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WWo v 387 FAFEE A AL Ao floss***= " unwaxed floss& Water Pik

oxxkx Slo som 37l Water gargle x}7] Sl 2 327k Fst2F sH4ich.
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o}, A3F A4 9 Water Pikak A& 109

A4F A<, A4 4 Water Pika}& 103
4 REHXIZ2] HA} Al 5% Water Piknl A}-&- 104
. A6F BB gRuk AP 103
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+H¢ 2Asged ANA+ FHL 383 o] Quigely & Hein'®e] plaque index
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A4g 4AAF g2 A A 44 Computer(HP 300/48)-8 ¢]-§314 SPSS Program
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*** Dental floss (Johnson’s U.S.A)
*##% Water Pik (A Teleoyne Co. U.S.A)
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Table 1. Mean Values of Quigley & Hein index and depression rate

' No. of depression
Group participants before after rate
1. Tooth brushing 10 0.817::0. 441 0.4172-0.226 49.0%
2. Tooth brushing+floss 10 1.81740.682 0.833+0.643 54.2%
3. Tooth brushing+WATER PIK 10 1,283+0.588 0.600+0. 285 53.2%
4. Tooth brushing +floss+WATER PIK 10 1.150+0.474 0.350+0.319 69.6%
5. WATER PIK 10 2.000:40.484 1.500-0.401 25.0%
6. WATER gargle 10 1.233+0.858 1.083+0.719 16.2%
¥ Mean+S.D
st HTEe BEAAG P AEHL
= (Table 1) & A3} e X+ 52 A= 2.0 '

=2 2485 SH(Fig. 1).
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103382 16.2%} A8 F4&E 2T
ol A4HE AMALEY T
A3 4FNA 69.6% 2 AF L&
Bew AF 274 54.2%, A 3FAA 53.2%, HEF 1TAA 49%, 4¥ 534 25

3 -

before after

Fig. 1. The mean Quigely & Hein plaque

»nm index Scores of control and experimental
groups.
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%go™ 438 67dAE 16.2% 2 7 - FLEE S volx vk, = ALAA AY
T 27 1F3 AEAA YA 4F 2F~4FF39 wmel] YA 2T vl
o Y 270 5%, A& 3Fo] 4%, 4Y 4F 20.6%2 AejFigo] T¢or TAY4H
1 Ag 2¥nke] FAlA Aol AP 1F~4THY A5 v me] gelAE T4H
AEA A elgk f4e] A er 1y Hed(Table 2, 3). Wz2Fq 133 nzxd F
FABEAE AP A 55~6FY alme] ol dlxzFe vsl 48 57 24%,
AY 6T 33%9] Aol $E n97 TAAYEAA dlwt A 6F0], FAAGELTA
= A 5, 630 F940] gdEAdor FAS YA (Table 2).

Table 2. Demonstration of the Significance level according to t-table
(Quigley & Hein index)

before after
Group 3D caculated Significance S.D caculated Significance
. t level 0.05 : t level 0.05

2—1 0. 465 6.81 S 0. 635 2.08 NS

3—1 0.804 1.84 NS 0. 396 1.46 NS
4—1 0.786 —1.34 NS 0.410 0.51 NS

5—1 1.128 —1.17 NS 0.857 ~2.28 S

6—1 0.640 —5.84 S 0.425 —8.06 S

Table 3. Statistically Significant of plaque indexes Among Each group at
0.05 percent level

Group AE2F1F 427 4837 A4 significant
before 0.817 1.817 1.283 1.150 $(0.031)
after 0.417 0.833 0.600 0.350 N S (0.378)

Table 4. Demonstration of the significance level according to t-table
(Quigley & Hein in dex)

before after

Group D calulated significance S.D calculated significance

: t level 0.05 . t level 0.05
2—3 1.080 1.56 NS 0.763 0.97 NS
2—4 1.051 2.01 NS 0.764 2.00 NS
2—5 1.329 1.39 NS 1.082  —0.58 "NS
2—6 0.788 —0.74 NS ' 0.774 —2.72 S
.3—4 0.602 0.70 NS 0.568 1.39 NS
3—5 1.006 0.16 NS 0.733 —1.87 NS
3—6 0.786 —2.88 S 0. 446 —6.38 - S
4—5 0.858  —0.31 NS 0.701  —3.05 8
4—6 0.851 —3.16 S 0.580 —6.27 S
5—6 0. 940 2.58 S 0.

715 2.06 NS
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=3 49 2F~6TH 43728 v oA FANIEAA 49 3%, 47, 5¢F
Ag 61 A% md] gA FY4e] 9Pz FEFHAAEAF A= g
5T Azulwmel] JolA = 4AY 27, 3F, 473 A4F 6%
froAe] deAer =gl (Table 4).
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=42 $nlE &8 FIHQ AFge]H o] g i_%/‘ﬂs_i Dental floss, rubber Stim-
ulator, Wooden Stimulator, plastie interdental cleanser oral irrigating device %-o] 9.0
w 33hA Abge g A zi: AAE ATE2 Yeh. Elliott?? A= A4 7
TE AHES ARAALRY EA4E vlwd A F4AAs de A$(water irrigation
tooth brushing)e] 713 & &7 gt nustgd v X AFAAE AL} Water
Pikg& §-83l-& o cl&xzx ahye vd vz $2 &35 Vel oy 3A$4 3 Dental
flossE AH&-3F Ag 2% W& 0.01% -2 A ALE 2o AL flossE HF T
HE $hattne ¢ 4 gk AggHh |
t A4, Dental floss5-& W50 2 ALgats Auvke wz/TE J4age 4 3

o A4 Avke Schmid?9] w74} Dental flosse} A &8 HASEE-S v &3 o]
&3 Hill'De] n sl o xlsl: Axgdek. k% Water Pike| 4= Water Pik A}-§-
AAEI7 F2 loose debris wh-g A AL 28] & A Asts] Sl ALAL G4l 3
gltl= Fine? Lobene® 58] ofFx me]d 2ql uket o] B AgAANAAE &3
g TE HlEke] Wl EIF W AFE Jebigeh. 2 B2 kRnt g3t Al6E
o) AW gE 16.2%0l wlsked A Water Pikab& A3 A5eolAdE 25%9 F4E
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e HOL X EAE Axet AR ilﬂi?ﬂ/‘éiﬂr HeAR T #E T4 14 33 A &4
o] 19 18] ALA-EA ¥ A AP T4 22 PSS
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A, 53 ALdst vz AN ] FALFF A9 Abge] Fobd 4
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AT AAANA FRARAEAE FAA Fol F PP L A4gste] AAA TIE 9
Z3e Bru Aol o 94 A7y ez B4 Aon AuFHrh

V. 2 =
AA L FAANA FET 609 JTAL 6To2 el AL AAE F AL
A5 29 wxd FAAAEAL BF w AEAL A% e 2 AEE A9
1L 344 AdY Azgel 8 wzd FE4E49e A9Y APFAAE 94
& A A+ S48 depde
2. AEAS Yok nxH FEANEAL DT AFFAAE ALLL A o)
o] Wak A5 grage] Hged T nzade] ARSE chas) Fage]

3. Water Pike} Water gargled] #]moj A& W‘ater Pike] w4 A A EIrt &
Aoz BYo, & Aoy dsish

4. oo g mel nEA TRYPPEAL AEAEd 4 T9E dFe do,
A& AAE]d e W9 B EEe T AR .
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The Comparative Study for Effects of Various Mechanical
Plaque Control Methods

Jung-Sook Oh
Dep.of Dental Hygiene
Kwang ju Health Junior College

> Abstract<

The author conducted a comparative study on the plaque inhibitory effect of

toothbrushing and of using dental floss, water gargle and water pik. For this study

60 students with good oral hygiene were divided into 6 groups.

&

Assessment of the amount of dental plaque was made according to the Quigely
Hein plaque index.
The data from clinical examinations were computarized and analyzed statistically.

The results were as follows.

. The control group using only tooth brushing showed a remarkable rise of plaque

index compared with the assistant oral hygiene device.

The plaque index was lower in the experimental groups which used tooth
brushing and dental floss, of tooth brushing and water pik than in the control
group using only tooth brushing. And the more the assistant device was added,

the lower the plaque index was.

. The plaque inhibitory effect showed that water pik was more effective than

plaque index compared with the gargle. But there is not the remarkable
difference in it.
Eventually, the assistant oral hygiene device could hardly be regarded as

effective as tooth brushing.
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