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Abstract (J. Kor. Oral Maxillofac. Surg. 2009;35:94-100)

EVALUATION OF THE PATIENTS' SUBJECTIVE SATISFACTION
ABOUT THE ORTHOGNATHIC SURGERY

Ji-Young Lee. D.D.S., Young-Kyun Kim. D.D.S. PhD., Pil-Young Yun. D.D.S. PhD.
Department of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery, Section of Dentistry, Seoul National University Bundang Hospital

Purpose: As the interest and demand for esthetics grow up with medical development, the number of patients who want to correct dentofacial
deformities by orthognathic surgery hasincreased. And the success of orthognathic surgery is dependent upon satisfaction of patientsin great measure.
Therefore the purpose of this study is to examine functional disability, sensory disturbance and esthetic satisfaction of the patients after orthognathic

surgery.

Material and methods: Among 89 patients who orthognathic surgery was performed a Seoul National University Bundang Hospital during the
period from July 2003 to July 2008, 46 patients were considered in the study. Patients were surveyed with questionnaires and visual analogue
scale(VAS) which author has designed. The analysis and comparison were performed according to gender, follow up span, and type of surgery based

on answer of questionnaires.

Results and conclusions. Total satisfaction rate was 76%. And there was statistical significant difference between subjective evaluation of facia
esthetics before the surgery and that of after surgery(p<0.05). Differences in occurrence of functional disability, sensory disturbance between groups
were not observed. In conclusion, the operator should understand the postoperative self-satisfaction of the patients and complications. If we can com-
municate with the patients before operation. patients satisfaction rate will increase after operation.

Key words: Orthognathic surgery, Self- satisfaction
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Table 1. Types of surgical procedure.

Devision Surgical procedure Patient
Simple BSSRO 23
ASO 1
Condylectomy
Genio 1
Complex BSSRO + Genio 12
BSSRO + Lefort | 2
BSSRO + Lefort | + Genio 7
Tota 47

BSSRO: Bilateral Sagittal Split Osteotomy
ASO: Anterior Segmental Osteotomy
Genio: Genioplasty

oI 75 B FUH DT TN o

i

at

AEAe e 23d dd s, ¢ A 32 & F AR
o gk Fa2Ql 7}, ghztol i} 3 7ol el v @ 3
ARl 7t AT R0 R FAHJAG AEEL FE T
ool e FHE( - S, AR HSe Red, BE
A &S, Wi $ E9=3 S) 3} Visual analogue scale
(VAS) & o) &3l P 127 22 @ 2% 72
o RS Y T4 A= FUIS TFAATG AE
2 oz oy Fd B NEE, %7t o)A,
715 ool el Artadd 4 2 AW, & F 710,
= THEHLE AT

D HSe 25 A, & 5 AL R g s
£ VASS ol &3t ST

(2) 72t o) W7k 7) o) ] 5, ol A7kel &,

e} i= N
T A7), A Sl A 2A

o] el HEo
shact.

(3 71% o1 W7h-71% o} %, Y=, D
o] o] W&ol JS mA = Aol tht A
8 3}

AdwA o 3 &L v W= SPSS 22 714
(Ver.12 for Windows)S A}-43Fed Wilcoxon sign rank tet,
Mann whitney U test & %3 7318 242 485tk
T3 2zt o]} 7% o] Rkl ik 7t o+ 9
H 3= 7Fo] Al 74 (Chi-square test) &3 o] o %l t.

II. o35+ &2t
1. TE 200 et HEE

AA AR uf g et 7} 25%(N=12), ‘th A & =
3t} 71 519%(N=24) 2 76%2] &= 2 1 9 th(Table 2). 4
Hol| b2 THH T H W Al o A= 69%(N=19), F A=
81%(N=17)7} 7}7} =sttt= A4 5 Bth & § 43
Z17ke] @ WA A & & 1d o) IS 2 91%
(N=26), = = 1:d »| "t 4 33k (Group 2)= 72%(N=10)7}
BHESths 438 B9 ti(Table d).

Table 2. Post-operative satisfaction degree.

Patients (N) (%)
Very satisfied 12 25
Satisfied 24 51
Neutral 9 19
Unsatisfied 2 5
Total 47 100
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Table 3. Post-operative satisfaction degree according to
gender and follow-up span.
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Table 4. Self-satisfaction score about the facial esthetics
according to gender.

Male Femae yr>FU 1lyr<F/U
Very satisfied 7 5 5 7
Satisfied 10 14 5 19
Neutral 3 6 1 8
Unsatisfied 1 1 0 2
Tota 21 26 11 36

*Each number represents the number of patient who has answered

Table 5. Self-satisfaction score about the facial esthetics
according to follow-up span.

Mean(SD)
Mae Female Significance
Pre-operative (A) 4.33(2.43) 5.8(2.07) 0.611
Post-operétive (B) 7.8(1.7) 7.6(1.26) 0.331
B-A 2.38(1.65) 1.73(2.45) 0.261

(Mann-Whitney U test: no statistical significant difference)

Table 6. Self-satisfaction score about the facial esthetics
according to surgical procedure.

Mean(SD) Mean(SD)
lyr > F/U lyr < F/U Significance Simple Complex Significance
Pre-operative (A) 6.54(1.43) 5.38(2.29) 0.218 Pre-operative (A) 5.68(2.01) 5.63(2.38) 0.991
Post-operétive (B) 7.81(1.40) 7.63(1.51) 0.722 Post-operative (B) ~ 7.36(1.65) 8.04(1.71) 0.162
B-A 1.27(1.48) 2.25(2.27) 0.165 B-A 1.68(1.79) 2.40(2.46) 0.161

(Mann-Whitney U test: no statistical significant difference)

Table 7. Sensory disturbance according to gender.

Sensory disturbance
Group Y es(%) No(%) x*-test
Femae 22(84.6) 4(15.4)
Male 14(66.7) 7(33.3) NS
Total 36(76.5) 11(23.5)
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(Mann-Whitney U test: no statistical significant difference)

Table 8. Sensory disturbance according to follow-up
span.

Sensory disturbance
Group Y es(%) No(%) x*-test
1yr > FU 7(63) 4(37)
1yr<F/U 29(80.5) 7(19.5) NS
Total 36(76.5) 11(23.5)
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Table 9. Sensory disturbance according to surgical pro-
cedure.
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Table 10. Distribution of the patients expression about

the sensory disturbance.

Sensory disturbance
Group Y es(%) No(%) x*-test
Simple 18(72) 7(28)
Complex 18(81) 4(19) NS
Total 36(76.5) 11(23.5)

Table 11. Trigger factor of Sensory disturbance.

Patient(N) %
Always 13 37.1
Touch 17 485
Mastication 3 85
Speech 2 59
Tota 35 100

Table 13. Functional disability according to gender .

Functiona disahbility
Group Y es(%) No(%) x*-test
Female 13(50) 13(50)
Mae 6(28.5) 15(71.5) NS
Total 19(40.4) 28(59.6)

Table 15. Functional disability according to surgical pro-
cedure .

Functional Disability
Group Y es(%) No(%) x*-test
Simple 8(32) 17(68)
Complex 11(50) 11(50) NS
Total 19(40.4) 28(59.6)

Table 16. Trigger factor of functional disability.

Patient(N) %
Anesthesia 22 75.8
Unpleasant 3 10.3
Tingling, Burning 3 10.3
Itching 1 36
Total 29 100

Table 12. Area of Sensory disturbance.

Area Patient(N) %

Chin 31 60.7
Lip 18 35.5
Cheek 1 19
Tooth 1 19
Tongue 0 0

Total 51 100

Table 14. Functional disability according to follow-up span.

Functional disability
Group Y es(%) No(%) x*-test
1yr>FU 3(27.2) 8(72.8)
1yr <F/U 16(44.4) 20(55.6) NS
Totdl 19(40.4) 28(59.6)

Table 17. Degree of functional disability in daily life.

Patient(N) %
Not at all 13 37.1
A little 20 57.2
50% of function 2 5.7
Always 0 0
Tota 35 100

Patient(N) %
Mastication 5 238
Swallow 2 95
Speech 6 285
Yawn 4 19
Toothbrushing 3 14.2
Dental treatment 1 5
Tota 21 100

Table 18. Factors affected by functional disability.

Patient(N) %
Psychologic 23 76.6
General hedth 1 34
Esthetic 3 10
Work efficience 3 10
Total 30 100
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