— Abstract

CHEI2OpX| Bf 8IS X| : Vol 23, No. 2, 1996

Aot x|= 2&o] ots2e| x|ntejAtet x|t X[=Zof Chet
Ei=0l 7|X = kol 25k AL o+t

QB R Az 2ox et

2y - 5182 - Yohel - 013

EFFECT OF DENTAL EXPERIENCE ON ATTITUDE OF CHILDREN
TOWARD THE DENTIST AND DENTAL TREATMENT

Moon, Pill-Sung, D.D.S., Hur, Yong-Wook, D.D.S., M. D. D,,
Kim, Dae-Eop, D.D.S., M.S.D., Lee, Kwang-Hee, D.D.S., M.S. D., Ph.D.
Department of Pediatric Dentistry, College of Dentistry, Wonkwang University

The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of dental experience on the attitude
of children toward the dentist and the dental treatment. The subjects of the study were
1,090 children from second grade to forth grade of three elementary schools of the lksan
city. The children were investigated by the questionnaire which consisted of seven items
about the attitude toward the dentist, the attitude toward the dental treatment, the dental
reatment experience, the number of times of dental treatment, the last time of the dental
visit, pain of dental treatment, and fear of dental treatment.

There were significant differences among the grades in the attitude toward the dental
treatment and in the attitude toward the dentist (P<(0.01). Second grade children had
the most negative attitudes. But, there were no differences between boys and girls. Girls
felt more pain and fear than boys (P<{0.01). There were significant relationships between
the pain and the attitude toward the dentist, between the pain and the attitude toward
the dental treatment, between the fear and the attitude toward the dentist, and between
the fear and the attitude toward the dental treatment (P<{0.01, all). The number of dental
visit had significant relationship with the attitude toward the dental treatment (P<0.05).
There were significant relationships between the pain and the fear and between the attitude
toward the dentist and the attitude toward the dental treatment.
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Table 1. Attitude toward dental treatment
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. Boys Girls Total
Attitude N % N % N %
Definitely positive 106 19.4 78 145 184 17.0
Slightly positive 69 12.6 67 124 136 125
Average 122 223 132 24.5 254 234
Slightly negative 112 20.5 131 24.3 234 224
Definitely negative 137 24.3 131 24.3 268 24.7
Totals 546 100.0 539 100.0 1085 100.0
No response : 5 ; Chi-square(attitude and gender) : P>>0.05
Table 2. Attitude toward dental treatment by grade
. 2nd 3rd 4th
Attitude N % N % N %
Definitely positive 78 18.2 67 204 39 11.9
Slightly positive 50 11.7 35 10.7 51 155
Average 78 18.2 75 229 101 30.8
Slightly negative 80 18.6 887 26.5 876 23.2
Definitely negative 143 333 64 19.5 61 18.6
Totals 429 100.0 328 100.0 328 100.0

No response : 5; Chi-square : P<0.01
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Table 3. Attitude toward the dentist
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. Boys Girls Total
Attitude N % N % N %
Definitely positive 269 494 251 46.6 520 48.0
Slightly positive 105 19.3 108 20.0 213 19.7
Average 111 204 108 20.0 219 20.2
Slightly negative 33 6.1 43 8.0 76 7.0
Definitely negative 26 46 29 54 55 51
Totals 544 100.0 539 100.0 1083 100.0
No response : 7 ; Chi-square(attitude and gender) : P>>0.05
Table 4. Attitude toward the dental by grade
. 3rd 4th
Attitude N % N % N %
Definitely positive 235 54.8 169 515 116 35.6
Slightly positive 76 17.7 56 17.1 81 248
Average 68 15.9 68 20.7 83 25.5
Slightly negative 30 7.0 19 5.8 27 8.3
Definitely negative 20 4.7 16 15 19 1.8
Totals 429 100.0 328 100.0 326 100.0
No response : 7 ; Chi-square : P<0.01
Table 5. Dental treatment experience
Girls Total
Attitude N % N % N %
No 56 10.2 4 8.1 100 9.2
Yes 493 89.8 497 91.9 990 90.8
Totals 549 100.0 541 100.0 1090 100.0

Chi-square : P>>0.05
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Table 6. Dental treatment experience by grade

. 2nd 3rd 4th
Attitude N % N % N %
No 39 9.1 24 73 37 112
Yes 391 90.9 326 92.7 293 88.8
Totals 430 100.0 330 100.0 330 100.0
Chi-square : P>>0.05
Table 7. Number of times of dental visit
. Boys Girls Total
Attitude N % N % N %
1 76 154 61 12.3 137 139
c3 110 22.3 121 245 231 234
c5 118 239 130 26.3 248 25.1
c.10 65 13.2 73 14.8 138 140
So many 125 25.3 109 22.1 234 23.7
Totals 494 100.0 494 100.0 988 100.0
No response : 2 ; Chi-square(number and gender) : P>0.05
Table 8. Number of times of dental visit by grade
. 2nd 3rd 4th
Attitude N % N % N %
1 70 179 34 11.2 33 11.3
c3 91 23.3 77 25.3 63 215
c5 85 217 83 273 80 27.3
c.10 42 10.7 40 132 56 19.1
So many 103 26.3 70 23.0 61 20.8
Totals 391 100.0 304 100.0 293 100.0

No response : 2 ; Chi-square : P<0.01
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Table 9. Last time of dental visit

N %
<¢.3 months 257 26.0
¢.3—c.6 months 160 14.7
~>c.6 months 573 57.9
Totals 990 100.0
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Table 10. Pain of dental treatment
. Boys Girls Total
Attitude N % N % N %
No pain 147 29.8 106 214 253 25.6
A little 259 52.4 290 58.5 549 55.5
Much 88 17.8 100 20.2 188 19.0
Totals 494 100.0 496 100.0 990 100.0
Chi-square(pain and gender) : P<0.05
Table 11. Pain of dental treatment by grade
. 2nd 3rd 4th
Attitude N % N % N %
No pain 120 30.7 76 24.8 57 19.5
A little 185 473 182 59.5 182 62.1
Much 86 22.0 48 15.7 54 184
Totals 391 100.0 306 100.0 293 100.0
Chi-square : P<0.01
Table 12. Fear of dental treatment
. Boys Girls Total
Attitude N % N % N %
No fear 208 42.1 128 25.8 336 339
A little 202 40.9 279 56.3 481 48.6
Much 84 17.0 89 179 173 175
Totals 494 100.0 496 100.0 990 100.0

Chi-square(fear and gender) : P<0.01



Table 13. Fear and dental treatment by grade

. 2nd 3rd 4th
Attitude % N % N %
No fear 152 38.9 106 34.6 78 26.6
A little 161 412 153 50.0 167 57.0
Much 199 47 154 43 164
Totals 391 100.0 306 100.0 293 100.0
Chi-square : P<{0.01
Table 14. Attitude toward the dentist by dental treatment experience
Experience
Attitude No Yes
N % N X
Definitely positive 44 440 476 484
Slightly positive 18 18.0 195 19.8
Average 30 30.0 189 19.2
Slightly negative 3 3.0 73 74
Definitely negative 5 5.0 50 5.1
Totals 100 100.0 983 100.0
Chi-square : P>0.05
Table 15. Attitude toward the dentist by number of times of dental visit
Visit
Attitude 1 c3 c5 c.10 >10
Definitely 69 108 125 60 118
positive 504 % 46.8 % 26.0% 435% 50.4 %
Slightly 24 44 46 38 43
positive 175% 19.0% 18.6% 27.5% 184%
Average 28 45 45 27 44
204 % 195% 182% 196% 188%
Slightly 12 22 19 6 14
negative 88% 9.5% 7.7% 43% 6.0%
Definitely 4 12 12 7 15
negative 29% 52% 49% 51% 6.4%
Totals 137 231 247 138 234
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Chi-square : P>>0.05

467



Table 16. Attitude toward the dentist by pain of dental treatment

. Pair;
Attitude No pain Little Much
Definitely 141 273 68
positive 55.7% 49.8% 36.2%
Slightly 49 110 37
positive 19.4 % 20.1% 19.7%
Average 38 107 43
15.0% 195% 229%
Slightly 14 42 17
negative 5.5% 7.7% 9.0%
Definitely 11 16 23
negative 43% 2.9% 122%
Totals 253 548 188
100.0% 100.0% 100.0 %
Chi-square : P<0.01
Table 17. Attitude toward the dentist by fear of dental treatment
. Fear
Attitude No pain Little Much
Definitely 208 205 69
positive 61.9% 42.6% 40.1%
Slightly 65 103 28
positive 19.3% 214 % 16.3%
Average 41 115 32
122% 23.9% 18.6%
Slightly 12 40 21
negative 36% 83% 12.2%
Definitely 10 18 22
negative 3.0% 3.7% 12.8%
Totals 336 481 172
100.0 % 100.0% 100.0%

Chi-square . P<{0.01
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Table 18. Attitude toward dental treatment by attitude toward the dentist

Dentist
Treatment Definitely Shightly Average Slightly Definitely
positive positive negative negative
Definitely 133 25 16 6 4
positive 25.6% 11.7% 73% 79% 73%
Slightly 79 27 25 4 1
positive 152% 12.7% 114% 5.3% 18%
Average 109 75 53 14 1
21.0% 35.2% 242% 184 18
Slightly 99 49 68 19 8
negative 19.0% 23.0% 311% 25.0% 145%
Definitely 100 37 57 33 41
negative 19.2% 174 % 26.0% 434 % 74.5%
Totals 520 213 219 76 55
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Chi-sqﬁare : P<0.01

‘Table 19. Attitude toward dental treatment by dental treatment experience

Experience
Attitude No Yes
N % N X
Definitely positive 14 14.0 170 173
Slightly positive 7 7.0 129 131
Average 25 25.0 229 232
Slightly negative 23 23.0 220 223
Definitely negative 31 310 237 24.1
Totals 100 100.0 985 100.0

Chi-square : P>0.05
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Table 20. Attitude toward dental treatment by number of times of dental visit

Attitude Visit
1 c3 c5 ¢.10 So many
Definitely 26 30 43 27 45
positive 19.0% 13.0% 174% 196% 19.2%
Slightly 17 34 30 21 28
positive 124% 14.7% 12.1% 152% 12.0%
Average 24 58 64 38 45
175% 25.1% 259% 275% 19.2%
Slightly 28 46 60 35 52
negative 204 % 19.9% 24.3% 254% 22.2%
Definitely 42 63 50 17 64
negative 30.7% 27.3% 20.2% 12.3% 274%
137 231 247 138 234
Totals

100.0% 100.0% 100.0 % 100.0% 100.0 %

Chi-square : P<0.05

Table 21. Attitude toward dental treatment by last time of dental visit

Attitude Time
<c3 c3—c6 c.6 months

Definitely 57 33 82
positive 222% 20.6% 143%
Slightly 36 19 74
positive 14.0% 119% 12.9%
Average 54 38 138

21.0% 23.8% 241%
Slightly 58 38 125
negative 22.6% 23.8% 219%
Definitely 52 32 153
negative 20.2% 23.8% 26.7%
Totals 257 160 572

100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Chi-square : P>>0.05
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Table 22. Attitude toward dental treatment by pain

of dental treatment

Attitude , Pain
No pain Little Much
Definitely 71 82 19
positive 28.1% 15.0% 10.1%
Slightly 39 76 15
positive 154 % 13.9% 8.0%
Average 60 141 28
23.7% 25.7% 149%
Slightly 41 149 31
negative 16.2% 272% 165%
Definitely 42 100 95
negative 16.6% 182 % 50.5%
Totals 253 548 188
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Chi-square : P<0.01
Table 23. Attitude toward dental treatment by fear of dental treatment
. Fear
Attitude No pain Little Much
Definitely 98 61 13
positive 29.2% 12.7% 7.6%
Slightly 52 63 14
positive 155% 13.1% 81%
Average 81 130 19
24.1% 27.0% 11.0%
Slightly 56 135 30
negative 16.7% 28.1% 174%
Definitely 49 92 96
negative 14.6% 19.1% 55.8%
336 481 172
Totals 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Chi-square : P<0.01
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Table 24. Pain of dental treatment by number of dental visit

Visit
Attitud
ruae 1 c3 c5 c.10 So many
No pain 41 55 66 32 59
P 20.9% 238% 26.6% 23.4% 25.2%
59 135 140 82 131
A littl
title 431% 58.4% 56.5% 59.9% 56.0%
Much 37 41 42 23 44
270% 17.7% 16.9% 16.8% 18.8%
137 231 248 137 234
Totals
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Chi-square : P>>0.05
Table 25. Fear of dental treatment by mumber of dental visit
Visit
Attitud
frude 1 c.3 c5 c.10 So many
No pain 43 72 81 43 96
P 314% 31.3% 32.7% 312% 41.0%
62 115 129 75 99
itt]
A little 453% 50.0% 52.0% 543% 423%
Much 32 43 38 20 39
234% 18.7% 15.3% 145% 16.7%
137 231 248 137 234
Totals
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Chi-square : P>>0.05
Table 26. Pain of dental treatment by fear of dental treatment
Attitude . F.ear
No pain Little Much
No pain 174 67 11
P 51.8% 139% 6.4%
A little 151 344 54
449% 715% 314%
Much 11 70 107
3.3% 146 % 62.2%
Totals 336 481 172
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Chi-square : P<0.01
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