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A retrospective study was conducted to determine the subjective feelings of patients
about their present implant-supported prostheses as compared with their previous
removable prostheses. Of the 137 patients who responded to the survey, 70 previously
had @ removable prosthesis. The patients answered questions concerning esthetics,
funetion, self-esteem, and overall dental condition. A large majority of the respondents
rated their implant prostheses better than their previous removable prostheses and
indicated significant improvements in function and overall dental health. All patients
surveyed did not wish to again function with a removable prosthesis. (Implant Dent

1994;3:106-109)

large number of patients experience difficulties in

adapting to removable prostheses, while a smaller
number are unable to accept removable prostheses at
all.! * This may be explained by anatomical, physiolog-
ical, psychological, and/or prosthodontic factors.

Functional tests have demonstrated inferior masti-
catory ability in subjects with removable prostheses in
comparison to dentate controls.” ! Even with excellent
prostheses, many patients experience difficulty with
denture retention, speech, and mastication.®”’

One psychological indication for implant treatment
is the inability of some patients to adapt and function
with conventional prostheses, which may result in psy-
chosocial impairment with avoidance behavior, phobic
reactions, and contact problems.

Implant prosthodontics has become an accepted al-
ternative to conventional removable dentures. Patients
who have been unable to cope with conventional pros-
thetic treatment for anatomical or psychological rea-
sons can now be successfully rehabilitated with the use
of implants.®

Several studies using patient questionnaires have
concluded that the great majority of patients treated
with implant prostheses were very satisfied with their
oral function. This was true for the first cross-sectional
studies® as well as for longitudinal investigations which
directly compared pretreatment and posttreatment
evaluations.”
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This investigation surveyed patients who were re-
stored with fixed implant-supported prostheses in an
attempt to determine attitudes toward the patient’s
previous removable and current implant prostheses.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Surveys were sent to a number of patients who had
implant treatment at a private dental practice in Fort
Washington, Pennsylvania (Fig. 1). Of the 137 surveys
returned, 67 (47 percent) of the respondents never wore
a removable prosthesis prior to implant placement.
Seventy (51 percent) of the respondents completed the
survey evaluating their previous removable prostheses
and their current implant-supported prostheses.

The age range of the patients responding to the
survey was from 17 to 80 years, with an average age of
60 years. Implant prostheses were used from 1 week to
9 years, with an average of 31 months. A total of 613
implants were placed in the 70 patients, ranging from
1 to 18 implants, with an average of 8.8 implants per
patient.

RESULTS

Esthetics

When questioned on the esthetics of their previous
removable dentures, the responses were spread from
total dissatisfaction to complete satisfaction (Fig. 2).
Of the 66 respondents answering the question, “How
do you feel about the esthetics of your removable pros-
thesis?,” 21 stated that they were totally dissatisfied,
while 13 were completely satisfied. The remainder of
the patients were in a content range.

Sixty-eight respondents answered the question re-
garding the esthetics of their implant prostheses (Fig.
3). Fifty-four indicated complete satisfaction, 12 were
moderately satisfied, and 2 were content. None of the
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Fig. 5. Implant-supported prosthesis function survey results.

10 (Fig. 7). Of the 69 respondents, 51 indicated their
condition was 100 percent better with the fixed pros-
theses, 10 reported a 90 percent improvement, 6 re-
ported an 80 percent improvement, and 1 patient was
in each of the 70 and 60 percent categories.

DISCUSSION

A dramatic improvement was noted by patients with
respect to increased function perceived with their im-
plant-supported prostheses when compared with their
previous removable prostheses, as has been reported
previously." The small percentage of patients who re-
ported similar or no increase of functional capabilities
with their implant-supported prostheses all previously
had removable partial prostheses. One of these patients
attributed tongue biting, and another partial paresthe-
sia, to the lack of increased functional capacity with
their implant-supported prostheses.

An overwhelming positive response was noted when
patients compared previous esthetics with a removable
prosthesis to the present esthetics with an implant-

+ supported prosthesis. None of the patients were dissat-
isfied with the esthetics of their new restorations. This
finding is difficult to explain, except for those cases in
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Fig. 6. Implant-supported prosthesis self-esteem survey re-
sults.
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results,

which clasps on previously worn removable partial den-
tures presented esthetic problems.

The majority of patients also noted an increase in
self-esteem with their implant prostheses. Perhaps the
patients considered the implant-supported prostheses
to be integral parts of themselves as opposed to remov-
able restorations. Lack of worry about a removable
prosthesis that could be dislodged during function,
speech, laughing, and yawning could also have attrib-
uted to the reported increased self-esteem.

The increase reported in general dental health with
the implant-supported prostheses is most probably at-
tributed to the perceived combination of improved es-
thetics, increased self-esteem, and better function.

A total of 11 complaints were made regarding the
implant-supported prostheses. Three patients stated
they found their prostheses hard to clean and/or a food
trap; two complained about the expense; two had prob-
lems with fracture of denture teeth; one was unhappy
because of partial paresthesia; and one indicated the
procedure was too painful. One patient complained of
tongue biting and another thought the implant pros-
thesis caused lisping during speech.
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A Patient Questionnaire
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Fig. 1. Patient questicnnaire.

respondents reported any dissatisfaction with the es-
thetic results.

Denture Function

Sixty-seven respondents answered the question con-
cerning the function of their previous removable den-
tures. Thirty-three were totally dissatisfied, while 10
patients were completely satisfied (Fig. 4).

When questioned regarding function with their im-
plant-supported prostheses, 66 respondents replied
(Fig. 5). Fifty-one patients were completely satisfied,
14 patients were almost completely satisfied, and 1
patient was content. None of the respondents indicated
any dissatisfaction with funection.

Self-Esteem

Patients were questioned as to whether their self-
esteem improved after receiving fixed implant-sup-
ported prostheses (Fig. 6). Sixty-eight patients an-
swered the question with the majority (n = 38) indicat-
ing that their self-esteem improved “quite a bit.” Only
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Fig. 2. Removable prosthesis esthetics survey results.
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Fig. 3. Implant-supported prosthesis esthetics survey results.

four respondents indicated that their self-esteem had
not improved at all.

Mastication

All patients were asked if they were able to eat better
with their implant-supported fixed prostheses as com-
pared with their removable dentures. Sixty-one re-
spondents (88 percent) indicated that they could chew
better with their implant-supported prostheses as com-
pared with their previous removable prostheses. Five
patients (7 percent) indicated that they could not chew
better with their implant-supported prostheses, and
three patients (4 percent) stated that they had the same
chewing ability with their implant prostheses as com-
pared with their previous removable prostheses.

Return to Removable Dentures

All 70 respondents indicated that they preferred not
to return to removable dentures,
General Dental Condition

The patients were asked to rate their general dental
condition after implant treatment on a scale from 1 to
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CONCLUSION

Of the 70 patients responding to a survey comparing
implant-supported prostheses with previously utilized
removable prostheses, the overwhelming majority in-
dicated that they were very satisfied with their new
restorations. Although several unfavorable comments
were received about the implant-supported prostheses,
all of the patients surveyed preferred their new resto-
rations over the previously worn removable dentures.
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