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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).
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