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A comparative study of stability after
installation of 2 different surface types of
implants in maxilla of dogs
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Figure

Figure

1.

2.

R

The light microscopic photographs of bone-implant
contact (BIC) of RBM(upper) and SLA(lower) surface
fixtures at 6 weeks. The BIC of SLA surface group was
lower than RBM surface group(Lt: x12.5, Rt.: x40)

The light microscopic photographs of bone-implant
contact (BIC) of RBM(upper) and SLA(lower) surface
fixtures at 12 weeks. The BIC of SLA surface group
was higher than RBM surface group(Lt: x12.5, Rt.:

-1l -



Abstract

A comparative study of stability after
installation of 2 different surface types of
implants in maxilla of dogs

Jae-Hyung Im

Advisor : Prof. Kim, Chun-Sung, Ph.D.
Department of Dentistry,

Graduate School of Chosun University

Purpose: This study was performed to investigate the histologic
and histomorphometric findings of 2 different types of implant
surface after installation in the posterior region of maxilla in

dogs.

Materials and Methods: Before placing implants, all molar
teeth of dogs were extracted under general anesthesia. After 1
month, RBM (resorbable blasting media) and SLA (sandblasted
with larger grit and acid etched) surface implants (24 fixtures in
each group) were installed under general anesthesia. The initial
stability was measured using Periotest® (PTV: periotest value).
After 6 or 12 weeks, PTV was measured again, and fixtures with
surrounding bone tissue were harvested for histologic and

histomorphometric analysis.

Results: The average initial stability of SLA surface group

_iV_



(-1.71£#2.9) was higher than that of RBM surface group
(-1.25%£3.21), but there was no significant difference between 2
groups. The PTV were much increased at 6 and 12 weeks
compared to initial, and the mean PTV of RBM surface was
higher than SLA surface at 12 weeks between 2 groups. In
histomorphometric analysis, the average bone-implant contact of
SLA and RBM surface group were 67.6%%16.0 at 6 weeks,
82.7%+8.6 at 12 week in SLA surface groups, and 69.9%+17.6
at 6 weeks, 78.3%+9.2 at 12 weeks in RBM surface group,

respectively.

Conclusion: Taken together, SLA and RBM surface implants
were demonstrated good stabilities and good healing processes of
surrounding bone in the maxillary posterior region, therefore the
2 domestic implants could be seen predictable results clinically

after installation.
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Table 1. Experimental design

SLA surface RBM surface
Healing periods 6 week 12 week 6 week | 12 week
Number of fixtures 12 12 12 12

Y FE F=HE] A B A Zoletil® 50(Virbac S.A., Carros,
France)# 2% ®H¥ FAMN (dte]dAZejeols, d=)g 1112 42 &%
0.2mL/kg® &Fo 2 ZF3to] d4l v E 2 £ 1:100,000 of 9]

SRI(FERGE, d=) o AEFY T4 v
o et FRF-o LAAE Adtn AAg 2d 2E Y 17099 A+
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dzeE Ay HF 8 679 12579 AF7|tE FoF F Periotest®

glycomethacrylate #d % (spur low-viscosity embedding media,

Polyscience, PPA, USA)el Zujdle] A|H-E A 23R o] A|JHE 9=

HE A% dgem of 200um FAZR AT T 30um FAZ Avisie]
g Azt 2 AISeE BAE 93] Villanueva osteochrome

ZgA(San Clemente, CA, USA)= Alfgt & #ed04 (Olympus

Fkii

BX51, Tokyo, Japan)& ©|&3sfe] F-9d=ZHE HZE(BIC; bone-implant
contact) & EAEATY. Z-AZFE HA=8L Sennerby £°20] A &3 W
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RBM3} SLA W A d=dE PTVEL -9

sl SPSS v.16(SPSS, Chicago, IL,

L e EAE st E t-test(p<0.05)E Al 83

8te] Pearson F#AITE T3A



1. PAA 37 (Table 2)

1) A8 A] Periotest value

SLA EWA7 #9 PTVE -1.71 +2.91% e

WYi, RBM WA e &
o PTVE

-1.25 £3.21% v¥wn, 27 A4S SLA #¥A e Fo] o

EUAINE FE 7 Aoz HolA] & %tH(p)0.05).

2) 6F A3 A] Periotest value

SLA #WA" ¢ PTVE

-3.83 +2.559 3, RBM XWxg 9
-4.52 +£1.41%2 eyttt RBM £9x g o] SLA EWHA g 7+8

O o
e ergie

PTV=

o9 = HAFUA R f g ol §

1o HA

AA(p>0.05).

3) 12 733 A] Periotest value

SLA %A g 9 PTVeE -3.73 £1.01, RBM 3#EWAE] 9 PTVE

-4.50 £0.71% JYEw9t, RBM ¥WAE o] SLA {WA#] +HEt} o
L ot AS Ho]FE)

A (p<0.05).

Hi

o, felg Aozt 3l

Table 2. The assessment of stability at initial
weeks(mean values)

6 & 12

SLA surface RBM surface
Initial 6 weeks | 12 weeks Initial 6 weeks | 12 weeks
PTV -1.71 -3.83 -3.73 -1.25 -4.52 -4.50%
(291 | 255 | (101 | +3.21) | (+141) | (0.7

At 12 weeks, RBM surface group » SLA surface (p<0.05).



Z-9ZHUE HEE(BIC)S SLA F9Ag 79 Hit BICE 6FdAE
67.6%, 129X 82.7%= el ow, 12FoA FBAgHoz fost
7 29tk 28la, RBM BWXE 29 H BICE 659 125 &

p
Q
32

7y 69.9%9 78.3%% Ho 127 © FUtsld oy 23 2ol= ¢l
(Figure 1, 2). 659 ZTEA #23 23} RBM ¥WAE o] SLA &

HAE FEY © =8 BICZF B3, 1259 fFEqA= SLA £HAE

—

To] RBM ¥WAg #RT 0 £ BICE HoZm 9oy EAAe s

Golgl 2tol= ¢l (Table 3).

Table 3. The histomorphometric evaluation of each groups

SLA surface RBM surface
6 week 12 week 6 week 12 week
BIC | 676 + 16.0 | 82.7 + 8.6 69.9 £ 17.6 78.3 £ 9.2

+t BIC of SLA surface, 12 weeks > 6 weeks (p<0.05).
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Figure 1. The light microscopic photographs of bone-implant
contact (BIC) of RBM(upper) and SLA(lower) surface fixtures at
6 weeks. The BIC of SLA surface group was lower than RBM
surface group(Lt: x12.5, Rt.: x40).
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Figure 2. The light microscopic photographs of bone-implant
contact (BIC) of RBM(upper) and SLA(lower) surface fixtures at
12 weeks. The BIC of SLA surface group was higher than RBM
surface group(Lt: x12.5, Rt.: x40).
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