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N. Gateva. TOOTH-COLORED CLASS II RESTORATIONS OF 
PRIMARY MOLARS 

Summary. Evaluated was the clinical performance of adhesive restora-
tions placed in primary molars that were restored with four generations of 
adhesive systems for 24 months. Created in total were 160 restorations. 
Equal number of molars (40) were restored using 3-step adhesive system with 
total etch (Opti Bond FL); 2-step adhesive system with total etch (Exite); 
2-step self-etch adhesive system (AdheSE) and a 1-step self-etch adhesive 
system (AdheSE One). At baseline, 6th, 12th, 18th and 24th months resto-
rations were evaluated using USPHS Rige criteria for: marginal discoloration, 
secondary caries, anatomic form and marginal adaptation. The data was 
subjected to statistical analysis by Mann-Whitney and Kruskal-Wallis tests 
(  < 0.05) (SPSS). At the end of the period of 24 months evaluated as clini-
cally ideal or clinically acceptable were 148 (92.50%) from the initially created 
160 restorations. Twelve restorations (7.5%) were rated as clinically unac-
ceptable – on 18th or 24th months, which resulted in their replacement. The 
worse clinical performance on the 24th month was found by the restorations 
from group 4, while the best clinical results – 100% clinical acceptable were 
found in group 1. The restorations in groups 2 and 3 performed some similar 
clinical results. In group 2 only two restorations (5%) were replaced and the 
remaining 38 (95%) were assessed as clinically acceptable. We came to the 
conclusion that a reduction of etching time within the dentin from 15 to 
7 seconds would result in optimizing the adhesive bond by the application of 
adhesive systems with total etch. 

Key words: primary teeth, esthetic restorations, II class cavity, adhesive systems 
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