1250 Journal of Oral Science Research,Dec. 2012, Vol. 28,No. 12

Heed!? xa®n’ 4w EFE' OK#H O REFER”
(1. BNEFHRoBEESE i 3N 325000;2. M4 E$ 118 Efk v it
3. PHERFANNLEZHA ;L. BNEFERECEER)

L ] : 6 ,

o :150 5 mm X5 mm
. (PHGO) | (PHGC—Si—1.,PHGC—S8i—1.5).
(PBG) | (PBG—Si—3.PBG—Si—4) .
2 mmX2 mm . : PHGC.PH-
GC—Si—1, 0.50% ,PBG 0.25%,PBG—Si—3 0.45%
. PHGC—Si—1.5.PBG—Si—14 .
L ]
[ 1 R781.4 [ 1 A [ 1 1671—7651(2012)12—1250—04
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[Abstract] Objective: To study the effects of varied contents of different oligo— guanidine antimicrobial agents on
the microtensile bond strength of periodontal dressing. Methods: One hundred and fifty non— carious human third
molars were used in this study. The buccal enamel surfaces of the teeth were flat to obtain a 5mm X 5mm enamel flat
surface. Periodontal dressings with six kinds of antimicrobial agents(PHGC, PHGC—Si—1, PHGC—Si—1. 5,
PBG, PBG—Si—3, PBG—Si—4) were placed on the enamel surfaces. The specimens were then sectioned to sticks
with a cross— section area of 2mm X 2mm for microtensile bond strength tests. Result; Microtensile bond strength of
periodontal dressing receives little effect, when the concentration of PHGC and PHGC—Si—1 is less than 0. 50%,
the concentration of PBG is less than 0. 25% ,and the concentration of PBG—Si—3 is less than 0. 45% , respectively.
Microtensile bond strength of periodontal dressing will decrease.no matter what the concentration of PHGC—Si—1.
5 and PBG— Si—4 changes. Conclusion; Microtensile bond strength of periodontal dressing with six kinds of antimi-
crobial agents has different degrees of changes, and the effect is increased along with the increased silicon content
found in antibacterial material.

[Key words| Enamel Periodontal dressing Antimicrobial agents Microtesile bond strength

(06MA151) ,
" 122

(Y07010)

(1983~ ), . s .
(PHGC,PHGC—Si—

’ . (0577)88063088 1.PHGC—Si—1. 5.PBG.PBG—Si—3.PBG—Si—



2012 12 28 12

1251

4) ,
1
1.1
1.1.1 150 .
N s 20~30 ,
s 30, 5
. 4 °C.0. 1%
,1 o
1.1.2 (
) ( ), (
), (Zapit, Bisco,
Do
1.1.3 (Mopao 260E, ,
)3 (Isomet Buheler Ltd, USA);
(Microtensile Tester, Bisco Ltd, USA);
(KH—55A, )

(0—150, ) (XTL —1, )3
(PS — 60A, , )3
(HZT—A-+300, Do
1.2
1.2.1 ,
(PHGC.PHGC—S1—1,PHGC—Si—1. 5.PBG)

0.25%.0.50%.0.75%.1.00% 0.01%
, (PBG—Si—3.,PBG—Si—4)
0.15%.0.30%.0.
45% .0.60% 0.01% . 30,
1.2.2 350/
,  600grit( )
5 mm X5 mm
, 1 min
, 5 mm,
37 C
24h
2 mm X 2 mm R
60 r/min,

© 1994-2013 China Academic Journal Electronic Publishing House. All rights reserved.

2

Fig. 1 Preparation of sample Fig. 2 Microtensile testing
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Fig. 3 Microtensile testing jig and sample

Fig. 4 Microtensile testing device
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Table 1 Microtensile bond strength of periodontal dressing with varied amount of antimicrobial agents of different groups xts
/N (mm?) !
0.01% 0.25% 0.50% 0.75% 1.00%
PHGC 1.99+0. 22 1.79+0. 17 1.75+0. 19 1.62+0.48 1.41+0.15
PHGC—Si—1 2.08+0. 25 1.66+0. 21 1.53+0. 26 1.17+0.17 1.18+0.12
PHGC—Si—1.5 2.17+0. 33 1.54-0.20 1.3540. 32 1.41+0.15 1.58+0. 20
PBG 1.77+0.28 1.43+0.29 1.35+0.17 1.45+0. 10 1.38+0.19
2
Table 2 Microtensile bond strength of periodontal dressing with varied amount of antimicrobial agents of different groups xts
/N '+ (mm?) !
0.01% 0.15% 0.30% 0.45% 0.60%
PBG—Si—3 1.68+0. 29 2.03+0. 28 1.63+0.28 1.50+0. 26 1.27+0.08
PBG—Si—4 1.92+0.15 1.54+0. 16 1.57+40.19 1.5740. 28 1.4740.25
;% P<<0.05, 0.15% (2.0340. 28)N/mm?, (1.68+0.29) N/mm?, PBG
—Si—3 0.15%
> . 2)PBG
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L75% 0.01% 1.00% .
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