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Factors that Affect Orthodontic Patients Satisfaction about
Orthodontic Treatment

Hong-Sik Kim

Department of Dental Technology, Gimcheon University

[Abstract]

Purpose: The study has been undertaken on several factors that may influence on the orthodontic treatment satisfaction
with the subject of male and female university students who have experience in receiving the orthodontic treatment by
visiting orthodontic clinic.

Methods: This study has implemented questionnaire survey for 350 male and female university students who have
experience in receiving the orthodontic treatment by visiting orthodontic clinic due to the mall occlusion, From the 350
questionnaires collected, a total of 291 copies (83.1%) excluding the questionnaires that have inconclusive response or
erroneous response is used as the research analysis data

Results: The orthodontic treatment satisfaction is significantly higher for students in large cities and mid- to small sized
cities than students in rural area, and it was higher for students with mid-economic class that students of upper class and
lower class. It is shown for a student that began the orthodontic treatment from the elementary school, a student that had
5 times or more of brushing teeth for each day had significantly higher level of satisfaction that students that are not. In
addition, a student that knows well of the oral hygiene management method, a student that had the fluoride application
treatment during the orthodontic treatment period and a student that used the toothbrush for orthodontic service had
significantly higher level of satisfaction that students that are not.

Conclusion: Factors influencing on the orthodontic treatment satisfaction are very diverse and it is considered that it
requires effort to improve the quality of medical service and sufficient understanding on several factors to improve the
orthodontic treatment satisfaction for patients as well as the encouragement for orthodontic treatment patients of the

relevant people in orthodontic clinics that provide the orthodontic clinic service

© Key words: orthodontic treatment, orthodontic treatment satisfaction, oral hygiene management method
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Table 1. General characteristic of study subjects

3. Xtz 24

7 Q1A o] WA & WSO Zpo|E Yo
Al Fo g T-testot YEAibEA (one—way
ANOVA)E AA|E} AL, 62t zJo]7} 9l
Duncan,s Multiple Range testS s}o] AFEZHZS 4]
Aletor, BE FA A 2= SPSS Win version 20,0
= ARgSte] AT

. & 1t

1. AP XIS] SHEHE

-

classification N(%)
male 56(19.2)
gender
female 235(80.8)
1 grade 44(15.1)
2 grade 154(52.9)
grade

3 grade 75(25.8)

4 grade 18(6.2)

dentistry related department 162(55.7)

department department of health units 69(23.7)
department of non—dental health 60(20.6)

19 91(31.3)

20 114(39.2)

age

21 34(11.7)

more than 22 52(17.9)

big city 74(25.4)

residence small and medium cities 168(57.7)
farming and fishing villages 49(16.8)

the upper class 7(2.4)

economic power the middle class 268(92.1)
the lower class 16(5.5)

total 291(100)
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AR 2919 5 oAde] 235 (80.8%) o2
/3 5678 (19.2%) Xt Wkt shdd 2= 23hd o] 1547
(52.9%) & 3814 759 (25.8%), 13hd 449 (15.15), 4
hd 187(6.2%) Xt} Wk, Mgsta= Xtk shy}
7} 1629 (55.7%) 0.2 B AA De3} 6978 (23.7%), H]A|
T AA Gst}t 6078(20.6%) 2 WA Uelyict o9
o A= 20417} 11478(39.2%) 2.2 194] 919 (31.3%), 21
Al 347 (11.7%), 22A] o4 527 (17.9%)5ll 7 Wk
oh, AFAERZE FAEAIZE 168 (57.7%) 02 HEA|

7474(25.4), wol& 49 (16.8%) Kt} WA Eto
BAAEAEE FHZ0] 268H(92.1%) 2.2 ARSTY
(2.4%), 3+57+316%8(5.5%) H.ch WA Uebsth(Table 1).
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Rz ARA7)E 5

Ao gAE 2917 ol

Table 2. Orthodontic treatment of study subjects

Sha7t 96%8(32.7%) 2= thetul 937 (33%), S8l 54
H(18.6%), Z5 ot 48 (16.5%)Ect WAl YERytTt,
og7|¢e Yo r ZATAT} 158 (54.3%) 0 &
Al 119H(40.9%), o1& 149 (4.8%) 2} WA L
1:,}14—;/_ ;‘qg_u]_q ;HE_ 5009+ o]/\l—o] 92uﬂ(31 6%)
© 2 400-5007F w9t 919(31.3%), 300—4007H

u|qk 689 (23.4%), 300%H m|9F 4075 (13.7%) R} W
Ut Am7IZFe R 1-21 miRto] 11478(39.2%) >
2 2-3¢ ulgt 927H(31.6%), 3¢ o|A4F 639 (21.6%), 1
W ols} 229(7.6%)m 0} woleh, RARY fYort
19 FAngo] 210(72.2%) .2 29 FAWE 44
(15.1%), 33 HAn3 37912, 7%)Hf Wty =2
Ao FH2E WgHele] 1667(57.0%) 02 H|oby)
o] 87w A HepAl 1259 (43,0) 5ot wﬂl e
SHTable 2).

classification N(%)

elementary school 48(16.5)

middle school 54(18.6)

start time

high school 96(32.7)
college(university) 93(33.0)
big city 119(40.9)
treatment region small and medium cities 158(54.3)
farming and fishing villages 14(4.8)

under 3 million won 40(13.7)
more than 3 million under 4 million 68(23.4)

medical expenses

more than 4 million under 5 million 91(31.3)

more than 5 million won 92(31.6)

under 1 year 22(7.6)
more than 1 year under 2 years 114(39.2)

treatment period

more than 2 year under 3 years 92(31.6)

more than 3 years 63(21.6)
class 1 malocclusion 210(72.2)

malocclusion type class 2 malocclusion 44(15.1)
class 3 malocclusion 37(12.7)
metal bracket 166(57.0)

bracket kind

resin or porcelain brackets 125(43.0)
total 291(100)
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Table 3. tooth brushing of study subject

I:J.

I'h:
=1

WP WA & PHEo FFE v = 849

rlr r
Mo

(51.5%) 2.2 43] 614H(21.0%), 23] 447H(15.1%), 13]
184(6.2%), 53] ©]4t 1874(6.2%) .} EWA erth
(Table 3).

18(6.2)

44(15.1)

start time 3

150(51.5)

61(21.0)

more than 5

18(6.2)

total

291(100)

4. ATCRPXIL] WBXIZ T PRAUY M

AR 2918 % ABk A&
shajo] 240 (82.5%) 0.2 ‘HEC) Y 519(17.5%)
Hrh ok, TSI S ek Bhalo] 2261
(77.7%) 0.2 ‘WE2T} 657H(22.3%) 2} Wkth FoJAL
T2 Qb= o] 2737(93.8%) 0= HET 18

(6.2%) 5t} @it} w7 5 2AYLES FH 176
H(60.5%), ATt 115%(39.5%), WA= F EAhE
S FCE7E 211(72.5%), et 807 (27.5%)Eh
ottt wyAE F w48 AES AR 221
H(75.8%) 2 U} 707 (24.1%) Bt WA ERTH
(Table 4).

Table 4. oral hygiene management of study subjects during orthodontic treatment

know 240(82.5)
tooth brushing method
do not know 51(17.5)
know 226(77.7)
oral hygiene management method
do not know 65(22.3)
know 273(93.8)
precaution
do not know 18(6.2)
yes 176(60.5)
scaling
no 115(39.5)
yes 80(27.5)
fluoride application
no 211(72.5)
yes 221(75.9)
orthodontic tooth brush
no 70(24.1)
total 291(100)
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5. AP RN EQ91 T KT HET

oA ofat Tt detatole] BAE GOl
LFeRA] 1ekeHp)0.05). Bhdle] whE g oA &
AR oz fofst AolS Al 919kehp)0.05).
Aol Aot BaA sk, o)X vh
Adslat st B2 WEES tehyont A4
FIHE UehhAIE 29keHp)0.05). AFERE 22

Al olge] shao] 194, 204, 21419] shTh BAY
0% Folsh L WEES rITHp<0,005). 77
Aol e MEEL Rt FAEA AFR ol
& AFA vl3) BAH o5 L AolS Lieh
Hp0.05). %A Amo] B PR R
Ao] SHREQ A FAROR o5t B

Z5 5 b th(p0.001)(Table 5),

R

Table 5. Relation of level of orthodontic treatment satisfaction with general characteristic of study subjects

classification N Mean + SD® p—Value
male 56 3.46+0.90
gender 0.867
female 235 3.48+0.74
1 grade 44 3.33%£0.92
2 grade 154 3.45+0.73
grade 0.295
3 grade 75 3.59+0.76
4 grade 18 3.56+0.79
dentistry related department 162 3.54+0.73
department department of health units 69 3.45+0.74 0.134
department of non—dental health 60 3.31£0.88
19 91 3.35+0.79°
20 14 3.48+0.71°
age 0.001***
21 34 3.26+0.70°
more than 22 52 3.82+0.83%
big city 74 3.57+0.717
residence small and medium cities 168 3.50+0.77° 0.030*
farming and fishing villages 49 3.21+0.85°
the upper class 7 3.00+0.53®
economic power the middle class 268 3.52+0.78" 0.001™**
the lower class 16 2.87+0.26°
total 291 3.47+0.77

* p—value by t—test or one—way ANOVA test
ab: same letter was not significantly different by Duncan test

6. AFMBXI B XIZt =T

=5 yepdoy, BAZoR §o3t 2lol5 YERX]
= &UHp)0.05). A2 ZH|7F 3007HA w|gto] ALY,
300—400%H) v]wkel S4go] 5007+ o] AFel SHAYECt
SAHCR 2 WEEE UERITH(p(0.05).

WA 77| wWE wAAE REE B BE S
oA FAALR F7F ApolE UEt A= kTt



($0.05). 2R WEE] Gl
e AEe o] 37 AL A7 W o
320 BAASL FE) FE ARG et
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Kl
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eAte] wAY = e

A7)(Ee)el opae] #|7l Ei= Y WA 7] (=
ﬂ’i‘)"ﬂ*ﬂ% SAHoR FoJgt ApolE YERA] ek
H(py0.05)(Table 6).

Table 6. Relation of satisfaction level with orthodontic treatment of study subjects

elementary school 48 3.67+0.61°
middle school 54 3.35+0.70
start time 0.014*
high school 96 3.32+0.83°
college(university) 93 3.60+0.80%*
big city 19 3.55+0.73
treatment region small and medium cities 158 3.44+0.82 0.183
farming and fishing villages 14 3.19+0.54
under 3 million won 40 3.59+0.67°
more than 3 million under 4 million 68 3.70+0.80°
medical expenses 0.007**
more than 4 million under 5 million 91 3.43+0.78%®
more than 5 million won 92 3.29+0.75°
under 1 year 22 3.24+0.75
more than 1 year under 2 years 114 3.56+0.72
treatment period 0.097
more than 2 year under 3 years 92 3.36+0.86
more than 3 years 63 3.56+0.71
class 1 malocclusion 210 3.54+0.78°
malocclusion type class 2 malocclusion 44 3.47+0.64° 0.007**
class 3 malocclusion 37 3.10+0.81°
metal bracket 166 3.47+£0.80
bracket kinds 0.975
resin or porcelain brackets 125 3.47+0.74
total 3.47+0.77

* p—value by t—test or one—way ANOVA test
abc: same letter was not significantly different by Duncan test

3ol STt FAROR FOSH w2 NEE

ERdtH(p) 0,005)(Table 7).
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Table 7. Relation of satisfaction level with tooth brushing number

1 18 3.10+0.65°
2 44 3.37+0.95
tooth brushing number 3 150 3.55+0.72° 0.002**
4 61 3.31+0.75"
more than 5 18 3.97+0.75°
total 291 3.47+£0.77

* p—value by t—test or one—way ANOVA test
abc: same letter was not significantly different by Duncan test

8. AFUYXIY WPXIE T FoHEHTULUA T Fegdeve dobe sho] ‘Har = Y &
Eeo| o AXOR fFoatA & RS YERTHp0.05).
FAAE Ut = T RET = SHYTke] A4

et SlEdE e ks o] ‘mEth = 3 Aol flAL(p0.05), 2AIY RS Rk = s ot
Hoh SAHCR w2 s YR (p<0.05), 7+ A= M ol AR {3t Aol & YR
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Table 8. Relation of satisfaction level with oral hygiene management of study subjects during orthodontic treatment

know 240 3.54+0.76 0.014*
tooth brushing number
do not know 51 3.16+0.76
oral hygiene management know 226 3.59%0.75
method do not know 65 3.05+0.69
know 273 3.48+0.79 0.183
precaution
do not know 18 3.31£0.49
yes 176 3.54+0.79
scaling
no 115 3.36+0.74 0.007**
yes 80 3.80+0.81
fluoride application
no 21 3.35+0.73
yes 221 3.54+0.77
orthodontic tooth brush
no 70 3.26+0.74 0.097
total 291 3.47+£0.77
* p—value by t—test or one—way ANOVA test
A 9tHpy0.05). WA= F EAEEE Jrt= o Iv. 1o &

Aol b= YT FAH R FolsHA A o
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+ o] "t = SHEY SAXCE Fos = AT S IR I @AE Holal vk A4
2 W= YERtH(p<0.05)(Table 8). A AL Al e] TR e R qlste] AFEe] 3
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