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Table 1. CLINICAL ANXIETY RATING SCALE
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Table 2. COOPERATIVE BEHAVORAL RATING
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Table 3—1. Analysis of Variance for Picture Test

Table 3—2. Significant Visit Effect on Picture
Test Scores (Scheffe-test)

F g P
1:2 1.87 NS
2132 0.06 NS
3.4 0.70 NS
4:5 1.93 NS
5:6 0.54 NS
1:5 2.80 * p<0.05
1:6 2.80 * p<0.05
2:5 0.09 NS
2:6 1. 08 NS

Table4—1. Analysis of Variance for Pulse Rate

SOurce} ss [ df Ms y F ] P
ssb | o 5 504 0.22 NS
SSw { 54215. € 241‘ 924. 96

)Exam¥ T1 | T2 ] T3 | T4 | Polish

Mean 110.02111.59110.61‘110. 27(109. 46 108. 29
|

SD 13. 49| 17.05 13.87i 15.52| 14.54 11.96

p>0.05

Table 4—2. Significant Visit Effect on Pulse Rate
(Scheffe-test)

Scores
Source| S8 | df | Ms [ F ’ P
SSb 39.87 5 7. 97l 0.98 NS

SSw | 1970.13 241 8. 17]

Exam] Tl [ T2 | T3 ( T4 1 Polish

Mean | 3.38 2.71‘ 2.83 3.24]' 2.56 2,20
SD 2.97 2.80} 2.76 2.99{ 2.69 2.72
p>0.05

{ F p

1:2 10.27 # p 0,01
2:3 4.00 ** 0,01
3:4 0.48 NS

4:5 2.73 * p<0.05
5:6 5.70 * p<0.05
1:5 1.31 NS

1:6 12.47 * p<0.01
2:5 18.90 ** p<0.01
2:6 45.38 # p<0.01
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Table 5—1. Analysis of Variace for Clinical
Anxiety Ratings

Table 6—2. Sigificant Visit Effet on Cooperative
Behavior Scores (Scheffe-test)

F l P

Source| SS | df | MS | F J P ,
SSb | 34.69 5| 6.93  3.97%*p<0.01 1:2 0.51 NS
SSw 420.74 241, 1.746 2:3 0.63 NS
Exam| T1 | T2 | T3 | T¢ | Polish 304 0-12 NS
T 4:5 0.26 NS
Mean| 1.31] 1.78 1.32 1.27| 0.90 0.54 5:6 0.35 NS
SD | 16§ 1.47) 116 12§ 1.0 1.01 s b s NS
p<0.01 1:6 2.34 * p<0.05
2:5 2.73 * p<0.05
2:6 5. 04 % p<0,01

Table 5—2. Significant Visit Effect on Clinical
Anxiety Ratings (Scheffe-test)

F P
1:2 0.92 NS
2:3 0.88 NS
3:4 0.01 NS
4:5 0.57 NS
5:6 0.54 NS
1:5 0.70 NS
1:6 3.22 * p<0.05
2:5 2.47 * p<0.05
2:6 6.41 ** p<0.01

Table 6—1. Analysis of Variance for Cooperative

Behavior Scores

Source‘ SS ) df J MS , F ‘ P
SSb 3,06 5 6.012  3.34%%p<0.01
SSw | 433.48  241] 1.799 1
Examl Tl j T2 / T3 ’ T4 | Polish
Mean| 1.26 1.61] 1.22 1.05 0.80 0.51
SD 1.71 1.51) 1.16| 1.32 1.17 1.01
p <0.01
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Measure of Anxiety for Young Children. Man-

CHILDREN’S RESPONSE TO SEQUENTIAL DENTAL VISITS,

Kim Hye Seook, D.D.S.

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

(Directed by Professor, Moon Ho Cha, D.D.S., Ph.D.)

Of 42 children, 21 in male and 21 in female, whose ages ranged from 2 to 5 years
old, the response of young children to their initial series of dental visits was exam-
ined.

The results were as follows;

1. With continued experience, the child’s response improved, indicating desensi-

tization to dental stress.

2. Experience may reduce the general amount of negative response by allowing

the child to accurately distinguish between stressful and non-stressful proce-

dures.
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