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Figure 1. Control specimen. RBM Figure 2. Test specimen. RBM sur— Figure 3. Test specimen. RBM sur—

surface  following no condition— face following conditioning  with face following conditioning with
ing(%2,000) shows rough, uneven sterile saline for #minute(<2,000) sterile saline for 1minute(><2,000).
surface with crater—like depression shows no difference from control

can be found. specimen.

ol
3

XOO0R oo oo L AP e P00k, D o 5 0OR, Shdin U » ‘el 5
Figure 4. Test specimen. RBM surface Figure 5. Test specimen. RBM sur— Figure 6. Test specimen. RBM surface
following conditioning with sterile face following conditioning  with following conditioning with sterile

saline for 13minute(’x2,000). sterile saline for 2minute(>x2,000). saline for 23minute(’x2,000).
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Figure 7. Test specimen. RBM sur—
face following conditioning with
sterile saline for 3minute(<2,000).

Figure 10. Test specimen. RBM sur—

face following conditioning  with
50mg/ml Tetracycline—HCl for
14minute(<2,000).

Flgure 13. Test specimen. RBM sur—

face following conditioning with
50mg/ml Tetracycline—HCL for 3mi—
nute (2,000).

rJ

% TR
=51

9] 71 sk ok

Figure 8. Test specimen. RBM sur—

o X
o~ T A

Figure 9. Test specimen. RBM sur—

face following conditioning with face following conditioning with
50mg/ml Tetracycline—HCl for 50mg/ml Tetracycline—HCl ~ for
#minute(<2,000)  shows irregular Iminute(<2,000).

surface and change from control

specimen.

Figure 11 Test specimen. RBM sur—

Figure

12. Test specimen. RBM

face following conditioning  with surface following conditioning with
50mg/ml  Tetracycline—HCL  for 50mg/ml  Tetracycline—HCL  for
2minute(X2,000). 23minute(<2,000).
2. 39 A&7 53
obEYl T Aelg s e Axese]
ARNE SRS el b E9 A

wwie] st
AlRte] o
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W37} QIAEK Table 1). Al gd4= FH =3k
ol i A7) #sP BE A9lA
Pashe AoR vepdort felde giich @it
Table 1. Surface roughness values measured
3 valleys (2nd, 5th, 8th valley) in no
treatment group.

Surface roughness

values(#m)
Pre—test values(Ra.) 1.417 0.762 1.811
Post—test values(Rapos) 1.344 0.503 1.018
Changes (Ragost—Ragre) —0.073 —-0.259 —0.793




Table 2. Surface roughness values measured 3 valleys (2nd, 5th, 8th valley) before & after
surface detoxification in control & test groups.

Application tim = ot

alants pp(rcrz::te)t : (meanRipS;), £m) (meaia;;;), £m) P vlue
0.5 1.085+0.952 0.942+1.126 0.50
1 1.25710.802 1.05840.482 0.75
Control 15 2,125+0.369 2.039+0.737 1.00
group 2 1.9451+2.538 0.927£0.828 0.25
2.5 2.814%1.090 1.921+1.244 0.75
3 1.541£0.542 1.52610.141 1.00
0.5 1.25910.883 2.146%1.525 0.50
1 3.141+1.917 1.301£0.619 0.25
Test 15 1.649+0.228 1.473+0.638 0.75
group 2 1.966+0.671 1.587+0.875 0.50
2.5 1.273%1.057 1.398+0.526 0.75
3 1.30020.630 1.440%0.303 0.75

*Pre—test values(Ray.): surface roughness values measured before surface detoxification.
#+Post—test values(Rays): surface roughness values measured after surface detoxification

HEpolZo® FH A2 Al A5 30% F FH A2 A5 AA7] ghe] wslEs vl B
7V w2 3 1A S7PF vehster 254 ks tiErelx= ARl Zdaiglo] B AR
3Rl STPF vERkem Ao et Tt FAedke slow yEhskon Al 30%
W= HolA= UK Table 2, 3). Az A 7 e g AR Zvleke] JeRt

tH Table 3, Figure 14).
Table 3. The changes of surface roughness
values (Ra) according to surface
detoxification.

The changes of Ra

1cati (Rapos _Raprey ﬂm)
Application . P value The change of surface
time(minute)
Control group  Test group roughness(Rages—Raye)
0.5 -0.143 +0.887 0.681 1-15
0-5 /‘\
1 -0.199 -1.840 0.141 oA N e [ TcHa
05 5T 5% 75 3| Sdine
15 ~0.086 ~0.176 1.000 el 7
(_'.1_5
2 -1.018 —0.379 1.000 [
‘ ment Time(Min). \
25 ~0.893 +0.125 0.681
3 ~0015 +0.140 0.423 Figure 14. The changes of surface roughness values

(Ra) according to surface detoxification.
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— Abstract —

The effect of conditioning by Tetracycline—HCI on
implant surface : The SEM study and surface
roughness measurements : RBM surface

Hae—Soo Lim, Joon—Bong Park®, Young—Hyuk Kwon, Yeek Herr, Jong—Hyuk Chung

Department of Periodontology and Institute of Oral Biology, School of Dentistry,
Kyung Hee University

The present study was performed to evaluate the effect of Tetracycline—HCl and Saline on the
change of implant surface microstructure and surface roughness according to application time.
Implants with resorbable blasting media surface were utilized. Before test all 13 implants were
measured surface roughness. Among them, 6 implants were rubbed with 50mg/ml Tetracycline—HCl
solution and other 6 implants with saline for #min., lmin., l14min., 2min., 23min and 3min. Then,
specimens were processed for scanning electron microscopic observation and surface roughness after

test.
The results of this study were as follows.

1. Control group showed a few irregular, rough, uneven surface with crater—like depression.

2. The test group with Tetracycline—HCl conditioning showed an altered surface when
Tetracycline—HCl was applied for 30secs, and showed a various surface alteration as application
times go on.

3. The test group with Saline conditioning showed no significant surface differences and surface
roughness.

4. The significant increase of Ra value was showed when Tetracycline—HCl was applied for 30secs.

In conclusion, the 50mg/ml Tetracycline—HCl must not be applied for the RBM surface implant for

surface treatment.

Key words : tetracycline—HCl, RBM implant surface, surface roughness
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