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ABSTRACT The oral health facilities of schools can be divided into the school of dental clinic
and the tooth—brushing facilties, and the goal is to improve the oral health of children
effectively in special-education schools as well as ordinary primary schools.

Thus, the study over the oral health facilties of schools is being processed on the various
points of view, In this study with the former ones, the survey toward the people dispatched
to the school of dental clinic from the public health centers and the people in charge of the
school of dental clinic and
education schools has been carried out to analyze their opinions over the oral health facilties

tooth—brushing facilties in  primary schools, including special~

The subjects of the survey are 190 people related to School Oral Health Facility in 17 public
health centers nationwide, 288 people who manage the School Dental Clinic in primary schools

¥ Correspondence to: Kim MY | and special schools and 82 people who operate the School Tooth Brushing Facilties in primary

Tel: +82-51-540-3883 schools.
Fax: +82-51-540-3676 As a result of analysis, the factors which affect the preference of School Oral Health Facility
E-mail: nargonarja@naver.com are the form of the workforce and the efficiency of the management and operation — the
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confidence interval is 95%. However, there is no similar factor over the survey toward School

Accepted January 20, 2016 Key words: Preference test, School of dental clinic, Toothbrushing facilities
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(Table 1) The dispatched workers of School Oral Health Facility

o} 43t g Zaksto] TR AM0] AL 01541 e %
Sohae] PR AM TR 2881), FAAHe] A&
I Qe 258t FAAN GPARY)E e AL

(Table 2) The principal oral health tasks of the public health

centers
Unit : Persons

Unit : Persons
School Dental School ’
) Clinic Toothbrushing
Variables Facilities
N (%) N (%)
Reside—Dentist - -
Reside—Dental hygienist 2(0.7) -
Reside—Nurse teacher 2(0.7) 50(61.0)
Transient—Health center staff 280(97.2) 23(28.0)
Transient—=School health 4 (14) 9(11.0)
teacher
Total 288 (100.0) 82 (100.0)
2. BAA FQ IARA 47
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BNOEX(16.8%) 9} 737 RI0] 16.8%, ZoFZm]| 9717} 14.7%,
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1st 2nd 3rd
Variables

N (%) N (%) N (%)
Pit&fissure sealant 28 (14.7) 0 (10.5) 21 (11.1)
Dental cavity treatment 6 (3.2) 3 (6.8) 4 (21)
Fluoride application 27 (14.2) 9 (20.5) 52 (27.4)
Scaling - 3(1.6) 2(11)
Oral health education 61 (32.1) 3 (17.4) 4 (12.6)
Rinsing to fluoride 32 (16.8) 6 (8.4) 6 (13.7)
Dietary control - - 7 (3.7)
Oral examination 32 (16.8) 15 (7.9) 17 (8.9)
Toothbrushing instruction 17 (8.9) 46 (24.2) 4 (12.6)
Miscellaneous 1(0.5) - 3 (1.6)
Total 190 (100.0) 190 (100.0) 190 (100.0)

2L A YA 7P wo] ABshe stm R Ak
e FARANGLINE EAEGOR, P 1@0 HEe
= 40.0% ZAE QlTh Teiu B ARy B
FARANT AN BE Bag Ado]ehs é?‘;(ﬂl/ﬂ A

TeE g o lrhal SHIA:

o

Fl

E4510E TRt TAuAAe] AXHe] Yt 25
WO A B 0.1%0)H TREANE HEshgon
NG st Utns A B

i
-
ol
iz
AL
m>~
T
o8 .
X
>
1
t
—lﬂ
T
\70
ol
>
x
E
I

= = %%%PMJ_ 354%01]/\1 :rL71'H7j AL
Azt Sgstgon, 244% % LR AAT oF2AA
x

B Pas AMolet SHo4 HEES SUsHA gkt
2, WA A RS TREAY AN S B

Ak ool 4 FHRALS Hrt o ABshgon, PN

AL gL FARALe] v 27 o PANLS

MBS RO 2AHYT BT FHRAAS FANY B

=

=



Study on the Preference over the Oral Health Facilities of Schools

=
Jo
&l
3
O
o
o)
=
X
X
fol
H1
=2
of

Of¢
)
g
ﬁ.‘
o
r ]

wo] ANA gAE Yo R Stu R A ATk
(Table 3) The preference over the oral health facilities of schools ke njz= Q1S XAWSH Afolth
Ut Personst®) - st A MERe] @ nAE adew A
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g Fecliles  opx\ A9 dAstmlel A9 HE G5t kteh
o ‘:/°> saguAAde] 2 29 Aey BrdME 7
No—answer 9) 16.0) 24.4)
ZyR AAIT oFx|AJ o] AR|E dlu HIoA “£&ro] otk
School dental clinic 97 (511) 173 (60.1) 9 (35.4) Z 4 el A ;‘ . Toﬂj © ‘344 °"
o 0 A =0 Skl SL7FH AA| A 0] =3
Toothbrushing facilities 76 (40.0) 69 (24.0) 33 (40.2) 0] 642%, 53T%2 7P Ok S dEAAN G T
Total 190 (100,0) 288 (100.0) 82 (100,0) Qe 5284 HrhlMe [FAEAA ARt H7t
(Table 4) The factors which affects the preference over the oral health facilities of schools Unit : Persons
School dental clinic Toothbrushing facilities
N(%) { i N(%) { i
value value
Dentist-R - -
Perfor—mance Dental hygienist-R 2(0.7) -
attern Nurse teacher—R 2(0.7) 3.887 0.010* 50(61.0) 2764 0.069
P Health center staff-T 280(97.2) 23(28.0)
School health teacher—T 4(1.4) 9(11,0)
No—answer 3(1.0) -
Efficien—cy of Bad 11(3.8) ¥ % 5(6.1)
manage Average 89(30.9) 1242 (.00t 33(40.2) 1.973 0.146
Good 185(64.2) 44(53.7)
No—answer 5(1.7) 6(7.3)
Efficie-ncy of Bad 13(4.5) " 3(3.7)
admini—stration Average 117(40.6) 3100 0.027 45(54.9) 2.105 0.106
Good 153(53.1) 28(34.1)
Busan 13(4.5) 4(4.9)
Ulsan 4(1.4) -
Gyeong—buk 45(15.6) 14(17.1)
Gyeong—nam 36(12.5) 2(2.4)
Gwangju 8(2.8) -
Daegu 6(2.1) 3(3.7)
Jeon—buk 15(5.2) 1(1,2)
Jeon—nam 35(12.2) 3(3.7)
Local Sejong 2(0.7) 2.021 0.014* 1(1,2) 0.859 0.605
Chung—buk 8(2.8) 1(1.2)
Chung—nam 21(7.3) 1(1.2)
Gyeonggi 36(12.5) 13(15.9)
Gangwon 24(8.3) 10(12,2)
Daejeon 8(2.8) 4(4.9)
Incheon 18(6.3) 6(7.3)
Jeju 9(3.1) 5(6.1)
Seoul - 14(17.1)
Total 288(100.0) 82(100.0)
R :reside, T : transient, ** (0,01, * ' p(0.05
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