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Abstract
Objective: Health economic evaluations provide decision makers with important information regarding the cost-effectiveness of technologies. 

However, such evaluations are still rare in most dental areas, and there is furthermore a need for methodological development in estimating cost-
effectiveness within dentistry. The purpose of this paper is to give an overview of methods used for estimating cost-effectiveness, and provide 
guidance for performing health economic evaluations within dentistry.

Methods: Available health economics methods are discussed and analysed according to their usefulness when assessing cost-effectiveness 
in dentistry.

Results: All types of health economic analyses may be suitable for evaluation in dentistry. It is most important that the outcome should 
be relevant to the decision problem. For this reason, various clinical outcomes are often used, such as DMFT or mm adjustment, number of 
infections, construction survival, etc. depending on what technology is assessed. It would be of value to also use quality-adjusted life-years 
(QALYs) as this is the most commonly used outcome measure in health economic evaluation, but this has rarely been done.

Conclusion: There is a need for more health economic evaluations within dentistry to be able to use scarce resources efficiently. In this paper 
we discuss methods for how this can be done, with a focus on the use of outcome measures relevant for decision makers. 

Keywords: Outcomes; Program evaluation; Economics; Cost-effectiveness

Introduction 
Direct treatment costs due to dental diseases worldwide have been 

estimated to represent 4.6% of global health expenditure [1]. Millions 
of dental procedures, prevention programmes, and treatments are 
being performed, even though the clinical evidence is often weak and 
information about their cost-effectiveness is rarely available [2,3]. In 
2010, untreated dental caries in permanent teeth was the most prevalent 
condition worldwide, affecting 2.4 billion people, and untreated caries 
in deciduous teeth was the tenth most prevalent condition, affecting 621 
million children worldwide [4].

 Health economic evaluations provide decision makers with important 
information regarding the cost-effectiveness of technologies. This input is 
important when the aim is to use scarce resources efficiently. It is also of 
value for development of guidelines and funding of research. Even though 
a large part of oral health services are privately paid there is a need for 
guidance in cost-effective use of resources. Furthermore, many countries 
subsidize dentistry to some extent and it is important that public resources 
are used efficiently. In some countries, paediatric dentistry is subsidized to 
a high extent. For example, in Sweden, dental care is free until the year a 
person turns 19 years, and as of 2018 up to the age of 23. There may also be 
societal investments in public dental health programmes (such as caries 
preventive programmes), which require health economic evaluations. 
However, the vast majority of preventive measures are financed by the 
individuals themselves, and performed by them in the home setting.

Health economic evaluations are commonly used to decide what 
technologies should be reimbursed within health care [5] and the same 
considerations should apply to dental technologies as well. There may be 
specific challenges for technologies in dentistry, as discussed in this paper, 
but this is also the case for almost any other area within health care. In 
other words, these are not an adequate excuse for not evaluating cost-
effectiveness in dentistry. For example, in the last years there have been 
attempts to require that medical devices are proved to be cost-effective 
before they are reimbursed, even though this area is characterized by 
many challenges such as that the devices may be modified over time 
(due to technical advancement) and that the effects often depend on the 
training, competence and experience of the user [6]. The main reason why 
not more analyses of cost-effectiveness within dentistry are performed is 
probably because this is not explicitly requested.

The number of economic evaluation publications in dentistry is 
increasing and some systematic reviews have recently been performed. 
Tonmukayakul et al. [7] assessed 114 economic evaluation publications 
in dentistry and concluded that the methodological quality of such 
research has improved. Another systematic review, focusing on economic 
evaluations of caries prevention programmes, found that the “quality of 
the reporting needs to be improved” [8]. In addition, two recent studies 
discuss how to assess cost-effectiveness of certain areas in dentistry [9,10]. 
However, there is still a large need for guidance on the cost-effectiveness 
of technologies in most dental areas and, furthermore, for methodological 
development in estimating cost-effectiveness within dentistry. The 
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purpose of this paper is to give an overview of methods used for estimating 
cost-effectiveness, and provide guidance for performing health economic 
evaluations within dentistry. 

Health Economic Evaluations 
There are several types of health economic analyses. The main difference 

between them concerns how the outcomes are handled. Generally, all 
analyses search the opportunity cost of one technology in relation to the 
additional effect. The treatment in focus should be compared with the best 
alternative [11].

A cost-minimization analysis is concerned with costs only, and 
could be used when the consequences of the compared technologies 
are identical. By contrast, a cost-effectiveness analysis is used when the 
outcomes are expected to differ. The outcome measure in such an analysis 
could be any measure that is relevant for the treatment analysed, such as 
life-year gained, number of infections, prevented decayed-missing-filled 
teeth (DMFT), etc. A cost-utility analysis is similar to a cost-effectiveness 
analysis but relates outcomes to a utility index, normally quality-adjusted 
life-years (QALYs). A fourth type of analysis is the cost-benefit analysis, 
which uses monetary terms for both the costs and the outcomes. This is 
often measured by using willingness-to-pay measures. If the outcomes 
are valued higher than the costs in such an analysis, this means that the 
treatment has a positive net benefit at a societal level and, hence, that it 
should be implemented.

When a cost-effectiveness analysis or a cost-utility analysis is used the 
result provides a ratio between costs and effects for different treatments, 
called the “incremental cost-effectiveness ratio (ICER)”. To determine 
whether the ICER indicates a cost-effective option, the maximum 
willingness to pay for an effect needs to be known. For example, if societal 
willingness to pay for a QALY gained is €30,000, all technologies with an 
ICER below this value are assumed to be cost-effective at a societal level.

The analyses presented above can be complemented by a budget impact 
analysis [12] evaluating how one or several budgets are affected by the 
introduction of a new technology, and what other consequences are 
expected for the main actors.

All types of health economic analyses may be suitable for evaluation 
in dentistry. The analysis can be performed using different perspectives, 
of which the societal one is the broadest, including all costs and effects 
in society, no matter for whom. Other commonly used perspectives 
concern health care, and the clinic’s and patient’s perspective. There is no 
agreement on what perspective to use5; it depends on what the analysis 
aims to provide information about. The different perspectives affect both 
costs and outcomes, but are most often discussed for costs only.

All methodological guidelines in health economic evaluations are in 
agreement that analysis of costs and effects should be based on a time 
horizon that is sufficiently long to reflect all important differences in costs 
or outcomes and that is often determined using a decision analytic model 
[5]. This means that evaluations in prosthodontics, for example, need to 
include all future costs and effects related to the treatment, which probably 
would be a lifetime evaluation. The same goes for caries preventive 
treatments, as this may affect the future incidence of new caries. Costs and 
effects that occur in the future should be discounted annually to reflect 
their values at the time the analysis is undertaken. The discount rates may 
vary between guidelines [5]. The two main parameters in the estimation 
of cost-effectiveness concern, obviously, “costs” and “effects”, and these 
parameters will therefore be presented in greater depth below.

Costs
The cost of a technology is more than its price, in terms of money, time, 

staff, etc. Costs are caused by resources used and should be valued based on 

what the resource could otherwise have been used for (i.e. the opportunity 
cost). Preferably, all resources used should be quantified and presented 
before they are valued, to enable transparency and transferability to other 
settings.

Costs could be classified in several ways. In a recent paper by Bassi et al. 
[9], costs are presented in terms of four main areas: 

•	 Direct cost in initial treatment 

•	 Indirect costs in initial treatment 

•	 Indirect patient costs 

•	 Maintenance costs

“Indirect costs in initial treatment” is defined as professional time 
associated with maintenance events and clinic overhead costs. By “indirect 
patient costs” is meant the patient’s time and other expenses (such as travel 
costs, parking). Maintenance costs consist of all treatment costs that are 
not part of the initial treatment.

To capture the full direct costs, the number of minutes the dental 
profession spend on the patients are measured and valued according to 
the total cost of the time used. All time used by patients (and relatives 
and others, if relevant) should also be included if a societal perspective is 
aimed for. If the technology requires repeated visits to the dental clinic, all 
time used needs to be aggregated. The value of this time may be difficult to 
estimate but it should represent the opportunity cost. If the time used by 
the patients would otherwise have been spent on paid production, it is the 
cost of having a person employed that should be used (the human capital 
approach). If leisure time is used, the opportunity cost of this leisure time 
should be used.

Effects
As stated in section 2, in a health economic evaluation, any outcome 

measure may be used. It is most important that the outcome should be 
relevant to the decision problem. For this reason, various clinical outcomes 
are often used, such as DMFT or mm adjustment, number of infections, 
construction survival, etc. depending on what technology is assessed. 
However, the value of these outcomes is not known, nor how important 
they are assumed to be by patients, which leads to the conclusion that 
it is hard to use such outcomes to reach an optimum of resources used. 
For example, if an analysis presents that it would cost €500 per prevented 
DMFT in a caries preventive programme, would that be assumed to be 
cost-effective or not? Furthermore, when different outcome measures are 
being used it is hard to draw a comparison between different analyses.

Quality of life
The purpose of most dental technologies is to improve individuals’ 

quality of life (QoL). More specifically, it is the aspects concerning oral 
health that are aimed to be improved – in other words, oral health-
related QoL (OHRQoL) [13]. When measuring QoL, health-related QoL 
(HRQoL) or OHRQoL, the measuring instrument needs to be chosen, 
as well as the time and frequency of measurement [14]. The instruments 
could roughly be divided into generic and specific measures. Examples 
of generic measures are the 36-item short-form health survey (SF-36) 
and EuroQol’s five-dimension (EQ-5D) instruments. The most used 
specific measure in dentistry is the Oral Health Impact Profile (OHIP) 
[15]. The original version of the OHIP comprised 49 items divided into 
seven domains, but shorter versions (14 and five items) of the instrument 
are also available [16,17]. Another measure is the Geriatric Oral Health 
Assessment Index (GOHAI) [18]. There have also been suggestions to use 
a measure called “quality-adjusted tooth years (QATYs)” [19] to represent 
individuals’ OHRQoL, but this has not been widely used.
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Quality-adjusted life-years
The most commonly used outcome measure in health economic 

evaluations is quality-adjusted life-years (QALYs), which combines a 
value of the HRQoL of a health state (QALY weight) with the time of that 
health state. Quality-adjusted life-years are also expected to represent 
individuals’ preferences for health, but the measure has shortcomings [20] 
and should rather be seemed as a measure of health. So far, QALYs have 
not been extensively used in dentistry.

There are several methods for eliciting QALY weights, as presented 
below and as also discussed in some systematic reviews concerning 
preference-based outcome measures in dentistry [21,22]. Methods for 
estimating QALY weights can be divided into direct and indirect methods. 
The direct methods commonly used are Standard Gamble [23], time 
trade-off (TTO) [24] and the rating scale method.

The Standard Gamble approach estimates the value of a health state 
by finding a probability (P) in which an individual is indifferent between 
living in that health state, and participating in a gamble with a P of living 
with full health, but with a risk (1-P) of immediate death (Figure 1).

The Standard Gamble technique has been used in some attempts to 
estimate QALY weights in dentistry [25-27]. Two of these [26,27] did 
not include risk of death in the gamble and their values can therefore 
not be interpreted as true QALY weights (as long as no transformation is 
undertaken).

 The TTO method is used to elicit the number of years an individual is 
indifferent between living in a certain health state and living in full health. 
If the individual states that living 10 years in health state A is equal to 
living 5 years in full health, then the QALY weight of health state A is 0.5 
(Figure 2).

In some studies that use TTO in dentistry [28,29], number of years 
has been replaced with sacrifice of free time or time with dental health 
before treatment and, as in some of the examples presented above, this 
does not provide valid QALY weights. One study where this method has 
been used in a way that enables calculation of QALY was performed by 
Cunningham et al. [30]. By using the TTO approach, five times each for 
21 patients undergoing orthognathic treatment, they found a decrease in 
QALY weights during the treatment procedure, but an increase after the 
treatment was complete. Overall, the total QALY gain was high (extending 
the analysis to a lifetime perspective).

Using a rating scale to estimate QALY weights is easier than the methods 
presented above, but the theoretical foundation of this method is weaker. 
Using the rating scale, individuals evaluate health states by ranking them 
on a cardinal scale that is normally anchored between “best imaginable 
health” and “worst imaginable health” (Figure 3). The main theoretical 
problem is that when individuals do not have to make a choice between 
two alternatives their true preferences are not revealed.

Some studies have used the rating scale to assess preference outcomes 
in dentistry. For example, Nassani and Kay [31] measured values in 
relation to tooth loss, Cunningham and Hunt [32] estimated values for 
dento-facial deformity and Fukai et al. [33] valued health states in order 
to compare the outcomes of an educational intervention in the field of 
dental health.

Cunningham and Hunt [32] also compared QALY weights elicited by 
different direct methods, and furthermore compared values elicited by 
patients and by a general public. All methods used in their study included 
“dead” as an anchoring point. They found no differences between the 
utility values for the two groups of respondents, but the various methods 
gave different results. The highest values were found using Standard 
Gamble, 0.85, while the lowest were found using a rating scale, 0.57. The 
value elicited by TTO was 0.75. All the methods used were found to be 
acceptable to respondents.

Indirect methods to elicit QALY weights are based on questionnaires 
with a pre-scored value set derived by one or several of the direct 
methods (using a multi-attribute utility measure). For example, the 
EQ-5D instrument consists of a questionnaire with five questions. Each 
combination of responses to these questions can be assigned an HRQoL 
weight using specific value sets. The British value set, which is commonly 
used, has been developed by using TTO and the RS in a sample of the 
British general public [34], but today many value setsare available. Other 
questionnaires that can be used to indirectly elicit QALY weights include 
the short-form six-dimensions (SF-6D) [35], Health Utilities Index (HUI) 
[36] and Child Health Utility Index 9D (CHU9D) [37]. As far as we know, 
only the EQ-5D [38] and CHU9D [39] have been used in dentistry, but 
none of them seem to be sensitive to changes in dental health.

It would be valuable if QALY weights could be elicited from the OHIP, 
but no such method has yet been developed. However, Brennan and 
Spencer have mapped results from the OHIP-14 to the EQ-5D in order 
to elicit QALY weights from the OHIP-14 [40], and conclude that this 
enables health state values to be derived from OHIP-14 scores.

Figure 1: Standard Gamble, used to determine quality-adjusted life-year 
(QALY) weights

Full health 1

0.5

X T 
5 years 10 years

Years

Figure 2: Time trade-off (TTO), used to determine quality-adjusted life-
year (QALY) weights

 

Figure 3: Rating scale for estimating quality-adjusted life-year (QALY) 
weights
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Willingness to pay
Individuals’ willingness to pay for a treatment would theoretically equal 

their preferences for the treatment (and for the related health state), but 
the willingness-to-pay method is nevertheless often difficult to use. It has 
been applied in several dentistry studies with the aim to find the strength 
of preferences for dental health [41-43], but all attempts have potential 
risks of biases. Furthermore, individuals’ willingness to pay is generally 
related to their ability to pay, which means that this method may be in 
conflict with ethical principles guiding decision making.

Presentation of the Results
The results should be presented as an ICER as long as none of the 

alternatives being compared is dominant, i.e. has lower costs and better 
effects than its alternative (s). Presentation of the ICER should also be 
complemented with the absolute costs and effects of each alternative 
strategy. This is important in order to assess whether a result can also be 
assumed to be clinically relevant.

The ICER can be graphically presented in a cost-effectiveness plane 
in which two technologies are compared (Figure 4). New technologies 
are often located in quadrant B in which the assessed technology leads 
to higher costs and improved effects compared with the alternative 
technology. If this estimate is below the willingness-to-pay threshold, the 
technology is considered cost-effective. However, in most countries there 
is no explicit such threshold. 

The uncertainty surrounding the results should be explored in 
sensitivity analyses, preferably using both deterministic and probabilistic 
sensitivity analysis [44]. The uncertainty could also be displayed in the 
cost-effectiveness plane.

Discussion
There is a need for more health economic evaluations within dentistry 

to be able to use scarce resources efficiently. In this paper we have discussed 
methods for how this can be done, with a focus on the use of outcome 
measures relevant for decision makers. Health economic evaluations 
could furthermore help in preventing socio-economic inequalities in 
dental health and support research in preventive dental care. The most 
commonly used types of health economic evaluations have been discussed, 
and cost-effectiveness analysis (including cost-utility analysis) has been 
presented as the preferred method.

Before choosing methodology, the decision problem needs to be 
clearly defined. Generally this means defining the patients, intervention, 
comparator and outcomes (PICO), but the decision also concerns aspects 
such as the perspective of the analysis (i.e. the perspective of the decision 
maker) and what cost-effectiveness threshold should be used. At a societal 
level, it is the societal willingness to pay for health that sets the threshold 
for cost-effectiveness, but if a more restricted budget is used the threshold 
may be set at another level. As dental care is often financed privately the 
relevant question of cost-effectiveness is then a matter for the individuals. 
If, however, technologies are to be subsidized from public funds, it would 
be necessary to analyse the societal willingness to pay. Furthermore, 
guidelines may use a broad perspective to strive for a societal optimum 
even if individuals pay themselves. In such a situation the individuals can 
be guided in their decision making, but take the final decision themselves, 
concerning whether they find the technology cost-effective or not in 
relation to their own willingness to pay. In this respect, it is of highest 
importance to assess values that are really important to the patients. 
Dental professionals might focus on “aesthetics” while patients point 
out the social function of aesthetics, for example, “kissing”. Similarly, the 
chewing function may be central to professional considerations while 
patients may express this as a social function, viz “meal joy” [45].

It is generally recommended to use checklists to make sure all important 
aspects are dealt with in the analysis [11]. However, these checklists need 
to be thought of in relation to their influence on the decision problem and 
not in relation to the percentage of boxes that are ticked. Even if some 
parts of the checklist are left unanswered, this does not necessarily mean 
that there is a problem with decision making. Issues such as the type of 
evaluation method is not described or no discount rates have been used 
may not be a problem in many cases, while important aspects outside 
the checklist could be missed, for example: is the analysis relevant for 
the decision problem; is the best comparator included; and has the most 
relevant outcome measure been selected?

To provide dentistry with relevant health economic evaluations, there 
is furthermore a need for well-developed simulation models that can 
analyse technologies over a relevant time horizon, combining sources 
from different areas, and a need to explore total uncertainty. Furthermore, 
health economic evaluations in dentistry would also benefit from 
estimating QALY weights for various dental health states, preferably ones 
that are related to states given by the OHIP.

In this paper we have touched upon some important areas in assessing 
the cost-effectiveness of dental technologies, but this picture is far from 
complete. It is time to assess cost-effectiveness of technologies in dentistry.

References

1.	 Listl S, Galloway J, Mossey PA, Marcenes W (2015) Global Economic 
Impact of Dental Diseases. J Dent Res 94: 1355-1361.

2.	 Richards D (2015) Lack of high-quality studies comparing the 
effectiveness, and cost-effectiveness, of dental auxiliaries and dentists 
in performing dental care. Evid Based Dent 16: 2-3.

3.	 Rohlin M, Nilner K, Davidson T, Gynther G, Hultin M, et al. (2012) 
Treatment of adult patients with edentulous arches: a systematic 
review. Int J Prosthodont 25: 553-567.

4.	 Kassebaum NJ, Bernabe E, Dahiya M, Bhandari B, Murray CJ, et al. 
(2015) Global burden of untreated caries: a systematic review and 
metaregression. J Dent Res 94: 650-658.

5.	 Heintz E, Gerber-Grote A, Ghabri S, Hamers F, Prevolnik Rupel V, et 
al. (2015) It there a European view on health economic evaluations? 
Results from a synopsis of methodlogical guidelines used in the 
EUnetHTA partner countries. Pharmacoeconomics 34.

 

Figure 4: The cost-effectiveness plane. One technology is compared 
with another and incremental costs and effects are illustrated in this 
plane. For example, if the assessed technology costs more than the 
comparator, the ICER will be located on the upper part of the Δ Costs 
axis, and if it improves effects it will be located on the right side of the Δ 
Effects axis.

http://dx.doi.org/10.16966/2378-7090.200
http://dx.doi.org/10.16966/2378-7090.200
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26318590
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26318590
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25909926
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25909926
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25909926
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23101035
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23101035
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23101035
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25740856
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25740856
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25740856
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/282669630_Is_There_a_European_View_on_Health_Economic_Evaluations_Results_from_a_Synopsis_of_Methodological_Guidelines_Used_in_the_EUnetHTA_Partner_Countries
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/282669630_Is_There_a_European_View_on_Health_Economic_Evaluations_Results_from_a_Synopsis_of_Methodological_Guidelines_Used_in_the_EUnetHTA_Partner_Countries
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/282669630_Is_There_a_European_View_on_Health_Economic_Evaluations_Results_from_a_Synopsis_of_Methodological_Guidelines_Used_in_the_EUnetHTA_Partner_Countries
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/282669630_Is_There_a_European_View_on_Health_Economic_Evaluations_Results_from_a_Synopsis_of_Methodological_Guidelines_Used_in_the_EUnetHTA_Partner_Countries


 
ForschenSci
O p e n  H U B  f o r  S c i e n t i f i c  R e s e a r c h

Citation: Davidson T, Tranæus S (2016) Time to Assess Cost-Effectiveness of Technologies in Dentistry. Int J Dent Oral Health 2(5): doi http://dx.doi.
org/10.16966/2378-7090.200

Open Access

5

6.	 National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (2011) Medical 
Technologies Evaluation Programme: Method guide. London.

7.	 Tonmukayakul U, Calache H, Clark R, Wasiak J, Faggion CM Jr (2015) 
Systematic Review and Quality Appraisal of Economic Evaluation 
Publications in Dentistry. J Dent Res 94: 1348-1354.

8.	 Marino RJ, Khan AR, Morgan M (2013) Systematic review of 
publications on economic evaluations of caries prevention programs. 
Caries Res 47: 265-72.

9.	 Bassi F, Carr A, Chang T, Estafanous E, Garrett N, et al. (2013) 
Economic outcomes in prosthodontics. Int J Prosthodont 26: 465-9.

10.	 Vernazza C, Heasman P, Gaunt F, Pennington M (2000) How to 
measure the cost-effectiveness of periodontal treatments. Periodontol 
2000 60: 138-146.

11.	 Drummond M, Sculpher M, Claxton K, Stoddart G, Torrance G (2015) 
Methods for the economic evaluation of health care programmes, 4th 
Edition, Oxford University Press.

12.	 Sullivan SD, Mauskopf JA, Augustovski F, Jaime Caro J, Lee KM, et 
al. (2014) Budget impact analysis-principles of good practice: report of 
the ISPOR 2012 Budget Impact Analysis Good Practice II Task Force. 
Value Health 17: 5-14.

13.	 Cunningham SJ, Hunt NP (2001) Quality of life and its importance in 
orthodontics. J Orthod 28: 152-158.

14.	 Brown RS Jr (1999) Strategies and pitfalls in quality of life research. 
Hepatology 29: 9S-12S.

15.	 Slade GD, Spencer AJ (1994) Development and evaluation of the Oral 
Health Impact Profile. Community Dent Health 11: 3-11.

16.	 John MT, Miglioretti DL, LeResche L, Koepsell; TD, Hujoel P, et 
al. (2006) German short forms of the Oral Health Impact Profile. 
Community Dent Oral Epidemiol 34: 277-288.

17.	 Slade GD (1997) Derivation and validation of a short-form oral health 
impact profile. Community Dent Oral Epidemiol 25: 284-290.

18.	 Atchison KA, Dolan TA (1990) Development of the Geriatric Oral 
Health Assessment Index. J Dent Educ 54: 680-687.

19.	 Birch S (1986) Measuring dental health: improvements on the DMF 
index. Community Dent Health 3: 303-311.

20.	 Beresniak A, Medina-Lara A, Auray J, De Wever A, Praet J, et al. (2015) 
Validation of the underlying assumptions of the quality-adjusted life-
years outcome: Results from the ECHOUTCOME European project. 
Pharmacoeconomics 33: 61-69.

21.	 Birch S, Ismail AI (2002) Patient preferences and the measurement 
of utilities in the evaluation of dental technologies. J Dent Res 81: 
446-450.

22.	 Matthews DC, Gafni A, Birch S (1999) Preference based measurements 
in dentistry: a review of the literature and recommendations for 
research. Community Dent Health 16: 5-11.

23.	 von Neuman J, Morgenstern O (1944) Theory of games and economic 
behaviour. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

24.	 Torrance GW, Thomas WH, Sackett DL (1972) A utility maximization 
model for evaluation of health care programs. Health Serv Res 7: 118-133.

25.	 Downer MC, Jullien JA, Speight PM (1997) An interim determination 
of health gain from oral cancer and precancer screening: 1. Obtaining 
health state utilities. Community Dent Health 14: 139-142.

26.	 Fyffe HE, Kay EJ (1992) Assessment of dental health state utilities. 
Community Dent Oral Epidemiol 20: 269-273.

27.	 Ismail AI, Birch S, Sohn W, Lepkowski JM, Belli RF (2004) Utilities of 
dentin regeneration among insured and uninsured adults. Community 
Dent Oral Epidemiol 32: 55-66.

28.	 Fyffe HE, Deery C, Nugent Z, Nuttall NM, Pitts NB (1999) The 
reliability of two methods of utility assessment in dentistry. Community 
Dent Health 16: 72-79.

29.	 Karlsson G (1991) Health economic analysis of dental implants.  
Linkoping University.

30.	 Cunningham SJ, Sculpher M, Sassi F, Manca A (2003) A cost-
utility analysis of patients undergoing orthognathic treatment for the 
management of dentofacial disharmony. Br J Oral Maxillofac Surg 41: 32-35.

31.	 Nassani MZ, Kay EJ (2011) Tooth loss--an assessment of dental 
health state utility values. Community Dent Oral Epidemiol 39: 53-60.

32.	 Cunningham SJ, Hunt NP (2000) A comparison of health state utilities 
for dentofacial deformity as derived from patients and members of the 
general public. Eur J Orthod 22: 335-342.

33.	 Fukai K, Yoshino K, Ohyama A, Takaesu Y (2012) Dental patient 
preferences and choice in clinical decision-making. Bull Tokyo Dent 
Coll 53: 59-66.

34.	 Dolan P, Gudex C, Kind P, Williams A (1995) A social tariff for EuroQol: 
Results from a UK general population survey. Centre for Health 
Economics, University of York.

35.	 Brazier J, Roberts J, Deverill M (2002) The estimation of a preference-
based measure of health from the SF-36. J Health Econ 21: 271-292.

36.	 Feeny D, Furlong W, Torrance GW, Goldsmith CH, Zhu Z, et al. (2002) 
Multiattribute and single-attribute utility functions for the health utilities 
index mark 3 system. Med Care 40: 113-128.

37.	 Stevens K (2012) Valuation of the Child Health Utility 9D Index. 
Pharmacoeconomics 30: 729-747.

38.	 Hulme C, Yu G, Browne C, O’Dwyer J, Craddock H, et al. (2014) 
Cost-effectiveness of silicone and alginate impressions for complete 
dentures. J Dent 42: 902-907.

39.	 Foster Page LA, Beckett DM, Cameron CM, Thomson WM (2015) Can 
the Child Health Utility 9D measure be useful in oral health research? 
Int J Paediatr Dent 25: 349-357.

40.	 Brennan DS, Spencer AJ (2006) Mapping oral health related quality of 
life to generic health state values. BMC Health ServRes 6: 96.

41.	 Birch S, Sohn W, Ismail AI, Lepkowski JM, Belli RF (2004) Willingness 
to pay for dentin regeneration in a sample of dentate adults. 
Community Dent Oral Epidemiol 32: 210-216.

42.	 Cunningham SJ, Hunt NP (2000) Relationship between utility values 
and willingness to pay in patients undergoing orthognathic treatment. 
Community Dent Health 17: 92-96.

43.	 Oscarson N, Lindholm L, Kallestal C (2007) The value of caries 
preventive care among 19-year olds using the contingent valuation 
method within a cost-benefit approach. Community Dent Oral 
Epidemiol 35: 109-117.

44.	 Briggs A (2001) Handling uncertainty in economic evaluation and 
presenting the results, in Economic evaluation in health care: 
merging theory with practice. M. Drummond, A. McGuire (Eds) Oxford 
University Press, Oxford.

45.	 Nordenram G, Davidson T, Gynther G, Helgesson G, Hultin M, et al. 
(2013) Qualitative studies of patients’ perceptions of loss of teeth, the 
edentulous state and prosthetic rehabilitation: a systematic review 
with meta-synthesis. Acta Odontol Scand 71: 937-951.

http://dx.doi.org/10.16966/2378-7090.200
http://dx.doi.org/10.16966/2378-7090.200
https://www.nice.org.uk/Media/Default/About/what-we-do/NICE-guidance/NICE-medical-technologies/Medical-technologies-evaluation-programme-methods-guide.pdf
https://www.nice.org.uk/Media/Default/About/what-we-do/NICE-guidance/NICE-medical-technologies/Medical-technologies-evaluation-programme-methods-guide.pdf
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26082388
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26082388
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26082388
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23407213
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23407213
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23407213
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23998145
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23998145
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22909111
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22909111
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22909111
https://global.oup.com/academic/product/methods-for-the-economic-evaluation-of-health-care-programmes-9780199665877?cc=in&lang=en&
https://global.oup.com/academic/product/methods-for-the-economic-evaluation-of-health-care-programmes-9780199665877?cc=in&lang=en&
https://global.oup.com/academic/product/methods-for-the-economic-evaluation-of-health-care-programmes-9780199665877?cc=in&lang=en&
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24438712
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24438712
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24438712
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24438712
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11395531
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11395531
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10386076
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10386076
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8193981
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8193981
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16856948
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16856948
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16856948
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9332805
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9332805
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2229624
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2229624
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3492238
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/3492238
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25230587
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25230587
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25230587
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25230587
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12161453
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12161453
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12161453
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10697348
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10697348
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10697348
http://press.princeton.edu/titles/7802.html
http://press.princeton.edu/titles/7802.html
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/5044699
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/5044699
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9332037
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9332037
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9332037
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1424546
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1424546
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14961841
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14961841
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14961841
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10641060
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10641060
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10641060
http://www.diva-portal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2%3A256210&dswid=6335
http://www.diva-portal.org/smash/record.jsf?pid=diva2%3A256210&dswid=6335
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12576038
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12576038
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12576038
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20690933
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20690933
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10920566
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10920566
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10920566
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22790334
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22790334
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22790334
https://www.york.ac.uk/che/pdf/DP138.pdf
https://www.york.ac.uk/che/pdf/DP138.pdf
https://www.york.ac.uk/che/pdf/DP138.pdf
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11939242
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11939242
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11802084
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11802084
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11802084
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22788262
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22788262
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24995472
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24995472
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24995472
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26146798
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26146798
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26146798
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16893470
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16893470
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15151691
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15151691
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15151691
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11349993
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11349993
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11349993
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17331152
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17331152
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17331152
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17331152
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23101439
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23101439
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23101439
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23101439

	Corresponding author
	Title
	Abstract
	Keywords
	Introduction
	Health Economic Evaluations 
	Costs
	Effects
	Quality of life
	Quality-adjusted life-years
	Willingness to pay

	Presentation of the results
	Discussion
	References
	Figure 1
	Figure 2
	Figure 3
	Figure 4

