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Abstract:

Background & Aim: both wear and fracture of artificial teeth are
essential problems in removable prosthodontics because they cause
functional and esthetical problems. Light-cured composite resin or
acrylic resin can be used to repair acrylic resin teeth fracture. However,
the research published on the shear bond strength between acrylic
denture teeth and composite resin is very limited.

Purpose: to investigate the effect of different surface treatment methods
on shear bond strength between light-cured composite resin and acrylic
resin teeth.

Materials and Methods: 60 lower molars acrylic resin teeth were
divided into four groups, each one contains 15: group (I) (control):
received no surface treatment, group (Il) received bond agent only,
group (1) received MMA (methyl methacrylate) with bond agent, and
group (IV) was etched by phosphoric acid %37 with bond agent. All
groups (from I to 1V) received a cylinder of light-cured composite resin
(diameter=4 mm, height=2 mm). Shear bond strength was measured
using a universal testing machine (Testometric). Data was analyzed
using one-way analysis of variance (One-Way ANOVA) and Tukey post
hoc (0=0.01).

Results: shear bond strength of groups I1, 111, and IV was greater than
that of the control group. Shear bond strength of group 1V was lower
than that of groups I, and I1l. There were no significant differences
between groups 11, and I11.

Conclusion: with the limitations of this study: bond agent increased
shear bond strength. There was no difference of shear bond strength
when applying MMA prior bond agent. Applying phosphoric acid %37
prior bond agent is useless.

Key words: Acrylic Resin Teeth, Composite Resin, Shear Bond
Strength, Surface Treatment Methods.
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Moldovan, Balazsi, Soanca, ) %77 | %37 g
; Tuna, Rohlig, Sancakli, Roman, & Sarosi, 2019
oo &S 25 gl ¢(Evlioglu, & Gencay, 2013
SV e haip %35 oo Jo Y ladl e el
bl o Jsagall lddl e residual monomer (shiall
Slall as 5dle %d ) %1 Gzl @iy Y
oob Sl (oha dasSYI Wl o plall 13 dasY) b
Al 5 Js (B %3 A 1% e Ada) JaSY) das
so b Ll & 1Y Wil eldl 8 Aol e B
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0o Bale (6 Jlasicd Znaal aae ) 138 i (gl

(stesll Gaens (D)) Gaglad) pialal)
BeaY) Zobal of mealy Lyl Auhyl eda dgs
el dalas BlSY) QLY ogiiy S Liageady ASpandl)
Wiasany Gkl o2 ddlad (52 il dppudd) SlaN) (e

Lpm

Conclusions <ilaliau)

foh Lo i duyall oda agaa A

bl G el daglie e (Bond) Ll Jele 3y .1
cbeal) Sy caygaally LS )l

dile Gubs v padll deglie 3 B Gl oS Q1.2
Llae die (Bond) Ll dele Gk Jd yaesisal
.s2a5 (Bond) La)ll Jule (aadaty

Jale Gadat J8 %37 shesdll mea Jlanind daaaly .3
-(Bond) L))

Recommendations <ilua gil)
dpleat &8 <ol 10 5aal 48535 (Ol 10 3aal wigdl) gaals
Guli & dgashll GLul) sk e 4ol 20 sad
et (e (8 cale 2 dady JS AR tilady o Cujguasl)

aashll oLy

Ll ¢ LSV muhll mh ae Jagll Jale dals) 6 Ll
Balll Jlatin) e @l (€ Layy Muhsin 4y
e ple 0.5 4SS o ae Ll G dsledl Cleb)l
Ll dele e S Loy e ogilaall mlad)
Lliyl 4 s ) (Cross-Linking Agent) ol
Wong. ) 4wy Lad s, Papazoglou <3 LS
Lll dale e Ofiads Leghadail clly 06K 285 ((Wiwa
Lo cdllal) Ly 3 LS 5aaly 42k Gulid (e Y bond

Lyl g Ll
desandl b Aal 60 5l %37 shusil) pmes ik
i e SV EEL plae calan Jal e cllly da)l
dale Gaka &3 ()55 10 52l (lad) elalls dansad) & ¢Llay
oaeal e qm Lilel «cusygueS) d3lia) 3 cbond  dal)
(L) Gl placy diailall LA paen AL ghesgdll
(s + shasdll (mes) degenn (B palll doglae calS
3 ¢(a + nagisall i)y o(ds) Fesena o S
mesisall Bl Jlaiuls o6 4V Chatterje dul Lalls
Lyl dale Gl Jdy (ameall gusiall an (MMA)
Of Laali L (e ¢ palll daglae gy ) 53 Lae bond
G5 Ly coaill daglia (& il ok ol jshegdll (mes
Ji Sl sald Chatterje aaldl Jlanind lgalia @l
Ll & We @l 3 bond Ll Jele Gals
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