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[Abstract] Objective To compare the apical sealing effects of two root canal fillers, GuttaFlow and AH Plus, for
clinical reference. Methods The Cochrane system evaluation method was used to search the Cochrane Library, Em-
base, CBM, PubMed, CNKI, Weipu, and Wanfang databases. Additionally, relevant journals and conference papers were
manually retrieved, and relevant randomized controlled trials were collected. Two reviewers independently evaluated the
quality of each study and extracted the data. A meta-analysis was performed using the RevMan5.3 software for homoge-
nous studies, and a descriptive analysis was performed for studies with poor homogeneity. Results In total, 10 random-
ized controlled trials containing 398 isolated teeth were included. The meta-analysis results showed that the difference
in apical microleakage was statistically significant at 1 week and 3 months [1 week: MD =-0.13, 95% CI (-0.22,-0.04),
P =0.007; 3 months: MD =-1.27, 95% CI (-1.94,-0.60), P = 0.000 2] but not at 6 months [MD = -0.10, 95% CI (-0.26,
0.06), P =0.23]. Conclusion Based on existing research results, GuttaFlow may achieve better results than AH Plus in

the short term (< 1 week). Because it is subject to limitations of time, quality, and research methods, this conclusion re-
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quires more long-term, high-quality, large-sample, multimeasurement randomized controlled trials for further validation.

[Key words] GuttaFlow; AH Plus; root canal therapy;
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Table 1 Basic characteristics of the included studies
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Table 2  Bias risk assessment of the included studies
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Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% ClI Random sequence generation (selection bias) IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Padmanabhan P2017[12]  1.2533 051805 15 1.2133 032021 15 0.0% 0.04[0.27,0.35] Unclear risk —
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Test for overall effect: Z= 2.71 (P = 0.007)
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Figure 2 Comparison of apical microleakage values at 1 week after root canal filling in the GuttaFlow and AH Plus groups

W&t /R GuttaFlow 21 AH Plus 2 783U 34 2.4. 3 WA IS 6 MRS IRE A1
ARKE WA 2R A G E X [MD =-1.27, e A 40 B AR F T A AN AR TR Meta 43 AT 45

95%CI(-1.94,-0.60) ,P=0.000 2] (& 3)., #£MH SR 7R GuutaFlow 2H F1 AH Plus ZHAR 45 7 B )5 6 4
GuttaFlow 41 78 3 )5 3 A~ 7 AR 22 B P /E HAE T AERRMB WA L2 5 gt # B X[ MD =

AH Plus 41 . -0.10,95%C1(-0.26,0.06) ,P=0.23 ] (1 4)
GuttaFlow#] AHplus Mean Difference Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
F/\382009(9) 1.339 1.038 20 2996 1.278 20 438% -1.66[-2.38,-0.94] ——
BmIEARHT2018(6) 21 059 20 307 109 20 56.2% -0.97 [1.51,-0.43) .
Total (95% CI) 40 40 100.0% -1.27 [-1.94,-0.60] ‘

1

Heterogeneity: Tau*=0.13; Chi*=2.22, df=1 (P=0.14); F=55% T T
Test for overall effect: Z= 3.73 (P = 0.0002)

B3 GuttaFlow 21 Fi1 AH Plus 41 AR & Fe 81 )5 3 4~ H MR 0B Tl b 3¢

0 2

4
:TﬂJ?GuttaFlowéﬂ F|FAHplusif

Figure 3 Comparison of apical microleakage values at 3 months after root canal filling in the GuttaFlow and AH Plus groups
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Figure 4 Comparison of apical microleakage values at 6 months after root canal filling in the GuttaFlow and AH Plus groups
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