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THE STUDY ON THE LEAKAGE OF BLEACHING AGENTS
THROUGH CERVICAL AREA ACCORDING TO THE BASING METHOD

Sung-Chul Kim, Tae-Chull Yoon, Dong-Soo Park
Dept. of Conservative Dentistry, College of Dentistry, Yonsei University

Bases have been used in order to prevent the leakage of bleachingagents through dentinal
tubules in bleached teeth.
But the proximal surfaces where the actual resorption takes place havenot been protected.
The purpose of this study was to compare the conventional basing method with the
basing of the labial and two proximal surfaces to the cementoenamel junction.
The bases were placed after conventional root canal treatment.
Group I : 2mm thickness bases were placed to the level of labial cementoenamel junction
line.
Group II : 2mm thickness bases were placed to the level of all c-e ] lines including
cervical area.
Control - No bases were placed.
After placement of sodium perborate and 30% hydrogen peroxide mixtureinto the teeth,
the changes of pH were measured.
The results were as follows.
1. Group II showed smaller leakage of bleaching agents and was statistically significant
difference compared to Group L(p<0.05)
2. Group I showed no statistically significant difference compared to the control group.
(p>0.05)
3. There were no significant among the upper and lower teeth groups in each group
and between the groups.(p>0.05)
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According to the above results, it was considered that basing of thelabial and proximal
surfaces to the cementoenamel junction can reduce the leakage of bleaching agents during

bleaching procedure of pulplessteeth.
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Fig. 2. pH change after mixing sodium perborate with 30% hydrogen peroxide.
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Fig. 3. Comparison of pH in experimental Group I, Group II, and Control group.

HzZel dAA BEAH o7t ik
(P>0.05) A¥ lTdAe b2 o3 g8 1
goll HuRo g3 F A3 Fadch

AE [T pHE 3T HA Jergtth o] AL
FuiA)Q) F&o) A Aog AY [T
v lojA A FA7t i (P<O.
05)

AP AT EFAA 39 o] Foe
Wt A9 o (Fig. 3)

Zt 2743 ZF ] Adetat shelX] ol of
e TAE FAE BHolA skt (P>0.
05) (Fig. 4—8)

A IZA Fg siebxlolzte] ulwd)

254

Ao1A, Fete] i w& pHHEEE BIA T
BAF Fo3s AR (P>0.05) (Fig. 4

AF TN A dstet Xolzte] vlawe] U
A, 3skete] vA& A JERRAT A &
9ake 1. (P>0.05) (Fig. 5)

dzTel A Adstet Xjolzte] HlaLe] $lojA
He7t A9 giey A F AT sl
(P>0.05) (Fig. 6)

Zh F3r9 ks shebx|ol Hlme] glojA
FAA FA7 9. (P>0.05) (Fig7, 8)

Age AHEE BE XolE A =
dotde] g FH A &5 wet
HPAAREANAS dast A, Aex]ole] H



1000 '1
900 A
T 4
5 800
o
—&—Mx(AVG) —O—Mn(AVG)
600 N L . . . . R .
o} 1H 10 20 30 4D S0 6D 70

Time(day)

Fig. 4. Comparison of pH in experimental Group I, between Mx. & Mn.
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Fig. 5. Comparison of pH in experimental Group II, between Mx. & Mn.
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Table 1. pH change with time

Type 0 1 hour

1 day

2 days 3 days

mean Std range®mean Std range® mean Std range* mean Std range* mean Std range’

Growpl 7.15 O 0 926 0268 0.8 9.11 031 079 893 031 083 8.74 040 115
Gopll 725 0 of 779 046 1487701 039 1267776 033 1007770 025 0757
Cont. 715 0 OT 9.59 0.19 0.52T9.21 041 1.32T9.03 047 1.45T8.87 046 1.40T
Type 4 hour 5 day 6 days 7 days

mean Std range® mean Std range® mean Std range® mean Std range*

Group I 862 048 124 847 044 120 845 043 117 840 040 1.04
GroupIl 7.61 0.25 0.61T 7.53 0.16 O.ALIJf 746 0.18 0.4-7Jr 734 024 0.79
Cont. 8.77 044 1,34T 866 0.38 1.19T 858 0.32 0.98T 853 028 083 f

*P<0.05 (Kruskal - Wallis test)
t P<0.05 (Mann - Whitney U test)
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