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Table |. Cements used in the test

Cement Type Manufacturer
Fleck Zinc Phosphate Mizzy

Poly-F Polycarboxylate  Dentsply
Fuji ionomer  Glass-Tonomer G-C Dental
Panavia EX Composite rgsin Kuraray
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Table Il. Values at failure of cemented posts
Group
"Gl G2 G3 G4

19.89 1028  23.04  26.81
23.02 1681 1835  23.14
2483 1712 2232 29.84
25.10 1821  20.05  23.17
2395 1897 2668  31.47

Mean 23.36 16.28 22.09 26.88
SD . 2.10 3.46 3.16 3.79

G1 : Zinc Phosphate cement
G2 . Polycarboxylate cement
G3 : Glass-ionomer cement
G4 : Composite resin

#9347 gl9de.
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Table lil. Statistical significance (p < 0.05)

Gl G2 G3 G4

Gl * S NS NS

G2 * * S S

G3 * * * NS

G4 * * * *
EAREE QaboliA A et §3 25} Fo).

L
K
b
e

Aol AL Aol 2v 2A %
galAal shpul ok F4olut A AT AA
AdEnt ohdet 423, Vander Waal's# o
g AYs LAc-FE A¥YE olEon &
;}_.35)
S22 FAHLE oA AjYro 9

A= Eslo o 8k-S wlicly 3lu}, 172020

Colley5& Lo ~EZ %1‘41011 AAAI S
@ 0~300um7}# e EFHE Anleel wuts
Aol Azen AulEe] T»M R EEL
dede 727 R4 A= AF A=}
Aslsn §xjzde] A oz sigm,
Hanson# Caputov 4F e & 2 %3 A
< £33 AlWES FAY 7| ZE ob/|AA
222E0 FxHel FaE v|AA Hcpn 3}
gom, 2 standlee 5 AMEZ HaF O
2E2 A ATH AFxo =Heigictn
B8

+ Aol AHE 2 _?__/’:15__9] F7le AA
o] 1.60mm, wiZe] 1
A28 drille) #7)=
1.15mmo] 2.2 OI—E—@.Q.E 50ym4 /l]DﬂEo

el o} :"-'4'3““]-4 iz}i °]°P°4 Al E 2
FAZE FrtElo] A Yol F &g FALEA el
o Ale o).

E AFEAANE Aoy QaletdAal
gtotol 2 b fAllE, FEZ A EHA Alojol&
frR ol folg Aol E Holx] ¢gtedl oA
7= Hanson#} Caputo?”, Krepps,?? Chapm-
ans o dAFA et dAsHct. Felsole]



xvAldlev F2AENAL XA 9 F453
o] 3tA A ol oA AHate] o] Foix
A} F7HE A F Ao ZAAHL AY
of osfAlal A sl glAbetd A E L} F2]H
of Wiate|sh gleAdog ¥op sEAAY o

gt AAEL JAAAG 3 Ay 3
W a7t AeReR 2590 £ FRAY
< CMCP(Camphorated Parachlorophenol) 2
Adsiel goliel 2448 34 A
Aol FAAE A¥D ATNME A%
o) Frt BasHA wsthn wady gl
7_—4_'21.22)

223 QlaeliAWES} EsEAdels
Alelz ek A F o] ke ol EejAy
Qaloles sAAG g FAAL o$
Ao %ﬂ?%“lﬂéﬂﬂiﬂ Aoba el A
o Aol Fewd ¥ YFHEE AHE
Aot S Ao G oz AL 4
dok. wtA ZBASE 3 Aol =& H
Ho 275 Aol QboldAANET A4

¥

%warﬂ] At 2o ~EQ] FAHL
¥ 3 el 71 parallel 3t 7 $-7} tapered
&t 731—?—1\4 FAHo] o v g paralleldt £
o S AlNEst L2 AE S A Y
of Z 43g ujxx| 9tor} tapereddt LA

ES AEUE Aol Z22EY AAEI} F
7hgtoll whel FREL Leolxnz A|alEe] F
ZHejo] L9AEQ F2Ho| PSS viHin
Ata ot
V. & =
A 2 7}11 e XA EC] 2 dle]
HAH F2Zo2E9 §A7 e 279} Aol E

opr 7] Ho}O% taperedd ¥ele) Aol7} 10
mme] ¥ HZETEFeE A3 FRISAE
2 2070 Aol 5AM 472 vpro] AYw
Hol4 @A el A Brel Ag3T Ut A4
ERELE SEEREREREE
stolexeiae, FriEaAes FHAR
%] Instron testing machinee 2 # 2l AA]#

s

% Agstel 7 AnEe] Y FRELAE
#A9¢ ng 4% e 2L AEL
o}

A%
16.28kg, Feliolol 2 xojAjulE e #-$of
B 22.09kg, FZAEHA HSolE
26.88kg ©| it}

2. 4abeldAulE, Faa
E, XA EHA Alojoll &
o] Holz ¢gket.

3. BeHE4dclEAnlEE dE kA F
Fo AErch §RHo| whokr}.

SRERL P
FAGol % 2

REFERENCES

l; Stephen IH, Gray RG. Retention of endo-
dontically treated teeth: A review of the

J Prosthet Dent 1986; 55:33.

2. Shillingburg HT, Kessler JC. Restoration of
the endodontically treated tooth. Chicago:
Quintessence Publishing Co., 1982.

3. Caputo AA, Standlee JP. Pins and Posts-
why, when and how. Dent Clin north Ame
1976; 20:299.

4. Perel MF, Muroff FI.

J Prosthet Dent 1972,

literature.

Clinical criteria for
posts and cores.
28:405.

5. Ricker JB, Lautenschlager EP, Greener
EH. Mechanical Properties of Post and core
systems. Dent Materials 1986; 2:63.

6. Newburg RE, Pameijer CH. Retentive pro-

perties of post and core system. J Prosthet

Dent 1976; 36:636.

7. Lovdahl PE, Nichols JI. Pin-retained amal-
gam cores vs cast gold dowel cores. J
Prosthet Dent 1977; 28:500.

8. Moll JF, Howe DF, Svare CW. Cast gold

post and core and pin-retained composite

-27-~



10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

resin bases: A comparative study in streng-
th. J Prosthet Dent 1978;40:642.

. Kantor ME, Pines MS. A comparative study

of restorative techniques for pulpless teeth.
J Prosthet Dent 1977;38:405.

Samami SIA, Harris WT. A procedure for
repairing fractured post-core restorations.
J Prosthet Dent 1978;39:627.

Krell KV, Jordan RD, Madison S, Aguilino
S. Using ultrasonic scaler to remove frac-
tured root post. J Prosthet Dent 1986;
55:46.

Renamping DR, Lund MR, Schnell RJ.
Retention of dowels subjected to tensile
and tortional forces. J Prosthet Dent
1979;41:159.

Deutsch AS, Musikant BL, Cavallari JC,
Leply JB. Prefabricated dowels. A litera-
ture review. J Prosthet Dent 1983; 49:
498. '

Zmener O. Adaptation of threaded dowels
to dentin. J Prosthet Dent 1980;43:530.
Standlee JR, Caputo AA, Holcomb JP,
Trabert KC.
distributing properties of a threaded endo-
J Prosthet Dent 1980;

The retentive and stress-

dontic dowel.
44:398.
Mattison GD, Von Fraunhofer JA. Angula-

tion loading effects on cast — gold endo- .

dontic posts: A photoelastic stress analysis.
J Prosthet Dent. 1983;49:636.

Standlee JP, Capato AA, Hanson ED.
Effect
of cement, dowel length, diameter, and
design. J Prosthet Dent 1978; 39:401.
Mattison GD.
cast gold endodontic posts.
Dent 1982; 48:407.

Caputo AA, Hokama SN. Retention and

Retention of endodontic dowels:

Photoelastic analysis of
J Prosthet

stress-distributing characteristic of a new

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

. for restorative designs.

28.

29.

30.

31.

~28-

dowel system, J Prosthet Dent
51:652.
Colley ET, Hampsan EL, Lehman ML.

Retention of post crown: An assessement of

1984;

the relative efficiency of posts of different
Br Dent J 1968; 124:63.
Hanson EC, Caputo AA. Cementing me-

shapes and sizes.

characteristics of
-J Prosthet Dent 1974; 32:551.
Krupp ID, Caputo AA, Trabert KC. Dowel
retention with glass-ionomer cement. J
Prosthet Dent 1979; 41:163.

Assif D, Ferber A. Retention of dowels
using a composite resin as a cementing
J Prosthet Dent 1982; 48:292.

Effective use of current core

diums and retentive

dowels.

medium,
Sokol DI,
and post concepts. I Prosthet Dent 1984;
§2:231.
Desort KD.
endodontically treated teeth: Theory and

The prosthodontic use of

biomechanics of post preparation. J Pros-
thet Dent 1983;49:203.

Miller AW. Post and core systems: Which
one is best? J Prosthet Dent 1982; 48:
27.

Goerig AC. Management of the endo-

dontically treated teeth. Part I: Concept
J Prosthet Dent
1983; 49:340.

Stern N. Principles of parparing endodon-
tically treated teeth for dowel and core
restorations.- J Prosthet Dent 1973; 39:

.163.

Kurér HG. An evaluation of the reten-

" tive properties of various permanent crown

J Prosthet Dent 1983; 49:633.
Johnson JK, Sakamura JS: Dental form
J Prosthet Dent 1978;

posts.

and tensile force.
40:645.
Wood WW. Retention of posts in teeth



32.

33.

with nonvital pulps. J Prosthet Dent
1983;49:504.

Chapman KW, Worley JL, Fraunhofer JA.
Retention of prefabricated posts by ce-
ments and resins. J Prosthet Dent 1985,
54:650.

Mitchem JC, Gronas DG. Clinical evaluation

of cement solubility. J Prosthet Dent

_29._

1978, 40:453.

34. Richter WA, Ueno H. Clinical evaluation
of cement durability. J Prosthet Dent
1975;33.294.

B LT R R L SV ORBLERR (T
), ERoA 7t v AHE, 1983

36. A&l el : Dowel core’ o] &gt T2z 9|

318 cfgh Al 2bo]4hE] 5] 2] 1985;23(1) 25,



— Absttact —

A STUDY ON THE RETENTIVE CAPABILITY OF CAST POST
CEMENTED WITH SOME DENTAL CEMENTS

Chang Ho Lee., D.D.S., lk Tae Chang., D.D.S., M.S.D., Ph.D.

Kwang-Nam Kim, D.D.S., M.S.D., Ph.D.

Department of Prosthodontics, College of Dentistry, Seoul National Unviersity

An in vitro study was performed to compare the retentive value of cast post cemented with
three commonly used cements and one composite resin. Twenty cast posts were made from
twenty extracted lower premolars. The samples were randomly divided into four groups. The
first group was cemented with zinc phosphate cement, the second group with polycarboxylate
cement, the third group with glass-ionomer cement, and the fourth group with composite resin.
The tensile load test was performed on an Instron testing machine with crosshead speed of 2
mm/min and the results were compared statistically.

The results were as follows;

1. The mean value of tensile break force of cemented cast post was 23.36Kg in case of zinc
phosphate cement, 16.28Kg in case of polycarboxylate cement, 22.09Kg in case of glass-
ionomer cement, and 26.88Kg in case of composite resin. _

2. Retention was not significantly different among zinc phosphate cement, glass-ionomer cement
and composite resin.

3. Polycarboxylate cement was found to be‘ less retentive than zinc phosphate cement, glass-

ionomer cement, and composite resin.
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