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CORRELATION BETWEEN CARIES EXPERIENCE AND
ANXIETY TO DENTIST IN PRESCHOOL CHILDREN

Kwang-Hee Lee, D.D.S., M.S. D., Ph.D., Dae-Eop Kim, D.D.S., M.S.D.
Dept. of Pediatric Dentistry, College of Dentistry, Wonkwang University

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship between the caries experie-
nce and anxiety level to the dentist in the preschool children. 511 preschool children were
brought to the dental hospital and examined for caries experience. Caries experience was
measured as dDT index, fFT index, dDfFT index, dDT rate, and fFT rate. Children were
requested to draw a dentist. Drawings were analyzed by the method of Human Figure
Drawing Anxiety Score. Pearson correlation coefficents and their significance were calculated
between caries experience and anxiety scores. There were significant negative correlation
between fFT index and anxiety scores, between dDfFT index and anxiety scores, and bet-
ween {FT rate and anxiety scores. There was significant positive correlation between dDT
rate and anxiety scores. The results seemed to suggest that dental treatment experience
reduced children’s anxiety toward dentists. But, because there was obvious negative correla-
tion between age and anxiety scores, age factor:should be considered in the interpretation
of the results.
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3. Figure size
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Table 1. Caries experience

Age Gender N dDfFT index N dDT rate N fFT rate
3 M 1 2.00+ 0.00 1 100.00=+ 0.00 1 0.00+ 0.00
F 1 0.00+ 0.00
T 2 100+ 141 1 100.00+ 0.00 1 0.00+ 0.00
4 M 15 0.60+ 1.18 4 100.00+ 0.00 4 0.00+ 0.00
F 13 215+ 251 9 71.60+ 42.35 9 28.40+ '42.35
T 28 1.32+ 2.04 13 80.34% 37.17 13 19.66+ 37.17
5 M 49 3.35+ 3.68 29 5545+ 39.18 29  44.55+ 39.18
F 69 3.00+ 3.04 48 5697+ 3785 48  43.03+37.85
T 118 3.14+ 331 77 5640+ 38.11 77  43.60+ 38.11
6 M 132 423+ 4.17 100 49.89+40.06 100 50.11+ 40.06
F 108 441+ 4.16 87 50.46+ 39.91 87 4954+ 39.91
T 240 4.31+4.15 187  50.15+38.53 104  49.85+ 38.53
7 M 59 4.61+ 3.73 48 39.89+ 37.04 48 60.11+ 37.04
F 64 4.83+3.74 56 4519+ 39.48 56 54.81+ 39.48
T 123 4.73+ 3.72 104 4274+ 3828 104  57.26+4 39.48
T M 256 3.93+ 3.95 182 4951+ 39.65 182  50.49+ 39.65
F 255 4.00+ 3.78 200 5149+3830 200 48.51+ 38.30
7 T 511 - 3.96+386 382 50553891 382 4945+ 3891
 Mean+SD. ‘
N=Number, M= Male, F=Female, T=Total
Table 2. Anxiety score
~ _Age N M N F N T
-3 1 14.17+ 0.00 1 6.66+ 0.00 2 1041+ 5.31
4 15 9.52+ 3.72 13 9,00+ 3.19 28 9.28+ 343
5 49 6.85+ 4.02 69 6.71+4.34 118 6.76+ 4.19
6 132 543+ 3.92 108 4.01+ 3.88 240 4.79+ 3.96
7 59 3.75+ 3.60 64 340+ 3.63 123 3.57+ 361
T 256 5.59+ 4.12 255 4.85+4.22 511 522+ 4.18
Mena+ SD
N=Number, M=Male, F=Female, T="Total
Table 3. Correlations between anxiety scores and caries experience
. dDT fFT dDfFT dDT fFT
Anxiety scores ) . .
index index - index rate rate
Total NS -0.1285**  -0.1170**  0.1002* -0.1002*
Boys NS -0.1431* -0.1039* 0.1574* -0.1574*
Girls NS -0.1119* -0.1298* NS NS

Pearson’s Correlation Coefficients
NS=No Significance : * : P<0.05 : ** : P<0.01
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