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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords: Objectives: This study compared the clinical performance of glass ionomer cement (GIC) compared to composite

Child resin (CR) in Class II restorations in primary teeth.

Primary teeth Data: Literature search according to PRISMA guidelines including randomized controlled trials comparing Class

Glass ionomer cement 11 restorations performed with GIC, compared to CR, in primary teeth.

Composite resin Sources: PubMeb, Scopus, Web of Science, VHL, Cochrane Library, Clinical Trials and OpenGrey, regardless of
date or language.
Study: Ten studies were included in qualitative synthesis, and 9 in the meta-analyses (MA). Six studies were
classified as low risk of bias, and 4 as “unclear”. Heterogeneity ranged from null to high (0% to 73%). GIC and
CR presented similar failure patterns (risk difference —0.04 [—0.11, 0.03]; p = 0.25, 1?2 = 51%), and the ex-
clusion of studies with follow-up period < 24 months, or grouping according to the type of GIC (conventional or
resin-modified), or according to the type of isolation (cotton roll or rubber dam), or according to the evaluation
criteria applied did not affect the pattern of the results obtained. GIC exhibited significantly lower values of
secondary carious lesions (SCL) than CR (SCL: risk difference 0.06 [0.02, 0.10], p = 0.008, I2 = 0%). The ma-
terials presented similar performance (p > 0.05) regarding the overall effect, as well as for marginal dis-
coloration, marginal adaptation and anatomical form. The superiority of GIC was maintained when resin-
modified GIC and rubber dam isolation were analyzed separately.
Conclusions: GIC and CR presented similar clinical performance for all criteria analyzed, except for secondary
carious lesions, in which GIC presented superior performance, especially for the resin-modified GIC and with
rubber dam isolation.

1. Introduction

Dental caries is one of the most prevalent diseases in the oral cavity,
and its high prevalence is related to inadequate oral hygiene habits and
ingestion of carbohydrate-rich foods [1], as well as socioeconomic and
behavioral factors. The proximal surfaces are the greatest contributors to
the high prevalence of this disease [2], especially in the primary dentition.
Since the direct visual inspection of carious lesions in proximal surfaces is
impaired by the presence of a contact surface between primary posterior
teeth [3,4], more invasive interventions are commonly performed, given
that carious lesions in these surfaces are often detected in more advanced
stages when compared with smooth surfaces. In these cases, restorative
treatment is the most frequently performed.

Although amalgam restorations present high longevity [5], their use
has been increasingly discontinued, since they require more invasive
operative techniques, demanding wear of intact tooth structure for
adequate material retention [6], in addition to concerns related to
toxicity and environmental pollution [7]. The aforementioned dis-
advantages, along with the poor esthetics of amalgam restorations,
increased the attention to materials as composite resin (CR) and glass
ionomer cement (GIC), due to the greater maintenance of intact tooth
structure and their adhesion to the remaining tooth structure. These
characteristics allow the use of more conservative restorative techni-
ques, limiting the cavity preparation mainly to decayed tissue removal,
thereby preserving the intact tooth structures.

Despite the favorable esthetic and mechanical properties of CRs, the
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Box 1

Search strategy for each database Feb 6th 2018.
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PubMed
(n=2.154)

#1 glass ionomer cementfMeSH Terms] OR glass ionomer cement[Title/Abstractf OR glass
ionomer[Title/Abstract] OR GIC[Title/Abstract] OR glass polyalkenoate cement[Title/Abstract] OR glass-ionomer
cement[Title/Abstract] OR  resin-modified glass ionomer[Title/Abstract] OR resin modified glass
ionomer[Title/Abstract] OR RMGIC[Title/Abstract]

#2 composite resin[MeSH Terms] OR composite resin[Title/Abstract] OR composite dental resinf[MeSH Terms]
OR composite dental resin[Title/Abstract]

#3 child[MeSH Terms] OR child[Title/Abstract] OR children[Title/Abstract] OR tooth, deciduous[MeSH Terms] OR
tooth deciduous(Title/Abstract] OR teeth i [Title/Abstract] OR i dentition[Title/Abstract] OR
primary dentition[Title/Abstract] OR milk tooth[Title/Abstract] OR milk teeth[Title/Abstract] OR primary
teeth[Title/Abstract] OR primary tooth[Title/Abstract] OR baby teeth[Title/Abstract] OR baby tooth[Title/Abstract]
OR primary molar[Title/Abstract] OR deciduous molar[Title/Abstract] OR molar[Title/Abstract] OR molar[MeSH
Terms] OR dental restoration, permanentfMeSH Terms] OR dental restoration permanent OR
restoration[Title/Abstract] OR dental permanent filling[Title/Abstract] OR posterior restoration[Title/Abstract] OR
class |I[Title/Abstractf OR dental restoration, temporary[MeSH Terms] OR temporary dental
restoration[Title/Abstract] OR temporary dental filling[Title/Abstract]

#1 AND #2 AND #3

Scopus
(n=2.138)

#1 ( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( glass ionomer cement) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( glass-ionomer cement) OR TITLE-
ABS-KEY ( glass ionomer ) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( gic ) OR TITLE-ABS-
KEY ( glass polyalkenoate cement) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( resin-modified glass ionomer) OR TITLE-ABS-
KEY (resin modified glass ionomer) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( rmgic ) )

2 (TITLE-ABS-KEY ( composite dental resin) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( composite resin))

#3 ( TITLE-ABS-KEY ( chid ) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( children ) OR TITLE-ABS-
KEY ( tooth deciduous ) OR  TITLE-ABS-KEY ( teeth deciduous ) OR  TITLE-ABS-
KEY ( deciduous dentition ) OR  TITLE-ABS-KEY ( primary dentition ) OR  TITLE-ABS-
KEY ( milk tooth) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( milk teeth) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( primary teeth) OR TITLE-ABS-
KEY ( primary tooth) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( baby tooth) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( baby teeth) OR TITLE-ABS-
KEY ( molar ) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( primary molar) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( deciduous molar) OR TITLE-
ABS-KEY ( permanent dental restoration) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( dental permanent filing) OR TITLE-ABS-
KEY ( posterior restoration ) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY ( class ) OR TITLE-ABS-
KEY ( temporary dental restoration) OR TITLE-ABS-KEY (temporary dental filling ) )

#1 AND #2 AND #3

WEB OF
SCIENCE
(n=725)

#1 Topic:(glass ionomer cement) OR Topic:(glass-ionomer cement) OR Topic:(GIC) OR Topic: (glass
polyalkenoate cement) OR Topic:(glass ionomer) OR Topic: (resin-modified glass ionomer) OR Topic:(resin
modified glass ionomer) OR Topic: (RMGIC)

#2 Topic:(composite dental resin) OR Topic:(composite resin)

#3 Topic:(Child) OR Topic: (children) OR Topic: (tooth deciduous) OR Topic: (teeth deciduous) OR
Topic: (deciduous dentition) OR Topic: (primary dentition) OR Topic: (milk tooth) OR Topic: (milk
teeth) OR Topic: (primary teeth) OR Topic: (primary tooth) OR Topic:(baby teeth) OR Topic: (baby tooth)
OR Topic: (primary molar) OR Topic: (molar) OR Topic:(deciduous molar) OR Topic:(permanent dental
restoration) OR Topic: (dental permanent filling) OR Topic: (posterior restoration) OR Topic: (class
Il) OR Topic:(temporary dental restoration) OR Topic: (temporary dental filling)

#1 AND #2 AND #3

VHL
(n=206)

#1 (mh:(glass ionomer cement)) OR (tw:(glass ionomer cement)) OR (tw:(glass-ionomer cement)) OR (tw:(glass
ionomer)) OR (tw:(glass polyalkenoate cement)) OR (tw:(GIC)) OR (tw:(resin modified glass ionomer)) OR
(tw:(resin-modified glass ionomer)) OR (tw:(RMGIC))

#2 (mh:(composite dental resin)) OR (tw:(composite dental resin)) OR (mh:(composite resin)) OR (tw:(composite
resin))

#3 (mh:(child)) OR (tw:(child)) OR (tw:(children)) OR (mh:(molar)) OR (tw:(molar)) OR (tw:(primary molar)) OR
(tw:(deciduous molar)) OR (mh:(tooth, deciduous)) OR (tw:(tooth deciduous)) OR (tw:(teeth deciduous)) OR
(tw:(deciduous dentition)) OR (tw:(primary dentition)) OR (tw:(milk tooth)) OR (tw:(milk teeth)) OR (tw:(primary
teeth)) OR (tw:(primary teeth)) OR (tw:(baby teeth)) OR (tw:(baby tooth)) OR (mh:(dental restoration, permanent))
OR (tw:(permanent dental restoration)) OR (tw:(dental permanent filling)) OR (tw:(posterior restoration)) OR
(tw:(class 1)) OR (mh:(dental restoration, temporary)) OR (tw:(temporary dental restoration)) OR (tw:(temporary
dental filling))

1AND #2 AND #3

COCHRANE
LIBRARY
(n=431)

#1 MeSH descriptor: [Glass lonomer Cements] explode all trees; #2 glass ionomer cement or glass ionomer or
GIC or glass-ionomer cement or glass-ionomer cement; #3 glass polyalkenoate cement; #4 resin-modified glass
ionomer or resin modified glass ionomer or RMGIC;

#5 = #1 or #2 or #3 or #4;

#9 MeSH descriptor: [Child] explode all trees; #10 child or children; #11 #9 or #10; #12 MeSH; descriptor: [Tooth,
Deciduous] explode all trees; #13 tooth deciduous or teeth deciduous; #14 #12 or #13; #15 deciduous dentition
or primary dentition; #16 milk tooth or milk teeth or primary teeth or primary tooth or baby teeth or baby tooth; #17
MeSH descriptor: [Molar] explode all trees; #18 deciduous molar or primary molar or molar; #19 #17 or #18; #20
MeSH descriptor: [Dental Restoration, Permanent] explode all trees; #21 dental restoration permanent or
restoration or dental permanentfilling or posterior restoration; #22 #20 or #21; #23 class II; #24 MeSH descriptor:
[Dental Restoration, Temporary] explode all trees; #25 temporary dental restoration or temporary dental filling;
#26: #24 or #25;

#27 = #11 or #14 or #15 or #16 or #19 or #22 or #23 or #26
#6 MeSH descriptor: [Composite Resins] explode all trees; #7 composite resin or composite dental resin;
#8 = #6 or #7

#5 and #8 and #27

OPENGREY
(n=0)

#1 glass ionomer cement OR glass-ionomer cement OR GIC OR glass polyalkenoate cement OR glass ionomer
OR resin-modified glass ionomer OR resin modified glass ionomer OR RMGIC

#2 composite dental resin OR composite resin

#3 Child OR children OR tooth deciduous OR teeth deciduous OR deciduous dentition OR primary dentition OR
milk tooth OR milk teeth OR primary teeth OR primary tooth OR baby teeth OR baby tooth OR primary molar OR
molar OR deciduous molar OR permanent dental restoration OR dental permanent filling OR posterior restoration
OR class || OR temporary dental restoration” OR temporary dental filling

1 AND #2 AND #3
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restorative technique is more sensitive in relation to the use of GIC, as it
involves a greater number of operative steps, combined to the higher
sensitivity to moisture of this material. Consequently, in cases in which
the use of rubber dam is inviable and/or patient compliance is limited,
CR usually is not the first option of restorative material [8], placing GIC
as the material of choice. GICs are adhesive materials that release
fluoride to the oral environment, and their insertion technique is faster
compared to composite resins [9], making this material an important
resource for the treatment of children.

Isolated studies present conflicting evidence concerning the long-
evity of restorations in primary teeth, thus systematic literature re-
views, especially involving meta-analysis, are a great tool to aid pro-
fessionals in clinical decision-making. Within this context, two recent
meta-analyses evaluated the performance of restorative materials (ad-
hesive or not) in posterior primary teeth. One study [10] concluded that
adhesive materials with resin component (CR, resin-modified GIC and
compomer) presented similar longevity rates to each other, with worst
performance observed for silver-reinforced GIC. A subsequent study
evaluated the effect of GIC restorations in the prevention of marginal
carious lesions [11]. The authors concluded that, while the rate of
secondary caries was similar among the materials (amalgam, CR,
polyacid-modified resin and compomer) for occlusal restorations, the
clinical performance of GIC in occluso-proximal restorations was sig-
nificantly better compared to the other groups.

It is noteworthy, however, that the aforementioned reviews [10,11]
gathered data on Class I and II cavities simultaneously, and also in-
cluded restorative materials that are rarely used or have been increas-
ingly discontinued, which may have largely influenced the results. It is
known that the longevity of Class II restorations is significantly reduced
compared to Class I preparations [12,13], since the greater number of
surfaces involved leads to a greater interface area between the tooth
structure and the restorative material, in addition to the loss of the
marginal ridge, which poses an occlusal overload on the restoration
[14]. Additionally, considering that CR and GIC (conventional or resin-
modified, hereafter abbreviated as C-GIC and RM-GIC, respectively) are
the materials most widely used in clinical practice compared to other
materials available, a direct comparison of the clinical performance of
GIC and CR, especially in Class II restorations, might offer relevant
information for the treatment of carious lesions in primary posterior
teeth. Finally, analysis of the influence of type of GIC (C-CIG or RM-
GIC) and isolation (rubber dam or cotton roll) on the clinical perfor-
mance of restorations might also provide relevant information, both for
pediatric dentists and public health services.

Thus, this systematic review and meta-analysis evaluated the clin-
ical performance of GIC and CR in Class II restorations in primary
molars. As secondary outcomes, the study also evaluated the influence
of type of GIC and isolation (rubber dam or cotton roll) on the clinical
performance of restorations.

2. Material and methods
2.1. Protocol and registry

This study was registered in database PROSPERO (registry
CRD42015027751) and followed the PRISMA guidelines on the
Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-Analyses
[15].

2.2. Search strategy

An electronic search was performed on the following databases:
PubMeb, Scopus, Web of Science, Virtual Health Library (VHL),
OpenGrey, Clinical Trials and Cochrane Library. A specialized librarian
guided the entire electronic search strategy. Hand search was also
performed to identify manuscripts that might not have been retrieved
by the electronic search.
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To find unpublished or ongoing studies, the registry of clinical trials
was investigated on the website ClinicalTrials.gov (www.clinicaltrials.
gov), without restriction as to date or language of publication.
Additionally, the grey literature (produced at governmental, academic,
entrepreneurial and industrial levels, in printed or electronic format,
yet not controlled by commercial publishers) was searched using the
grey literature database OpenGrey (http://www.opengrey.eu/http://
www.opengrey.eu/).

The search strategy, as well as the date of search for all databases, is
presented in Box 1. This search strategy was properly adapted to each
database.

2.3. Eligibility criteria

The study included randomized controlled clinical trials comparing
the clinical performance of Class II restorations performed with com-
posite resin (CR) and conventional or resin-modified glass ionomer
cement (C-GIC or RM-GIC, respectively) in primary teeth, in children of
any age, according to the PICOS strategy described below:

(P) - Population: children with need of Class II restorations in pri-
mary teeth;

(I) - Intervention: use of conventional (chemically cured) or resin-
modified (light cured) glass ionomer cement;

(C) — Comparison: use of composite resin;

(O) - Outcome: the primary outcome refers to the clinical perfor-
mance of restorations, evaluated according to the presence of secondary
carious lesions, marginal discoloration, marginal adaptation, longevity,
retention and wear of restorative material, and anatomical form. The
secondary outcomes included the influence of the type of GIC (C-GIC or
RM-GIC) and isolation (rubber dam or cotton roll) on the primary
outcome;

(S) - Study design: randomized controlled clinical trials.

Editorial letters, pilot studies, historical reviews, in vitro, cohort,
observational and descriptive studies, case reports and case series were
excluded. The study also excluded investigations evaluating other types
of cavities (Class I, III, IV and V) and analyses on polyacid-modified
composite resins (compomers) and silver-reinforced GIC as restorative
materials.

2.4. Study selection and data extraction process

Papers appearing in more than one database were considered only
once. Two reviewers (AGAD and MBM) independently analyzed the
titles and abstracts of papers found on the databases. Potentially eli-
gible papers were read in full text to clearly determine their eligibility.
Data were extracted using a form based on other systematic reviews, in
which the following data were recorded: study details (year of pub-
lication and authors); criteria for definition and evaluation; details of
study methods (study design and follow-up period); details of partici-
pants (mean age and number of patients); details of restorative mate-
rials employed (restorative protocols: isolation methods and restorative
material), and results.

2.5. Risk of bias in individual studies

The methodological quality and risk of bias of the included studies
were analyzed by two independent reviewers (AGAD and MBM), using
the Cochrane Collaboration tool for analysis of risk of bias (http://
handbook.cochrane.org). The evaluation criteria comprised six items:
random sequence generation, allocation concealment, blinded evalua-
tions of results, blinding of participants and staff, results with in-
complete data, selective report of outcome, and other possible sources
of bias. The six domains were evaluated and the included studies were
classified. During evaluation of the risk of bias, any divergences be-
tween reviewers were solved by discussion and consensus and, if ne-
cessary, with the aid of a third reviewer (LCM).
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For each aspect of quality analysis, the risk of bias for each domain
was identified following the recommendations of the Cochrane
Handbook for Systematic Reviews of Interventions 5.1.0 (http://
handbook.cochrane.org). Each criterion was scored as “yes”, in-
dicating low risk of bias; “no”, indicating high risk of bias; and “un-
clear”, indicating lack of information or uncertainty about the potential
of bias.

Only four among the six Cochrane domains were considered as key
domains to evaluate the risk of bias. The studies were considered as
“low” risk of bias if there was adequate randomization, allocation
concealment, incomplete data and selective reporting. The two domains
evaluating blinding (operators, participants and examiners) were not
considered as key domain due to differences both in the operative
technique and in the clinical aspect of materials. When the study was
scored as “unclear” in the key domains, attempts to contact the authors
(one weekly contact, for up to 4 weeks) were made to achieve addi-
tional information and allow definitive scoring as “yes” or “no”.

2.6. Meta-analyses

Data on included studies were obtained and analyzed using the
software Revman 5.3 (Review Manager v. 5, The Cochrane
Collaboration; Copenhagen, Denmark). Eleven meta-analyses (MAs)
were performed to evaluate:

(1) The percentage of failure of restorations in all selected studies;

(2) The percentage of failure of restorations in studies with follow-up
period equal to or greater than 24 months;

(3) The percentage of failure of restorations, subgrouping by type of
GIC: Subgroup 1: C-GIC x CR; Subgroup 2: RM-GIC x CR;

(4) The percentage of failure of restorations, subgrouping by type of
isolation: Subgroup 1: rubber dam isolation; Subgroup 2: cotton
roll isolation;

(5) The clinical performance of the main parameters (marginal
adaptation (MA), marginal discoloration (MD), anatomical form
(AF) and secondary carious lesions (SCL)) considering all selected
studies;

(6) The clinical performance of the main parameters (MA, MD, AF and
SCL) considering studies with follow-up period equal to or greater
than 24 months;

(7) The clinical performance of the main parameters (MA, MD, AF and
SCL) including only studies using RM-GIC;

(8) The clinical performance of the main parameters (MA, MD, AF and
SCL) including only studies using C-GIC;

(9) The clinical performance of the main parameters (MA, MD, AF and
SCL) including only studies using rubber dam isolation;

(10) The clinical performance of the main parameters (MA, MD, AF and
SCL) including only studies using cotton roll isolation.

(11) The percentage of failure of restorations, subgrouping by type of
evaluation criteria applied: Subgroup 1: USPHS criteria; Subgroup
2: FDI criteria, subgroup 3: Serpa et al., 2017 criteria.

According to the criteria for the evaluation of restorations, data on
the main parameters analyzed were dichotomized as “acceptable” (re-
storations without need of replacement or repair) or “unacceptable”
(restorations presenting failures or requiring repair or replacement), as
shown in Table 1. The prevalence of unacceptable (events) and the total
number of restorations per group were used to calculate the risk dif-
ference, at a confidence interval of 95%. The random effect was applied
and the heterogeneity (intrinsic divergence among studies) was eval-
uated by the I? index. Sensitivity analysis was further conducted to
estimate and verify the influence of studies, one by one, on the pooled
results when the heterogeneity was moderate or considerable
(30%-100%) [33].
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3. Results
3.1. Selection of studies

After reading the titles and abstracts, 2722 duplicates were re-
moved, with identification of 2937 studies. Among the 25 potentially
eligible studies (read in full text), 15 were excluded due to the following
aspects: lack of adequate control (studies without control group)
(n = 2), retrospective study (n = 1), sample overlapping (n = 1), mi-
croorganisms count as the main response variable (n = 1), study pro-
tocols without results (n = 2), presentation of the results of class I and
class II restorations without distinction between the two types of cav-
ities (n = 2), presentation of the results of permanent and primary teeth
without distinction between the two dentitions (n = 1) and restorations
in permanent teeth (n = 5). Thus, ten papers remained for the quali-
tative synthesis, and nine for the quantitative analysis. The flowchart of
study selection is described in Fig. 1.

3.2. Characteristics of studies included

The characteristics of the 10 studies are listed in Table 2. The
follow-up period of Class II restorations in primary teeth in the included
studies ranged from 6 to 48 months. The design of all 10 papers ana-
lyzed comprised randomized clinical trials. Six studies presented split-
mouth design [12,16,18,19,22,24] and five studies had parallel design
[17,20,21,23]. Seven studies applied USPHS criteria [12,16,17,19-22],
two applied the FDI criteria [18,23] and one study applied its own
criteria [24]. The number of restorations ranged from 75 to 344, and
the number of participants in each study varied from 31 to 180 chil-
dren, aged 3 to 11 years. Seven papers reported restorations performed
using rubber dam isolation [12,17,18,20-23], while 3 studies reported
the use of cotton roll isolation [16,19,24].

3.3. Risk of bias within studies

For qualitative analysis, the study assessed six domains described in
the evaluation of risk of bias of randomized clinical trials, using the
Cochrane  collaboration  tool  (http://handbook.cochrane.org).
Randomization, secrecy of allocation, incomplete data and selective
report were considered as the key domains. After contact with the au-
thors whose papers received unclear scoring in one or more criteria, six
studies [12,17,18,22-24] were considered as having low risk of bias in
the final score, while 4 papers were scored as unclear [16,19-21].

Concerning blinding during the evaluation of restorations, 3 studies
[16,17,22] did not perform blinding, other 3 studies [19-21] did not
describe the observation of this aspect, and 4 studies [12,18,23,24]
presented low risk of bias. Nine studies presented low risk of bias in the
incomplete data criterion, as well as “selective report of outcome”
(Table 3). The study of Fuks et al. [20] exhibited sample loss greater
than 50%, and thus was scored as high risk of bias.

The risk of bias of the 10 studies selected is presented in Table 3.

3.4. Synthesis of results: meta-analysis

In all MAs, only studies with available data for each parameter
analyzed were included, so that MAs with different number of studies
are presented. For studies reporting the use of more than one composite
resin (CR), both resins were considered. The total number of CR failures
(events) are represented by the sum of the number of CR restorations
that failed in both groups (number of failures in CR 1 + number of
failures in CR2 = events), and the total number of restorations per
group were represented by the sum of the number of teeth in both
groups (number of teeth in CR1 + number of teeth in CR2 = Total). No
study used more than one type of GIC. The random effect was applied,
and a confidence interval of 95% (IC 95%) was adopted for all analyses.

In MAs evaluating the percentage of failures (Fig. 2 and Table 4 —
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Table 1
Dichotomy of results according to the evaluation criteria of the studies.
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Parameters USPHS modified criteria [12,16,17,19-22] FDI World Federation criteria [18,23] Serpa et al. criteria [24]
Acceptable Unacceptable Acceptable Unacceptable Acceptable Unacceptable
Failure 1,23 4,5 0 1,234
radiographic criteria
0,1 2,3,4
clinical criteria
Marginal adaptation Alpha Bravo Charlie Delta 1,23 4,5
Marginal discoloration Alpha Bravo Charlie Delta 1,2,3 4,5
Anatomical Form Alpha Bravo Charlie 1,2,3 4,5
Secondary caries Alpha Bravo Charlie Delta 1,2,3 4,5
< Records identified from databases (n=5659)
B
":". PubMed Scopus I1SI Web of Cochrane VHL Clinical OpenGrey
] (n=2154) (n=2138) Science (n=431) (n=206) Trials (n=0)
o
= (n=725) (n=5)
Records screened by title and abstract reading, after duplicates removed
> (n=2937)
§
g Records excluded after
L) —— > | titleandabstractscreening
(n=2912)
Full-text articles excluded,
withreasons (n=15)
.é" - Lack of adequate control = 2
S v - Retrospective study=1
‘a0 -Overlap=1
= Full-text articles - Results in microorganisms
assessed for eligibility —>| count=1
(n=25) - Protocols withoutresults =2
studies found and - Did not present results of
- included by hand ;\L class Iand class Il restorations
— search (n=0) separately=2
-] . - - Did not present results of
< Studies included in the permanent and primary teeth
% qualitative (n = 10) and restorations separately=1
£ quantitative synthesis (n=9) - Permanent teeth =5

Fig. 1. Flowchart of study selection, presenting the number of studies identified, eligible and included in the review.

Analyses 1, 3, 5, 8 and 11), the heterogeneity ranged from inexistent to
moderate (51, 73, 51, 51 and 51%, respectively) (http://handbook.
cochrane.org/). To reduce heterogeneity, the selective removal of stu-
dies one by one was performed, and the heterogeneity ranged from 0 to
57% in analyses 1, 5, 8, and 0 to 81% in analysis 3. However, given that
the removal of studies did not influence the results, no study was re-
moved from the final MAs.

In six MAs, there was no significant difference between the two
materials (CR or GIC). Also, the exclusion of studies with follow-up
shorter than 24 months (Table 4 — Analysis 3) did not alter the final
results (RD —0,06 [—0.20, 0.07]; p = 0.36; 1?2 = 73%). Six studies
[12,16-18,20,23] used RM-GIC, while three studies [19,21,24] re-
ported the use of a C-GIC. Individual analysis per type of GIC compared
to CR did not demonstrate the superiority of RM-GIC (RD —0.02
[—0.08, 0.03]; p = 0.36; I> = 0%), or of C-GIC (RD —0.12 [—0.38,
0.15]; p = 0.39; I = 86%), in relation to failures compared to CR
(Table 4 — Analysis 5).

In MAs assessing the clinical performance of restorations (Figs. 3-5,
Table 4 — Analyses 2, 4, 6, 7, 9, 10), the heterogeneity ranged from null
to moderate (27, 45, 0, 0, 20 and 34%, respectively). After removing

studies one by one, the heterogeneity ranged from 0 to 57% in analysis
4, and from 0 to 49% in analysis 10. Given that the removal of studies
did not influence the results (to adopt null heterogeneity (1% = 0%)), no
study was removed from the final MAs.

Four out of the 6 MAs evaluating the clinical performance
(Figs. 3-5; Table 4 — Analyses 2, 4, 6 and 10) presented the same
standard of final outcome: GIC exhibited significantly better clinical
performance than CR in relation to the prevalence of secondary carious
lesions, and similar performance concerning the other parameters. The
exclusion of studies with follow-up shorter than 24 months (Table 4 —
Analysis 4) did not alter the trend observed for the MA assessing all
studies that were initially selected.

Regarding the influence of the type of GIC on the clinical perfor-
mance of restorations, the same pattern described above was observed
on the MA considering only studies using RM-GIC (Fig. 4). However,
when only studies using C-GIC were grouped (Fig. 4), the clinical per-
formance of this material was similar to that of CR for all parameters
analyzed, including the occurrence of secondary carious lesions. The
difference in clinical performance (IC 95%) in the final analysis
(“overall effect”) between RM-GIC and CR, and between C-GIC and CR,
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Table 3
Risk of bias of included studies.

Journal of Dentistry 73 (2018) 1-13

Author, year of Random sequence Allocation Blinded evaluations of  Blinding of participants  Results with Selective report of
publication generation* Concealment* results and staff incomplete data * outcome*
Andersson-Wenckert - ? - - + +
et al. [16]

Casagrande et al. [17] + + - - + +
Donmez et al. [18] + + + — + +

Ersin et al. [19] ? ? ? — + +

Fuks et al. [20] + ? ? - +
Ostlund et al. [21] ? ? ? — + +
Pereira [22] + + — + +

Santos et al. [12] + + + — + +

Sengul and Gurbuz [23] + + + — + +

Serpa et al. [24] + + + - + +

Risk of bias: low (+), high (—), or unclear (?).
Key domains (*).

was RD 0.03 [0.00, 0.06] (p = 0.06) and RD —0.02 [—0.07, 0.04]
(p = 0.56), respectively.

Finally, concerning the influence of type of isolation, the perfor-
mance of GIC on SCL, as well as on the final analysis (“overall effect”),
was significantly better than CR when procedures were performed using
rubber dam isolation, without significant differences for the other
parameters (Fig. 5). For procedures performed with cotton roll isolation
(Fig. 5), no significant differences were observed between materials for
any parameter analyzed.

Numerical data on the 11 meta-analyses are described in Table 4.

4. Discussion

The conflicting evidence of isolated clinical studies regarding the
longevity of restorations in primary teeth, especially in occluso-prox-
imal cavities, complicates the selection of restorative materials for
clinicians, which encouraged the present systematic review. In general,
the present results demonstrated that the clinical performance of the
two restorative materials assessed (GIC and CR) was similar for most
clinical parameters analyzed (marginal discoloration, marginal adap-
tation, retention of restoration and wear of the restorative material) in
Class II restorations in primary teeth. However, regarding the occur-
rence of secondary carious lesions, GIC restorations presented sig-
nificantly better clinical performance than that observed for CR re-
storations. To allow a deeper interpretation of data obtained from the
primary studies included in this review, 11 meta-analyses were per-
formed with different objectives, which are discussed in detail below.

The similar clinical performance of GIC and CR restorations con-
cerning the marginal adaptation, marginal discoloration and anato-
mical form (Figs. 3-5), as well as the occurrence of failures (Figs. 2 and
6), indicates that both materials have similar adhesion capacity to the
cavity walls, since this aspect is one of the main responsible for

marginal sealing, which is directly related to the variables analyzed.
Considering the different adhesion mechanisms of the materials stu-
died, it was expected that different types of GIC might have influenced
the results in relation to the aforementioned parameters, which was not
confirmed after analysis of C-GIC and RM-GIC in subgroups. Therefore,
it can be considered that the marginal sealing obtained by chemical
adhesion to the tooth structure (C-GIC) is strong enough to assure si-
milar longevity rates as those obtained by CR (micromechanical re-
tention) or RM-GIC (chemical bond and micromechanical retention). It
is noteworthy, however, that retention of the restorative material
should not be only associated to adhesion, as other factors related to
cavity design (ie., cavity size, cavity type, and number of restored
surfaces) are also known to play a significant role on the rate of failures
[25].

Conversely, GIC restorations presented better performance than CR
regarding the occurrence of secondary carious lesions, which seems to
be related to the better physicochemical properties of GIC regarding
biocompatibility, chemical bond to the tooth structure, similar thermal
expansion coefficient compared to dentin, and mainly its ability to re-
lease and recharge fluoride [26,27]. Regarding the differences between
C-GICs and RM-GICs, it has been reported that an increase in the
amount of resin component and decrease in polyacid and glass filler
content of the restorative material may lead to a decrease in fluoride
release [28]. Therefore, it could be assumed that C-GICs would promote
a higher protective effect considering secondary caries lesions com-
pared with RM-GICs, thus the two types of GIC were individually
analyzed in 2 MAs. In disagreement with this assumption, while re-
storations performed with RM-GIC presented better clinical perfor-
mance than CR as to the occurrence of secondary caries (Fig. 7), no
significant differences were observed between C-GIC and CR for this
parameter (Fig. 8). Even though the reasons for these findings are not
evident, it can be assumed that the reduced number of studies

Composite resin  Glass ionomer cement Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
Andersson-¥YWenckert 2006 ? 50 4 50 14.0% 0.06 [-0.06, 0.18] =—
Casagrande 2013 12 94 a 38 13.5% -0.00[-0.13,0132] —
Donmez et al. 2016 3 29 6 27 84% -0.12[-0.31,0.07] ——l=
Ersin 2006 4 3 4 70 19.4% -0.00 [-0.08, 0.07] i
Fuks 2000 0 38 2 40 18.6% -0.05[-0.13,0.03] i
Ostlund 1992 4 25 15 25  B1% -0.44 [-0.68,-0.20]
Santos 2010 12 29 g 13 3.9% 0.03 [-0.29, 0.39] S (—
Sengul 2015 17 78 ] 32 91% -0.06 [-0.24,0132] T
Serpaetal. 2016 3 a2 & 25 71% 0.05 [-0.17,0.27] ——
Total (95% CI) 448 320 100.0% -0.04 [-0.11, 0.03] k)
Total events 67 55
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=16.18,df=8 (P=0.04); F=51% g 05 ) 05 7

Test for overall effect. Z=1.15 (P=0.25)

Favours [Composite resin] Favours [GIC]

Fig. 2. Forest plot of failures of Class II restorations in primary teeth, performed with glass ionomer cement or composite resin.
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Composite resin  Glass ionomer cement Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
1.2.1 Marginal adaptation
Andersson-Wenckert 2006 3 50 2 50  7.2% 0.02 [-0.07,0.11] B
Donmez et al. 2016 4 29 2 29 31% 0.07 [-0.09, 0.22] —
Ersin 2006 14 73 17 70 3.9% -0.05[-0.19,0.09] — 1
Fuks 2000 0 8 1 9  1.2% -0.11 [-0.38, 0.18)
Ostlund 1992 0 19 0 10 3.7% 0.00[-0.14,0.14] S
Sengul 2015 4 78 2 32 B61% -0.01 [-0.11, 0.08] B
Subtotal (95% CI) 257 200 25.2% 0.00 [-0.05, 0.05] i
Total events 25 24
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=2.38, df=5 (P =0.79); F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.00 {P = 1.00)
1.2.2 Marginal discoloration
Donmezetal. 2016 4 29 3 29  28% 0.03[-0.13,0.20] —
Ersin 2006 14 73 17 70 39% -0.05[-0.19,0.08] I E—
Fuks 2000 0 8 0 9  20% 0.00[-0.20,0.20] 1
Ostlund 1992 0 19 0 10 3.7% 0.00[-0.14,0.14] — T
Pereira Jr 2002 18 47 2 50 33% 0.34[0.19,0.49] —_—
Subtotal (95% CI) 176 168 15.7% 0.07 [-0.08, 0.21] R R
Total events 36 22
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi*=17.73, df=4 (P = 0.001); F=77%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.88 (P = 0.38)
1.2.3 Anatomical form
Andersson-Wenckert 2006 2 50 4 50 6.5% -0.04 [-0.13, 0.05] 1
Donmez et al. 2016 5 29 2 29 2.8% 0.10[-0.06, 0.27] —
Ersin 2006 14 73 17 70 3.9% -0.05[-0.19,0.08] —
Fuks 2000 0 8 1 9 1.2% -0.11 [-0.38, 0.16]
Ostlund 1992 0 19 0 10  37% 0.00[-0.14,0.14] —_— T
Pereira Jr 2002 3 47 0 50 7.8% 0.06 [-0.01,0.14] T
Sengul 2015 6 78 2 32 57% 0.01 [-0.09,0.12] I —
Subtotal (95% CI) 304 250 31.6% 0.01[-0.03, 0.06] R
Total events 30 26
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=6.02, df=6 (P =0.42); F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.55 (P = 0.58)
1.2.4 Secondary Caries
Andersson-Wenckert 2006 4 50 0 50  7.4% 0.08 [-0.00, 0.16] —
Donmez et al. 2016 4 29 2 29 31% 0.07 [-0.09, 0.22] I
Ersin 2006 18 73 18 70 35% -0.02[-0.17,0.12] Y E—
Fuks 2000 1 8 i 9 11% 0.13[-0.15,0.40] *
Ostlund 1992 3 22 0 10  2.2% 0.14 [-0.086, 0.33] -
Santos 2010 12 29 5 13 09% 0.03[-0.29, 0.35]
Sengul 2015 4 78 0 32 8.2% 0.05[-0.01,012] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 289 213 27.5% 0.06 [0.02, 0.10] LS
Total events 46 26
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 3.09, df=6 (P = 0.80); F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z= 2.66 (P = 0.008)
Total (95% ClI) 1026 831 100.0% 0.03 [-0.00, 0.06] e
Total events 137 98

it 12— . - - — R - 1 } 1 1

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 33.02, df= 24 (P=0.10); F= 27% o2 01 0 01 02

Test for overall effect: Z=1.88 (P = 0.06)
Test for subaroup differences: Chi*=3.95, df=3 (P=0.27). F=24.1%

Favours [Composite resin] Favours [GIC]

Fig. 3. Forest plot of clinical performance of Class II restorations in primary teeth, performed with glass ionomer cement or composite resin.

comparing C-GIC and CR (only 2 studies), the longer curing time and
greater possibility of syneresis and imbibition of C-GIC (as compared to
RM-GIC) [29], and the discrepant results among the studies included
may have contributed for the trend observed. Two other important
aspects should also be emphasized. Firstly, it has been reported that the
ability of fluoride release and recharge is significantly reduced after
material maturation [30]. Second — and most importantly — there is
no consistent evidence from clinical trials assessing the caries-pre-
ventive effect of GIC restorations as a function of the amount of fluoride
released from the materials. Thus, additional controlled clinical studies
would be necessary to allow more consistent conclusions, especially for
primary teeth.

Although the two types of GIC were not directly compared in this
review, the superiority of RM-GIC compared to C-GIC had already been
demonstrated in a previous meta-analysis [31], which reinforces the
present data. However, it should be highlighted that the similarity be-
tween C-GIC and CR in the present study, in a meta-analysis conducted
with results from three studies identified as eligible, is a positive

finding, especially considering that the longevity of occluso-proximal
restorations with C-GIC has been reported to be shorter compared to CR
in isolated studies [21]. Conversely, the superiority of RM-GIC as to the
occurrence of secondary caries suggests that this material satisfactorily
combines the adhesive properties of CRs and GICs, the cariostatic ef-
fects of F release to the restoration margins, besides the advantages of
light-curing, which significantly reduces the early sensitivity of GIC to
moisture and dehydration [32].

Another aspect considered in the present review was the follow-up
period of restorations. The studies included presented follow-up periods
ranging from 6 to 48 months, which could contribute to the hetero-
geneity of studies. Considering that the exclusion of studies with follow-
up period shorter than 24 months did not affect the heterogeneity of
MAs regarding the rate of failures or the clinical performance of the
materials analyzed, it may be concluded that the great variation in the
follow-up periods in the present review had little or no influence on the
outcomes.

Among the factors contributing to the greater longevity of restorations
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Composite resin RMGIC Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup Events  Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% Cl M-H, R 95% CI
4.1.1 Marginal adaptation
Andersson-¥enckert 2006 3 50 2 50 12.9% 0.02 [-0.07,0.11] —_—
Donmezetal. 2016 4 29 2 29 3.9% 0.07 [-0.08, 0.22] —
Fuks 2000 0 8 1 3 13% -0.11 [-0.38,0.16] +
Sengul 2015 4 78 2 32 10.0% -0.01 [-0.11, 0.09] —
Subtotal (95% CI) 165 120  28.1% 0.01[-0.05, 0.07] -
Total events 1 7
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 1.58, df=3 (P = 0.66); F= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.32 (P = 0.75)
4.1.2 Marginal discoloration
Donmezetal. 2016 4 29 3 29 3.4% 0.03 [-0.13,0.20]
Fuks 2000 0 8 0 9  23% 0.00 [-0.20, 0.20]
Subtotal (95% CI) 37 38 5.7% 0.02[-0.11, 0.15] ——eEEERE——
Total events 4 3
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.08, df=1 (P=0.78); F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.31 (P = 0.76)
4.1.3 Anatomical Form
Andersson-Wenckert 2006 2 50 4 50 10.9% -0.04 [-0.13,0.09] — =T -
Donmezetal. 2016 5 29 2 29 3.4% 0.10 [-0.06, 0.27] =
Fuks 2000 0 8 1 9  1.3% -0.11 [-0.38,0.16] +
Sengul 2015 6 78 2 32 89% 0.01 [-0.08,0.12] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 165 120 24.6% -0.00 [-0.07, 0.06] -esifffiEe
Total events 13 9
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 3.03, df= 3 (P = 0.38); F=1%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.12 (P = 0.90)
4.1.4 Secondary Caries
Andersson-¥Wenckert 2006 4 50 0 50 13.9% 0.08 [-0.00, 0.16] |
Donmez etal. 2016 4 29 2 29 3.9% 0.07 [-0.09, 0.22] —
Fuks 2000 1 8 0 9 1.2% 0.13[-0.15, 0.40] *
Santos 2010 12 29 5 13 09% 0.03 [-0.29, 0.35] »
Sengul 2015 4 78 0 32 21.7% 0.05[-0.01,0.12] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 194 133 41.6% 0.06 [0.02,0.11] i
Total events 25 7
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi#= 0.53, df= 4 (P = 0.97); F= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z= 2.64 (P = 0.008)
Total (95% CI) 561 411 100.0% 0.03 [-0.00, 0.06] S
Total events 53 26
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 8.75, df=14 (P = 0.85); I*=0% t t

Test for overall effect: Z= 1.88 (P = 0.06)

Test for subaroun differences: Chi*=3.62, df=3 (P =0.31), F=17.2%

02 -01 0 01 02
Favours [Composite resin] Favours [RMGIC]

Composite resin GIC Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Rand 95% CI M-H, R 95%Cl
3.2.1 Marginal adaptation
Ersin 2006 14 73 17 70 14.0% -0.05[-0.19,0.08] '
Ostlund 1992 0 19 0 10 128% 0.00[-0.14,0.14] e S—
Subtotal (95% CI) 92 80 26.9% -0.03[-0.12, 0.07] st e
Total events 14 17
Heterogeneity: Tau?= 0.00; Chi*= 0.37, df= 1 (P = 0.54); F= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.53 (P = 0.59)
3.2.2 Marginal discoloration
Ersin 2006 14 73 17 70 14.0% -0.05[-0.19,0.08] — 1
Ostlund 1992 0 19 0 10 12.9% 0.00 [-0.14,0.14] E— S
Subtotal (95% Cl) 92 80 26.9% -0.03[-0.12, 0.07] e R—
Total events 14 17
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.37, df=1 (P = 0.54); F= 0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.53 (P = 0.59)
3.2.3 Anatomical Form
Ersin 2006 14 73 17 70 14.0% -0.05[-0.19,0.08] - 71
Ostlund 1992 0 19 0 10 129% 0.00 [-0.14,0.14] -t
Subtotal (95% Cl) 92 80 26.9% -0.03[-0.12, 0.07] oo ElERe=—
Total events 14 17
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 0.37, df=1 (P = 0.54); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.53 (P = 0.59)
3.2.4 Secondary Caries
Etsin 2006 18 73 18 70 12.4% -0.02[-0.17,0.12) —_——
Ostlund 1992 3 22 0 10 7.0% 0.14 [-0.06, 0.33] T
Subtotal (95% CI) 95 80 19.3% 0.04 [-0.12, 0.21] . o T
Total events 21 19
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chi*= 2.04, df=1 (P=0.15); F=51%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.52 (P = 0.61)

Total (95% Cl) 371
Total events 63
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi®
Test for overall effect. Z=0.58 (P = 0.56)

320 100.0%

70

3.80,df=7 (P=0.80), F= 0%

Test for subaroup differences: Chi*= 0.61. df=3 (P =0.89), F= 0%

.0.02[-0.07, 0.04] f
.

02 01 0 01 02
Favours [Composite resin] Favours [GIC]

Fig. 4. Forest plot of clinical performance of Class II restorations in primary teeth, performed with glass ionomer cement or composite resin, including only studies
using resin-modified (above) or conventional (below) glass ionomer cement.

in posterior teeth, effective moisture control during the procedure is
considered paramount. This aspect is even more critical for occluso-
proximal restorations, since they are susceptible to contamination both
from saliva and from the gingival fluid. However, systematic literature
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reviews present conflicting information regarding the influence of the type
of isolation on the longevity of restorations [33,34], therefore the influ-
ence of the type of isolation was also assessed in the present study. The
meta-analysis of studies using rubber dam isolation revealed similar
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Composite resin GIV Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, R: 95% CI M-H,R 95% CI
5.3.1 Marginal adaptation
Andersson-Wenckert 2006 3 50 2 50 207% 0.02[0.07,0.11] —
Ersin 2006 14 73 17 70 10.0% -0.05 [-0.19, 0.08] S
Subtotal (95% CI) 123 120 30.8% -0.00 [-0.08, 0.08] ’
Total events 1% 19
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi#=1.10, df= 1 (P = 0.29); F= 9%
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.04 (P = 0.97)
5.3.2 Marginal discoloration
Ersin 2006 14 73 17 70 10.0% -0.05[-0.19, 0.08] - B
Subtotal (95% CI) 73 70 10.0% -0.05 [-0.19, 0.08] e ———
Total events 14 17
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: Z=0.74 (P = 0.46)
5.3.3 Anatomical form
Andersson-YWenckert 2006 2 50 4 50 18.4% -0.04 [0.13, 0.05] —
Ersin 2006 14 73 17 70 10.0% -0.05 [-0.19, 0.08] E— Y
Subtotal (95% CI) 123 120 28.4% -0.04 [-0.12, 0.03] o
Total events 16 21
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.02, df=1 (P=0.88); F=0%
Test for overall effect Z=1.12 (P = 0.26)
5.3.4 Secondary caries
Andersson-YWenckert 2006 4 50 1) 50 21.8% 0.08 [-0.00, 0.16] I
Ersin 2006 18 73 19 70 9.0% -0.02[0.17,012] I
Subtotal (95% CI) 123 120 30.8% 0.04[-0.09, 0.17]  ——aESERRR—
Total events 22 19
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01; Chi*= 2.50, df=1 (P =0.11); F=60%
Test for overall effect: Z= 0.58 (P = 0.56)
Total (95% CI) 442 430 100.0% -0.00 [-0.05, 0.04]
Total events 64 76

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=7.53, df=6 (P=0.27); F=20%
Testfor overall effect Z=0.14 (P=0.88)
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*=1.57, df= 3 (P=067), F=0%

02 01 0 01 02
Favours [Composite resin] Favours [GIC]

Composite resin GIV Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Rand 95% CI M-H, Rand 95% CI
5.2.1 Marginal adaptation
Donmez etal. 2016 4 29 2 29 50% 0.07 [-0.09, 0.22] —
Fuks 2000 1] g 1 9 2.0% -0.11 [0.38, 0.16] e E—
Ostlund 1992 0 19 0 19 9.0% 0.00[-0.10,0.10] —T
Sengul 2015 4 78 2 32 9.0% -0.01 F011, 0.09] s
Subtotal (95% CI) 134 80  25.0% 0.00 [-0.06, 0.06] -
Total events 8 g

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.49, df= 3 (P = 0.68); F=0%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.01 (P = 0.99)

5.2.2 Marginal discoloration

Donmez etal. 2016 4 29 3 29 4.5% 0.03 013,020 I E—

Fuks 2000 o g 1] 9 3.3% 0.00 [0.20, 0.20] S E—

Ostlund 1992 1] 19 1] 10 5.7% 0.00[0.14,014] I —

Pereira Jr 2002 18 47 2 a0 5.3% 0.34[0.19, 0.49] "
Subtotal (95% CI) 103 98 18.8% 0.10 [-0.09, 0.29] = ——

Total events 22 g

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.03; Chi*= 16.64, df=3 (P = 0.0008); F=82%
Test for overall effect Z=1.00 (P =0.32)

5.2.3 Anatomical form

Donmezetal. 2016 5 249 2 289 45% 0.10 [-0.06, 0.27] -1
Fuks 2000 0 8 1 9  20% -0.11 F0.38, 0.16] - = 1
Ostlund 1992 0 19 0 10 57% 0.00[-0.14,0.14] T
Pereira Jr 2002 3 47 0 a0 11.0% 0.06 [-0.01, 0.14] T
Sengul 2015 [} 78 2 32 85% 0.01 [-0.08, 0.13] ——
Subtotal (95% Cl) 181 130 31.8% 0.04 [-0.01, 0.09] s

Total events 14 <]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 2.70, df= 4 (P = 0.61); F= 0%
Testfor overall effect Z=1.45(FP=0.15)

5.2.4 Secondary caries

Donmez etal. 2016 4 29 2 29 5.0% 0.07 [0.09, 0.22] — 1 ¢
Fuks 2000 1 8 o 9 1.9% 013015, 0.40] —

Ostlund 1992 3 22 a 10 3.6% 0.14 [0.06, 0.33] N
Santos 2010 12 29 g 13 1.5% 0.03 [-0.29, 0.35]

Sengul 2015 4 78 0 32 125% 0.05[-0.01,012] T=
Subtotal (95% CI) 166 93 24.4% 0.06 [0.01, 0.12] S
Total events 24 7

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 095, df=4 {(P=0.92); F=0%

Testfor overall effect Z=2.21 (P=0.03)

Total (95% CI) 584 410 100.0% 0.05[0.01, 0.09] £

Total events 68 22

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*= 25.73,df=17 (P = 0.08); F= 34%
Test for overall effect Z=2.32 (P=0.02)
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi*= 2.60, df= 3 (P = 0.46), F=0%

z-01 0 01 02
Favours [Composite resin] Favours [GIC]

Fig. 5. Forest plot of clinical performance of Class II restorations in primary teeth, performed with glass ionomer cement or composite resin, including only studies
using cotton roll (above) or rubber dam (below).
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composite resin GV Risk Difference Risk Difference
Study or Subgroup Events Total Events Total Weight M-H, Random, 95% CI M-H, Random, 95% CI
6.1.1 USPHS criteria
Andersson-Wenckert 2006 7 a0 4 50 14.0% 0.06 [-0.06, 0.18] N
Casagrande 2013 12 94 5 38 13.5% -0.00[-0.13,0.12] E—
Ersin 2006 4 73 4 70 19.4% -0.00 [-0.08, 0.07] ——
Fuks 2000 0 38 2 40 18.6% -0.05 [-0.13, 0.03] — =1
Ostlund 1892 4 25 15 25  B1% -0.44 [[0.68,-0.20] +—
Santos 2010 12 28 5 13 3.9% 0.03 [-0.29, 0.35] *
Subtotal (95% CI) 309 236 754% -0.04 [-0.13, 0.05] B
Total events 39 35
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.01, Chi*= 14.66, df=5 (P = 0.01); F= 66%
Test for overall effect: Z=0.890 (P = 0.37)
6.1.2 FDI criteria
Donmez et al. 2016 3 29 B 27 8.4% -012[-0.31,0.07] #
Sengul 2015 17 78 ] 32 91% -0.06 [-0.24,0.13]
Subtotal (95% CI) 107 59 17.5% -0.09 [-0.22, 0.04] = EERARRE.—
Total events 20 15
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.18, df=1 (P = 0.68); F= 0%
Test for overall effect Z=1.33 (P=0.18)
6.1.3 Serpra et al., 2017 crteria
Serpa etal 2016 8 32 8 25 TA1% 0.05[-0.17, 0.27]
Subtotal (95% ClI) 32 25 1.1% 0.05[-0.17, 0.27] | — e P R ees—
Total events g 5
Heterogeneity: Not applicable
Test for overall effect: Z=0.45 (P = 0.65)
Total (95% Cl) 448 320 100.0% -0.04 [-0.11, 0.03] -
Total events 67 85
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=16.18, df=8 (P = 0.04); F=51% -U:.Z _&1 5 IJH 032
Testfor overall effect: 2=1.15 (P = 0.25) Favours [Composite Resin] Favours [GIC]

Test for subgroup differences: Chi*=1.18, df=2 (P = 0.55), F= 0%

Fig. 6. Forest plot of failures of Class II restorations in primary teeth, evaluation with USPHS criteria, FDI criteria and Serpra et al., 2017 criteria.

findings as the meta-analysis of clinical performance considering all stu-
dies together (i.e., GIC only presented better results concerning the oc-
currence of secondary caries lesions). However, for studies using cotton
roll isolation, no difference was found between materials for any of the
parameters assessed. Since the reasons for such findings are not evident,
and considering the inconsistencies concerning the influence of the type of
isolation on the longevity of adhesive restorations [33,34], it is clear that
further studies with adequate protocols are required to address this im-
portant clinical issue.

A meta-analysis presents the advantage to gather information from
several primary studies, which assigns greater statistical power com-
pared to less accurate results from a single primary study [35]. How-
ever, this method has some flaws, since it is not possible to control
sources of bias from individual studies. In the present study, besides the
aspects previously discussed, some factors may also have contributed to
the heterogeneity among the studies, especially the individual char-
acteristics of participants and populations of the studies included, as
well as the clinical skills and calibration of operators and examiners.
Additionally, inherent differences to each type of restorative material
may have had some influence on the results. Thus, considering that the
included studies were published between 1992 and 2017, it is likely
that the studies published more recently used materials with better
physical, mechanical and biological properties, given that restorative
materials are in constant evolution.

Finally, it should be observed that the similarity between GIC and
CR in the analysis of longevity (“overall effect”), regardless of the type
of GIC, is a clinically relevant finding, since Class II restorations per-
formed with GIC are often associated with shorter longevity than CR
[12,13] due to the aforementioned reasons (e.g., greater interface area
between the tooth and the restorative material, and loss of the marginal
ridge) [14]. The present findings allow professionals greater freedom of
choice among the restorative materials most widely available for direct
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restorations, considering important clinical parameters related to
marginal adaptation and wear of the restorative material. Thus, pro-
fessionals can consider other operational aspects, such as child beha-
vior, curing time of the material, and possibility of using rubber dam
isolation before selecting the restorative material.

5. Conclusions

The results allowed to conclude that the materials analyzed (GIC
and CR) presented similar clinical performance to each other con-
cerning the percentage of failures, marginal adaptation, marginal dis-
coloration and anatomical form in Class II restorations in primary teeth,
regardless of the type of GIC or isolation. However, regarding the oc-
currence of secondary carious lesions, GIC presented superior clinical
performance, and this effect was more evident for the resin-modified
GIC used with rubber dam isolation. Therefore, the possibility of light
curing, combined with its cariostatic properties, indicate that resin-
modified GIC is a suitable material for Class II restorations in primary
teeth. The high number of subgroups and the low number of studies
included, however, are important limitations of the present review,
emphasizing the need for well-controlled clinical trials addressing re-
levant variables related to the longevity of restorations in the primary
dentition.
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