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Study on the questionaire of patients’ satisfaction with porcelain —fused —to —metal restorations Wang
Yushan'?, Jia Angi'. 1. Dept. of Stomotology, Kunming General Hospital of People’s Liberation Army, Kunming
650032, China; 2. Dept. of Very Important Person, Ningbo Dental Hospital, Ningbo 315100, China

[Abstract] Objective The aim of this study was to measure the satisfaction of patients with porcelain—fused—to—
metal PFM  restorations and to identify potential factors influencing their satisfaction. Methods 188 patients were
selected and asked to fill in questionnaires at baseline. Candidates’ age, gender and educational background were
classifed. Four factors—the shade, contour, state of gingival and degree of comfort of PFM restorations were
recorded independently. The reason, quantity, type and time of therapy of PFM restorations were recorded. Fuzzy
synthetic appraisal was used to evaluate the patients’ satisfaction of the restorations. Results 1 Patients were
mostly satisfied with the degree of comfort of PFM restorations, and priority improving should be given to the
shade of PFM. 2 The state of patients and the quantity, type and time of therapy of PFM restorations were related
to patients’ satisfaction. Conclusion Patients’ satisfaction was related to not only the PFM restorations but also
the patients’ conditions.
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Tab 1 State of patients and patients’ satisfaction
P
/
88 8.38+0.78 8.47+0.77 8.08+0.70 9.58+0.50 8.68+0.40 <0.05
100 7.89+0.67 8.43+0.86 8.08+0.93 9.47+0.66 8.51+0.52
23~30 15 8.20+0.77 8.73+0.80 7.80+0.77 9.40+0.62 8.58+0.32 <0.05
31~40 38 7.87+0.34 8.32+0.93 7.82+0.61 9.74+0.55 8.49+0.29
41~50 60 7.75+0.51 8.10+0.71 7.98+0.77 9.42+0.64 8.35+£0.45
51~60 46 8.30+0.79 8.52+0.69 7.96+0.79 9.39+0.49 8.59+0.43
61~67 29 8.86+0.92 9.07+8.97 8.97+0.73 9.76+0.51 9.19+0.34
53 7.81+0.71 8.13+0.92 7.75+0.70 9.38+0.63 8.32+0.44 <0.05
112 8.05+0.55 8.47+0.71 8.07+0.78 9.53+0.58 8.57+0.37
13 9.15+0.90 8.69+0.48 8.77+0.83 9.85+0.38 9.16+0.34

10 9.10+0.99 9.50+0.71 9.00+0.82 9.80+0.42 9.37+0.44
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Tab 2 State of restorations and patients’ satisfaction
p
/
20 7.95+0.60 8.35+0.81 8.00+0.65 9.35+0.75 8.45+0.36 >0.05
68 8.22+0.86 8.56+0.90 8.07+0.94 9.53+0.63 8.64+0.60
97 8.06+0.69 8.41+0.73 8.11+0.79 9.56+0.52 8.58+0.39
3 8.67x1.15 7.67+1.15 7.67+0.58 9.33+0.58 8.41+0.38
0~0.5 21 7.67+0.73 7.95+0.80 7.67+0.86 9.14+0.57 8.15+0.39 <0.05
0.5~1 76 7.88+0.59 8.17+0.74 7.82+0.72 9.39+0.61 8.37+0.36
1~1.5 36 8.25+0.55 8.83+0.81 8.31+0.92 9.64+0.54 8.74+0.33
1.5~2 26 8.35+0.80 8.77+0.65 8.54+0.71 9.62+0.50 8.84+0.37
2~2.5 29 8.69+0.93 8.76+0.74 8.38+0.68 9.90+0.41 8.89+0.48
1~2 101 8.06+0.68 8.39+0.75 8.10+0.79 9.58+0.52 8.58+0.38 <0.05
3 53 8.34+0.85 8.66+0.83 8.04+0.81 9.62+0.53 8.71+0.52
3 34 7.94+0.78 8.29+0.94 8.09+0.97 9.18+0.76 8.41+0.58
124 8.23+0.82 8.56+0.84 8.10+0.81 9.54+0.58 8.65+0.50 <0.05
41 7.99+0.50 8.24+0.70 7.98+0.88 9.54+0.60 8.48+0.40
23 7.83+0.65 8.17+0.78 8.13+0.81 9.39+0.66 8.42+0.41
3
Tab 3 Fuzzy synthetic appraisal of patients’
satisfaction
R C ; N N
27 0.8209 0.3495 0.264 7
24 0.849 1 0.261 8 0.2353
22 0.818 6 0.288 4 0.2157 ’
29 0.9521 0.100 4 0.284 3 o
4
3 Tab 4 Correlation coefficients of patients’ satis—
N N faction
-0.388* -0.026 -0.033 -0.057 -0.176*
o
23 0.341*%  0.208* 0.325% -0.011 0.335%
4, 0.414*  0.323* 0.348* 0.210% 0.476*
1.2, 4 -0.181% -0.204*  -0.031 -0.052  -0.190%
-0.015 -0.074 0.032 0.028 0.001
’ ’ 0.423*%  0.369* 0.361* 0.377* 0.589%*
0.013 0.040 -0.078 -0.146* -0.043
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