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obE9 P FukS Aol “F’/} TR 28 &
80 79 ol5-F ulg2Aq] dEEE e
ol 56H2E T0%E ’41] sta Ak (Ta-
ble. 3) :
Table 3. Numbers due to scores.
Scores 3 45 6 9 10 1112
Numbers 22119141017 4 21
Total 56 (70%) 24 (C30%)
Determination Negative Positive

oMo AF- 24 Az} obFe] FEFUS
o] @A+ Table 49 z2on Ao Hojst
o}Eo] #FEFukg Alolel & {3 Aol b AUAwt
(Table 5)

"J"‘O] fogl zhol 7t 9l il (Table 6)
o« AF5 ;oA WEE XFellAe o) o]
o PF2 obEo] FFukS Atoldle 4P &

93l xbo] 7+ 9l %l vh.(Table 7)

Table 4. Numbers due to maternal answers and children’s responses.

Res. Res. . .
Ques. Ans. Positive Negative Ques. Ans. Positive Negative

1 Yes 8 17 | Yes 4 18
No 16 39 No 20 38
Yes 17 Low 5 15

2 12
No 1 High 19 41
3 " Yes 4 19 13 Positive 17 12
No 20 37 Negative_‘ 44
Yes 9 18 Yes 24

4 14
No 15 38 No 15 32
5 Positive 8 1 15 “Yes 23 37
Negative 17 No . 1 19
6 High 6 44 s Yes 6 14
Low 18 12 No 18 42
. Positive 18 10 17 Strict 9 19
Negative 46 Indulgent 15 37
Yes 2 12 Yes 2 13

8 18
No 22 44 No 22 43
5 Pleasant 3 1 19 Yes 5 17
Unpleasant| 1 -9 No 19 39
Yes 5 47 Yes 11 18

10 20
No 19 9 No 13 38
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Table 5. The relationship between chil-
dren's response and sexes.

Res. .. .
Positive Negative Total
Sex
M 12 36 48
F 12 20 32
© . Total 24 56 80
chi - square = 1,4286

p> 0.1

« A6 ofrive] £dxe) obEe] Y
& Arelell e A3l R2lgk 2ol 7k 9lglel (Ta-
ble 8) '

* AET ;okse ABA PFukGol B3} o
Mo Azt obFe FFUE Aol 4g
3] g Zol 7k glglet (Table 9)

o AL 9 ok ™Al BEe} X g

obE9] A Fukg Aol = 2k7ke] §-9 7t b))
A%t (Table 10)

* AE10 ;A7 Hopel EA 7 Qekn Y7
SheA o] o #9h obFe] FFukg Abolo & sy
938 #olst glodc) (Table 11)

Table 6. The relationship between chil-

dren's response and experience
of painful dental treatment.

Table 8. The relationship between chilk
dren's response and maternal

Res. .. .
S Positive Negative Total
ex
Yes 2 17 19
No 8 1 9
Total 10 18 28

chi - square =8.04
p<0.005

Table 7. The relationship between chil-
dren's response and response
at previous dental visit.

Res2 Positive Negative Total

Res 1
Negative 1 17 18
Positive 8 1 9
Total 9 18 27

chi - square = 9,28
p < 0.005

Response 1: At previous dental visit

Response 2: At present dental visit

anxiety .
Res Positi . |
M.A. »osmve Negative Tota
High 6 44 50
Low 18 12 30
Total 24 56 80
chi - square = 20.57
p < 0.005
M.A. : Maternal = Anxiety

Table 9. The relationship between chil-
dren's response and mother's

prediction .
Res. . )
Positive Negative Total
M.P. »
Negative 6 46 52
Positive 18 10 28
Total 24 56 80
~ chi - square = 24.11
p <0.005
M. P. : Mother's Prediction
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Table 10. The relationship between chil
dren's response and response
at hospitalization .

Res. .
AH. Positive Negative | Total
Pleasant 3 1 4
Unpleasant 1 9 10
Total 4 10 14
chi - square = 31.6
p< 0.10
A.H. : At Hospitalization
Table 11. The relationship between chil
dren's response and perception
of dental problem.
Res. Positive Negati Total
ositive Negativ
Ans. gative ota
Yes 5 47 52
No 19 9 28
Total 24 56 80
chi - square = 29.398
p < 0.005

Table 12. The relationship between chil-
dren's response and response
at medical visit.

Res 2
Res 1 Positive Negative Total
Negative 7 44 51
Positive 17 12 29
Total 24 56 80
chi - square = 17.08

p < 0.005

Res 1 : At previous medical visit

Res 2 : At present dental visit

Table 13.

8. The relationship between children's

response and experience of hospital-
itation.

chi - square 1.995 p>0.1

12. The relationship between children's
response and times of experience of
medical treatment .

chi - square = 2.018 p>0.1
14. . The relationship between children's

response and experience of painful
medical treatment .
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ABSTRACT

A STUDY ON THE FACTORS INFLUENCING PRESCHOOL
CHILDREN’S RESPONSE AT DENTAL VISIT

Hyung -Doo Kim, Moon-Ho Cha

Dept. of Pedodontics, School of Dentistry, Seoul National University

Eighty children, aged from 2 years 8 months to 5 years 1 month old, were examined to study

the relationship between the preschool children’s response at dental visit and the influencing
factors.

The results were as follows:

1. There was no significant relationship between the sexes and the children’s response.

2. Children who experienced the painful dental treatment demonstrated significantly more
negative dental response.

3. Children who showed negative dental behavior at last dental visit demonstrated significantly
more negative dental response. ,

4. Children of mothers with high anxiety scores demonstrated significantly more negative dental
response. - _

5. Children who were unpleasant at hospitaization demonstrated significantly more negative
dental response. ' ‘

6. Children who thought they had dental problems demonstrated significantly the most negative
dental response.

7. Children who abhorred the medical treatment demonstrated significantly more negative
dental response.
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