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Methods

Abstract

Analysis

RMGI demonstrated lower solubility than Gl during
all submersion periods

* Overall, it Is observed that both Gl and RMGI
cements exhibited increase in solubility with longer
period of submersion

4.0

» Evaluate and compare the solubllity of o
A solubility test was performed following the ISO 4049:20009.

Solution: Gatorade Lemon Lime solution (22°C; pH 2.97)
Dry 3 hours at room temperature using a desiccator prior to
weighing

Glass lonomer (Gl) and Resin Modified Glass

lonomer (RMGI) cements In sports drink ’

solution °
 RMGI cement had the overall lowest

solubility at each storage time (5, 30, 60, and

180 minutes, P <.001) _ 1
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dissolution, RMGI cement showed lower 5 iy
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after consumption of food, RMGI may
provide advantage over Gl cement for dental
restoration cementation

C) Ketac Cem GI cement powder and liquid

. Figure 2. % Solubility of GI&RMGI for each storage period
D) RelyX Luting Plus RMGI cement

Table 2. Two-way ANOVA statistical analysis
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