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Auveloper A% #A7]E o] 43l HAls] ut
AR AN BAAe A% AL Astol ot
£ baset+fog &%, IE Z3x, A
Azxe wshel FA4dn Azl pH H3}
o B AAHE vim 2SR,

II. Az o Uy
. Xz

2 Ao ALH AF dA7]+ Auveloper
(S.S.White U.S.A.)& B 3EN gystem2 ¢l
I AALEE 68FE YA FA 3o,
Fuji RD-III (fuji Co. Japan) @Atel-& A}l4-3}
At

X-Ad #F9Ax+E SPACEMAKER-II(S.S.
White. Co. U.S.A.)Z 70kVp, 10mAE T
A Az #dsdeor Agd "WELS
EKTASPEED EP-21(Eastman Kodak Co.
U.S.A)old =7]E 7}2 41mm, A=E 31
mmel 7 EF IFE& o] &5t

A dzE5 S5/ A A= 10
Atez = aluminum step-wedgeZ A
9 EolE me, Z2 {mmE dgPen, I
sl B3x &7 (Victoreen Co. Model
07-424 digital densitometer U.S.A)E A&
=43t .

2. Wy

(1) base+fog &3=

1938 6%d7tA wid 100914, F 60071
X-A #9¢ A ¥ &L AF d=
A4, F3ts SAH7E FAH3o =l
BEE T3

(2) &3=

1945 6272 = 100914, F 6007H<]
3 2¢ SPACEMAKER-II¢ ©]&, 5impulse
2 293 F A5 dA4vI2 A, FE=

=472 2% WA FFE ToAH
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(3) Al ==

1948 647 =1 100714, F 600=4]
% 2o aluminum step-wedge S ¥ i
SPACEMARKER-II-§& ©o]%€ 6impulse® #
43 ¥ AF FAVIZ A4, aluminum
step-wedge®} E°] 4mm$ 18 mme Z3=
g 53t $AH7R EASH o Aol T3
%, MLy FFE T3

(4) dAA 3 Azl pH

1°é—r51 647k 35 Az (94, 1341, 17
Aol AA oF 1.5cc A=E A2 A3}
o] Digital pH/ION Meter(E% =tz A&
© Model DP-135)& ©]-&3te] pH 7.0, 9.0,
4.09) pH SF 8N o2 electroded] 7245

233 F dA4Az AFade pHE 474 54
3o vl HFL Tt
m o
|. base+fog H3tT
192¢ 6947}% ] base+fog E3xe] HFE

< 0.22, 0.25, 0.26, 0.26, 0.29, 0.32&8 &
7}etg o= (Table 1), 3UdAFEH+= HdF&
base+fog &3t=9l 0.255 Z=#3Pen, 7z
Jo] HF-& ANOVA AA3} Scheffe TestE
A Pste] wlm BAZ Az 393 495 A9
g & ZE 7ol 7€ A7t A= (Table
2).

19458 647 L& F3=e] HEL 2
05, 2.09, 2.10, 2.11, 2.19, 2.222 Z7}3}4
o (Table 1), 24 29 HF& ANOVA 7
A3} Scheffe Tests A]dsled vl EAEl
Az, 193 29, 193 3, 1974 4, 24
39, 293 49, 543 645 A =HE
EE 7ol f23 &7t ghieh(Table 3).



Table 1. Mean and S.D. of the base + fog density, film density, subject contrast, the pH of the developing and
fixing solution per day.
base + fog film subject pH of Dev. pH of Fix.
density density contrast solution solution
Day mean S.D. mean S.D. mean S.D. mean S.D. mean S.D.
1st 0.22 0.01 205 012 1.06  0.03 11.24 0.02 396 0.05
2nd 025 0.0 209 0.5 1.04 0.04 11.16 0.03 4.14  0.04
3rd 026 0.01 210 0.08 1.02 0.04 11.11 0.02 422 001
4th 026 0.01 21 0.156 096 0.04 11.06 0.02 426 0.02
5th 0.29 0.01 2,19  0.09 0.95 0.04 10.96 0.02 429 0.01
6th 0.32 0.04 222 021 0.94 0.03 10.91 0.01 432 0.02

{S.D. = Standard Deviation, Dev. = Developing, Fix. = Fixing)

Table 2. Comparison of base + fog density between days

Day 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th

1st 0.22

2nd *S 0.25

3rd *S *S 0.26

4th *S *S NS 0.26

5th *S *S *S *S 0.29

6th *S *S *S *S *S 0.32
*S : Significant (P <0.05) by ANOVA and Scheffe Test

NS : NotSignificant

Table 3. Comparison of film density between days

Day st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th
1st 2.05

2nd NS 2.09

3rd NS NS 2.10

4th NS NS NS 2.1

5th *S *S *S *S 2.19

6th *S *S *S *S NS 222
*S : Significant (P < 0.05) by ANOVA and Scheffe Test

NS : Not — Significant

3. OAH o=

1958 64712 FHAH Hzxel FFL 1.
k3l

05, 1.04, 1.02, 0.96, 0.95, 0.94% 74

)

ow (Table 1), # ¥9 #HFE ANOVA A
A3} Scheffe Test®: Al@ste] wlm A3
Azt 193 29, 293 39, 493 59, 593
60% ALl k2 FE ol Fod zbolst
9lolt}(Table 4) .
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slaroln; Hatolol pH

ARE 6Y¢7tA dHAAY HF pHe 11.
24, 11.16, 11.11, 11.05, 10.96, 10.912 #
L3tg e (Table 1), 2 9o HF&
ANOVA AA3} Scheffe Tests A]d3te] 3]

I FA4E Ax 24 FEZ] 793 2 AN

Table 4. Comparison of subject between days

t}(Table 5) .

A58 647tA Aztde] HF pHE 3.96,
4.14, 4.22, 4.26, 4.29, 4.328 ZF7}agled
(Table 1), 7 29 H#-S& ANOVA HAH
Scheffe TestE Al@dted vl EA3d AF 3
A3} 49, 493 59, 54 64L& A7 4
S ol 9@ 27} Al (Table 6) .

Day st 2nd ard 4th 5th 6th

1st 1.05

2nd NS 1.04

3rd *S NS 1.02

4th *S *S *S 0.96

5th *s *S *S NS 0.95

6th *S *S *S *S NS 0.94
*S : Signifijcant (P < 0.05) by ANOVA and Scheffe Test

NS : Not — Significant

Table 5. Comparison of pH of the developing solution between days.

Day 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th

1st 11.24

2nd *S 11.16

3rd *S *S 11.11

4th *S *S *S 11.05

5th *S *S *S *S 10.96

6th *S *S *S *S *S 10.91
*S : Significant (P <0.05) by ANOVA and Scheffe Test

NS : Not — Significant

Table 6. Comparison of pH of the fixing solution between days

Day st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th

st 3.96

2nd *S 4.14

3rd *S *S 4,22

4th *S *S NS 4,26

5th *S *S *S NS 4,29

6th *S *S *S *S NS 4.32
*S : Significant {P < 0.05) by ANOVA and Scheffe Test

NS : Not — Significant
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— ABSTRACT -

THE CHANGE OF FILV CHARACTERISTICS ACCORDING TO THE
PROCESS OF USING TIME OF PROCESSING SOLUTION

Moon Sung Chung, Hyun Dae Chung
Department of Dental Radiology, College of Dentistry, Chonnam National University

This study was undertakened to investigate the change of image characteristics on dental
films according to the process of using time of processing solution in automatic processor.

Base + fog density, film density and subject contrast were measured with the digital densito-
meter, the pH of developing and fixing solution were measured with Digital pH / ION Meter.

The following results were obtained:
1. Base + fog density was increased with the process of using time of the processing solution and

was over the maximum permissible base + fog density 0.25 from the 3rd day.

Film density was increased with the process of using time of the processing solution.

Subject contrast was decreased with the process of using time of the processing solution.
4. The pH of the developing solution was decreased with the process of using time, the pH

of the fixing solution was increased.
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