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Improvement of masticatory function by maxillofacial prosthesis: Scientific
analysis of masticatory function focused on chewing side
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The profile of mastication dominance and ability of mastication before and
after prosthodontic treatments was investigated in 22 patients with missing posterior teeth and 14
patients with maxillofacial defects. Nineteen healthy dentate individuals were used for controls.
Data was obtained for the status of occlusion, stomatognathic function, and masticatory function
including the subjective satisfaction/disability of chewing and oral health related quality of life
using questionnaire. Mastication dominance was determined by the deviation of electromyographic
activities obtained from bilateral masseter muscles. The obtained results revealed that the profile
of mastication dominance of patients with maxillofacial defects did not improved as that for
patients with missing posterior teeth.
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