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ABSTRACT

Objectives: The purpose of the study is to investigate the opinion of dental hygienists toward school dental clinic operation.
Methods: The study was carried out by telephone or e-mail to the dental hygienists in 415 elementary school dental clinics from September
1 to 30, 2014. The questionnaires were collected from 208 school dental clinics. Except incomplete answers, 148 data were analyzed
using SPSS 18.0 program. The self-reported questionnaire consisted of general characteristics of the subjects(7 items), operation of
school dental clinic(5 items), obstacle to school dental clinic(10 items), and effective operation of school dental clinic(5 items).
Results: The school dental clinic operation accounted for 68.7% and 90.6% of the respondents answered that it was very effective for
the oral health improvement. The dental hygienists answered that the clinic operation was very effective in oral disease prevention(37.1%),
oral health knowledge and behavior(32.8%), oral health behavior habit(29.3%), and oral health improvement(0.9%). The change of
the current operation into full time employee accounted for 79.7% and only 16.1% agreed to current operation of clinic visit by the
community health center. The results showed that need for dentist was 3.69 by Likert 5 point scale.

Conclusions: The oral health policy must be established to develop and implement the oral health programs for the school clinics.

Key Words: dental hygienist, school dental clinic, school oral health
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Table 1, General characteristics of the subjects
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Characteristics Variables N(%)
Age =30 13( 8.8)
(years) 31-40 19(12.8)
41-45 22(14.9)
46-50 77(52.0)
>3] 17(11.5)
Total 148(100.0)
Total career 1-10 19(12.8)
(years) 11-20 32(21.6)
21-25 62(41.9)
>26 35(23.6)
Total 148(100.0)
Total clinical <1 29(19.6)
experience in school 2-5 53(35.8)
dental clinic (years) 6-10 39(26.4)
11-15 14( 9.5)
=16 13( 8.8)
Total 148(100.0)
Current employment Full time 120(81.1)
On contract 11( 7.4)
Fixed term 12( 8.1)
Other 5( 3.4)
Total 148(100.0)
Current position as a 6th 40(33.3)
full-time employee 7th 62(51.7)
8th 12(10.0)
9th 6( 5.0)
Total 120(100.0)
Workplace Health center 96(65.3)
Branch of health center 46(31.3)
Other 5( 34)
Total 147(100.0)
Region Busan 16(11.3)
Daegu 5(3.5)
Incheon 4( 2.8)
Gwangju 1( 0.7)
Daejeon 4( 2.8)
Ulsan 8( 5.7)
Gyeonggi-do 10( 7.1)
Gangwon-do 12( 8.5)
Chungcheongbuk-do 12( 8.5)
Chungcheongnam-do 24(17.0)
Jeollabuk-do 9( 6.4)
Jeollanam-do 9( 6.4)
Gyeongsangbuk-do 11( 7.8)
Gyeongsangnam-do 12( 8.5)
Jeju-do 4( 2.8)
Total 141(100.0)
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Table 2, Work area and duty in school dental clinic

Characteristics Variables N(%)
Work area Dental health clinic 74(25.6)
(Multiple answers) Dental health center 40(13.8)
Dental health clinic in elementary school 113(39.1)
Dental health clinic in special school 21( 7.3)
Tooth-brushing facility in elementary school 18( 6.2)
Other 23( 8.0)
Total 289(100.0)
One taking charge of dental health clinic in school’ Dental hygienist 138(59.0)
Dentist 83(35.5)
Other 13( 5.6)
Total 234(100.0)
Number of dental hygienist per school 1 118(79.7)
1-2 18(12.2)
=2 9( 6.1)
Other 3( 2.0)
Total 148(100.0)
Main du‘[y+ Oral examination 75( 6.9)
Oral health education 145(13.4)
Sealing 103( 9.5)
Fluoride application 143(13.2)
Scaling 105( 9.7)
Tooth-brushing education 145(13.4)
Diet 75( 6.9)
Milk tooth extraction 46( 4.3)
Dental caries treatment 26( 2.4)
Writing home correspondence 124(11.5)
Referral to other dental clinic 82( 7.6)
Other 13( 1.2)
Total 1,082(100.0)
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Table 3. Opinion of school dental clinic operation
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Characteristics Variables N(%)

Operation Very good 24(16.3)
Good 77(52.4)
Average 39(26.5)
Poor 7( 4.8)
Very poor 0( 0.0)
Total 147(100.0)

Oral health Very effective 65(43.6)

improvement for the students Relatively effective 70(47.0)
Average 14( 9.4)
Ineffective 0(0)
Totally ineffective 0(0)
Total 149(100.0)

Contents of oral health improvement for the students  Knowledge of and attitude for oral health improvement 38(32.8)
Better oral health behavior 34(29.3)
Oral disease prevention 43(37.1)
Oral health improvement 1( 0.9)
Total 116(100.0)

Need for facility related to oral health School dental clinic 51(41.8)
School tooth-brushing facility 52(42.6)
Oral health education room 10( 8.2)
Oral health center 5( 4.1)
Other 4( 3.3)
Total 122(100.0)

Operation system Operated by current management system 19(16.1)
(Visit of health center dental hygienist)
Change of operation system 94(79.7)
(Full time dental hygienists)
Other 5(4.2)
Total 118(100.0)

Table 4. Obstacle to school dental clinic operation

Item MeanSD’

Absence of full-time dental hygienist 3.61+1.19

Lack of dentists 3.69+1.19

Lack of dentist’s cooperation 2.87+1.20

Poor awareness of health center chief 2.62+1.10

Poor cooperation by principal 2.56+0.98

Poor cooperation by healthcare teacher (teachers in general) 2.38+0.96

Lack of facilities, tools, and materials 2.34+0.97

Overwork in school dental clinic 3.35+1.11

Absence of operating program 3.05+1.02

Budgetary problem 2.68+1.03

"The highest score is 5 in a five-point likert scale.
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Table 5, Opinion of plans for effective operation of school dental clinic

Characteristics Variables N(%)
Number of annual oral health service Twice a year 67(56.8)
Four times a year 33(28.0)
Six times a year 7(5.9)
Eight times a year 7(5.9)
Other 4(3.4)
Total 118(100.0)
Number oral health education Twice a year 87(73.7)
Four times a year 15(12.7)
Six times a year 7(5.9)
Eight times a year 5(4.2)
Other 4(3.4)
Total 118(100.0)
Future program to be implemented positively ~ Oral health education 15(14.4)
Continuous oral care 38(36.5)
Good tooth-brushing 22(21.2)
Explanation of use of oral hygienic goods 3(2.9)
Fluoride mouth-rinsing 3(2.9)
Fluoride application 7(6.7)
Sealing 3(2.9)
Scaling 3(2.9)
Dental caries treatment 8(7.7)
Other 2(1.9)
Total 104(100.0)
Method for oral health awareness improvement ~ Choice of oral healthcare education in curriculum 91(33.0)
(Multiple answers) Oral health awareness education for teachers and parents 96(34.8)
Support of oral health education media 79(28.6)
Other 10(3.6)
Total 276(100.0)
Recommendation for other school dental clinic ~ Strongly agree 73(61.3)
Agree 9(7.6)
Average 26(21.8)
Disagree 9(7.6)
Strongly disagree 2(1.7)
Total 119(100.0)
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