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Abstract. The aim of the present work is to analyze the activity of general practitioners of dental medicine 
and the conditions for provision of quality primary dental medicine in accordance with the achievements of 
the dental medicine training. A pilot survey was conducted on participations in paid courses and trainings 
and on average means and time spent on them. It has been found that a relatively high proportion of 88.6% 
of the dentists have participated in paid training in the last  ve years, with an average of up to BGN 400 and 
up to 1 week duration being able to separate from their dental practice for participation in various forms of 
continuing postgraduate training.
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