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[Abstract] Objective: To compare the removal of smear layer of root canal by Qmix, EDTA and MTAD using
scanning electron microscope (SEM). Methods: Forty human mandibular premolar teeth with single canal were
taken and decoronated to standardize the canal length to 14mm. Tooth were prepared by S3 rotary system to an root
canal preparation of file size 3S, and then randomly divided into 4 groups according to the different final irrigations:
5ml saline for 1 min (Group Aj; negative control), 5ml 17% EDTA for 1 min (Group B), 5ml MTAD for 1min
(Group C), and 5ml Qmix for 1 min (Group D). After the completion of root canal preparation, the teeth were
split into two halves longitudinally. The smear layers in the root canal of apical 1/3 (Apical 1—2mm). root 1/3
(Apical 6—7mm), and root 1/3 (Apical 10—12mm) were observed with SEM, and the data were statistically ana-
lyzed. Results: The results of group B, C, D group were statistically significant different from that of group A (con-
trol group) (P<C0.001). And group D was superior to group B and C, group C was better than group B (P <C0.
001). The coronal thirds of each group was better than the middle thirds of root, and the middle thirds of root was
superior to the apical thirds of root (P<C0.05). Conclusion: Qmix can effectively remove the root canal smear lay-

er.
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Fig. 1

Standards for score. (1a) 100% tubules in the sections examined were patent and there was no smear layer; (1b) The smear layer cov-

ers the root canal wall and the dentinal tubules from 0% to 25%; (1c¢) The smear layer covers the root canal wall and the dentinal tu-

bules from 25% to 50%; (1d) The smear layer covers the root canal wall and the dentinal tubules from 50% to 75%; (le) The smear

layer covers the root canal wall and the dentinal tubules from 75% to 100%.
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