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Abstract
Background: Poor oral health of hospitalized patients is associated with an increased
risk of hospital-acquired infections and reduced life quality.

Objectives: To systematically review the evidence on oral health changes during
hospitalization.

Data sources: Cochrane library, Medline, OldMedline, Embase and CINAHL
without language restrictions.

Study eligibility criteria: Observational longitudinal studies.

Data appraisal and synthesis methods: Two independent reviewers screened studies
for inclusion, assessed the risk of bias and extracted data. Risk of bias was assessed
using the Newcastle–Ottawa assessment scale. A narrative synthesis was conducted.

Results: Five before and after studies were included. The data suggest a deterioration
in oral health following hospitalization with an increase in dental plaque accumulation
and gingival inflammation and a deterioration in mucosal health.

Limitations: While before and after studies are at a general risk of bias, other specific
study characteristics were judged to have a low risk of bias. However, methodological
issues such as unvalidated outcome measures and the lack of assessor training limit the
strength of the evidence.

Conclusion: Hospitalization is associated with a deterioration in oral health,
particularly in intubated patients.
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Maintenance of oral health is important
for hospitalized patients. Oral health
affects quality of life (Llewellyn &
Warnakulasuriya 2003, Yu et al. 2008)
and personal dignity and this impact
appears to be more severe in medically
compromised or hospitalized patients
(Locker et al. 2002, Duke et al. 2005,
Ingram et al. 2005, McMillan et al.

2005, Mulligan et al. 2008). Not surpris-
ingly, poor oral health or dysfunction
can also have a negative effect on
nutritional status (Chai et al. 2006,
Rauen et al. 2006, Gil-Montoya et al.
2008), while improvement of dental
status increases the levels of nutritional
markers (Wostmann et al. 2008).

Poor oral health and oral hygiene can
also contribute to an increased incidence
of hospital-acquired infections, particu-
larly respiratory diseases (Shaw 2005,
Azarpazhooh & Leake 2006). Further-
more, interventions that maintain or
improve oral health can reduce the
incidence of ventilator-associated pneu-
monia (Chan et al. 2007). Similarly,
benefits from effective oral hygiene
have also been documented for pneu-
monia in non-ambulatory (Scannapieco
2006) or elderly patients (Sjogren et al.

2008). Therefore, oral health requires
management during in-patient care.

Although oral health can be main-
tained during hospitalization with prop-
er training of the caregivers (Peltola et
al. 2007), there are difficulties in the
provision of adequate oral care in hos-
pitals and institutional facilities. Bar-
riers to effective oral care reported by
caregivers include the low priority of
oral care (Grap et al. 2003, Landstrom
et al. 2009), fear of causing pain or
injury to the patients (Jablonski et al.
2009), the perception that oral care does
not provide significant benefits (Binkley
et al. 2004, Jones et al. 2004), patients’
resistive behaviours (Jablonski et al.
2009), inadequate nurse staffing (Grap
et al. 2003) and lack of supplies
(Jablonski et al. 2009). To encourage
the provision of effective oral care,
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guidelines have been published with
recommended protocols for hospitalized
patients (Fiske et al. 2000, Department
of Health 2003, Tablan et al. 2004,
Department of Health 2007, NICE
2008). However, the adherence to oral
health protocols is reported to be low
(Grap et al. 2003, Rello et al. 2007).

While oral health status during hos-
pitalization is clearly an important pub-
lic health issue, no systematic review
has been conducted to critically evaluate
the research data on this topic. The aim
of this systematic review was therefore
to address the focused question: what is
the effect of hospitalization on oral
health?

Methods

We considered as eligible longitudinal
prospective observational studies in
individuals of all ages being hospita-
lized that assessed changes of the fol-
lowing outcomes: tooth loss, any
measures of periodontal health, dental
caries and stomatological diseases.
Intervention studies, cross-sectional stu-
dies, case reports and reviews were
excluded. Studies reporting specifically
on patients with psychiatric disorders or
on patients receiving treatment with
frequently observed oral complications
(e.g. chemo- or radiotherapy) were
excluded.

Search strategy (Appendix 1)

The literature search for relevant articles
was performed using Ovid MEDLINE
and Ovid OLDMEDLINE (dating from
January 1950 to January 2010), Cumu-
lative Index to Nursing and Allied
Health Literature (CINAHL) (dating
from 1982 to January 2010), Cochrane
Library (up to 2010) and EMBASE
(dating from 1981 to January 2010).
We designed a sensitive search strategy
as we anticipated that coding for rele-
vant search terms was not well devel-
oped. The bibliographies of all
potentially relevant studies and review
articles were also searched. Handsearch-
ing was performed in the following
journals: Community Dentistry and
Oral Epidemiology, Gerodontology,
Journal of Disability and Oral Health
and Special Care in Dentistry. No lan-
guage restrictions were applied on the
search. When necessary, we corre-
sponded with the first authors of studies
to elicit further information. One

reviewer (E. T.) scanned the titles and
abstracts of the studies identified by the
search. When a study seemed to meet
the eligibility criteria or information
was insufficient to exclude, full-text
articles were obtained.

Data extraction

Two reviewers (E. T., E. A.) indepen-
dently screened all full-text articles.
They also extracted data from the
included studies in specially designed
forms. Disagreements that could not be
resolved were arbitrated by a third
author (I. N.). Training of reviewers
for screening, study eligibility and qual-
ity assessment was performed by an
experienced systematic review metho-
dologist (I. N.). The calibration of the
examiners was made on five randomly
selected studies included for full paper
screening.

Quality assessment

Studies were assessed by the two
reviewers (E. T., E. A.) using the New-
castle–Ottawa scale for cohort studies
(Wells et al. 2008). As we did not find
studies with a non-exposed comparison
group, we excluded the comparability
section of the scale. In addition, we
assessed whether a power calculation
was reported for each study and, if so,
the magnitude of a change that the study
was powered to detect. Separately, we
assessed the quality of the outcome
assessment in terms of the validity of
the measure of oral health and conduct/
reporting of assessor training in the
measure.

Data synthesis

Pooling of data was based on the study
design, population characteristics, types
of oral hygiene measures used in the
hospital units, setting characteristics of
the studies and the outcomes measured.
We anticipated substantial heterogene-
ity between studies and planned a nar-
rative synthesis of data.

Results

A total of 9689 potentially relevant
review records were found. Nine thou-
sand six hundred and fifty-two were
excluded on the basis of their titles or
abstracts and the full papers of 37
studies were retrieved. Five papers
were finally included (Fourrier et al.
1998, Franklin et al. 2000, Dennesen et
al. 2003, Munro et al. 2006, Prendergast
et al. 2009) (Fig 1). Inter-examiner
agreement for eligibility of included
papers was 100%. The most common
reasons for exclusion were no reported
oral health outcomes or study design
(e.g. intervention, cross-sectional or ret-
rospective).

Quality assessment

The agreement between reviewers on
each aspect of the Newcastle–Ottawa
scale was 100%. In all studies, the
representativeness of the cohort was
found to be adequate and the demonstra-
tion of outcomes of interest was made at
baseline. Adequacy of follow-up was
judged to be good in all studies, con-
sidering the healthcare setting, despite
the dropouts encountered. This was
based on the fact that the reasons for
dropout were either death or discharge
from the hospital unit (Franklin et al.

Fig. 1. Flowchart of inclusion of studies.
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2000, Munro et al. 2006, Prendergast
et al. 2009). The assessment of outcome
was judged to be adequate for all studies
in terms of the Newcastle–Ottawa cri-
teria and the follow-up period was long
enough for the assessment of dental
plaque and gingival health changes.
This period was arbitrarily defined as a
minimum of 3–5 days (Eilers et al.
1988, Fitch et al. 1999), although too
brief to detect either dental caries inci-
dence or changes in periodontitis. The
validity of the outcome measures was
more problematic including the use of
subjective indices based on visual ana-
logue scale measurements (Munro et al.
2006), assessments of gingival health
with tools designed for population epi-
demiology (Dennesen et al. 2003) and
the use of partial recordings with indices
not designed for this purpose (Fourrier
et al. 1998). In addition, examiner train-
ing was reported in only one study
(Prendergast et al. 2009).

Population characteristics

Four studies were located in ICU units
(Fourrier et al. 1998, Franklin et al.
2000, Munro et al. 2006, Prendergast
et al. 2009) and one investigated a
mixed population of patients in ICU
and a cardiosurgical ward (Dennesen et
al. 2003). The population in three stu-
dies was intubated (Fourrier et al. 1998,
Munro et al. 2006, Prendergast et al.
2009), while in two, the population was
both intubated and not intubated (Frank-
lin et al. 2000, Dennesen et al. 2003).
One study investigated children only
(Franklin et al. 2000), while the remain-
der reported on adult populations. The
duration of the hospitalization ranged
from 5 to 20 days (Table 1).

Oral care regime

There was marked variability in oral
care protocols including sterile cloth
drenched with 0.9% saline (Dennesen
et al. 2003), rinsing with sterile water
(Fourrier et al. 1998), foamsticks mois-
tened with water (Franklin et al. 2000)
and foam swabs or child toothbrushes
with toothpaste, sterile water or normal
saline (Prendergast et al. 2009). In one
study, there were no details of the oral
hygiene measures applied (Munro et al.
2006). The frequency of oral care provi-
sion ranged between two and six times
per day.

Study setting

Two studies were based in the USA
(Munro et al. 2006, Prendergast et al.
2009), one in the UK (Franklin et al.
2000), one in France (Fourrier et al.
1998) and one in the Netherlands (Den-
nesen et al. 2003).

Power calculation

Power calculation was reported in only
one study (Franklin et al. 2000). The
sample size was estimated to identify a
difference of 10 plaque-covered sur-
faces significant at 5% with a power of
90% using a standard deviation of 15.0
for plaque on all tooth surfaces.

Dental plaque accumulation

Four out of the five included studies
reported on the changes of dental plaque
accumulation during the hospitalization
period (Fourrier et al. 1998, Franklin
et al. 2000, Munro et al. 2006, Prender-
gast et al. 2009). Each study used a
different measure. In one study, no
differences were observed during the
observational period (Prendergast et al.
2009). Three studies reported increasing
levels of plaque accumulation during
hospitalization (Fourrier et al. 1998,
Franklin et al. 2000, Munro et al.
2006), which was statistically signifi-
cant in two (Fourrier et al. 1998, Frank-
lin et al. 2000). The proportion of sites
with abundant dental plaque (scores
more than 2) increased from 23% at
baseline to 93% at day 10 (Fourrier
et al. 1998) and the other study showed
a mean difference of 3.3% in the
O’Leary index (p 5 0.001) (Franklin
et al. 2000).

Gingival inflammation

Three studies reported on the levels of
gingival inflammation during hospitali-
zation using different indices (Franklin
et al. 2000, Dennesen et al. 2003, Pre-
ndergast et al. 2009). Two of the studies
found statistically significant increases
in the severity of gingival inflammation
[OAG median value changes from 1 at
baseline to 2 at day 14 (Prendergast et
al. 2009) and a mean difference of the
sites presenting gingival inflammation
of 1.4 (p 5 0,006) (Franklin et al.
2000)]. One study reported ‘‘no statisti-
cally significant changes,’’ although no
data were presented (Dennesen et al.
2003).

Periodontal disease

One study reported on the severity of
periodontal disease using an index of
assessment of treatment needs, but found
no statistically significant change (Den-
nesen et al. 2003). However, this index
was designed for epidemiology and is
insensitive to small changes over short
durations of time (Holmgren 1994).

Caries incidence

Two studies assessed the incidence of
dental caries in hospitalized patients and
reported no statistically significant
changes following hospitalization
(Franklin et al. 2000, Munro et al. 2006).

Stomatological disease

Two studies evaluated the incidence of
stomatological diseases (Dennesen et al.
2003, Prendergast et al. 2009). Both
studies found a statistically significant
increased incidence of mucositis intu-
bated patients but not in non-intubated
patients (Dennesen et al. 2003).

Discussion

Statement of principal findings

The five included studies suggest that
oral health deteriorates following hospi-
talization. Most studies were set in
intensive care units including both intu-
bated and non-intubated patients. Dental
plaque accumulation and gingival and
mucosal inflammation were the main
oral health aspects affected in the exam-
ined populations and the findings were
more evident in studies reporting on
intubated patients (Franklin et al. 2000,
Dennesen et al. 2003) (Table 2).

Strengths and weaknesses of the review

We conducted a sensitive search includ-
ing multiple electronic databases without
language restriction and supplemented
by handsearching. However, we were
only able to identify five eligible studies
enrolling a total of 271 patients. We
were unable to retrieve two papers for
the full article reading. Their abstracts
were unavailable in the databases and no
records of the journals were found in the
British Library. Other strengths of the
review are that we appraised the metho-
dological quality and risk of bias of
included studies including the validity
of the outcome measures in relation to
oral health changes.

630 Terezakis et al.

r 2011 John Wiley & Sons A/S



T
a
b
le

1
.

In
cl

u
d
ed

st
u
d
y

ch
ar

ac
te

ri
st

ic
s

A
u
th

o
rs

(t
y
p
e

o
f

st
u
d
y
)

1
.

P
ar

ti
ci

p
an

ts
:

2
.

R
ec

ru
it

ed
3
.

A
g
e

m
ea

n
(r

an
g
e)

4
.

D
ro

p
o
u
ts

5
.

D
ep

en
d
en

cy
/i

n
tu

b
at

ed
6
.

D
u
ra

ti
o
n

o
f

h
o
sp

it
al

iz
at

io
n

(o
b
se

rv
at

io
n

p
er

io
d
)

1
.

T
y
p
e

o
f

o
ra

l
ca

re
p
ro

v
id

ed
:

2
.

P
er

so
n
n
el

3
.

O
ra

l
ca

re
re

g
im

e
4
.

F
re

q
u
en

cy
5
.

D
u
ra

ti
o
n

6
.

A
d
h
er

en
ce

as
se

ss
ed

1
.

H
o
sp

it
al

d
ep

ar
tm

en
t

2
.

C
o
u
n
tr

y
1
.

T
y
p
e

o
f

o
ra

l
ca

re
ch

an
g
es

as
se

ss
ed

(i
n
d
ex

u
se

d
)

2
.

A
ss

es
so

r
3
.

E
x
am

in
er

tr
ai

n
in

g
4
.

B
li

n
d
in

g

Q
u
al

it
y

as
se

ss
m

en
t

sc
o
ri

n
g

P
re

n
d
er

g
as

t
et

al
.

(2
0
0
9
)4

8

(c
o
h
o
rt

st
u
d
y
)

1
.

4
5

p
at

ie
n
ts

2
.

4
9
.1

6
y
ea

rs
(1

8
–
8
5
)

3
.

D
0
:

4
5

p
at

ie
n
ts

D
1
:

3
1

p
at

ie
n
ts

D
1
0
:

1
3

p
at

ie
n
ts

4
.

F
u
ll

y
d
ep

en
d
en

t
(i

n
tu

b
at

ed
)

5
.

1
5
.1

d
ay

s
(1

–
3
7
)

(1
2
.8

d
ay

s
(1

–
3
1
)

1
.

N
u
rs

e
2
.

F
o
am

sw
ab

s
o
r

ch
il

d
to

o
th

b
ru

sh
,

to
o
th

p
as

te
,

st
er

il
e

w
at

er
o
r

n
o
rm

al
sa

li
n
e

an
d

li
p

lu
b
ri

ca
n
t.

3
.

E
v
er

y
4
–
6

h
4
.

5
–
1
0

m
in

.
5
.

Y
es

(n
u
rs

es
’

n
o
te

s)

1
.

N
eu

ro
sc

ie
n
ce

IC
U

2
.

U
S

A
1
.

D
en

ta
l

p
la

q
u
e

ac
cu

m
u
la

ti
o
n
,

g
in

g
iv

al
in

fl
am

m
at

io
n
,
d
en

ta
l

h
ea

lt
h

(O
A

G
in

d
ex

)
2
.

N
u
rs

es
(3

)
3
.

Y
es

4
.

Y
es

5
/5

M
u
n
ro

et
al

.
(2

0
0
6
)

(c
o
h
o
rt

st
u
d
y
)

1
.

6
6

p
at

ie
n
ts

2
.

5
5

y
ea

rs
(2

5
–
9
3
)

3
.

D
0
:

6
6

p
at

ie
n
ts

D
4
:

3
7

p
at

ie
n
ts

D
7
:

2
1

p
at

ie
n
ts

4
.

F
u
ll

y
d
ep

en
d
en

t
(i

n
tu

b
at

ed
)

5
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
(4

–
7

d
ay

s)

1
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
2
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
3
.

2
.5

8
ti

m
es

p
er

d
ay

(0
–
7

ra
n
g
e)

4
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
5
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed

1
.

R
es

p
ir

at
o
ry

IC
U

2
.

U
S

A
D

en
ta

l
p
la

q
u
e

ac
cu

m
u
la

ti
o
n
,

g
in

g
iv

al
in

fl
am

m
at

io
n
,

g
in

g
iv

al
b
le

ed
in

g
,

p
u
ru

le
n
ce

,
ca

n
d
id

ia
si

s,
ca

lc
u
lu

s,
ca

ri
es

,
st

ai
n

(O
ra

l
h
ea

lt
h

as
se

ss
m

en
t

to
o
l)

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
N

o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
N

o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed

5
/5

D
en

n
es

en
et

al
.

(2
0
0
3
)

(c
o
h
o
rt

st
u
d
y
)

IC
U

:
2
4

p
at

ie
n
ts

C
S

:
2
0

p
at

ie
n
ts

IC
U

:
5
8

y
ea

rs
(S

D
1
8
.6

)
C

S
:

6
1

y
ea

rs
(4

1
–
7
7
)

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
IC

U
:

in
tu

b
at

ed
C

S
:

in
tu

b
at

ed
fo

r
o

1
2

h
IC

U
:

2
0
.4

d
ay

s
(S

D
7
.5

)
(1

4
d
ay

s)
C

S
:

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed

IC
U

:
N

o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
C

S
:

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
IC

U
:

S
te

ri
le

cl
o
th

d
re

n
ch

ed
w

it
h

N
aC

l
0
.9

%
C

S
:

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
IC

U
:

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
C

S
:

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
IC

U
:

2
/d

ay
C

S
:

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
N

o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed

IC
U

an
d

C
ar

d
io

su
rg

er
y

W
ar

d
,

th
e

N
et

h
er

la
n
d
s

1
.

P
er

io
d
o
n
ta

l
d
is

ea
se

(C
P

IT
N

)
an

d
O

ra
l

m
u
co

si
ti

s
(Q

u
an

ti
ta

ti
v
e

sc
al

e
o
f

o
ra

l
m

u
co

si
ti

s)
2
.

D
en

ta
l

h
y
g
ie

n
is

ts
(2

)
3
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
4
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed

5
/5

F
ra

n
k
li

n
et

al
.

(2
0
0
0
)

(c
o
h
o
rt

st
u
d
y
)

1
.

5
9

ch
il

d
re

n
2
.

4
.8

(1
–
1
6
)

3
.

5
ch

il
d
re

n
4
.

1
2

ch
il

d
re

n
o
ra

ll
y

in
tu

b
at

ed
.

T
h
e

re
st

n
as

al
ly

in
tu

b
at

ed
o
r

n
o
t

in
tu

b
at

ed
5
.

7
.4

d
ay

s
(S

D
6
.2

)

1
.

N
u
rs

es
2
.

F
o
am

st
ic

k
s

m
o
is

te
n
ed

w
it

h
w

at
er

.
A

n
ti

se
p
ti

cs
an

d
an

ti
fu

n
g
al

s
w

er
e

u
se

d
at

th
e

d
is

cr
et

io
n

o
f

th
e

n
u
rs

es
.

3
.

E
v
er

y
4
–
6

h
4
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
5
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed

1
.

P
ae

d
ia

tr
ic

IC
U

2
.

U
K

1
.
C

ar
ie

s,
m

is
si

n
g
,
fi

ll
ed

te
et

h
(D

M
F

in
d
ex

),
d
en

ta
l

p
la

q
u
e

ac
cu

m
u
la

ti
o
n

(O
’

L
ea

ry
in

d
ex

),
g
in

g
iv

al
in

fl
am

m
at

io
n

(b
in

ar
y

as
se

ss
m

en
t)

,
sp

o
n
ta

n
eo

u
s

g
in

g
iv

al
b
le

ed
in

g
(b

in
ar

y
as

se
ss

m
en

t)
2
.

A
u
th

o
r

3
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
4
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed

5
/5

F
o
u
rr

ie
r

et
al

.
(1

9
9
8
)

(c
o
h
o
rt

st
u
d
y
)

1
.

5
7

p
at

ie
n
ts

2
.

4
9

y
ea

rs
(1

8
–
8
3
)

3
.

2
9

p
at

ie
n
ts

4
.

4
4

p
at

ie
n
ts

in
tu

b
at

ed
(7

7
%

)
5
.

1
4

d
ay

s
(2

–
8
2
)

(1
5

p
at

ie
n
ts

fo
r

5
d
ay

s
an

d
1
3

p
at

ie
n
ts

fo
r

1
0

d
ay

s)

1
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
2
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
3
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
4
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
5
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed

1
.

IC
U

2
.

F
ra

n
ce

1
.

D
en

ta
l

p
la

q
u
e

ac
cu

m
u
la

ti
o
n

(P
la

q
u
e

in
d
ex

fr
o
m

o
n
e

to
o
th

)
2
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
3
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
4
.

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed

5
/5

K
ey

:
‘‘

D
0

,
D

1
,

D
4

,
D

5
,

D
7

,
D

1
0

’’
:

B
as

el
in

e,
D

ay
1

,
D

ay
4

,
D

ay
5

,
D

ay
7

,
D

ay
1

0
.

C
U

,
in

te
n

si
v

e
ca

re
u

n
it

;
C

S
,

ca
rd

io
su

rg
ic

al
w

ar
d

;
O

A
G

,
o

ra
l

as
se

ss
m

en
t

g
u

id
e;

C
P

IT
N

,
C

o
m

m
u

n
it

y
P

er
io

d
o

n
ta

l
In

d
ex

fo
r

tr
ea

tm
en

t
n

ee
d

s;
D

M
F

T
in

d
ex

,
d

ec
ay

ed
,

m
is

se
d

an
d

fi
ll

ed
te

et
h

in
d
ex

.

Hospitalization and oral health 631

r 2011 John Wiley & Sons A/S



T
a
b
le

2
.

R
ep

o
rt

ed
re

su
lt

s
fr

o
m

in
cl

u
d
ed

st
u
d
ie

s

A
u
th

o
rs

N
u
m

b
er

o
f

p
at

ie
n
ts

an
d

d
u
ra

ti
o
n

o
f

o
b
se

rv
at

io
n

p
er

io
d

D
en

ta
l

p
la

q
u
e

(i
n
d
ex

)
G

in
g
iv

al
h
ea

lt
h

(i
n
d
ex

)
P

er
io

d
o
n
ta

l
h
ea

lt
h

(i
n
d
ex

)
C

ar
ie

s
(i

n
d
ex

)
S

to
m

at
o
lo

g
ic

al
d
is

ea
se

in
ci

d
en

ce
(i

n
d
ex

)

O
th

er
o
u
tc

o
m

e
m

ea
su

re
s

P
re

n
d
er

g
as

t
et

al
.

(2
0
0
9
)

D
0
:

4
5

p
at

ie
n
ts

D
4
:

3
1

p
at

ie
n
ts

D
7
:

1
9

p
at

ie
n
ts

D
1
0
:

1
1

p
at

ie
n
ts

M
ea

n
p
er

io
d
:

1
2
.8

d
ay

s
(S

D
7
.5

)

M
ed

ia
n

v
al

u
es

O
A

G
:

1
st

–
3
rd

q
u
ar

ti
le

D
0
:

2
(2

–
2
)

D
4
:

2
(2

–
3
)

D
7
:

2
(2

–
3
)

D
1
4
:

2
(2

–
3
)

M
ed

ia
n

v
al

u
es

O
A

G
:

1
st

–
3
rd

q
u
ar

ti
le

D
0
:

1
(1

–
1
)

D
4
:

2
(1

–
2
)n

D
7
:

1
(1

–
2
)

D
1
4
:

2
(2

–
3
)n

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
N

o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
M

ed
ia

n
v
al

u
es

O
A

G
:

1
st

–
3
rd

q
u
ar

ti
le

D
0
:

1
(1

–
2
)

D
4
:

2
(1

–
2
)n

0 D
7
:

1
(2

–
2
)n

D
1
4
:

2
(1

–
2
)

T
o
ta

l
sc

o
re

in
m

ed
ia

n
v
al

u
es

O
A

G
:

1
st

–
3
rd

q
u
ar

ti
le

D
0
:

1
2

(1
1
–
1
4
)

D
4
:

1
4

(1
3
–
1
5
)n

D
7
:

1
5

(1
2
–
1
7
)n

D
1
0
:

1
6

(1
4
–
1
7
)n

M
u
n
ro

et
al

.
(2

0
0
6
)

D
0
:

6
6

p
at

ie
n
ts

D
4
:

3
7

p
at

ie
n
ts

D
7
:

2
1

p
at

ie
n
ts

O
ra

l
h
ea

lt
h

as
se

ss
m

en
t

to
o
l

D
0
:

2
1
.2

7
(S

D
2
3
.6

6
)

D
4
:

2
2
.7

2
(S

D
2
0
.4

7
)

D
7
:

2
4
.3

2
(S

D
2
9
.0

1
)

N
o

d
at

a
p
re

se
n
te

d
N

o
d
at

a
p
re

se
n
te

d
N

o
d
at

a
p
re

se
n
te

d
N

o
d
at

a
p
re

se
n
te

d
O

ra
l

h
ea

lt
h

as
se

ss
m

en
t

to
o
l

D
en

n
es

en
et

al
.

(2
0
0
3
)

IC
U

:
2
4

p
at

ie
n
ts

fo
r

2
0
.4

d
ay

s
(S

D
7
.5

)
C

S
:

2
0

p
at

ie
n
ts

fo
r

1
5

d
ay

s

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
C

P
IT

N
N

o
d
at

a
p
re

se
n
te

d
‘‘

N
o

ch
an

g
es

’’
re

p
o
rt

ed

C
P

IT
N

N
o

d
at

a
p
re

se
n
te

d
‘‘

N
o

ch
an

g
es

’’
re

p
o
rt

ed

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
M

ed
ia

n
m

u
co

si
ti

s
in

d
ex

IC
U

:
D

0
:

2
(S

D
3
.2

)
D

2
1
:

1
9

(S
D

5
.9

)
C

S
:

N
o

m
u
co

si
ti

s
fo

u
n
d

%
su

b
je

ct
s

m
u
co

si
ti

s
fr

ee
IC

U
:

D
0
:

7
9
%

D
7
:

2
5
%

D
1
4
:

1
2
%

D
2
1
:

0
%

Q
u
an

ti
ta

ti
v
e

sc
al

e
o
f

o
ra

l
m

u
co

si
ti

s
0
–
3
9

(h
ea

lt
h
:

0
)

D
0
:

2
�

3
.2

D
2
1
:

1
9
�

5
.9

F
ra

n
k
li

n
et

al
.

(2
0
0
0
)

5
4

ch
il

d
re

n
fo

r
7
.5

d
ay

s
(S

D
6
.2

)
O

’L
ea

ry
p
la

q
u
e

in
d
ex

D
0
:

2
2
.5

%
(S

D
1
7
.7

)
D

is
ch

ar
g
e:

2
5
.8

%
(S

D
1
8
.5

)
M

ea
n

d
if

fe
re

n
ce

:
3
.3

%
9
5
%

C
I:

1
–
4
.5

3
p
:

0
.0

0
1

P
re

se
n
ce

o
f

g
in

g
iv

al
in

fl
am

m
at

io
n

(y
es

/n
o
)

D
0
:

4
.1

si
te

s
D

is
ch

ar
g
e:

5
.5

si
te

s
M

ea
n

d
if

fe
re

n
ce

:
1
.4

si
te

s
9
5
%

C
I:

0
.4

–
2
.3

p
:

0
.0

0
6

S
p
o
n
ta

n
eo

u
s

g
in

g
iv

al
b
le

ed
in

g
D

0
:

0
.1

si
te

s
(S

D
0
.5

)
D

is
ch

ar
g
e:

0
.2

si
te

s
(S

D
1
.1

)
N

o
st

at
is

ti
ca

ll
y

si
g
n
ifi

ca
n
t

d
if

fe
re

n
ce

s

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
D

M
F

T
in

d
ex

D
0

:
P

ri
m

ar
y

te
et

h
:

1
.0

(S
D

2
.2

)
P

er
m

an
en

t
te

et
h
:

1
.2

(S
D

1
.9

)
D

is
ch

ar
g
e:

‘‘
N

o
ch

an
g
es

’’
re

p
o
rt

ed

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed

F
o
u
rr

ie
r

et
al

.
(1

9
9
8
)

G
ro

u
p

1
:

1
5

p
at

ie
n
ts

fo
r

5
d
ay

s
G

ro
u
p

2
:

1
3

p
at

ie
n
ts

fo
r

1
0

d
ay

s

P
la

q
u
e

in
d
ex

(o
n
e

to
o
th

)
G

ro
u
p

1
:

D
0
:

1
.1

(S
D

0
.7

)
D

5
:

1
.6

(S
D

0
.7

)
G

ro
u
p

2
:

D
0
:

1
.0

(S
D

0
.7

)
D

5
:

1
.6

(S
D

0
.6

)w
D

1
0
:

2
.0

(S
D

0
.4

)z

N
o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
N

o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
N

o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed
N

o
t

re
p
o
rt

ed

n
S

ta
ti

st
ic

al
ly

si
g

n
ifi

ca
n

t
fr

o
m

b
as

el
in

e.

wS
ta

ti
st

ic
al

ly
si

g
n

ifi
ca

n
t

d
if

fe
re

n
t

(p
o

0
.0

5
).

zS
ta

ti
st

ic
al

ly
si

g
n

ifi
ca

n
t

d
if

fe
re

n
t

(p
o

0
.0

0
1

).

K
ey

:
‘‘

D
0
,

D
1

,
D

4
,

D
5

,
D

7
,

D
1

0
’’

:
B

as
el

in
e,

D
ay

1
,

D
ay

4
,

D
ay

5
,

D
ay

7
,

D
ay

1
0

.

IC
U

,
in

te
n

si
v

e
ca

re
u

n
it

;
C

S
ca

rd
io

su
rg

ic
al

w
ar

d
;

O
A

G
,

o
ra

l
as

se
ss

m
en

t
g

u
id

e;
C

P
IT

N
,

C
o
m

m
u

n
it

y
P

er
io

d
o

n
ta

l
In

d
ex

fo
r

T
re

at
m

en
t

N
ee

d
s;

D
M

F
T

in
d

ex
,

d
ec

ay
ed

,
m

is
se

d
an

d
fi

ll
ed

te
et

h
in

d
ex

.

632 Terezakis et al.

r 2011 John Wiley & Sons A/S



As most of the studies were conducted
in intensive care units, the results cannot
be extrapolated to other hospital settings.
Other than intubation, differences with
other settings could include the level of
dependency of patients for oral care,
ease of provision of oral care and avail-
ability of staff to provide such care.

The quality of the evidence included in
the review was affected by a number of
methodological issues. Firstly, there was
marked heterogeneity in the oral care
routines and, in addition, adherence to
oral care was not reported in the majority
of studies. Secondly, a wide variety of
indices for assessing of oral health were
used and their validity was not clear.
Validity issues included the use of sub-
jective indices based on visual analogue
scale measurements (Munro et al. 2006),
assessments of gingival health with epide-
miological tools (Dennesen et al. 2003)
and the use of partial recordings with
indices not designed for this purpose
(Fourrier et al. 1998). Furthermore, exam-
iner training in this testing setting was
reported in only one study (Prendergast
et al. 2009). Study design also limits the
strength of the conclusions. All studies
were uncontrolled and changes in out-
comes may simply relate to shifts in
examiner characteristics over time or due
to other effects such as changes in general
health status. Therefore, this needs to be
accepted as a limitation to the evidence.
Calibration of an examiner to a gold
standard with re-testing throughout the
study might have helped counter any drift.
The duration of follow-up was limited (to
a maximum of 20 days) due to the nature
of the hospitalization. Although this period
was adequate for the detection of changes
in some oral health outcomes such as
dental plaque accumulation (Theilade et
al. 1966) and gingival inflammation (Loe
et al. 1965), longer observational periods
are required for the detection of a change
in periodontitis (Goodson et al. 1982) or
dental caries occurrence (Pitts & Stamm
2004). Finally, power calculations were
reported in only one study (Franklin et al.
2000), thus hindering the interpretation of
the findings.

Strengths and weaknesses in relation to
other reviews

We have not found other systematic
reviews addressing this research question.
However, a clinical effectiveness review
was published in 1999 investigating oral
care practices by nurses (Bowsher et al.
1999). The published report is limited in

the details of methodology, making com-
parison difficult. However, the findings,
even though published more than a dec-
ade ago, appear to hold true ‘‘This review
confirms that current practice largely
ignores the research evidence and is
inadequate for ensuring optimum care.
There is a clear need to develop and
evaluate oral care protocols for hospita-
lized patients and to support nurses in
their implementation.’’

Meaning of the review, possible
explanations and implications for

clinicians and policy makers

This review suggests that hospitalization
is associated with a deterioration in oral
health and this could have profound
implications for health and well-being.
On the basis of current evidence, a
deterioration in oral health would be
expected to increase the risk of hospi-
tal-acquired infections, increase care
costs and have a negative impact on
health-related quality of life.

We were not able to conclude
whether this impact results from a low
priority of oral care provision, the
implementation of improper oral care
regimes, from hospitalization per se or
from a combination of factors. Guide-
lines for the provision of oral care in
hospital settings have been published
(Fiske, et al. 2000, Department of
Health 2003, Tablan et al. 2004, Depart-
ment of Health 2007, NICE 2008),
although they provide limited detail for
carers. Additional protocols/guidelines
are therefore needed and should be
based on the best available evidence
with sufficient detail to guide carers
and patients. Such development should
include the breadth of relevant stake-
holders such as nursing, medical and
dental professionals as well as patients
and address the different settings in which
care will need to be provided such as
units with fully dependent patients and
those where patients are able to carry out
oral hygiene themselves. More challen-
ging will be implementation (Rello et al.
2007) and this will need to be planned
together with the evaluation of success
before introduction.

In terms of interventions, chemical
plaque control was the regime of choice
in three out of five included studies
(Fourrier et al. 1998, Franklin et al.
2000, Dennesen et al. 2003). Although
the clinical application of chemicals such
as antiseptics seems straightforward, their
effect against established dental plaque is

marginal due to its organization as a
biofilm in which bacteria are considerably
less sensitive to antimicrobial treatments
than free-living planktonic bacteria (Prat-
ten et al. 1998). This is corroborated by a
systematic review of chlorhexidine for
prevention of ventilator-associated pneu-
monia (VAP), which reported no effect on
VAP incidence (Pineda et al. 2006).
Therefore, mechanical removal or disrup-
tion of dental plaque will be needed such
as can be achieved through toothbrushing.

Suggestions for further research

More robust evidence is needed to
understand the impact of hospitalization
on oral health. In particular, we recom-
mend studies conducted in a wider range
of hospital settings including outside of
critical care units. There are many out-
come measures that are validated in oral
health research and these should be
selected for hospital-based studies.
Furthermore, training of examiners
should be provided together and out-
comes of training (such as agreement
levels) reported. Where feasible, longer
observational periods could be used to
investigate other oral health outcomes
such as dental caries and periodontitis.

Acknowledgements

We wish to acknowledge the support of
Miss Medwenna Buckland, MSc (Infor-
mation Science), with the development
of the electronic searches.

Funding: There was no external fund-
ing and all authors were supported by
their institutions. This work was under-
taken at UCLH/UCL, which received a
proportion of funding from the Depart-
ment of Health’s NIHR Biomedical
Research Centres funding scheme. I. N.
conceived the study. All authors contrib-
uted to the study protocol, interpretation
of results and manuscript. E. T. con-
ducted the search and initial screening.
E. T. and E. A. conducted the full-text
screening and data abstraction. E. T.
wrote the first draft of the manuscript.

References

Azarpazhooh, A. & Leake, J. L. (2006) Systematic

review of the association between respiratory dis-

eases and oral health. Journal of Periodontology 77,

1465–1482.

Binkley, C., Furr, L. A., Carrico, R. & McCurren, C.

(2004) Survey of oral care practices in US intensive

care units. American Journal of Infection Control

32, 161–169.

Hospitalization and oral health 633

r 2011 John Wiley & Sons A/S



Bowsher, J., Boyle, S. & Griffiths, J. (1999) A clinical

systematic effectiveness systematic review of oral

care. Nursing Standard 13, 31.

Chai, J., Chu, F. C., Chow, T. W., Shum, N. C. & Hui,

W. W. (2006) Influence of dental status on nutri-

tional status of geriatric patients in a convalescent

and rehabilitation hospital. International Journal of

Prosthodontics 19, 244–249.

Chan, E. Y., Ruest, A., Meade, M. O. & Cook, D. J.

(2007) Oral decontamination for prevention of

pneumonia in mechanically ventilated adults: sys-

tematic review and meta-analysis. BMJ 889. Epub

2007. Available at: http://www.bmj.com/cgi/con

tent/abstract/bmj.39136.528160.BEv1.

Dennesen, P. M. P., van der Ven, A. M. P., Vlasveld, M.,

Lokker, L., Ramsay, G. M. P., Kessels, A., van den

Keijbus, P., van Nieuw Amerongen, A. M. P. &

Veerman, E. M. P. (2003) Inadequate salivary flow

and poor oral mucosal status in intubated intensive care

unit patients. Critical Care Medicine 31, 781–786.

Department of Health. (2003) Essence of Care. Patient-

focussed benchmarks for clinical governance. Avail-

able at: www.dh.gov.uk/prod_consum_dh/groups/

dh_digitalassets/@dh/@en/documents/digitalasset/dh_

4127915.pdf (accessed 7 September, 2010).

Department of Health. (2007) High impact interven-

tion no 5. Care bundle for ventilated patients

(ortracheostomy where appropriate). Available at:

www.dh.gov.uk/prod_consum_dh/groups/dh_digi

talassets/@dh/@en/documents/digitalasset/dh_

078124.pdf (accessed 7 September, 2010).

Duke, R. L., Campbell, B. H., Indresano, A. T., Eaton,

D. J., Marbella, A. M., Myers, K. B. & Layde, P. M.

(2005) Dental status and quality of life in long-term

head and neck cancer survivors. Laryngoscope 115,

678–683.

Eilers, J., Berger, A. M. & Petersen, M. C. (1988)

Development, testing, and application of the oral

assessment guide. Oncology Nursing Forum 15,

325–330.

Fiske, J., Griffiths, J., Jamieson, R. & Manger, D.

(2000) Guidelines for Oral Care for Long-stay

Patients and Residents. Report of BSDH Working

Group. Available at: www.bsdh.org.uk/guidelines/

longstay.pdf (accessed 7 September, 2010).

Fitch, J. A., Munro, C. L., Glass, C. A. & Pellegrini, J.

M. (1999) Oral care in the adult intensive care unit.

American Journal of Critical Care 8, 314–318.

Fourrier, F., Duvivier, B., Boutigny, H., Roussel-

Delvallez, M. & Chopin, C. (1998) Colonization

of dental plaque: a source of nosocomial infections

in intensive care unit patients. Critical Care Med-

icine 26, 301–308.

Franklin, D., Senior, N., James, I. & Roberts, G.

(2000) Oral health status of children in a Paediatric

Intensive Care Unit. Intensive Care Medicine 26,

319–324.

Gil-Montoya, J. A., Subira, C., Ramon, J. M. &

Gonzalez-Moles, M. A. (2008) Oral health-related

quality of life and nutritional status. Journal of

Public Health Dentistry 68, 88–93.

Goodson, J. M., Tanner, A. C., Haffajee, A. D.,

Sornberger, G. C. & Socransky, S. S. (1982)

Patterns of progression and regression of advanced

destructive periodontal disease. Journal of Clinical

Periodontology 9, 472–481.

Grap, M. J., Munro, C. L., Ashtiani, B. & Bryant, S.

(2003) Oral care interventions in critical care:

frequency and documentation. American Journal

of Critical Care 12, 113–118.

Holmgren, C. J. (1994) CPITN – interpretations

and limitations. International Dental Journal 44

(Suppl. 1), 533–546.

Ingram, S. S., Seo, P. H., Sloane, R., Francis, T., Clipp,

E. C., Doyle, M. E., Montana, G. S. & Cohen, H. J.

(2005) The association between oral health and

general health and quality of life in older male

cancer patients. Journal of the American Geriatrics

Society 53, 1504–1509.

Jablonski, R. A., Munro, C. L., Grap, M. J., Schubert,

C. M., Ligon, M. & Spigelmyer, P. (2009) Mouth

care in nursing homes: knowledge, beliefs, and

practices of nursing assistants. Geriatric Nursing

30, 99–107.

Jones, H., Newton, J. T. & Bower, E. J. (2004) A survey

of the oral care practices of intensive care nurses.

Intensive and Critical Care Nursing 20, 69–76.

Landstrom, M., Rehn, I. M. & Frisman, G. H. (2009)

Perceptions of registered and enrolled nurses on

thirst in mechanically ventilated adult patients in

intensive care units – a phenomenographic study.

Intensive and Critical Care Nursing 25, 133–139.

Llewellyn, C. D. & Warnakulasuriya, S. (2003) The

impact of stomatological disease on oral health-

related quality of life. European Journal of Oral

Sciences 111, 297–304.

Locker, D., Matear, D., Stephens, M. & Jokovic, A.

(2002) Oral health-related quality of life of a

population of medically compromised elderly peo-

ple. Community Dental Health 19, 90–97.

Loe, H., Theilade, E. & Jensen, S. B. (1965) Experi-

mental gingivitis in Man. Journal of Perio-

dontology 36, 177–187.

McMillan, A. S., Leung, K. C., Pow, E. H., Wong, M.

C., Li, L. S. & Allen, P. F. (2005) Oral health-

related quality of life of stroke survivors on dis-

charge from hospital after rehabilitation. Journal of

Oral Rehabilitation 32, 495–503.

Mulligan, R., Seirawan, H., Alves, M. E., Navazesh, M.,

Phelan, J. A., Greenspan, D., Greenspan, J. S. &

Mack, W. J. (2008) Oral health-related quality of life

among HIV-infected and at-risk women. Community

Dentistry and Oral Epidemiology 36, 549–557.

Munro, C. L., Grap, M. J., Elswick, R. K. Jr.,

McKinney, J., Sessler, C. N. & Hummel, R. S. III.

(2006) Oral health status and development of venti-

lator-associated pneumonia: a descriptive study.

American Journal of Critical Care 15, 453–460.

NICE. (2008) Technical patient safety solutions

for ventilator-associated pneumonia in adults.

Available at: http://guidance.nice.org.uk/PSG002

(accessed 7 September 2010).

Peltola, P., Vehkalahti, M. M. & Simoila, R. (2007)

Effects of 11-month interventions on oral cleanli-

ness among the long-term hospitalised elderly.

Gerodontology 24, 14–21.

Pineda, L., Saliba, R. & El Solh, A. (2006) Effect of

oral decontamination with chlorhexidine on the

incidence of nosocomial pneumonia: a meta-analy-

sis. Critical Care 10, R35. Available at: http://

ccforum|.|com/content/10/1/R35.

Pitts, N. B. & Stamm, J. W. (2004) International

Consensus Workshop on Caries Clinical Trials

(ICW-CCT)–final consensus statements: agreeing

where the evidence leads. Journal of Dental

Research 83, C125–C128.

Pratten, J., Smith, A. W. & Wilson, M. (1998)

Response of single species biofilms and microcosm

dental plaques to pulsing with chlorhexidine. Jour-

nal of Antimicrobial Chemotherapy 42, 453–459.

Prendergast, V., Hallberg, I. R., Jahnke, H., Kleiman, C.

& Hagell, P. (2009) Oral health, ventilator-associated

pneumonia, and intracranial pressure in intubated

patients in a neuroscience intensive care unit. Amer-

ican Journal of Critical Care 18, 368–376.

Rauen, M. S., Moreira, E. A., Calvo, M. C. & Lobo, A.

S. (2006) Oral condition and its relationship to

nutritional status in the institutionalized elderly

population. Journal of the American Dietetic Asso-

ciation 106, 1112–1114.

Rello, J., Koulenti, D., Blot, S., Sierra, R., Diaz, E., De

Waele, J. J., Macor, A., Agbaht, K. & Rodriguez, A.

(2007) Oral care practices in intensive care units: a

survey of 59 European ICUs. Intensive Care Med-

icine 33, 1066–1070.

Scannapieco, F. A. (2006) Pneumonia in nonambulatory

patients. The role of oral bacteria and oral hygiene.

[Erratum appears in Journal of the American Dental

Association 139, 252]. Journal of the American

Dental Association 137 (Suppl), 21S–25S.

Shaw, M. J. (2005) Ventilator-associated pneumonia.

Current Opinion in Pulmonary Medicine 11, 236–

241.

Sjogren, P., Nilsson, E., Forsell, M., Johansson, O. &

Hoogstraate, J. (2008) A systematic review of the

preventive effect of oral hygiene on pneumonia and

respiratory tract infection in elderly people in

hospitals and nursing homes: effect estimates and

methodological quality of randomized controlled

trials. Journal of the American Geriatrics Society

56, 2124–2130.

Tablan, O. C., Anderson, L. J., Besser, R., Bridges, C.

& Hajjeh, R. (2004) Guidelines for preventing

health-care–associated pneumonia, 2003: recom-

mendations of CDC and the Healthcare Infection

Control Practices Advisory Committee. MMWR

Recommendations Report 53 (RR-3), 1–36.

Theilade, E., Wright, W. H., Jensen, S. B. & Loe, H.

(1966) Experimental gingivitis in man. II. A long-

itudinal clinical and bacteriological investigation.

Journal of Periodontal Research 1, 1–13.

Wells, G. A., Shea, B. & O’Connell, D. (2008) The

Newcastle-Ottawa Scale (NOS) for assessing the

quality of nonrandomised studies in meta-analyses.

Available at: http://www.ohri.ca/programs/clinical

_epidemiology/oxford.htm. (accessed 7 September,

2010).

Wostmann, B., Michel, K., Brinkert, B., Melchheier-

Weskott, A., Rehmann, P. & Balkenhol, M. (2008)

Influence of denture improvement on the nutritional

status and quality of life of geriatric patients.

Journal of Dentistry 36, 816–821.

Yu, D. S., Lee, D. T., Hong, A. W., Lau, T. Y. &

Leung, E. M. (2008) Impact of oral health status on

oral health-related quality of life in Chinese hospi-

talised geriatric patients. Quality of Life Research

17, 397–405.

Appendix 1: Search strategy for Ovid
Medline

1. exp Hospitalization/
2. Hospitaln.mp.
3. exp Intensive Care Units/
4. Intensive care unitn.mp.
5. Intensive care wardn.mp.
6. ICU.mp.
7. Dental depositn.mp.
8. Dental plaque.mp.
9. Dental calculus.mp.
10. Plaque accumulation.mp.
11. Plaque score.mp.
12. exp Dental Health Surveys/
13. Periodontal index.mp.
14. Gingival index.mp.
15. DMF index.mp.
16. exp Oral Hygiene/
17. Oral hygiene.mp.
18. Oral cleann.mp.
19. exp candidiasis, oral/or exp muco-

sitis/exp oral hemorrhage/or exp
periodontal diseases/or exp stoma-
titis/

20. Periodontn.mp.
21. Periodontal attachment loss.mp.
22. Periodontal pocketn.mp.
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23. Gingival pocketn.mp.
24. Probing depthn.mp
25. Bleeding on probing.mp.
26. Gingival hemorrhage.mp.
27. Gingival hemorrhage.mp.
28. Gingival haemorrhage.mp.
29. Oral mucositis.mp.
30. Stomatitis.mp.
31. tooth diseases/or exp dental depos-

its/or exp dental calculus/or exp
dental plaque/or exp smear layer/
or exp tooth demineralization/or
exp dental caries/

32. Dental caries.mp.
33. Tooth decay.mp.
34. Tooth demineralization.mp.
35. Tooth demineralization.mp.
36. Tooth decalcification.mp.
37. Tooth extraction.mp.
38. Tooth loss.mp.
39. exp Oral Health/
40. Oral health.mp.
41. or/1–6
42. or/7–40
43. 41 and 42

Search strategy for EMBASE

1. exp hospital patient/
2. exp hospitalization/
3. hospitaln.mp.
4. exp intensive care/or exp intensive

care unit/
5. intensive care unitn.mp.
6. Intensive care wardn.mp.
7. ICU.mp.
8. exp tooth calculus/
9. exp tooth plaque/
10. exp mouth hygiene/
11. exp mouth disease/
12. periodontal disease/
13. exp periodontitis/
14. exp thrush/
15. exp stomatitis/
16. exp dental caries/
17. exp tooth extraction/
18. dental depositn.mp.
19. dental calculus.mp
20. dental plaque.mp.
21. plaque accumulation.mp.
22. oral hygiene.mp.
23. oral cleann.mp.
24. oral candidiasis.mp.
25. oral mucositis.mp.
26. stomatitis.mp.
27. periodontn.mp.
28. gingivn.mp.
29. dental caries.mp.
30. tooth decay.mp.
31. tooth deminerali?ation.mp.
32. tooth decalcification.mp.
33. tooth loss.mp.
34. tooth extraction.mp.

35. oral health.mp
36. DMF index.mp
37. plaque score.mp.
38. or/1–7
39. or/8–37
40. 38 and 39

Search strategy for CINAHL

1. (MH ‘‘Hospitalization1’’)
2. TX hospitaln

3. (MH ‘‘Intensive Care Units1’’)
4. TX intensive care unitn

5. TX intensive care wardn

6. TX ICU
7. (MH ‘‘Tooth Diseases1’’)
8. (MH ‘‘Mouth Diseases1’’)
9. (MH ‘‘Oral Hygiene1’’)
10. (MH ‘‘Oral Health’’)
11. TX dental depositn

12. TX dental calculus
13. TX plaque accumulation
14. TX periodontn

15. TX gingivn

16. TX stomatitis
17. TX oral candidn

18. TX oral mucositis
19. TX dental caries
20. TX tooth decay
21. TX tooth deminerali?ation
22. TX tooth decalcification
23. TX tooth decalcification
24. TX tooth loss
25. TX tooth extraction
26. TX probing depth
27. TX bleeding on probing
28. TX gingival hemorrhage
29. TX gingival haemorrhage
30. TX plaque score
31. TX DMF index
32. TX oral cleann

33. TX oral hygiene
34. TX oral health
35. or/1–6
36. or/7–33
37. 35 and 36

Modified quality assessment scale for

cohort studies (based on the Newcastle–
Ottawa scale)

(Note: A study can be awarded a max-
imum of one star for each numbered
item with the selection and outcome
categories.)

Selection

(1) Representativeness of the cohort:

(a) truly representative of the average
hospitalized patients in the commu-
nity (n)

(b) somewhat representative of the
average hospitalized patients in the
community (n)

(c) selected group of users, e.g. nurses,
volunteers

(d) no description of the derivation of
the cohort

(2) Ascertainment of exposure:

(a) secure record (e.g. surgical records)
(n)

(b) structured interview (n)
(c) written self-report
(d) no description

(4) Demonstration that outcome of
interest at baseline:

(a) yes (n)
(b) no

Outcome

(1) Assessment of outcome:

(a) independent blind assessment (n)
(b) record linkage (n)
(c) self-report
(d) no description

(2) Was follow-up long enough for out-
comes to occur:

(a) yes (3–5 days for plaque and gingi-
val changes)(n)

(b) no

(3) Adequacy of follow-up of cohorts:

(a) complete follow-up – all subjects
accounted for (n)

(b) subjects lost to follow-up unlikely to
introduce bias – small number lost
(subjects lost due to death or dis-
charge from the hospital or unit) (n)

(c) no description of those lost or loss
due to other reasons than death or
discharge from the hospital/unit.

(d) no statement

Address:

Professor Ian Needleman

Unit of Periodontology & International Centre

for Evidence-Based Oral Health

UCL Eastman Dental Institute

256 Gray’s Inn Road

London WC1X 8LD

UK

E-mail: i.needleman@eastman.ucl.ac.uk

Hospitalization and oral health 635

r 2011 John Wiley & Sons A/S

mailto:i.needleman@eastman.ucl.ac.uk


Clinical Relevance

Scientific rational for study: Poor
oral health is recognized as a poten-
tial risk factor for hospital-acquired
infections. Therefore, a systematic
review of the evidence for the effect
of hospitalization on oral health is
needed.

Principal findings: The evidence
suggests that oral health deteriorates
during hospitalization. However, few
studies have investigated this ques-
tion and the strength of evidence is
limited.
Practical implications: Oral care
during hospitalization needs to be

strengthened together with further
research investigating oral health
changes in different settings and fac-
tors that facilitate the provision of
care.
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