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Table 1. Independent t-test between SCL-90-R of father & mother
father mother
Mean SD Mean SD P value

Stomatization 6.429 3.944 7.048 6.584 0.714
Obsessive compulsive 9.429 6.030 7.333 5.033 0.229
Interpersonal sensitivity 7.905 5.549 6.429 5.192 0.379
Depression 10.333 9.254 9.714 7.913 0.817
Anxiety 6.238 5.744 4.857 4.881 0.406
Hostility 3.905 4.182 3.238 3.448 0.576
Phobic anxiety 1.857 2.081 1.190 2.205 0.320
Paranoid ideation 3.714 3.437 2.762 3.208 0.359
Psychoticism 5.048 5.094 4.048 5.427 0.542
Additional items 5.429 2.856 4.619 4318 0.478

p<0.05
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Table 1. Correlationship between appointment time

appliance and fee paying

compliance, appliance taking rate, breakage of

correlation coefficient appointme.znt time apPliance breakz.age of fee paying
compliance taking rate appliance

appointment time compliance 1.000 0.557* 0.592* 0.614*

appliance taking rate 1.000 0.183 0.600*

breakag of appliance 1.000 0.205

fee paying 1.000
* p<0.05
Table II. Spearman correlationship between both parents

correlation coefficient appointm?nt time appliance taking break:ilge of fee paying
compliance rate appliance

Stomatization -0.165 -0.222 0.009 -0.225

Obsessive compulsive -0.061 -0.055 -0.099 -0.010

Interpersonal sensitivity -0.127 -0.169 -0.215 -0.137

Depression -0.066 -0.038 -0.141 -0.035

Anxiety -0.219 -0.261 -0.147 -0.184

Hostility -0.178 -0.236 -0.271 -0.206

Phobic anxiety -0.156 -0.187 -0.199 -0.122

Paranoid ideation -0.011 -0.054 -0.078 0.003

Psychoticism -0.244 -0.281 -0.237 -0.258

Additional items -0.197 -0.137 -0.100 -0.039
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Table IV. Correlationship between SCL-90-R and cooperation of father

appointment time  appliance taking breakage of

correlation coefficient - rate i fee paying
Stomatization -0.273 -0.170 -0.124 -0.257
Obsessive compulsive -0.004 0.035 -0.193 -0.004
Interpersonal sensitivity -0.114 -0.230 -0.310 -0.269
Depression -0.062 0.044 -0.187 -0.181
Anxiety -0.261 -0.197 -0.286 -0.270
Hostility -0.217 -0.304 -0.317 -0.361
Phobic anxiety -0.095 -0.192 -0.226 -0.118
Paranoid ideation 0.022 -0.167 -0.141 -0.130
Psychoticism -0.325 -0.368 -0.452* -0.374
Additional items -0.114 -0.073 -0.133 -0.048
* p<0.05
Table V. Correlationship between SCL-90-R and cooperation of mother
comelation coefficient appointrne.znt time  appliance taking breakz.lge of fee paying
compliance rate appliance
Stomatization -0.111 -0.236 0.069 -0.185
Obsessive compulsive -0.115 -0.178 -0.055 0.000
Interpersonal sensitivity -0.166 -0.149 -0.169 -0.015
Depression -0.114 -0.089 -0.094 0.089
Anxiety -0.181 -0.336 0.008 -0.119
Hostility -0.118 -0.142 -0.208 -0.034
Phobic anxiety -0.212 -0.191 -0.204 -0.101
Paranoid ideation 0.011 0.030 0.086 0.150
Psychoticism -0.176 -0.189 -0.056 -0.128
Additional items -0.249 -0.192 -0.119 0.007
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Correlation between The Parents’ Character of Orthodontic Patients

and Patients Cooperation

Jong-Oh Kim, Dong-Hwa Chung, Jin-Woo Lee, Kyung-Suk Cha
Department of Orthodontics, School of Dentistry, Dankook University

The study on correlation between the parents® character of orthodontic patients and patients cooperation. Although dentists
have excellent skill and technique, patients‘ cooperation is always demanded. Patients’ poor cooperation results in poor
treatment result. Cooperation between psycho-social state of parents and patient‘s cooperation was studied. The parent's
psychosocial state is evaluated with scl-90-r. The cooperation is measured by appointment time compliance, appliance taking
rate, breakage of appliance, and fee paying. Parents’ psychosocial contents are somatization, obsessive-compulsive,
interpersonal sensitivity, depression, anxiety, hostility, phobic-anxiety, paranoid ideation, psychoticism, and additional item.
Statistics was done by SPSS WINDOW version 12.0 program. The result showed no correlation between patients’
cooperation and their parents‘ psychosocial state. There is no correlation between father’s psychosocial state and patients
cooperation except psychoticism. There is no correlation between mother’s psychosocial state and patients® cooperation.
However, there was correlation among cooperation variables: appointment time compliance, appliance taking rate, breakage
of appliance, cost paying. Appliance taking rate and cost paying showed positive correlation. Our findings suggest that
patients’ cooperation does not followed their parents’ pychosocial state. Other combined factors should be considered like
pychosocial state of patient and doctor-patient relationship.

Key words: Patient’ compliance, parents’ character, cooperation.
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