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Objectives : latex gloves hygiene is the most effective method to prevent infection of
Accepted : 11 August, 2014

microorganisms and to reduce the incidence of cross infections, The aim of this study was to
compare the bacteria reduction ratio of cleansing with water, liquid soap and alcohol gauze,

Corresponding Author Methods : The left side glove was the control group and the right side was the experimental
Sang—-Hwan Oh group. The experimental group washed hand with water, soap, and alcohol gauze, The hand
Department of Dental Hygiene plate was inoculated by the hand and inoculated for 24 hours in 35TC.
College of Medical Science Results : Washing with water showed that CFU of control group was 11169 and that of
Konyang University experimental group was 302.8, Hand washing by water reduced 74.3% of bacteria. Liquid soap
Daejeon 302—781, Korea, revealed that CFU of control group was 619.9 and that of experimental group was 8.3. Hand
Tel : +82—42—600—6393 washing by liquid soap reduced 97.5% of bacteria, Alcohol gauze included 875.2 CFU in control
+ 82—10—2343—7528 group and 5.8 CFU in experimental group, Washing by alcohol gauze reduced 99.5% of bacteria.
E-mail : dentsh27@konyang.ac.kr Conclusions : Based on the results, the most effective latex gloves cleansing method was

recommended as the standardized hand washing with the liquid hand soap and alcohol gauze,
The results can be used to improve training strategies for enhancing glove hygiene practice in
dental clinic,
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Cleansing methods

Group

Tap water

Liquid hand soap Alcohol gauze

Control group
(Left glove)

Experimental group
(Right glove)

Fig. 1. Difference of the bacteria colony count by cleansing methods,
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Table 1. Difference of bacteria colony count by cleansing methods Unit : CFU(Colony Forming Unit)
. Control group(Left glove) Experimental group(Right glove) *
Cleansing methods (Mean+SD) (Mean=+SD) o}
Tap water 1116,89+254.65 302.78+£248.20
Liquid hand soap 619,89+304.81 8.33+5,43 0.000
Alcohol gauze 875.22+235.96 5.78+7.28
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Table 2. The bacteria reduction ratio by cleansing methods

Cleansing methods Bacteria reduction ratio(Mean=+SD) p
Tap water 74.,3362+17.7863
Liquid hand soap 97.5305+2.9734 0.000
Alcohol gauze 99,4639 +0,6090

"Kruskal-Wallis Test
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Fig. 2. The bacteria viability ratio by cleansing methods. Horizontal bar: The

bacteria viability ratio was significantly different from each other(p{0.05).

At AAES Bl Aoz AlrEch

o] 754? HRgO R & ARl dFE ARE o]
afo] 2hEl A GRS M| Hsl= Alo] SaE AlFshks
Bk At AA lolA vlad aukdo|glar, @ H%E7} 4]
oF ghels AR SRR Ak AL Al AlA
AoNA Axl mypHo|z] ek v elS &l 4= 9l
w2 95 Sl F/PEM %‘4 7HA AIF o] Alst
g 01rt1
o2 gAY A
71710]| St JLOW OlL QH}EXl Nl 7H°J HE At
of e Alef A&zt a}E*‘* A1rel 138 RS sl
olg] Ao =f U FHES e

FL
I‘I
d
il
_.1
b
r
fll

TERER A 2EE A9 e AlA it Blaste] 7
S At #agE Bl ol % F
FES AA A ghot 3 et Uo
9 A 8]l0] & FleR oA,
et & AgAIe dEE 7%50 37 At
A Fola gl A =K
A 739 1004 7}7% Alet %ig:% B}, o]

e AR ] gl e o 4 gl
go] gt AL EOR gk AR 4 ,
7o) AR vlo] B uf, &Ahl el Aoy
A= AR S 04]%%}7] $lsto] 49l HE At
A4 ejo} HEolat 2

N
o b
2
N %0

Fﬂi
i
15
Am?rlr
1o @ ol Ml o’ Hu @

e}, kA ow 4& 2 A B BfolE 7|2
L AP A TS it FERA] HEA
off FAfst= HE eI RSk 1A gk, Aol

Ao el s 0 A4 el
A AR Mk A el o mHjstel A8t
= 0] 1Y WA o], REOlE 49 SRR

!
AHSH w Hoke UEg A2E o

AL Wk ol



598 J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2014 ; 14(4) : 593-9

& Sl S ol8alel AJH el T Al RS
orotiiz] $Js) AlAEIole ARATE el AR 447k
SOl B3 5 SEE, & AR, 2RE A% F L)
WO S AHE T s S| 7= W5
31 350N 24417k vjestelch AHEHA ghe T f
de o djeRE 3 AH GRS el 2 Al 2k
O_O

1. SRR AR 49, ol 11169 Gt ek
8 GUS e, ol Mg &

o)
o
=y
HU
g
E
rt

2,
o
= g
T
=2
B
N
o
o
=
uj

ek At 97 5%4 At ﬁi%— E%‘M.
3. YaE AR Aﬂ;d—o*} -, tj2tol| A 875.2 CFU7L
38 58 CFURE YEPTY o5 Wi g e

Shikst At 99.5%2 Al g Wl
QR ARG el A SR HE SRR A 7l

% Alo] ghaol S B, & ARl ot 7|
2 ol AlHol A T & Al 4 FIHE Rl

e A} o el AR A Ha) A A SHE
] o WA AHgaHe
Hpo| 7}xp HAHX—l Hho|H R HEo|s} Aolut o518
72 olgat AlH WE FHsks Holt,

l

r

References

1. Nam SM, A study on infection control practices by dental
hygienists, J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2011; 11(1): 135—46.

2. Jeong JS, Kim DH, Kim MN, Choe MA, Bactericidal effect of
waterless alcohol gel hand washing agent, J Korean Biol Nurs Sci
2002; 4(2): 127-37.

3. Park YN, Recognition and practice on infection control and
infection waste of dental personnels|Master's thesis]. Daejeon:
Univ, of Chungnam, 2006,

4, Hong SY, Kim JM, Kim SY, Lee SJ, Oh ES, Yang SI, et al.
Change in the counts of colony according to hand disinfectants
in operating rooms, Clin Nurs Res 2006; 11(2): 91-101.

5. Cho YJ, Yoon SJ, Ahn HS, Kim SD, Park HK, A Study on
infection control practices among dental hygienists, J Korean
Society of Quality Assurance in Health Care 2003; 10(2):
190203,

6, Hwang JH, Knowledge and compliance with infection control
among dental hygienists(Master's thesis]. Seoul: Univ, of Yonsei,

2008,

7. Woo SH, Joo EJ. A study on personal protection equipment for
infection control at dental offices, J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2010;
103): 459-64.

8, Kwak TK, Chang HJ, Ryu K, Kim SH, Effectiveness of 70%
alcohol solution and hand washing methods on removing
transient skin bacteria in food service operation, J Korean Diet
Assoc 1998; 4(2): 235-44,

9. Park SN, Park OS, Rhyu KH, Jeong JI. The effect of disinfection
and the MRSA isolation from hand disinfectant in ICU nurses, J
Korean Acad Fundam Nurs 2006; 13(3): 359—67.

10, Kim YS, Park CW, Jin HY, Jeon HS, Lee UK, Kwak YS, Effects
of duration of scrubbing and disinfectants on sterilization of
hands and forearms of operating room staff, Korean J Infect Dis
1996; 28(1): 41-9.

11, Kim MS, Kim KJ, Shin YR, et al., Comparison of surgical hand
scrub formulations and scrub methods for antimicrobial efficacy.
J Korean Biol Nurs Sci 2007; 9(2): 118—24.

12, Hong HS, Kim YK, Aspects of staphylococcus in povidone
disinfection of patients with a tracheostomy, J Korean Biol Nurs
Sci 2001: 3(2): 1-20.

13, Nam YS, Analysis on relevant factors in practice of prevention
for infections in dental clinics — (Focusing on dental hygienists).
J Dent Hyg Sci 2008; 8(3): 189-98.

14, Park HS, Choi JY, Sim SH, Kim JS, Choi BK, Jang HK. A study
on practice of infection conrol by dental hygienists (with
reference to seoul and Incheon*Gyeonggi province), J Dent Hyg
Sci 2008; 8(4): 275-81.

15, Suk YS, Jun BH, Cho YS, Effect of infection control practice on
exposure prevention of dental hygienist, J Korean Soc Dent Hyg
2010; 10(2): 255—68,

16, Woo SH, Kwan JS, Ju OJ, Lim KO, A study on the
implementation of infection control at dental offices, J Korean
Soc Dent Hyg 2009; 9(3): 282-93.

17. Eon S, Kim GW. Infection control realities and relevant factors
in dental hygienists, J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2012; 12(2): 379—89,

18, Bae SS, Lee MS, Study on elements for effective infection control
at dental hospitals, J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2011; 11(4): 557—69,

19, Lee KY, Lee JA, A Research of dental hygienists recognition on
dental infection, J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2009; 9(1): 458,

20. Choi HN, Bae HS, Cho YS, Literature review of dental infection
control in Korea(1988~2009). J Dent Hyg Sci 2010; 10(4):
199-209.

21, Choi JY, Park HS, Sim SH, Kim JS, Choi BK, Jang HK, A Study
on affect factors in dental infection control: Focus on wash hand
and put gloves on of a dental step, J Dent Hyg Sci 2009; 9(1):
35—41.

22. Cho MJ. A study on re—use intention through external stimuli



23.

24,

25,

26.

21,

UB0| - QI - BLIH - SBY - BT - 0/TH - 27}

and infection control of dental office perceived by medical
consumer, J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2011; 11(4): 571-80.

Yun KO, Actual status of infection control by the dental
hygienist in Korea, J Korean Soc Dent Hyg 2013; 13(3): 36976,
FL Bryan, Factors that contribute to outbreaks of foodborne
disease. J Food Prot 1978; 41: 816—27.

ME Stiles, AZ Sheena, Efficacy of low—concentration iodophors
for germicidal hand washing. J Hyg 1985; 94(3): 269—-77.
Stiles ME, Sheena AZ. Efficacy of germicidal hand wash agents
in use in a meat processing plant, J Food Prot 1987; 50(4):
289-95,

Kim CH, Jang HK, Investigation of infection prevention dental
hygienist s personal protection, J Dent Hyg Sci 2005; 5(2):
63-70.

HIA EIZHO|

= EA

| Mz gholl ME Mz d4g






