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ABSTRACT

The associated factors with use and intention of

dental implant among some rural elderly

Park Sin Young

Advisor : Prof. Han, Mi Ah, PhD.
Department of Health Science,
Graduate School of Chosun University

Objectives: Dental implants are one treatment method for tooth
loss. The advantage of dental implants that, compared to other
traditional prosthetic methods, they do not affect adjacent teeth and
can be performed for all teeth. The purpose of this study was to
investigate the status of use and intention for dental implants and
related factors among elderly.

Methods: The participants were 244 rural elderly over 65 years old
in Samhoeup, Yeongamgun and Jeollanamdo, Korea. General
characteristics of study participants, health status and behaviors, oral
health status and behaviors, characteristics related to dental
treatment, knowledge, recognition and expectation of dental implants,
experience of dental implant treatment, use and intention of dental
implant were investigated by one-on-one interviews. Chi-square
tests, t-tests, and a multiple logistic regression analysis were

performed to investigate the factors influencing the use and intention

_iV_
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of implants.

Results: Many rural elderly had experienced tooth loss(83.3%6). The
proportion of dental implant use was 25.7% and intention to receive
implants was 57.6%. The odds ratio(OR) for use of implants was
significantly higher for participants with a lower number of chronic
diseases(0:  OR=1248, 95% C(CI=2.12—73.38, 1: OR=495 95%
CI=1.66-14.72), they have dental treatment experience during the past
1 year(OR=661, 95% CI=1.83-23.89), higher dental implant
recognition(OR=3.97, 95% CI=192-823) and they have surrounding
person who experience of implant(OR=18.06, 95% CI=2.81-115.99).
The odds ratio(OR) for dental implant intention was significantly
higher for participants with a lower age(65-69: OR=818, 95%
CI=2.38-278.08, 70-79: OR=3.17 95% CI=1.04-9.68), lower number of
chronic diseases(0: OR=4.15, 95% CI=1.00-17.29), they have drink
alcohol(OR=5.03, Cl=1.31-19.34), they have not experience of tooth
loss(OR=4.65, Cl=1.22-17.70), higher dental implant recognition(OR=2.
69, 95% CI=155-4.67), and they have surrounding person who
experience of implant(OR=3.22, 95% CI=1.30-8.02).

Conclusion: Among the participants, 83.3% had lost teeth, 25.7%
used implants, and 57.696 intended to obtain dental implants. These
percentages have increased compared to the past findings. In the
future, it is necessary to utilize the results of this study to address
loss of teeth and to support dental implant treatment selection
through increased awareness of the advantages and disadvantages of

dental implants.

keyword: Implant; Intention; Rural elderly; Use
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Table 1. General characteristics of study subjects

Characteristics Classification N(%)
Gender Male 109(44.7)
Female 135(55.3)
Age 65 - 69 90(36.9)
70 -9 102(41.8)
> 80 52(21.3)
Spouse No 85(34.8)
Yes 159(65.2)
(‘égggtrﬁ& living No 183(75.0)
Yes 61(25.0)
Educational attainment  None 46(18.9)
Elementary school 103(42.2)
Middle school 59(24.2)
> High school 36(14.7)
Household income <50 75(30.7)
{Zingiousand won) 20-99 40(16.4)
100-149 48(19.7)
150-199 30(12.3)
> 200 51(20.9)
Health insurance NHI(national health insurance) 192(78.7)
Medical aid 52(21.3)
I;I)grrrtlilgielr)a%fo r?ocial None 73(29.9)
1 126(51.6)
>92 45(18.5)
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Table 2. Health status and behavior

Characteristics Classification N(%)

Subjective health status Poor 93(38.1)
Fair 107(43.9)
Good 44(18.0)

Number of chronic disease 0 44(18.0)
1 83(34.0)
>2 117(48.0)

Smoking status Current 46(18.9)
Former 52(21.3)
Never 146(59.8)

Drinking frequency None 144(59.0)
1 / month 23(9.5)
2 -4/ month 45(18.4)
=2/ week 32(13.1)

— 13 —
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Table 3. Oral health status and behavior

Characteristics Classification N(%)
Subjective oral health status Poor 98(40.2)
Fair 120(49.2)
Good 26(10.6)
Interest in oral health Low 68(27.9)
Middle 129(52.9)
High 47(19.2)
Tooth brushing(/day) <1 82(33.6)
2 99(40.6)
> 3 63(25.8)
Use of oral hygiene No 153(62.7)
devices Yes 91(37.3)
Oral health screening No 179(73.4)
during the past 1 year
Yes 65(26.6)
Oral health status during Total 2.65+1.01
E};lee;)r?itst;nz:il deviation) Food impaction 341£1.06
Sensitive to hot or cold 3.17+1.07
Halitosis 2.69+1.07
Toothache 2.60+0.93
Dry mouth 2.56+1.03
Gingival bleeding 2.53+0.95
Taste disorder 2.45+0.98
Dysphagia 2.28+0.97
Jaw pain 2.1320.99
— 15 —
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Table 4. Characteristics related to dental treatment

Characteristics Classification N(%)
Dental treatment experience No 96(39.3)
during the past 1 year Yes 148(60.7)
The purpose of visit to the dental clinic (N=148)
Prostheses making or repair 49(33.1)
Periodontal treatment 46(31.1)
Oral examination 38(25.7)
Root canal treatment 36(24.3)
Extirpation 25(16.9)
Decayed treatment 19(12.8)
A regular dentist No 85(34.8)
Yes 159(65.2)
Unmet dental treatment within No 155(63.9)
1 year Yes 83(36.1)
Reason failed dental treatment in the past (N=88)
Economic reasons 28(31.8)
Mohility or health 22(25.0)
problem
It is less important than 15(17.0)
other problems
Busy because of farming 8(9.1)
or employment
Far from treatment location 7(8.0)
Afraid of dental treatment 7(8.0)
The other 11D

Collection @ chosun
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Table 5. Knowledge, recognition and expectation of dental

implant
Correct
Characteristics Classification answers
N(%)

Knowledge of Health insurance is possible for individuals over 65 104(42.6)
dental implant years old
Self-payment is 50% 83(34.0)
Only two implants are available 57(23.4)
It is possible to have an additional implant procedure 51(20.9)
covered by health insurance when an implant
procedure fails.
An additional procedure is an uninsured cost 48(19.7)
Three months after an implant procedure, 33(13.5)
maintenance costs are uninsured
Changing dental clinics while undergoing an implant 33(13.5)
procedure is not covered by health insurance
Total 1.24+0.41

M=5D

Recognition of I am aware of the importance of dental examinations 2.85+0.98
dental implant after an implant procedure
I am aware of the advantages and disadvantages of 2.71£0.94
implants
I am aware of the difference between implants and 2.67+0.92
natural teeth
I am aware of the complications and side effects for 2.61+0.91
implant procedures

I am aware of the type of implant prostheses 2.42+0.88
I am aware of treatment methods when implants fail 2.37+0.87
I am aware of the success and failure rates for 1.57+0.50
implants

Total 2.46+0.86

Expectation of Masticatory force would be better than for dentures 3.61+0.93
dental implant and regular prostheses

Color or shape will resemble natural teeth 3.55%0.90
It does not take longer than regular prostheses 3.52+0.96
It will be nice to have another tooth 3.49+0.95
There will be no discomfort from dentures 3.42+0.99
It will be possible for almost all of the missing 3.41+0.99
teeth
It will maintain your face 3.39+0.98
The treatment term will be long 2.43%1.02
You will feel burdened and anxious about implant 2.43£1.05
procedure
The cost of treatment will be expensive 2.2520.93
Total 3.15+0.97
— 19 —
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Table 6. Experience of dental implant treatment

Characteristics Classification N(%)
Experience of tooth loss No 40(16.4)
Yes 204(83.6)
Number of missing tooth (N=204)
No 40(16.4)
1-2 73(29.9)
>3 131(53.7)
Treatment method of tooth loss (N=204)
Not vet treatment 75(36.8)
Implant 63(30.9)
Prostheses 51(25.0)
Denture 40(19.6)
Reason of select implant (N=63)
Dentist or dental hygienist 25(39.7)
recommendation
Recommendation from 19(30.2)
close people
I think i've got better oral state than 16(25.4)
any other treatment
Economic reasons 2(3.2)
Aesthetically looks good 1(1.5)
Number of implants (N=63)
No 40(16.4)
Not implant 141(57.8)
1-2 41(16.8)
>3 22(9.0)
Types of implant treatment hospitals (N=63)
Dental clinic 35(55.6)
Dental hospital 26(41.3)
University hospital 2(3.1)
Subjective implant status (N=63)
No 40(16.4)
Not implant 141(57.8)
Not good 16(6.6)
Good 47(19.3)
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Table 6. To be continued

Characteristics Classification N(%)
Don't receive treatment because of lots teeth (N=75)
Don't feel like I need it 43(57.3)
The cost of treatment is 43(57.3)
too expensive
I'm afraid I'll become sick from 18(24.0)
dental surgery
Have no time 10(13.3)
Far from treatment location 4(5.3)
The other 9(12.0)
Reasons for choosing other treatment methods, such as dentures or
prostheses (N=91)
Dentist or dental hygienist 29(31.9)
recommendation
Economic reasons 26(28.6)
I think my oral state is better than 14(15.4)

those offered by any other type
of treatment

Aesthetically looks good 10(11.0)
Recommendation from close 9(9.9)
people
The other 3(3.2)
Surrounding person who Yes 166(68.0)
experience of implant No 73(32.0)
— 22 —

Collection @ chosun



7. ¢

rum

#E Az oF

Aokt MAHAY e O‘OEHHP“ o4 me

AEHEV 57.8%(141%8) 2 71

16.09(39%), 71€}7} 4.196(10%)9] o 1013} QJEetEg Aue
e ARy PRI | Frhal B4eiA 7 43.3%(61%) 22 7HE

weoka, B, 54, 7e2 Ad9d olf= AAHL olf

)2 7 Wkt (Table 7).

_23_

Collection @ chosun



Table 7. Intention of dental implant

Characteristics Classification N(%)
If your tooth were lost, Implant 141(57.8)
what would you choose?
Prostheses 54(22.1)
Denture 39(16.0)
The other 10(4.1)
Reason to choose the treatment method with dental implant
(N=141)
I think my oral status is better 61(43.3)
than those offered by any other
type of treatment
Recommendation from 36(25.5)
close people
Dentist or dental hygienist 35(24.8)
recommendation
Aesthetically looks good 6(4.3)
The other 2(1.4)
Economic reasons 1(0.7)
Reason to choose the treatment method with prostheses, denture and the
other (N=103)
Economic reasons 42(40.8)
Dentist or dental hygienist 24(23.3)
recommendation
I think my oral status is better 16(15.5)

than those offered by any
other type of treatment

Aesthetically looks good 9(8.7)
The other 8(7.8)
Recommendation from 4(3.9)

close people
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Table 8. Use and

intention of dental

implant by general

characteristics
Characteristics  Classification Use P Intention P
(N=204) (N=244)
Gender Male 31(35.2) 242 75(68.8) .002
Female 32(27.6) 66(48.9)
Age 65 - 69 31(47.00  <0.001 70(77.8) <0.001
70 - 79 28(31.1) 59(57.8)
> 80 4(8.3) 12(23.1)
Spouse No 15(19.7) .008 35(41.2)  <0.001
Yes 48(37.5) 106(66.7)
Children living No 46(30.5) 827 106(57.9) .940
together Yes 17(32.1) 35(57.4)
Educational None 7(15.9) 041 14(30.4)  <0.001
attainment
Elementary school 27(31.0) 59(57.3)
Middle school 16(35.6) 38(64.4)
> High school 13(46.4) 30(83.3)
Household <50 14(20.6) 004 34(45.3) <0.001
income/month  50-99 9(27.3) 16(40.0)
<\t$(r)1nthousand 100-149 11(25.0) 26(54.2)
150-199 11(42.3) 18(60.0)
> 200 18(56.3) 47(92.2)
The form of NHI 51(32.9) 267 122(63.5)  <0.001
health care
Medical aid 12(24.5) 19(36.5)
I;Igé?ger of None 13(19.7) 057 25(34.2)  <0.001
participation 1 38(36.2) 80(63.5)
>2 12(36.4) 36(80.0)
Total 63(25.8) 141(57.8)

Data were expressed as number (96)
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Table 9. Use and intention of dental implant by health status

and behavior

Characteristics Classification Use P Intention P
(N=204) (N=244)
Subjective health Poor 16(18.2) <0.001 390419  <0.001
status Fair 31(35.6) 70(65.4)
Good 16(55.2) 32(72.7)
Number of chronic 0 14(53.8)  <0.001  34(77.3) .001
disease 1 31(44.9) 52(62.7)
>2 18(16.5) 55(47.0)
Smoking status Current 16(35.6) 739 26(56.5) 646
Former 13(28.9) 33(63.5)
Never 34(29.8) 82(56.2)
Drinking frequency None 32(26.7) 115 69(47.9) 002
1 / month 4(21.1) 16(69.6)
2 -4 / month 16(45.7) 35(77.8)
>2/ week 11(36.7) 21(65.6)
— 28 —
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Table 10. Use and intention of dental implant by oral health

status and behavior

Characteristics Classification Use P Intention P
(N=204) (N=244)
Slélt)ejl%%ive oral health  Poor 18(18.8) .001 37(37.8)  <0.001
Fair 36(39.1) 85(70.8)
Good 9(56.3) 19(73.1)
Interest in oral health  Low 5(7.9) <0.001  20(29.4) <0.001
Middle 40(38.5) 89(69.0)
High 18(48.6) 32(68.1)
Tooth brushing(/day) <1 13(16.7) 001 31(41.3)  <0.001
2 28(34.6) 67(67.7)
> 3 22(48.9) 43(68.3)
Use of oral hygiene No 35(26.5) .068 80(52.3) 024
devices Yes 28(38.9) 61(67.0)
Oral health screening  No 39262) 017 94(525) 006
during the past 1 year .o 24(436) 47(72.3)
— 30 —
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Table 11. Use and intention of dental implant by dental
treatment
Characteristics Classification Use P Intention P
(N=204) (N=244)
Dental treatment No 9(12.0) <0.001  45(46.9) 005
experience during
past 1 year Yes 54(41.9) 96(64.9)
A regular dentist No 7(10.0) <0001  34(40.0)  <0.001
Yes 56(41.8) 107(67.3)
Unmet dental No 48(39.0) 002 97(62.2) 064
treatment within
1 year Yes 15(18.5) 44(50.0)
— 3 2 —
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Table 12. Oral health status, knowledge, recognition and

expectation by use and intention of dental implant

Characteristics Use P Intention P
Yes No Yes No

Oral health 2.5310.67  2.76+0.67 013 2551064 2.78+0.73 010

status
during the
past 1 year

Knowledge 1.35+0.33 1.22+0.29 .004 1.25+0.29 1.23+0.30 508
of dental
implant
Recognition 3.03+0.70 2314074 <0.001 2.86+0.67 2.20+0.73 <0.001
of dental
implant
Expectation 3.16+057 3.15+0.48 .893 3.20+0.53 3.08+0.49 059

of dental
implant
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Table 13. Use and intention of dental implant by

experience of implant treatment

Characteristics Classification Use P Intention P
(N=204) (N=244)
Experience of tooth No - - 36(90.0) <0.001
loss Yes - 105(51.5)
Subjective implant No - - 36(90.0) <0.001
status
Not implant - 46(32.6)
Not good - 14(87.5)
Good - 45(95.7)
Surrounding person Yes 60(43.8) <0.001 115(69.3)  <0.001
who experience of
implant No 3(4.5) 26(33.3)
— 36 —
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Table 14. Factors associated with use of dental implant by

multiple logistic regression

Characteristics OR(95% C)
Age(=80)

65-69 3.58(0.64-20.01)

70-79 2.99(0.58-15.29)
Spouse(/no)

Yes 1.20(0.37-3.93)

Education attainment(/none)
Elementary school

Middle school

> High school
Household income/month(/ <50 )(ten thousand won)
50-99

100-149

150-199

> 200
Number of chronic disease(/=>2)

0

1
Subjective oral health status(/poor)
Fair

Good
Tooth brushing(/day)(/<1)

2

>3

Oral health screening during the past 1 year(/no)
Yes

Dental treatment experience during the past 1 year(/no)

Yes

Oral health status during the past 1 year
Knowledge of dental implant

Recognition of dental implant

Surrounding person who experience of implant(/no)
Yes

1.19(0.29-4.95)
0.30(0.05-1.70)
1.62(0.24-10.79)

0.99(0.21-4.61
0.24(0.06-1.03
0.85(0.17-4.14
0.93(0.16-5.32

- T -

12.48(2.12-73.38)
4.95(1.66-14.72)

1.25(0.35-4.47)
2.0000.27-15.0)

0.63(0.18-2.17)
1.34(0.29-6.26)

0.80(0.26-2.44)

6.61(1.83-23.89)
0.61(0.27-1.37)
2.32(0.32-16.90)
3.97(1.92-8.23)

18.06(2.81-115.99)
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Table 15. Factors associated with intention of dental implant by

multiple logistic regression

Characteristics OR(95% Cl)
Gender(/female)

Male 0.94(0.34-2.60)
Age(=80)

65-69 8.18(2.38-278.08)

70-79 3.17(1.04-9.68)
Spouse(/no)

Yes 1.56(0.66-3.68)

Education attainment(/none)
Elementary school

Middle school

> High school

Household income/month(/ <50)(ten thousand won)
51-99

100-149

150-199

>200
Number of chronic disease(/=2)

0

1

Drinking frequency(/none)

1 / month

2 -4 / month

>2 / week

Subjective oral health status(/poor)
Fair

Good
Tooth brushing(/day)(/<1)

2

>3
Use of oral hygiene devices(/no)
Yes
Oral health screening during the past 1 year(/no)
Yes

Dental treatment experience during the past 1 year(/no)

Yes

Experience of tooth loss(/yes)

No

Oral health status during the past 1 year
Recognition of dental implant

Surrounding person who experience of implant(/no)
Yes

1.02(0.35-2.97)
0.42(0.11-1.61)
2.17(0.40-11.81)

0.29(0.09-0.91)
0.40(0.13-1.19)
0.44(0.12-1.59)
2.14(0.45-10.24)

4.15(1.00.-17.29)
0.94(0.40-2.22)

5.03(1.31-19.34)
2.80(0.82-9.54)
1.81(0.53-6.18)

1.44(0.64-3.27)
1.04(0.21-5.09)

0.84(0.33-2.17)
0.96(0.32-2.88)

0.81(0.29-1.76)
2.00(0.80-5.02)
1.43(0.59-3.42)
4.65(1.22-17.70)
1.00(0.52-1.91)

2.69(1.55-4.67)

3.22(1.30-8.02)
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