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Table 1. Distribution of root resected teeth
Number of teeth 38 (54%) 17 (24%) 5 (7%) 10 (14%) 70 (100%)
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Table 2. Questionnaire for evaluation of patient's subjective complaints
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as an objective evaluation
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— Abstract -

Clinical evaluation of root—resected teeth
clinical outcome over 2 years

Chung—Ho Lee, Jin—Woo Park, Jo—Young Suh, Jae—Mok Lee

Department of Periodontology, School of Dentistry, Kyungpook National University

Periodontal disease accompany the inflammation around periodontal tissue and generally perio—
dontal destruction is followed, This destruction often makes the molar teeth have furcation defect,
And to treat molar furcation involvement, resective surgery such as root resection and ostectomy and
regenerative procedure such as guided tissue regeneration were introduced, Also implant can be con—
sidered as one of the good treatment methods, Among these treatment alternatives, root resection
can be considered as a good procedure in the point of saving one's natural teeth or amount of cost,
Therefore the purpose of this article is to evaluate root—resected teeth which were done at least 2
years ago, 70 root—resected teeth in 58 patient who visited Kyungpook National University Hospital
were included in this study, They were evaluated by two clinical method, One is subjective evaluation
and another is objective evaluation, To evaluate subjective outcome, 58 patients answered to the
questionnaire if they experienced tooth extraction, bleeding, swelling, pain, mobility and chewing
problem, To evaluate objective outcome, 28 teeth was evaluated according to Langer's criteria, The
subjective result showed 82% of success rate and 18% of failure rate, 13 of 70 teeth showed dis—
comfort and were considered as failure, which include chewing problem (39%) and pain (23%). The
objective outcome showed that 4 failure (14% failure rate) which were 2 cases of bone loss by perio—
dontal problem, one endodontic problem and one untreatable caries, By these limited results, some of
clinical consideration in root resective procedure can be suggested. Periodontal support and less oc—
clusal loading on resected tooth should be evaluated before the procedure, moreover, good oral hy—
giene 1s essential, When these factors are considered carefully, the root resection may produce pre-—

dictive outcomes in the treatment of furcational involvement,

Key words : tooth resection, root amputation, furcation treatment
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