 9t Bel¥e AR adMY HFL Azt deht @
Ao A FAAA 7€ FAd=TE duiy USES @AHoR2 Bojuevt
o g3t JAHsH

Eolg AFE Weckstein” e HIZo| 8% A, H2d #HAL AYS o
A4, 53 Yolg g5 dE +€F5FS 71 9 FYA A8AdE X8y A
718 A%3 AEHF ddn ARIFIYL Carlsson$™' % Brill 5% 9% @3}
A dH Frtol WE AAHZY AHEFHE FHNUAN =AM SdFH
NaEH2E A Y. de Baat5®0] Geriatric Rating Scale(GRS)& o} &3l
o2 AFH =9 FA9 X H25Y A3 Chamberlains®o] XA}
¢ ARFt BE +&F UM &S FHH E o Ao ARFI} &
%, A AHETH A WE Fox EUFEY Frle EF AZ duol U
JEE AZEd. "agA 2 TN A% F AYFIH WE FoX T
9 7t $€59 AP wE F4X ERFE Frte vig B©HIEA A
ZAE 7IAA 4.

ko

i I

2 A7 23g A 94 Al BFAARNY A2 U 94E 84
£3 92 BEEAY Ay AN Fe 4 Utk BFAARNSY A3}
WHA TRIUF BFUSS, AN VFES Frhece 442 RAQ 2
$7b vebed old@ e dud WP BNAY Fo4 ge gaBAe
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A% HEo) PP AT AR YXHI; 0¥ AFZE Van Waas®,
CarlssonS¥% Makila®e 2771 gtk 919 Al 74x APRS Fxd U@
g AL Q@3 dstE FAHESH 23 IEY Hojgr AL 4
N0z AAHT Ut o]& FWAE Sheppard™) AFANE N 2 B
A9 #RA$E 74 249 B9e o ARADT g Yx: ad: Ay
b RagA ol @ ATFENE BA/F FAt Az AW A 2 29X
NEE We JUFE go] ZAE AP B AFAME o REE) U
zA7 djEgong Ade U 9AL 48 F& goh 28y 29% 2
7o Fog@ol 0.0005(p<005)Z FeMol ¢ 2 AR 712 AFSoIMe 9
A 2A 5 EUE AZY o Bt TN A2 AW 7oy oA x|
o ZAgel WY HE L WLy B A7 TRHYHAE 2L AR yge
Rolgte d2g ¥ 4 Atk

e Aol i Wk Hrieh @R oo P A¥HA VEE3re)
BA ZAIME X9 Wo] FIFHHAE Fats BEuFdcE AFRs vehd
o). Bergman®& AtAle] AT 54W 9 FoX BRpolH X9 YFHA HF
S8 2Ase] o WERS L AVY L FHAYT 53 dFAY AP
NFoZ Aol $x9 ATFSANA, A AAGH W5el tBe X VEE
of e Fr Aol B AP oY wEE JFI} FA AFAH w2
A7t GAH W5 71Foz BAFsHGE BEL U Lechners®e A4
q WSRTE ZAeA, Asey wsst e BEE AYYE EA
TFo| AL HWEHAN TPDAHOIUY RHEE PP 99 F3F #A
geol BZo] £ #x9 BV 2HHA ¥ uAdz: FFHAG.
CabotV: YAHoz o9 AL ZAHse 29 BFe PHE AANFRAT
29 ATSAME A%y ARE Rusn YEd Brunellos Ve Ardea, AN
93y WEE 2oX9 V2R DA fou o gAY EAPelw Het
o AH & Ao Y B EVEF fo4 Us BAE FEdn Bus
AR van Waas™'E oo Ao dig Hrld BEEE L FBBAE /HAY
77 A%ty AuE BAZ QAY 238 2 42 wAE sI¥dE 2
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78 B3nadrh de Baat3'7e JFA ws®nt ope} ALB S Py W
5 RE 8950 REEY 9Y& FX Fton ART Diehls e Y4H
FROGE A8, JAgH Ws5E0] o VEE J¥L Fu: ARE
At

B ATAH HE A9 Fo] EFFFE FoX AL BEEr} FrhEg
£ 2348 F9ouy o FoARel 049022 FAHol dAHT matM fe4o|
A AFAE L J|FEY AF S FEsA Pt Bergman™F Pietrokovski™ &
ANES AFAN A7t AR oA HEE HEF AFGAr ZAE 29
Qo] Wg A HridelE o7 H BAN dvte ARE F2dm Aok

rin

& A

Berg’t %92 @Aol4 VEIEE ZAE MK BEE AAGRYEY
D REES) BA U= WEEY 8 A5 71259 o H4Y FFL FHA
b4 27} 448 Hae A5(ndex)E TEAUE PHEATY AFAAE FRE
FE Sol e ARENS NPstel JPL FE WS5E ME), 2) AW @
Zxo| W @ se] HEoZ ZAL 3) BV WEs WEoz F} 4) B
A EUED fgEE dES AAEA EE Cluster 2422 AL, 5) 2700)%4 9]
RMTES AF(ndex)Z FA &3 42 5¢ AFTE AEsY 24, 6) &F ¥
ZFE A4 WY A R, D 20 o)FY WHFEL UEFFH BUFY dF=
ol B8, 8) A AY AdA adn BE A} HEEE FAL 9)
#g2te] o] i AL N8LFEER IFsA UFEE A T Pl
Atk B AFAFAAA Jephd bl HA duie vi2 ol d UFEE HERAY B
W3 o] FARANY EARAA FotE & Uk & AEAAE 4 4
e REEE © U HEeZ AL WHEY ¥MeE SUUTE AME
dHoen, 98 WFES o2 Fof £43A. Hopkins Symptom Checklist
Derogatis®] Q1AHEA o] o3 HSHH 571X Foz AU AR
A gelet ox)e HAd di H7F HAE YFELS EF SHASTE AHLEHAUE W
AMz3e] ohFF A4 (Multicolinearity) &, 3#8A 7 A3 A2y FA
7b Bt ER @Y AFES A AAHD FAARIAH e AA
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A ofxe] Aol g Byl o2 Fol 44 AU AFELY 0¥
GEFH4e A7 He ot dAHA e MEC Y Aoy F
ol JMYEU7] WELE FHAY. F, Aol AH Agg FAX A A Hrt
€ stgenzg tdi FAAHY H7HE A HAR ojAF FFgo] NFAYgAZE G
AES BEF SHAY Aoz AFsn FAG3A RoA st o) 8dez #
43l HdAZe d& WEEddE BTy ofud PP LS 7t HE] Ho
Hygon A4en. ol A& WAHHE A8 AAHLAL7L obd ©E 39
o] el AFortge] FAXE Hristn HEE FAAF3 2 F5 FFFE &
Ao o] &3le WHE Algslodor duim A, AHF A A A, AFFAEF
MyES AFE Y vzt 25 o7t e RECIT oF 2-37¥ 9 HEE]
ki 2 Fo AT HFHE /MR Fole HEEC] olHERE BRF £Hd
WE2N B4 AHg3tdt mekd Fo3] UEEd d%E F ¢ e 89UE
= FRoy £Y HEEQ v F(Weight)e]l 247 b2z J43gg FE AR
& 4 s FAFo] AT Kaks de Baat"& cluster 24L& £3}
old EAANE HAGFHNLY 2L ATE FAA UF=o ¥ L F= 8
FH3te Aol opzt @x FAFH ZAE 71 ‘oA EuFHz HES 24
7] 9% Zo] EHolenz E dFgE TEAHLE Y21 BN XHE =5
AT EY YAME 2 o] vj$ d2E2 B ATFddME 2E] ALd
cluster £4& o] &3 W5E9 v F & FIFsHA R

£

o

2

G|

oL

-

B AT A9 WA oule ddid ¥FdA JadA EM9 A}
433 AEN Hsl 2o Aol (Tables, Table) HEAHRQL ol U4
HQ Mg Fo9X UEZ dF FFoM veta e, ddE BFE
U] 3 Pearson correlation coefficient®& ©]&% oXo] g HWHA UHF
(General denture satisfaction)$} AAMAA T34 H7HOral condition
overall), ZAA < <9]x 9] Fo] 9§ H7HQuality of denture overal)Zte] &
A BN g FAAHE F4X THzo d8Ael |l X9 de ¢
IEFE FE FoAXd ¢FIde F2HE Qo dFHAEYAAE #Z

K
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o] FRAEU7 ¥3F A A FAA O TEIA k& e Ho
FEE A A= FAAC HF}A REAY AR A AAL FgA HF
o & FA EF@de A} vEldd. £ Pearson correlation analysis
dre A AL F ALFH BEFo] oA UEESG AT/l AN
U g3 ARAANE 5Tl 99X UET JEFIE F= Ao YEYR
.

oY AFAE UF HQezZ A4 UdFIARHY T AIYA wsE
o 9% & F AH. F, AHEFH WL S0l JY3FAE Y (Linear regression
modeDHoAlA BE& 9 59 ¥52 dA XFHA Ho olE LF3A ¥ A
A FodaA EAH%E e e Ast oA @ Relgd 4Agdt = g
d4de AEWALY H#E7F FEHor A Ars Aol dE o ZEY &
€ 2olEe AEY B¢ 3339 A F 3290 7EY Aoz HiJoenz
B4 o} &8 57 flo] ofd WA ALJART AFSSH, JFA wFo A
BEE T 2 2 7] FoAA olFE S <F HBIE] UAJLEZE o E A
A 7|EATE A", BASAT. #xef A EA WL A HES 4
2 o] AgEaR, gFux =7 Ho] Jx=us HFEd 20%¥e A= HFE 9
2 =7ga 33, 1359 FA4E Ay dFA @on HE Od x5 9
€ =79 998 3 #AE off T U wEA ‘AF Yg2EE =AY
g9 1718 AAST NEst 58 UHE dFun =2%EE g9¥RUlE
ZIERTE, ‘AY JFA grde SHEVE JPESFE ARSE g RV 9 o
£33t olFojhen Bt 2709 HEY A5 S dis 2 9 WIS HE
B AolE oo HANHA REE Wgd A@d HZIHAY. oG L&
o] it WE =3 dEo ddd WAEMA 47HRe] FARHYE AL
Tt HAZEE FHolol on AAZ ddd AAB/ARNH dFHALHY 2
o] xto]zt ol g Aol 7IldtE F&o] Ak Azt

-

ShAtoz # ATS FAE 480 HERAA AL & A= FAMHA o
o Lambs} Ellis?7t 289 @FelA 71¢¢ W4e 27484 @k dg @
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Fx A A7dAE $A EA AddM HAo] glojol @ dEd &4&
A2 ¥ ASHE BEE A AE0 Bodoba EEol xd B @A
oA @xg} B ANA BF REE FR2 #Ao] AYL + Aok A= 7}
T @ EE ATY RSl A wAA g3 FgForgn. 3] A A
FEE A8 Azwe @22 WA A F& 433 AFH o i} AAAXA
e AF7F 8o o 93y AT Edd vHME HAR &YAHA AT 24
g+ I F3Y BFE F duHA mBAge] dFFon AT fzaiQlol
HAstA RE w #AHol fle AHIt AojAE T FF AMI v & H o
o =3 HA4e XN5E A R iz Agel x¥EUR ¢ & &3
EAE o712 & Ao viAgeg vExe A AAE ¥ @39 HFE
A0 WE AAHA Hx(scale)?t FHFHAYUA ¥ FHNA dFES] A7
g0 & JiAQS ZigA¢) g} AgHE tEE AEE AHS o

h o=y
-

AEHo2 39 VEEoE BAY ANFARH, ATFARH, PG
H, detdEsse) 93e FE RO yehton B 77 Aest 939
45 94AA WEE $3A 982 FAY 982 FA 9= A= vy
oAE WEe NFAT FIA BAE A Y W £A%T USO2A
A% A3 AdE 2% 4 ow $ox ¥A VEEE Holtdol
2 280 ¥ & UL Relgtn 4@k
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Appendix 2. Social variables questionnaire
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Appendix 3. Hopkins Symptom Checklist
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Appendix 3. continued
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Appendix 4. Clinical evaluation of oral condition

<A @AY FAHF%A Feo] A FAH(A A AHE)>

D: Basal seat®] “Fei( 4. 3t} ridge form, mucosa?l quality).
@ FE3tt

@ HEolt.

@ ¥z A Rt

D2 Interarch relationship.
D <33l

@ BEo|th

@ <z3A X3

D3 Border of the basal seat (vestibular border, soft palate).
O 453t

@ E¥olt.

@ <z 3= Xsid.

D; Abnormalities.

© FAWIt ¥z 3.

Q@ F7ZWt RE ol

® F2U7t 33A K3

Ds Total assessment.
O 4z 3t

@ BEEolt

@ Fz3tA E3tt

- 45 -



Appendix 5. Clinical evaluation of technical quality of dentures
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Appendix 5. continued
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ABSTRACT
FACTORS INFLUENCING PATIENT SATISFACTION WITH
COMPLETE DENTURES

Suk-Won Lee
Department of Dentistry,
The Graduate School, Yonsei University
(Directed by Professor, Moon-Kyu Chung, DDS, MSD, Ph.D.)

In spite of the progress in techniques and materials in complete denture
prosthodontics, patients still complain of discomfort after the insertion of
complete dentures. For the last several decades many prosthodontists tried to
find the factors influencing the patient complete denture satisfaction, however
the reported results became a controversy.

33 patients who visited the department of prosthodontics, dental hospital of
Yonsei University, 4 to 6 weeks after the complete denture delivery, were
asked to complete the questionnaires on complete denture satisfaction, social
variables and psychological variables. The prosthodontists who treated the
patients with complete dentures were also asked to complete the questionnaires
on evaluation of patient’s oral condition and technical quality of dentures. The
factors influencing patients’ satisfaction with their complete dentures were
analyzed using Multiple Regression Analysis.

The following are the results :
1. Among the patient’s sociodemographic variables, the variables of relationship

with children, economic status, housing condition, other people’s opinions of

dentures and gender were the influential factors on patient’s satisfaction
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with complete dentures.

2. Patients showing the symptoms of depression, one of patient’s psychological

variables, were dissatisfied with their complete dentures.

3. In spite of good oral condition, patients were dissatisfied with complete
dentures whereas the technical quality of dentures did not influence patients

complete denture satisfaction.

According to the results above, patient’s sociodemographic and
psychological variables rather than clinical variables including oral condition
and technical quality of dentures were the influential factors on patient
complete denture satisfaction. The results of this study may not only enable
prosthodontists to predict the success and failure of complete denture
treatment, but also help both prosthodontists and patients be informed of the

essentials of increasing satisfaction with complete dentures.

Key words : complete denture, satisfaction, influential factor, sociodemographic variable
psychological variable, oral condition, quality of dentures,
Multiple Regression Analysis.
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