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Objectives: Test Material

Robot testing of simulated plague control is
important for developing new toothbrushes
and full mouth devices. Therefore, the aim
was (i) to test a novel formulation of organic
plague simulating viscosity and adhesion of
natural plague and (i) to estimate a valid
accuracy of robot outcome in relation to
clinical results of plague control.
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Fig 12: Agreement Rate AR of toothbrushing with TB1 and TB2; AR per single incisors, canines, premolars and molars (h - horizontally, r - rotating v - vertically). The Agreement Rate is slightly different from tooth to tooth, best for incisors and premolars of the 4th quadrant
and rather low for the canine 43.
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