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ABSTRACT Objective: To compare the effects of lava ultimate high toughness ceramic inlay and sonicfill acoustic resin in the
repair of large-area tooth defects after root canal treatment. Methods: 124 patients with large-area tooth defects after root canal treatment
treated in our hospital from January 2019 to January 2022 were selected as the research objects. They were divided into group A (62 cases)
and group B (62 cases) according to the method of tooth restoration. Group A was repaired with lava ultimate high toughness porcelain
inlay, and group B was repaired with sonicfill acoustic resin. The clinical efficacy, gingival index (GI) and plaque index (PLI), complica-
tions and patient satisfaction were compared between the two groups at 6 months and 1 year. Results: (1) There was no difference
between group A and group B in the classification of edge tightness, shape, color, fracture and secondary caries of abutment teeth in the
modified USPHS standard at 6 months and 1 year after restoration (P>0.05); (2) The GI and PLI of group A and group B at 6 months and
12 months after repair were significantly lower than those before repair (P<0.05), but there was no difference between the two groups at
different times (P>0.05); (3) The total satisfaction of repair in group A was higher than that in group B (P<0.05); (4) The total incidence
of complications in group A and group B were 3.23% and 4.84% respectively. There was no difference between the two groups (2>0.05).
Conclusion: Lava ultimate superior tough porcelain high inlay and sonicfill acoustic resin have the same effect on the treatment of
large-area tooth defects after root canal treatment. They can effectively ensure the appearance recovery, tightness and occlusion of tooth
defects, which is conducive to periodontal health, but the high inlay satisfaction is high.
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Table 1 Comparison of general clinical data of the two groups

Indexs Group A(n=62) Group A(n=62)
Male 33(56.00) 31(50.00)
Sex
Female 29(44.00) 31(50.00)
Age (years) 39.26+ 7.84 39.90+ 8.45
Anterior teeth 38(58.46) 37(59.68)
Position
Backteeth 27(41.54) 25(40.32)
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Table 2 Comparison of clinical efficacy between the two groups [n( % )]

6 months after restoration

1 year after restoration

Indexs
Group A(n=65) Group B(n=62) Group A(n=62) Group B(n=62)
A grade 34(52.31) 31(50.00) 32(49.23) 30(48.39)
Margin fitness B grade 29(44.62) 28(45.16) 30(46.15) 28(45.16)
C grade 2(3.08) 3(4.84) 3(4.62) 4(6.45)
A grade 54(83.08) 53(85.48) 51(78.46) 52(83.87)
Shape of prosthesis B grade 11(16.92) 9(14.52) 13(20.00) 10(16.13)
C grade 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 1(1.54) 0(0.00)
A grade 47(72.31) 45(72.58) 45(69.23) 43(69.35)
Colour of prosthesis B grade 18(27.69) 17(27.42) 18(27.69) 18(29.03)
C grade 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 2(3.08) 1(1.61)
A grade 63(96.92) 61(98.39) 62(95.38) 59(95.16)
Fracture of prosthesis B grade 2(3.08) 1(1.61) 3(4.62) 3(4.84)
C grade 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 0(0.00) 0(0.00)
A grade 36(55.38) 35(56.45) 34(52.31) 34(54.84)
Secondary caries of
B grade 28(43.08) 27(43.55) 29(44.62) 26(41.94)
abutments
C grade 1(1.54) 0(0.00) 2(3.08) 2(3.23)
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Table 3 Comparison of GI and PLI between the two groups (x£ )

Indexs Group A(n=65) Group B(n=62)

Preprosthetic 2.76x 0.32 2.79+ 0.30

GI 6 months after restoration 0.94+ 0.23 0.97+ 0.26

1 year after restoration 1.03+ 0.22 1.05+ 0.24

Preprosthetic 231+ 045 236+ 037

LPI 6 months after restoration 1.02+ 0.32 0.98+ 0.29

1 year after restoration 1.09+ 0.29 1.04+ 0.31

x4 MABEFHBZELLE [n(%)]
Table 4 Comparison of satisfaction survey between the two groups [n( % )]
Groups n Highly Satisfactory Satisfactory Common Unsatisfactory Satisfaction degree

Group A 62 36 23 3 0 59(95.16)*
Group B 62 34 18 8 2 52(83.87)

Note: Compared with group B, *P<0.05.

RS MAHLEREZLRBI(%)]

Table 5 Comparison of the incidence of complications between the two groups[n( % )]

Groups n Secondary caries Repair fracture Total incidence
Group A 62 1(1.61) 1(1.61) 2(3.23)
Group B 62 1(1.61) 2(3.22) 3(4.84)
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