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MICROLEAKAGE OF 4 DIFFERENT COMPOSITE RESIN RESTORATIONS
IN CLASS || CAVITY WITH CEMENTAL MARGIN

¥Young-Gon Cho, Sae-Hee Han, Eun-Soung Kim

Department of Conservative Dentistry, ccllege of dentistry, Chosun University

The purpese of this study was to svaluate four differsnt composite resing in vitro for micrcleakage in
Clazs II box type resterations that have gingival marging apical to the cementoenamel junction.

Forty caries free sxtracted human melars were uged in this study. The Class [ cavities were prepared
1.0mm below cementoenamel juncticn with a # 701 carbide bur. The testh were randemly divided into four
groups, each group comprising 20 treated cavities according to adhesives and filling materials + Group 1°
Scotchbond Multipurpese/Z 100, Group 2¢ Aristen Liner/Ariston pHe, Group 3 One Step/Pyramid, Group
4: Prime & Bond NT/SureFil. To simulate the clinical situation during restoration placement, a restoration
template was fabricated and composite resin was filled uging a three sited light curing incremental tech
nigue. The specimens were stored In the 100% humidity for 7 days pricr to thermocycling.

The specimens were Immersed in 2% methylene blue dye solution for 24 hours and then embeded in
trangparent acrylic resin and sectioned mesiodistally with a diamend wheel saw. The degree of marginal
leakage was scored under the stersomicroscope( =< 20) and the data were analyzed by Kruskal Wallis test
and Mann Whitney test.

The results were as follows -

1. Microleakage was minimal in the hybrid compesite regin typs, 2 100,

2. In the condensable types, Pyramid showd the most microleakage compared to Ariston pHe. and
SureFil(pd0.0013.

3.There was no statistically significant difference between Ariston pHe and SureFil(p)0.001).
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Table 1. Composite Resin usad in this study

Directions

Tooth etched with. 35% phospharic acid for 19sec., rinsed, air-dried
leaving dentin molst’ primer applied, lightly dried for & sec., adhe-
sive applied, light-cured for 10 sec. and composite placed.

CGrently brush Ariston Liner into the cavity: Allow the material to
react for 20sec. Subsequently, disperse Ariston Liner to a thin lay-
er with blown air free of ol until no moverment of lguid 1s wisible.
Thern, lght-cured for 20sec. and composite placed.

Tooth etched with. 32% phosphoric acid for 15sec., rinsed, air-dried
leaving denfin molst: One-Step consecutive two coats applied, ligh-
tly dried 10sec., light-cured for 10sec. One-Step applied. briefly air
arv and composite placed.

C it Bondi
Groug omp?m ¢ oneng Mamafacturer
Resin systern
Scotchbond
1 g0 TOemen 3M Co
Multipurpose
Aristo Arist
2 EHom. _S o Vivadent
pHe Liner
3 Pyramid Cmne-Step Bisco
Prime & Dentsply,
4 SureFil
e Bond NT Canilk

Tooth etched with. 34% phospharic acid for 15sec., ringed, air-dried
leaving dentin molst: Prime & Bond NT applied, left wet for 20sec,
alr-dried for Ssec., light-cured for 1sec. Prime & Bond NT applied,
alr-dried for Beec. and composite placed.

AZE 5 Primer® 39 2E =X3 F 42TV E 7]
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oF &, 10270 BF5FE A9, 7 100& FH3E0.
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Dentin® 335

g+ A4 47 (Prime & Bond NT/SureFilT)
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Fig. 1. Scoring of dye penetration
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Table 2. The frequency of the dys penstration

IS0 EEE 4T ZEAS 0lrE

Ars FAAME ZE2W SPSS vT.04 HER FH
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Fig. 2. Comparison of dye penetration

Table 3. Statistical analysis of the dye penstration
between sach group

Score 4 1 5 3 4
Group
1 15 2 {1 1 2
2 1 5 1 4 9
3 ( {1 { 20
4 1 10 1 2 G

Ciroup 1 2 3 4
1
9 *
3 ¥
4

(Kruskal-Wallis test and Mann-Whitney test)
Croup 1 @ Z-100, Croup 2 @ Ariston pHe
Group 3 @ Pyramid,  Group 4 @ SareFil

* glgnificant differences (p{0.(HK1)
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