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[Abstract]

common complications of root canal therapy and often occurs

Endodontic instrument fracture is one of the

without warning. When instrument separation occurs, a small
section of root canal file remains within the root canal,
complicating the root canal treatment process. Isolated
instrument fragments may hinder further cleaning and shaping
of the root canal, potentially affecting the overall success rate of
root canal treatment. This article summarizes the research on
instrument separation in recent years, and discusses its causes,
treatment methods and prevention methods, to provide decision-
support for clinical practice.
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