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Figure 3. (A) SEM photograph of a replica of Fuji II LC at 40x.
The left half of the restoration is the control surface, the right
half is the treated surface. (B) SEM photograph of a replica of
Fuji II LC at 150x. The left half of the restoration is the con-
trol surface, the right half is the treated surface. (C) SEM pho-
tograph of a replica of Fuji II LC at 500x. The left half of the
restoration is the control surface, the right half is the treated
surface.

Figure 4. (A) SEM photograph of a replica of Dispersalloy at
40x. The left half of the restoration is the control surface, the
right half is the treated surface. (B) SEM photograph of a rep-
lica of Dispersalloy at 150x. The left half of the restoration is
the control surface, the right half is the treated surface. (C)
SEM photograph of a replica of Dispersalloy at 500x. The left
half of the restoration is the control surface, the right half is the
treated surface.
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Figure 5. (A) SEM photograph of a replica of Type III gold at
40x. The left half of the restoration is the control surface, the
right half is the treated surface. Note the removal of the lut-
ing agent on the treated side of the restoration. (B) SEM photo-
graph of a replica of Type III gold at 150x. The left half of the
restoration is the control surface, the right half is the treated
surface. (C) SEM photograph of a replica of Type III gold at
500x. The left half of the restoration is the control surface, the
right half is the treated surface.

Figure 6. (A) SEM photograph of a replica of Finesse porcelain
at 40 x. The left half of the restoration is the control surface, the
right half is the treated surface. (B) SEM photograph of a rep-
lica of Finesse porcelain at 150x. The left half of the restoration
is the control surface, the right half is the treated surface.

ionomers are no different than the effects of sodium
bicarbonate.!!” Both agents remove the resin and ex-
pose the filling particles, thus damaging the surface
characterization of the restoration. The use of alumi-
num trihydroxide and sodium bicarbonate in airpol-
ishing is also contraindicated for use on cast restora-
tions.1* These agents produce a matte finish on gold
clinically, but do not alter the surface characterization
of porcelain. However, airpolishing agents quickly
remove the luting cements and render the cast res-
torations compromised and vulnerable to plaque
retention.

The effects of airpolishing with aluminum trihy-
droxide or sodium bicarbonate on restorative ma-
terials mimic those seen with traditional rubber cup
polishing with a commercial prophylaxis paste. Com-
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mercially available prophylaxis pastes indicated for
tooth polishing are not indicated for use on dental
restorative materials.??> They produce deep irregu-
lar scratches in resin composites and glass ionomers,
damaging the surface. Similarly, commercial prophy-
laxis pastes will produce a matte finish on amalgam
and gold restorations; however, they do not alter the
surface of the luting cements in a manner that is clini-
cally significant.?2??

Conclusions

This in vitro study investigated the effects of alu-
minum trihydroxide utilized in an airpolishing sys-
tem (Prophy-Jet™) on hybrid and microfilled compos-
ites, glass ionomers, porcelain, gold, and amalgam.
Within the limitations of this study the following con-
clusions were drawn:

1. Use of aluminum trihydroxide as the abrasive
agent in an airpolishing system should be avoided
on luting cements, resin composites, and glass
ionomers.

2. Use of aluminum trihydroxide as an abrasive
agent in an airpolishing system should be avoided
around the margins of cast restorations.
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