Journal of

Periodontology
&

Implant Dentistry

Research Article

Awareness and knowledge of patients toward dental implants as

an option in replacing missing teeth: A survey in Kerman, lran

Omid Fakheran Esfahani'* ¢ Fereshte Moosaali?

!Department of Periodontics and Torabinejad Dental Research Center, School of Dentistry, Isfahan University of Medical Sciences,
Isfahan, Iran
2Department of Periodontics, Kerman School of Dentistry, Kerman, Iran
*Corresponding Author; E-mail: fakheran@dnt.mui.ac.ir

Received: 21 March 2016; Accepted: 20 November 2016
J Periodontal Implant Dent 2016;8(2):43-48 | d0i:10.15171/jpid.2016.008
This article is available from: http://dentistry.tbzmed.ac.ir/jpid

© 2016 The Authors. This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original
work is properly cited.

Abstract

Background. The present study was undertaken to evaluate the level, sources and quality of information on implant
treatment as an option for replacement of missing teeth, among a selected sample of dental patients in Kerman, Iran.
Methods. A cross-sectional study was conducted on 305 subjects who attended the 6 main dental clinics in Kerman, Iran
during January and February 2014. A standardized self-administered closed-ended questionnaire, pretested through a pilot
survey, was used in the study. The questionnaires were distributed among the subjects during their regular dental visits.
Data obtained from the questionnaires were scored and analyzed with SPSS 16.0.

Results. The results showed that 76.7% of the subjects had heard about dental implant as a treatment modality. Regarding
dental implants, dentists were the main source of information (40.7%), followed by the relatives and friends (17.0%). Lack
of precise knowledge about implant therapy was the major factor preventing the subjects from choosing this kind of treat-
ment in 35.7% of the subjects and the high cost of implant procedure (31.5%) was the second obstacle. Concerning the sub-
jects’ opinion about the quality of implant therapy, 73.1% of the subjects indicated “excellent” or “good” and just 14.1% of
them mentioned “poor” or “very poor” option.

Conclusion. The results of this survey showed that the majority of the participants were aware about dental implants as an
option for replacing missing teeth. It also showed the important role of dentists in providing accurate information for the pa-

tients about this treatment option.
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Introduction

Since the introduction of intraoral use of titanium
implants in the late 1950s, long-term clinical
studies have confirmed the efficacy of implant thera-
py."* Dental implants were originally used for the

treatment of completely or partially edentulous pa-
tients and are associated with functional efficiency,
stability, and improved denture retention and quality
of life.>® Based on the high success rates and predic-
tability of dental implants, their prevalence in the
rehabilitation of partially or completely edentulous
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patients is increasing on a yearly basis.” In a litera-
ture search about dental implants, approximately
6000 citations were found. This shows a wide spec-
trum of research on basic and clinical implantology,
but what the public thinks about dental implants has
largely been neglected.™

As reported in previous studies, the level of aware-
ness about dental implants varies among the general
public in different countries. A study by Tepper et al,
among Austrian subjects, showed a high level of
awareness (72%) about dental implant procedures.™*
They also reported that 42% of those questioned said
that they were not informed at all about dental im-
plants, while only 4% said they were well informed
about dental implants.** Zimmer et al conducted a
survey among 120 US citizens and concluded that
public awareness and acceptance of dental implants
are high.** Another investigation among a selected
sample of dental patients in Saudi Arabia reported
that 66.4% of subjects were aware about dental im-
plants.®

Reports from Australia and Finland have shown
64% and 29% awareness rates about oral implant
treatment among selected patient samples, respec-
tively. !4

Information about dental implants can be obtained
from several sources. The main sources of informa-
tion are different in various countries.'®

In the United States, Zimmer et al reported in 1992
that dentists and physicians play only a minor role as
sources of information.® They concluded that the
main source of information about dental implants
was media.? Similarly, in Japan, a study showed that
dentists provided no more than 20% of the informa-
tion about dental implants.’” Other studies found the
media to be the main source of information, while
dentists played a secondary role at best.***" In anoth-
er study, Tepper et al reported that for 68% of those
guestioned the main source of information about
dental implants was dentists, followed by print me-
dia (23%), friends and acquaintances (22%)."*"
Based on a survey in Saudi Arabia, the subjects’
friends and their relatives were the main source of
information about dental implants (31.5%), and dent-
ists were the secondary source of information
(28.3%)."

What the public thinks about dental implants may
to some extent reflect the total impact of informa-
tion."® Tepper et al showed that 34% of a sample of
the general population of Austria believed that the
implants lasted for a lifetime, which reveals misin-
formation or incomplete information of the public."*
In another study from Japan, only 28% of the sub-

jects thought that their implants would last forever.'’
Kent reported that the treatment cost, fear of surgery,
and long post-surgical period may prevent people
from undergoing dental implant treatment.?

To the best of our knowledge, there are no data
available in the literature on the dental patients’
awareness and knowledge about dental implants in
Iran. Hence the aim of this study was to evaluate the
awareness and acceptance of dental Implants and
also related information sources, among a selected
sample of dental patients in Kerman, Iran.

Methods

A descriptive cross-sectional survey was performed
to assess the level of awareness regarding dental im-
plants among a sample of 305 dental patients refer-
ring to 6 dental clinics in Kerman, Iran, during Janu-
ary and February 2014.

A self-administered structured questionnaire was
designed to assess the patient’s knowledge and
awareness about dental implants. The questionnaire
was adapted from a previous study performed by
Tepper et al 1>

In stage 1, the source version of the questionnaire
was translated separately by two independent trans-
lators. In stage 2, the two resulting translations were
reviewed by a committee in the university that in-
cluded the two translators, the principal investigators
and three professors of the relevant department. The
committee members reviewed and discussed each
line until consensus was achieved. The two transla-
tors at stage 3 (back-translation) did not participate
in the first stage. The back-translations were entirely
independent and were performed without knowledge
of the source version of the questionnaire. To devel-
op the pre-final version, the back-translations of the
guestionnaire were compared with the source ver-
sion.

A pilot survey was carried out among 20 subjects
to develop the final version of the questionnaire.
Questions which were answered by more than 70%
were enrolled in this study. To evaluate the internal
consistency reliability of the questionnaire, the
Cronbach’s alpha was calculated. The questionnaire
utilized here showed good internal consistency, with
a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.83. It was shown that the
guestionnaire was able to measure awareness of pa-
tients about dental implants.

Before distribution of the questionnaire a written
informed consent was obtained from all the partici-
pants. The final questionnaire was used to collect the
demographic criteria and contained 11 specific ques-
tions to assess the following aspects:



1. The quality and level of information about den-
tal implants.

2. Source of information regarding dental implants.

3. Level of acceptance of dental implants as a
treatment option compared to conventional remova-
ble and fixed prostheses

4. The main obstacle to choosing dental implant as
a treatment option for replacing missing teeth.

The questionnaires were distributed among the
subjects during their regular dental visits. The data
obtained from the questionnaires were scored and
analyzed by using the SPSS 16.0 (SPSS Inc., Chica-
go, IL). Descriptive statistics were generated to
summarize the responses.

Results

Of 330 questionnaires distributed, 305 were returned
(92.4%); 47.5% of the respondents were female and
52.5% were male. Table 1 presents the demographic
data of the participants. Most of the subjects indi-
cated “excellent “or” good” economic status in the
answer sheets and only 19 had poor economic status
(Figure 1).

In this survey, it was found that 76.7% of the sub-
jects were aware of dental implant as a treatment
option. In relation to the sources of information
regarding implants, dentists were the main source of
information (40.7%), followed by relatives and
friends (17.0%) (Figure 2).

When asked about the role of oral hygiene in the
care of implants, 47.4% replied that implants needed
more care than natural teeth; 25.9 % of the subjects

6.3 9

Figure 1. Economic status of the subjects.
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Table 1. Demographic data of the subjects

No. Percentage
Age
Under 30 Years 168 56.1%
30-50 Years 102 33.6%
Above 50 years 31 10.3%
Gender
Male 160 52.5%
Female 145 47.5%
Educational level
Diploma or below 51 16.7%
Associate 65 21.3%
Bachelor 132 43.3%
PhD / Master 56 18.4%

estimated the care to be similar and only 10.5% rep-
lied it needed less care than natural teeth. Concern-
ing this question, 49 subjects (16.1%) had no idea
about implant hygiene requirements.

With regard to survival rate of dental implants,
28.5% of the patients expected them to last less than
10 years, 15.7% expected 10-20 years, 6.2% be-
lieved they survived 20-25 years and 11.1% indi-
cated more than 25 years. 37.7% of the subjects in
this study had no idea about the durability of dental
implant treatment.

Lack of precise knowledge about implant therapy
was the major factor (35.7%) preventing the partici-
pants from choosing dental implants, followed by
high cost of implant procedure, long treatment time,
need for surgery and fear (Figure 3).

When asked about best treatment option in replac-
ing missing teeth, regardless the cost of treatment,
most of the subjects mentioned implant as the first
treatment option (57.7%), followed by fixed partial
dentures (31.1%) and removable dentures (10.5%).

421 %
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P 42.54
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Figure 2. Sources of information regarding dental implants.

The final question dealt with the patients’ view-
point about the quality of oral implants as a treat- Discussion
ment modality. Regarding this question, the majority
of respondents (48.9%) rated the method as “‘good”
and 23.6% chose “excellent”, while 10.8% and 3.3%
indicated “poor” and “very poor”, respectively. Of a
total of 301 subjects who replied this question, 38
patients (12.5%) had no idea about the quality of oral
implants.

This study provided information about the awareness
and acceptance of dental implants as a treatment op-
tion for replacing missing teeth among a selected
sample of dental patients in Kerman, Iran.

The patient’s level of information about dental im-
plants varied, but 76.7% of the subjects were aware
of dental implant as a treatment option. This is not
different significantly from the results reported by

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 34 36 38 40
Percent

® Fear ® Lack of information Long treatment time @ Need surjery
@ High cost

Figure 3. Percentages of different factors preventing the patients from choosing implants.



Zimmer et al, Berge and Tepper et al, who reported
the level of awareness at 77%, 70.1% and 72%, re-
spectively.'**®!° The level of awareness about dental
implants in the current study was higher than the re-
sults of similar studies in India and Saudi Arabia,
which reported knowledge levels of 41.7% and
66.4%), respectively.”**?

The main source of information about dental im-
plant in the current survey was the dentists, followed
by relatives and friends, advertisements, and lastly
the internet. This is significantly different from what
was reported in European countries and the USA. A
survey by Berge et al showed that the media were
the main source of information about dental im-
plants, while dentists played a secondary role at
best.® Zimmer and Best also found that the media
were the main source of information regarding im-
plants.**™* Zimmer reported that the dentists were the
source for such information in not more than 17% of
the cases.> However, the results of studies in India
and Saudi Arabia showed that the dental profession-
als were the first and second sources of information,
respectively, and the internet was the last one, con-
sistent with the results of the current study.***

Most of the subjects (57.7%) in this survey men-
tioned implant as the first treatment option regardless
of the cost of treatment. Approximately 10% of the
patients selected removable prosthesis and 31%
chose fixed prosthesis as the best option for replac-
ing missing teeth, which shows the fact that most
patients do not prefer removable prosthesis for re-
placing their missing teeth. These results confirm the
results of previous studies in different countries.***®

Lack of precise knowledge about implant therapy
was the major factor (35.7) preventing the subjects
from choosing dental implants, followed by high
cost of implant procedures (31.5%). These results are
different from those of most of the previously men-
tioned studies that indicated the high cost of implant
therapy as the first preventing factor.'*'*'® # Re-
garding the results of the current study, only 6.3% of
the subjects mentioned fear of surgery as the main
preventing factor, which is significantly less than
that in previous reports in different countries.'>**?

Implant treatment was positively evaluated by ap-
proximately 73.1% of the subjects and only 14.1% of
the patients indicated “poor” or “very poor” for the
quality of this treatment modality. Several reports
have indicated the same or better evaluation about
dental implants among the people in different coun-
tries.'#*®

Tepper et al reported that 54% of patients believed
the mean durability of implants to be 10-20 years.™
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In the current survey, 28.5% of the subjects expected
durability of less than 10 years and only 15.7% of
the patients indicated 10-20 years for durability of
dental implants. More than one-third of the respon-
dents had no idea about the durability of dental im-
plants, indicating lack of sufficient information re-
garding this sample.

This study was conducted on a sample of patients
attending dental clinics in Kerman, Iran. To the best
of our knowledge, the current survey is the first re-
port from Iran about the public awareness and know-
ledge about dental implants. Further studies are
needed with larger sample sizes to evaluate the level
of information of the public in different urban and
rural areas across Iran.

Conclusion

The results of this survey showed that public aware-
ness and acceptance of implant treatment were mod-
erate in this sample and were not below the global
average. It also showed the important role of dentists
in providing more accurate information for the pa-
tients about this treatment option.
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