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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and reliability coefficients for Orthodontic Attitude Scale(OAS)

Perceived severity 3
Dental esthetics 3
General attitude 4
Attitude toward the appliance 2
Dental health awareness 2

30 11.56(2.10) ‘ 052
30 1148(2.18) 0.52
30 15.32(2.70) 0.76
30 541(2.16) 0.61
30 791(1.87) 0.60
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Table 2. Orthodontic attitude scale score between sexual. school age and compliance score difference.

Sex

Male 23 115(24) 11.2(2.5)

Female 37 11.6(1.9) 117Q0.9)
p-value T 0.90 0.41

School age

Middle school 43 116(2.2) 11.42.D

High school 17 1152.0) 11724
p-value T 093 0.68

Compliance score

Upper 30% 18 11.7(1.9) 11.6(1.9)

Lower 30% 18 11.3(2.5) 11.6(2.7)
p-value T 0.66 1.00

15.1(2.6) 56(2.2) 8.1(1.8)
155(2.8) 50017 7.8(1.2)
0.65 0.21 0.42
15.4(2.6) 5.3(1.9) 82(1.3)
15.0(3.0) 51(1.8) 747
061 0.76 0.05
16.1(2.1) 57(15) 7.8(0.9)
14.6(3.6) 4621 73(2.1)
0.14 0.09 1.00

(1 : by Student's t-test)

Table 3. My malocclusion was very bad before orthodontic treatment.’

Upper 20% (A) 4101.0)

20-40% (B) 3.9(1.0)
0.026%

40-60% (C) 39(1.0)

60-80% (D) 2.6(0.9)

0.543
0418 0.822
0.003 0.009° 0.016°

( t: by one-way ANOVA, ¢ : by LSD multiple range test )
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Table 4. Before treatment began, | thought a lot about my teeth.’

SfrOngly agree Agree  Neither D‘isagree‘ StrOrlg]y ot
” N (44) N  NG» NG N

Male 3(13.0) 4(17.4) 6(26.1) 7(30.4) 3(13.0) 29(1.3) 00471
Female 8(21.6) 9(24.3) 14(37.8) 5(13.5) 127 351D
Only brothers 0(0.0) 3(23.1) 2015.4) 5(385) 3(23.D 2.4(L1)
Only sisters 1(9.1) 3(27.3) 4(36.4) 2(18.2) 10D 3.1(L1) 0.006t
Brothers & sisters 0(0.0) 0(0.0) 3(100) 00.0) 0(0.0) 3.000.0)

An only 10(30.3) 7(21.2) 11(33.3) 5(152) 0(0.0) 37D

(T : by Student’s ttest, ¥ : by one-way ANOVA)

Table 5. ‘Parents should reward me for my compliance in orthodontic treatment’

Upper 20% (A) 41(1.0)

20-40% (B) 39(1.2) 0573
0.024%
40-60% (C) 41(LD) 0911 0.536
60-80% (D) 24(1.7) 0.004* 0.011° 0.004"

(t: by one-way ANOVA, ¢ : by LSD multiple range test )

o A% FAYA S} Golg, FEEY Alold & 2. 188 HQISHAAf ME(Orthodontic Locus
A Ko FYHp<0.05). AR B gt dur of Control Scale)
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Sex

Male
Female
p-value T
School age
Middle school
High school
p-value T
Compliance score
Upper 30%
Lower 30%

p-value T

23
37

43
17

18
18

29.2(4.3)
29.3(3.3)
0.9

288(3.9)
30529
011

29437
28.1(4.2)
0.32

31.76.1)
315(6.2)
0.86

30.9(6.0)
331664
0.17

30.8(6.0)
31.9(6.3)
0.56

286(3.4)
26.3(3.2)
0.0108 *

212(3.5)
274(3.2)
0.85

285(2.8)
25.7(3.2)
0.0107 *

29.2(3.8)
30.3(4.9)
0.34

29.4(4.4)
31.1(4.8)
0.19

30.3(4.6)
29.9(4.4)
0.79

(T Dby Student’s t-test, * :

Table 7. Compliance score according to the recommender for orthodontic treatment

Recommder s p~va1ue
Mother (A) 3.07(0.73)
Father (B) 3.36(0.75) 0.265
Relations (C) 2.89(0.51) 0.0281t 0677 0.307
Patient” s decision (D) 3.77(0.63) 0.008’ 0.119 0.030°
Family dentist (E) 2.60(0.80) 0.179 0.064 0.591 0.003*
(¥ by one-way ANOVA, § by LSD multiple range test )
of Ytka AN Aol BA UdePdtiTable 6).  AelE UEA @stont wFARS AR{AY
NS E ARD ARl BE AR A9 PEEE
3. QIRSHA BI01(Demographics) I WEXIZ Al p-valueZ7h 0.028% @] Aoj7t St Ao v
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e i mgA 8w Al X A= I e o] ABWIE Yo Ao AEY] FAAFHT &
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‘Compliance score mean(S.D.,:) o p‘f—yaglue L

ve treatment time length N (%)
10 months - 1 year 8(13.3)
1-2 years 18(30.0)

2-3 years 15(25.0)

3-4 years 18(30.0)
more than 4 years 1(1.7)

3.98(0.79)
3.18(0.59)
2.94(0.70) 0.0069%
2.91(0.78)
2.33(0.00)

( ¥ by one-way ANOVA)
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- ABSTRACT -

A study on the factors associated with treatment
compliance in adolescent orthodontic patients

Jin-Ee Kim, Bong-Kuen Cha, Nam-Ki Lee

Department. of Orthodontics, College of Dentistry, Kangnung National University

This study is aimed at providing the variables associated with adolescent compliance in orthodontic treatment, and iden-
tifies the salient predictors of cooperative behaviors over the course of treatment. Orthodontic attitude scale, orthodontic
locus of control scale and demographics data were obtained for 60 adolescent orthodontic patients who had been in treat-
ment a minimum of 10 months. This data was then analyzed in relation to their sex, school age and treatment compliance.

The following results were obtained.

1. The scoring of external-powerful others—parents, subscale of the Orthodontic Locus of Control scale, found a
statistically significant difference between sex differences (p<0.05). The score of boys was higher than that of girls.
2. The external-powerful others—parents score from the Orthodontic Locus of Control scale showed a significantly positive

correlation (p<0.05) with the level of compliance.
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3. The salient factors associated with compliance were the adolescent patients' own cognition and decisions.

4. There was a statistically significant correlation between the length of treatment and patient compliance (p<0.05). Thus,
there was a substantial decrease in the cooperation of orthodontic patients over time.

5. Other independent variables including age, sex, family environment, religion, academic standing, parents' occupation and
education, and brushing frequency were investigated and did not yield any significant relationships.

Patient compliance is a critical factor in the efficacy of orthodontic treatment. Individuals vary greatly in their percep-
tions and attitudes of orthodontic treatment, sociodemographic environments and personality characteristics. In assessing
the level of compliance attainable by each individual patient it is advisable to pay sufficient attention not only to the
technical matters but also to the psychologic aspects of the treatment progress.
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