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Fig 6: Bar Diagram depicting the scoring of all the groups at the middle third

Fig 7: Bar Diagram depicting the scoring of all the groups at the apical third

removal of smear layer in root canal when used as an
irrigant.

Sonic and ultrasonic irrigation has been reported to result
in better removal of the smear layer in the apical third of
curved root canals than did conventional irrigation””.
Thus in this study the sonic agitation with MM3 sonic

was done for 1 minute for all chemicals.

Scanning Electron microscopy is one the effective
qualitative tool to study the surface morphology™". The
dentinal tubules are very well appreciated in 1000 x and
3000 x magnification. The samples were evaluated using

SEM and scoring was done on a five-point scale”.

The results of the study proved 17% EDTA to be a better

solution for removal of smear layer. The difference
between Carisolv'™ and EDTA was statistically
significant. EDTA’s action is attributed to its capacity to
chelate the inorganic portion of the smear and thus
facilitate its easy removal. However this solution was not
completely effective in removing smear layer from the
middle and apical third. This may be due to the fact that

EDTA cannot remove the organic portion of the smear™™”.

Sodium hypochlorite in 0.5% did not yield good results
in smear layer removal in spite of sonic agitation. A
concentration of 5.25% is considered toxic in spite of
excellent tissue dissolving effect. Thus 1 % Sodium
hypochlorite is favored more as an irrigant since it is less

. . . . . + [23
toxic as well as effective in cleansing organic debris™".
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However statistically significant difference was
observed when compared with Carisolv™ as far as smear
layer removal.

Saline was used in this study as a negative control as it
does not possess any of the requirements of an irrigant.
The results showed that saline and Carisolv ™ were
equally ineffective in removing the smear layer in this
study, in spite of Carisolv"™ containing 0.5% Sodium
hypochlorite. This can be attributed to the fact that
Carisolv " is in the form of a gel when the two tubes are
mixed, which makes it difficult to wet and flush the
canals, inspite of agitation. It is an established fact that
the mechanical action of the irrigating solution is an
equally important factor that influences their

performance ™.

Results of similar studies on Carisolv’" are in

accordance with the results of this study!***'*.

CONCLUSION

No single irrigating solution is available as an ideal one
that can remove the organics debris, act against the root
canal microbiota as well as remove the smear layer.
However various irrigants are available which have their
unique attributes. A prudential combination of these
solutions is now being advocated to combine their merits
and combat the challenges in the root canal.

Carisolv"™, though is an effective chemo-mechanical
agent in ultraconservative caries removal, within the
scope of this in vitro study, it can be concluded that it is
not effective in smear layer removal when used as root
canal irrigant.
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