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[T, PLED 4 SOHB ISV TORERTHN
TETWD, $7-, BTET T Y LSLOMNERICE S
A A VBAEICOOTIE, OBUNERIC & 5 FRIEED
BEET, OQRFERCEHICHT 2285, @
Ty FA A VBABENOIGRZT, QT 528
28 (®) mutans streptococci DERANDRE DL
0 P Fo X HRIFHICOWTHENRTON TV B,

AW, U F 2 ABMABOTTET 7 ¥ ERA
ISR L, (DEEMRED R, QEmoqE, BI0kER
B OHER, OFENMIEOBEE L NIVOEEIC K S
WOERSREONE, Y Io4mALVETHT T D
Bt Ewed s 2 EAHNE L,

MELELUFE

1. BERXIE & RERHAR

188557/ 5238k % TOWRIASHE, BFILLF1ED
SR 0B AN FEOMERE & Uic, FERIARIZ199051)
HXn191FE 1 AETO3IHMAMITH -7,

2. ERAETS Y
AEEBRICHEHLZEFE 7T I RITIORLIZE
I, RIS 0V Y Fy LB ERNEL, HOTE
BISEERNCE, DSRESEH), EERSA(-)IIKHE
FTBHLLAICH-TWE(T 73hyG®, 70/13F 0%
W, FE), #-T, 75 vy r SBIIEERNERT
d—F 4 U INES E TR RS 5 & —EDR|
BATERENE I EEEE, HICHRBELT, JOET
Suhsl FoLBEBRE L placebo ZHEL
1o HWEHIIELRDOERN. 23mm, £&10.5mmTH
BOWESD SDERV,

3. EBRAE

HER T - T, WREOOEMKEZHTET 57280
i, BB X O MHEMBEEREEE O muans
streptococci @ L N L% % LZ 1 Mucount® (FBF1ZE

1 VFYLEMARETFE TS V(77 hy-
G®) il

SAET, EHED? & tooth pick method3 i & - THIE
Lo £z, MERO T T LGHERDOREEL L&~
% HIYT RDtest ® 39 (ARFIMES LT, HEO E ML
Tro BIZ, WEREOEMEZROFTZELET 5HNTD
MF ozdsadul & LN EEEREL 12,
HIERERE, £ 1LIRUAED B 3EMD T S v
v SR B R T ERNIC DI A RO E SRR
L7
D EHFORET L NFAEBOTHREIC L 5 PMA
index 1255 < HEERR DILHY D DHZE
@ WIERBHERICL ST S5y v v Z KA Plague
score DECEH
® PMTC (Professional Mechanical Tooth Clean-
ing) o & WG DTEERE
@ wEIEREXIOLEIC X 5EIEOTEREDREZ
® 3B OENBEREROMS
COEDFERT AE TS Y F U LEMANEE T S
v & Placcbo 7T v b omn—EERL, 20
NEIHERELAD | G T o — T BTN HE
BREARA LI, 75 vy v 7 3EHA%EHERID 1
ge@m, #138fMEL, 75y v rERRIIELT
HARAE Lz, 75 v vy ZIcBE L TRIEERAZKIC
B4osT, WERBIURORIOHERAEEEEL S
® 3 EMBOEIERNROHIE
BUOE IR LIEO~ODBEEFMmEERL . £
D% 1 BRREFOER TS5 VICkbEROT S v v v
TEIT 1
@ 3BEROHOFERERD R
EEBE% S BEEHICHUR 1 0O~O®F TOREE
FTote MBL, HE TS vidATEEFD LD, DD
FiEl Y F 7 LEMPENE T T A ERA LD DI place
bo 875 v AMM L. KLE2EORIFEREOHET
S UFT TR L, MEBOILNOREDREN o
HOEMAEHE L1, Bic, OREROMEEOE LT
BT B0, 3BEOERANERIC A LN — RISk BRI
BR & RO v ) v AT, KERBARGAT & Bk
TEHHEE RGN E & L 720
4. FHMEFHE
(1) Stk IFRic o < ORISR
PHHEOKT S v OEIERPDREHET 59,
ARF%E T2 O’'Leary 53D Plaque Control Record
L Podshadley & Haley® i & % PHP (Patient Hy-
giene Performance) ® 2 DD EEEHRA L7, B
L, PHPREEELRLED, SHEFOBEEE 6 HEIL
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&1 BTH7 S vOENERDR, EEEIRKO
Z{bH L CHIEEFHI 1S O IR D HERS 1 BEY
% EERE

(Caries Risk DX 7 1) == %>

@® Mucount® — BEMEKID mutans streptoco-
cet L~ULORIE

©® RD test® — BEEKHD ST LIBHERONE

@ Tooth pick method — BEEmEIEDD mutans
streptococci L ~)LDRIE

(DMF DiEEF*E L4 50OENZE>

M 75 2 FERBRLAAT

PMA index D75 DRI E BB

GG & HIE R IE B IR B EiR 3

il ict s (A A

P. M. T. C.ic L 2 HP K 7542

BEIR AR & B NG EIRAE D LT

75 ERBAGT )

3 EREOEOBRSEM — Y Fo LEhAEE 75 &
F fid placebo 7 7 &

®Qeee®

Eico

75 VEBREKT

O~@D Mg b & sEE T AIE L~ L DillE
@O~@ic & BHIEITHIRAE & EERAS O M
CEEOWEIIERIAMD

1B OERIAR — EE 0w 7o &
5]

(&7 5 v DFERBHEAFTD
st term DO~@iT & 2508 L NILORIE & D~®ic
& BRI EIREE, EERAOFME X UHMNLOEAR
&
75 ERBIS D
ARl EFD® 77 Vic k 5 3 BB OO iE R
fial

(TS5 VERKTY
Ist term DO~@IZ X B HE L NILORIE ED~BI
& BRI IRAE & SRS D S

T score THF L, 512, BIRAHZ O mutans
streptococel b )R &4 B ORERNIRE O G & &
{Z, Caries Risk DFWVE LEVWELOZNENOE
EBRERERIE L1,
(2) HEER%E

Ty v THBOEBKEOE(AER L DI,
Schour & Massler® ® PMA Index (BithEE) & H W

720 PMA Index OFHII 3 EEicH=b Ty
KERATRIC IR R EATC R U OBENSED S HERHE
Bili 3 ZDEEIC L » T score #5c8k L 1,
(3) OEEANHRER DR

77y v SREEAMRTR O ORENE R OHEE I,
H LR — 20T & B il B 5 < OF ] ol S e el A %
Wiz RDtest ®, Mucount®, 3 X ¥ tooth pick
method @ score % HIFEM L 72,
(4) Caries Risk DX 7 ) —= 7

Caries Risk D2 7 1) —— v 7>\, O
REBRDORIRICER L - 3 EROMEF AR O EEE
BELTHME T I &EE LI, i FEE LTRD
test ® T3, score H Low iZ 1 &1, Middle (& 2 /5,
High i< 3 5.2, Mucount® Tt score 23(—)iZ 0
B, (PN, (P2 (H+ P 3ARE
%, tooth pick method Tit, EFEi& FEHICHIT T
mutans streptococci M O = —HM, FHOD 4 WAL
THRLEZWESEZDHETOREME LT, Jo=—K
N, OfA(CHIELTOLE 1~20\E(H)ELTI
A 21~100A (F ) ELT2 A 100EEZ 26D
Z+H+H)ELT3EEEABILELI, 2D3HDD
HMEFEAEHERIAE O SO 2 RO ERPOFIRO &
O 3mE A % #8RE % High risk group
&L, MEAKRBD I —T% Low risk group & L
72o IRIZ, RDtest® & Mucount® D ZhZ M2\ T
b, RDtest® Tld score W7 T v ¥ V7 RHIE T4 &
b “high” %0 3 HTRI2AE Z KRB
Mucount® {3 28|75 v ¥ 7R 4 [B]D score D
P2 SR EoF 0 RE 8 ALl L& RIS,
High risk group & Low risk group & L CFEfiz T
FTIEELL
5. fWmiAE

BRI EE O R R O Lic B AR T
] R IR 27 4V, 3, 2 (HARERIGARS
WZERT, R RV TIT- 1.

# S

1. BIEAENGH-EDERDR
O'Leary ® P CRICE DS EHUERMEARL D
DN 2 THB, ) Fu LBMAEE TS v ABRLK
TS5y S OEEREMERELL, TSy v U IE
B OEIGTER$1. 6% & 70, 1% THB DRI I$HFETF
BICEERENRED SN (p <001 LOLIEA S
Mo placebo BHETIR 77 v ¥V VEIRICKEBEIZR
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Do tee T, EIEREREERIF2.9%LT
placebo BEl34. 5% & FHE T ERFDEN &M - 12
D, FEHEENIE s, M3 WRIKD T -5 %
LEOREmANEE L PHP score TRLICHDT
FB, Z0ERELES, OLeary DPCREHLIL
DT, placebo BED T T v ¥ JHiHRIZ2. 4% £52. 6
%L BEAEEN 1D, EREO TS v v v Ui
OWYEEH5. 9% L TT 5 v ¥ v 7R TIE42. 0%
ThHY, TOELFEENICEETH -2 (p <0.05),
E Ok LR HERET23. 5% & placebo B -2.2%
LEEETRS ERXUWMENRONID, RENSKE
WIS NS EEETRAD o NI~ T

¥z PHP scorex AWT L FEABIIC G & % 2t
F5&, M4—a, bREIRLAES I, LHETIER
BOT5 v v TRk & FEBEES LU placebo #D 7
Sy vV SBOBICHHENESERENED N (p
<0.01, p<0.09), ALt LTFHETRWIThox

(%5) bk
1005-==-1=- e T EEE TR N .
T iy TV A
80 E:E:E:E:S R D iﬁ {¢%
T R H ALYy = 4
RN 5 Rl 1l 1
60 B3 ' DRI
T SR
o O sk ko
40 o =} --t83.0Ag ek < - - -~
*% [ p<0.01
2015
| s
R i

ETFwT7T7 placeb
2 O'Leary ®P CRICHD{WOGFRNE

(%) 'i'
[ e L
1) 2 BT N DT E

{ RIYB AR %
60 O YRt
401 B8 | O skl EE
207-- EE::'}'. * . p<0.05

0- i
90l s
ETR7 7 placebo

K3 PHP score icE23 < MOERME

54 A bAEAE M-, £72, PHP score iZ
FOEENREOBRYEEYS 5 LB OERED T
S5y o v FRIRCIZIAN S iEENED o - (p <0.05)
A, GflcREEEEEMh-c(X5—-2a, b

B16 —-a, biETHIREEEEOEOERHRE XK
Li:boThan, migs bEREDT T v ¥ TRk
CREEENED O (p <0.05, p<0.0D,
2. FERE & UHIEPHEROERE

WOBRICE bR OEREOEREREST 5720
1, FNEFNOEOERAEIRIC RD test ® (02
AT, HEDIC L BMERDOMERORE, Mucount
® (MBHIEELLT, HEEDIC X AR S mutans strep-
tococei L ~_UVDBIE S & U tooth pick method (24 %
HEIED mutans streptococei L NIVODRIEETWED
EmEAE 91z R Lo RD test score |3 1) F v LEMA
BT 5 vk B EOERBHEI®R TR N TOWRE
K BWTE{LDAD HLNIEd - 12, placebo BT J ViC

(%) B2 *
100..._..‘., L S e —— | ——

ey B
| B D
Bl

| B ooip st
O #oER £

* . p<0.05
| *%x 1 p<0.01

4 —a PHP score o &2 < EEAET O OE

RH®
1(%)
LF B P
gl coteaiatsaa D%
e B

60 |2 ot

i O ditE Rk
407 B8
20 358
ol B

BFHET7T7
4 —b PHP score 2B FEAEFIO MO

SEEIES
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(%) r_i\
Y e g AR
) 35
BRIP4
| B o
O] sk ko
| % :p<0.05
placbo
5 —a PHP score (X2 < 8FIEH O S 17E
L
(%)
LS T g BRR
80........,. A S e B S B e mﬁiﬁ'ﬁf%
- RIS %
B ot

| O sEpE®

- | e
s | | B 713
0 -5 St e
BTET7 7 placebo
5 —b PHP score {255 < HRIKEm DOk E
FE

BWTHRHFRIHR TEDDH - - DIRMER I T OHRERE
24 DHTH 1.0 Mucount score {22\ T bRIIFHE]
BTENDS >R F o LBMANEE TS VOGS
24, placebo 72 >t 34 TH Y, high score i
Y7 hLEEE low score Iy 7 b LIcBERZNEN
2L IZTHY, WTNOWT I VItBVWTHAIT
DOIE FHEIZRED b - 1o Biz, WEPD mu-
tans streptococci LIV Y, W T T 2T X B RIFRAT
B EZIELRTE - T,
3. BRI Caries Risk RNV X Z2EAFRY

2

ETHT 5 2 TRIREET - L ERYMORIRE LU
placebe BRIDFIZIZH VT, T 5D test score B
S UOHBEROELDFBRERD ONEh -T2l EMG, T
NS0 test score 35 £ U colony #D SO EFH LD,
#¥E A~ E D High risk group & #HEBEF~ ] D
Low risk group @ 2 B 3)ic/r i ClRiOERMRE%:
S L, #OHREKT —a, b, ¢, dIZRTELD

(%) [_L
1(}0— @E‘Jﬁ?ﬂf’aﬁﬁﬁ
gl DM E
Bl A 12
P00 AU I | oS
O ¥R FHE
401 * 1 p<0.05
20- -
BfH 77 lacebo
6 - a PHP score ioE-5 < RO EOER
R
(%) '*_*|
1007 ] Lz gL
80| FENESS DU
Il A el
PN B e B e DM E
40"41 O Rk
.: *% . p<0.01
20| £
o4 ERSL
ETWT T placebo
6 — b PHP score iZE-5 { FIRERD & &5
R

{2 High risk group O ETFH 7 7 Y HHA I
PHP scoreTH.% & & H A58, 696123 L THA
B3, 9% & FATFHICHBIERWTERER L2 (p
<0.01)s LALTEHS, placebo BHIFHHAIS0. 3% 1
LT, HRED60.9% CHEFORMDIERD oL
Motoe Fto, FEBREEE placebo BHOM BB OMEE
oW T bFETRN S EEEZVAD Sz (p <0.01),
50, WIERERICO>VWTY, MEBCIFEEREN
H -T2 (p <0.01, T—a), ZOfERIL, O'Leary
OPCRTHMELTHPHP THEINEELEHT
Ho12(ET—b)e THUKL T, Low risk group T
EPHPTHLP CRTHETH TS &% & ¥ placebo
W75 o OFEREHRIC BT B R ERIC IR FERI
BEZEABI--@T -c, d) Bk, ERETL
placebo BT HE T 5 @ HATOEE & High risk
group &3 EAEBLT, MHCHKAFHIEEER
5inote

X 517, RD test® (T & % Caries risk screening @
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%2 BT VEARIHROMER RO EEIEROHER
% # BYETT placebo
& | Bl i} % il %
Total 5 : 1 ! -
Seore RD" | Mucount®| MSB £ | MSBF" | RD"” [ Mucount® | MSBE" | MSBF' | RD" | Mucount® | MSBE" | MSBF | RD" | Mucount”| MSBLE™ | MSBF
cor
ANH? [++H |+ H e erid [H AR H O
A46 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2
Al el v H [+ [ E [ e H B
B44 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 2
AlH |rrte+ b+ [HO |[FHE |+ H [r++e+ [+++|H [+ ++++ [+ +
C40 3 3 2 2 3 3 2 1 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 2
A|H [r+4|++ |[++ |H |+ + H |[+++++ [++ |H |[H++++ |++
D38 3 3 2 2 3 3 2 0 3 3 2 2 3 3 2 2
. 1= G Y AR H [++++ |+ H [++++ |+ H o |++ [+ttt
E34 3 3 1 3 3 1 1 3 3 1 1 3 2 3 3
AlH F++H+ [+ |H O e e MO e [+ M [t
F 32 3 3 1 2 3 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 0 2
S| H |+ H |+ | H |[++ |+ |[++ |H |- P+ |+
G28 3 0 2 1 3 3 1 1 3 2 1 2 3 0 2 1
slL |- |+++l+++|L |- |+ L [+ [+ FHH L [ A [
H28 1 0 3 3 1 0 3 3 1 1 2 3 1 1 2 3
e S o S R Y S RO ETE T 102 A N P O M + |+
122 2 1 2 2 2 1 2 2 3 0 1 0 2 0 1 1
¢IM |- ++ M |- - ++ | M |- + + L |- +4 [+
J20 2 0 2 3 2 0 0 2 2 0 1 1 1 0 2 2
1) RD test score &% 2) Mucount test score 3) Tooth pick methodiz 4) LBd test score
Y=t &EZ DB X B mutans strepto- TERIZAEE
L;1 - ;0 cocci colony & %D
M; 2 + ! [Tt
H; 3 ++ ;2 - 1 0 ; 0
+++ ;3 + 1 ~20 ;1
++  :21~100 ; 2
++4+: >100 ;3

#HE (% 4) XY, High risk group & Low risk
group OWOIERNREBTE 77 & placebo #i 7
5 THRLUIRENKS —a, b9 —a, bTh
%, PHP score B W\WicsiIERRILIE High risk
group TRREME L 7z 3 BHEOMEFHFMIC K 38 E
#J75 screening & EIREIC 3 DDIAE THRITENXIHE
#(p <0.05 p<0.0DMREHEN, BEFHT T VD%
BAIERETdH - 12, Low risk group TRWTFNDE
ICHImELERB S, -7(X 8 —a, b). O'Leary

DOPCRTHELEAILH, High risk group DE
FHE7I ik sRlREEIgIcEREENED SN (p <
0.01, X9 —a, bl

RICHERE th mutans streptococci @ screening
test & % Mucount ® iZ & » T screening E L/
High risk 3 & ¢f Low risk group O OERSIE%
RLIZHOHNFI0 - a, bEXIl—a, bTHb, HEK
th mutans streptococci level DEETEFEH 75 v &
placebo 8 7'5 V& B L Th, mutans streptococct
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# 3 High risk group & Low risk group @

screening
EFETT Y placebo F2
il # Al % &
A 12 11 12 11 461"
B 12 11 11 10 44H
C 10 9 11 10 40H
D 10 8 10 10 38H
E 7 8 8 11 34H
F 9 8 8 7 32L%
G 6 8 8 6 28L
H 7 7 7 7 28L
[ 7 7 4 4 22L
J 7 4 4 5 201
1) H : High risk group
2) L : Low risk group

*%
____________________ R4 R A
-------------------- NEEEf
s | g RUE A 2
e B st
fonos] O shm
*k 1 p<0.01
_40 T e i S e e
ETFwH7T7 placebo
7 —a High risk group ®@PHP score (ZED
 OVERSE
10075 | gy ML
FT0 N I ey IS I N ... B DWEfTE
1 RSB 1%
60- B k%
404 8- O] itk e
20.:... % * . p<0.05
0 %%  p<0.01
7 [ e __I631
ETk7o placebo
K7 —~b High risk group ® O’Leary P CR
KBS WOBRHE

level D&\ group Tld PHP score T O’'Leary @
PCRIELBFAEK L->THEFH TS > OROFER
B MI@B SN (p <0.05 p <0.01),
4, HERAEH(PMA index) DR

o5V FILEMANEE 7S & placebo 887 5
X BRIBATED PMA index DX RLEHDT
bbb, VFULEMNBNET T VIIRIREIER CHRITEN
ICEELENED SN (p <0.05), HEREOWENR S
NniA, placebo 7 5 v CHEEDIREIREZEAEE
b oot
5. BBREOIEMER

ARIFROPEHRE OB ER LI bONRKE T
& %, High risk 7 5|z Low risk group ik} 5%
DMFT {58, DMFS #g%, DT CRAEEHH) B LU
D S CRAVE SEE) O W IFNOME bHETENICEELZE
LD SN -7,

100 ---
B P lHEn)
80 —oeem e DRI A
_ i BRI
| B ot
[ s dERR %3¢
19.47
BEFw7o placebo
K7 - ¢ Low risk group ®PHP score (Z#D
EROERZR
(%)
T PR .
o & Rl P i
804 KRR |- SR ]
s e e R R %
601558 b - | W
ol B 29 | | Dwres
20 -t koo
ol B2
EFHRT T placebo
7—d Low risk group ® O’Leary ®PCR
EO OB RDER
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#=4 RDtest® B LU Mucont® (2 Xk % High risk group & Low risk group @ screening

RDtest® DFF A & screening

Mucont® DFE & screening

wEE | EBFRT IV control screening || #WERE | BEFHTI ¥ control screening

Al & Bl % O FF A it CII O FF i
A 3 3 3 3 12H" A 3 3 3 3 12H
B 3 3 3 3 12H B 3 3 3 3 12H
C 3 3 3 3 12H C 3 3 3 3 12H
D 3 3 3 3 12H D 3 3 3 3 12H
E 3 3 3 3 12H E 3 3 3 2 11H
F 3 3 2 2 oL® [ 3 i 2 3 9H
G 3 3 3 3 12H G 0 3 2 0 5L
H 1 1 1 1 4L H 0 0 1 1 2L
1 2 2 3 2 9L [ 1 1 0 0 2L
] 2 2 2 1 7L J 0 0 0 0 0L

BFth7 7 placebo
# 1 p<0.05

8 —a RD test® {Z Xk % High risk group @

EwOFEREHR(PHP)

E ®

WEEh, RS L R EMEBEBIED T LIGRE
BRI & LCBTH 7S v O EENE oS
NTOED, INETEOFEIZTHE LD TRED -
1o BIEREMR 1 SEPICW>THTH, OO

1) H : High risk group
2) L : Low risk group

[OFEERE mo gl mesk s

(%) R = i

WFWw77 placebo

K8 -b RD test® iZ &k 3 Low risk group @
WOERDRE(PHP)

FIHENEEINTO BN, EEBRERICOVLTIRESTZ
HRBEEENDSETEHHOEEDONBT VLD ENE
HELTW2ONREKRTH R4, £ I TAMER, &
—I, EEAERNAREY 2 oI —RIc B RIA
XN TV3 2 >DEIEER (O’ Leary’s PCR & PHP)
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1 i RHARE %
Ofaits Dowsniin DUk

(76)

%) Dﬁgg%ﬁ?ﬁ% EI)]E%E;??% 2R R RS

QO =T

80
60|
404 [

204 [

BTET T placebo
*% [ p<0.01
9 —a RD test® ic k% High risk group @

W OERER (O Leary DP CR)

placebo

9 —b RD test® {2k % Low risk group @
EERE (O Leary D P CR)

TR e o = PR BT (e
PG e W N L L
60
40
20~
0
- = laceh
Erw7 7y placebo _ e
EFth7 73 1
% p<0.05 % p<0.01 “ placebo
10— a Mucount® {24 % High risk group 10— b Mucount® {2 X5 Low risk group @
OWLIFERHR(PHP) HOERYER(PHP)
T
: : (%) RIS AR o VAR 77y e ’
@ * : * 10047 O ottt B oy fitpfin ABRRES |-ooneees
1001
o[~ 80
60| 60|
40-| sl
20|
0 - W,
—20 0-— R Aé
BFRT7T T placebo BTW7 7
* . p<0.05
Kil—a Mucount® 2k % High risk group 11—-b Mucount® {Zk % Low risk group @

DOEOERTR(O Leary DPCR)

B OERSE (O’ Leary P CR)
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£5 BIET S OERAICL D EEBETE
(PMA index) DH#ER

PMA Index

ETHT TV placebo

i *% Hi #%
A S 7 3 14 4
B & 7 5 4
cC & 18 13 17 18
D o 3 2 1
E & 14 11 14 8
F & 21 22 24 24
G o 0 2 3 2
H o 18 16 16 18
I o 8 7 10 9
] ¢ 14 13 15 14
SEEE 11. 00 9,40 11. 80 10. 20
SD 7.01 6. 72 7.24 7.87

[

E S

* : p<0.0b

ZRB LT, i, #AEMFML Caries Risk D5
EicAEH L, #8#E% High risk group & Low risk
group [ THIBKREDRZ ST Lie BT,
PMA index i & 3 SlREOHBHRIE, TIv T
BIBATRICIBE Lo 251 FEEEMR L, ERICRD
S VERHERM 3 ZOARICE D FHEET - 7.
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The purpose of this study is to evaluate efficacy of lithium battery tooth brushes in remov-

ing plaque, improving gingivitis, and altering bacterial levels. After brushing period, 2 kinds

of plaque scores based on caries risk were used to compare plaque accumulations.
The experimental toothbrush had a 3—volt lithium battery installed in the handle. The

battery supplied a positive electrical charge to the metal handle and a negative electrical charge

to the bristles. The control toothbrush was of the same shape and materials but lacked batter-

ies. For 7 weeks, from November, 1990, till January, 1991, a double blind study was conducted
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on 10 dental students,

Clinical parameters were modified PHP and O’Leary’s PCR for plaque accumulation and
the PMA index for gingivitis. Caries risk was screened on the basis of 3 considerations : levels
of mutans streptococci in saliva and plaque and numbers of Gram—positive microorganisms in
saliva.

Results :

1. Plaque removal

Estimates according to 0’Leary’s PCR (p<0.01) and PHP scores (p<0.05), the efficacies of
the lithium battery toothbrush and the control toothbrush differed significantly. After the ex-
perimental period, the control toothbrush was shown to be no more effective in plaque removal
than ordinary toothbrushes.

2. Improvements in gingivitis

In terms of the PMA index (p<0.05), the lithium battery toothbrush produced better re-
sults than the control toothbrush.

3. Changes in bacterial levels

No changes in oral microorganism levels was observed after the experimental period, no
matter which kind of toothbrush was used.

4. Plaque accumulation compared in terms of caries risk group

In the Low risk group, no significant differences were observed between the toothbrushes
before and after the experimental period. In the High risk group, however, according to the
O’Leaty’'s PCR (p<0.01) and PHP scores (p<0.05), the lithium battery toothbrush removed

bacterial plaque more effectively.



