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Abstract
Background  The surface treatment to improve the repair bond strength may vary because CAD/CAM provisional 
restoration polymers exhibit a variety of microstructures. This study was conducted to evaluate the effect of surface 
treatments on the repairability of three different CAD/CAM polymers for long-term provisional restorations.

Methods  Thirty specimens from each provisional restorative materials (CAD-Temp, Everest C-Temp, and PEEK) were 
divided into three groups: C: surfaces received no treatment; SB: surfaces were airborne particle abraded with 50 μm 
aluminum oxide; SB-T: surfaces received the same conditions as group SB in addition to thermocycling before and 
after treatment. Primer and nanohybrid repair resin composite were applied to the prepared CAD /CAM surfaces. The 
shear bond strength and the mode of failure were assessed. ANOVA and Tukey’s significant difference tests were used 
to evaluate the data.

Results  The SB group had significantly higher repair SBS values (p < .001) compared to the other groups (C and SB-T). 
Everest C-Temp significantly recorded the highest repair SBS (17.84 ± 0.19 MPa) in group SB, while the lowest repair 
SBS values (5.51 ± 1.14 MPa) for CAD-Temp were recorded in group C. PEEK significantly recorded the second highest 
repair SBS (15.96 ± 0.18) in the SB group.

Conclusions  Everest C-Temp had the highest repair SBS after an airborne abrasion particle. Thermocycling had 
no significant effect on the repair SBS for PEEK. Everest C-Temp and PEEK are recommended as long-term durable 
provisional materials for clinical use.
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Introduction
There are many prefabricated polymer-based CAD/CAM 
materials in the market that can be used to fabricate pro-
visional restorations. To improve material properties 
beyond conventional polymerization, prefabricated poly-
mer blanks are industrially polymerized under standard-
ized conditions at high temperature and pressure. Due to 
the increased fracture strength, better stress distribution, 
and less abrasion of the opposing enamel, these materials 
are more versatile [1–3].

Long-term provisional prostheses may present new 
therapeutic possibilities for maxillofacial rehabilitation, 
implant-supported treatments, and periodontal therapy 
[4–6]. Clinicians should consider the type of materi-
als [7–9], simplicity of processing and bonding [10–12], 
mechanical properties, and oral environmental condi-
tions [13] when choosing long-term provisional restor-
ative materials. Although these restorations seem highly 
promising from a mechanical point of view, a resin com-
posite veneering material is required for aesthetic rea-
sons and their bonding durability in oral environments 
[14–16]. The durability of these CAD /CAM restorative 
polymers can be compromised by technical complica-
tions such as chipping, bond failure, and wear. These 
complications may lead to clinical failures and the need 
for additional operative treatment [12, 14].

When a fractured restoration is veneered with resin 
composite, the size and nature of the defect must be con-
sidered when the dentist decides whether to repair or 
replace the restoration [16]. The concept of repair is part 
of the philosophy of minimally invasive dentistry, which 

is based on the preservation of tooth structure and aims 
to avoid repeated cycles of restoration [17].

The repair requires special surface treatment because 
the interfacial adhesion between the new resin layers 
and the restoration degrades over time [18, 19]. Air-
borne-particle abrasion is a type of surface treatment to 
increase the surface area and wettability of the material, 
resulting in intimate adaptation of the resin/restoration 
interface and increased the repair bond strength. Because 
CAD/CAM interim restoration polymers demonstrate 
varied microstructures, the response to different surface 
treatments to enhance their repair bond strength may 
also vary [11, 12, 14]. Furthermore, there is scarce infor-
mation available on the repairability of long-term provi-
sional CAD/CAM restorations. As a result, the current 
study investigated the effect of surface treatments on the 
repairability of three different CAD /CAM polymers for 
long-term provisional restorations. The null hypotheses 
tested were that (1) there would be no significant differ-
ence among repair bond strength of the three different 
CAD/CAM materials, (2) the airborne particle abrasion 
does not affect repair bond strength, and (3) thermocy-
cling does not affect repair bond strength.

Materials and methods
In this study, three types of CAD/CAM polymers for long 
term interim restorations were used; Polyacrylate poly-
mer (CAD-Temp; CT), fiber-glass-reinforced polymer 
(Everest C-Temp; ET), and Polyetherether ketone (PEEK, 
BioHPP; PK) (Table 1). A sample size of ten specimens in 
each group was necessary to provide a 0.95 power using 

Table 1  Materials used in the study
Product Composition/ Manufacturer Indication Lot. No.
CAD-Temp -83–86 wt.% PMMA,

14 wt.% micro filler (silica),
Pigments (< 0.1%).
- VITA Zahnfabrik.

Multi-unit, fully or partially anatomical 
long-term temporary bridges with up 
to 2 pontics.

38590

Everest C-Temp -Fiber glass-reinforced polymer.
- High performance endless molecular
Polymer chain plastic.
- KaVo, Biberach, Germany.

Long-term temporary restoration up 
to 6 units.

6946

PEEK
(Bre CAM Bio HPP)

-Poly ether ether ketone,
20wt% titanium dioxide ceramic
filler and Aluminum oxide sand
(50 µm mean particle size)
- Bredent GmbH &co., senden,
Germany.

4-part posterior bridge up to two 
pontics.

56654456

Visio. Link Primer -MMA, PETIA, photoinitiators
-Bredent GmbH & Co., Senden, Germany.

Preparation of the adhesive bonds 
of high-performance polymers and 
PMMA materials.

153141

Filtek Supreme XTE -Matrix: Bis-GMA, UDMA, TEGDMA, PEGDMA, Bis-EMA.
-Filler load: 63.3 vol%, 78.5 wt%
-3M ESPE, St. Paul, USA

Repair of acrylic and resin materials. N470318

PMMA, poly methyl methacrylate; MMA: methyl methacrylate, PETIA; pentaerythritol—triacrylate; Bis-GMA, Bisphenol A glycidyl dimethacrylate; UDMA, urethane 
dimethacrylate; TEGDMA, triethyleneglycol dimethacrylate; PEGDMA, poly(ethylene glycol) dimethacrylate; Bis-EMA, Bisphenol A polyethylene glycol diether 
dimethacrylate
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a 0.05 threshold of significance, according to the power 
analysis (size effect = 2.34, -two tailed=. 05) [12].

Specimen preparation and grouping
For the experimental setup, thirty specimens (10 × 3 mm) 
of each type of provisional CAD/CAM material were 
produced using an ISOMET (Techcut4, Allied, USA). 
To ensure uniform specimen thickness, a digital caliper 
(Mitutoyo Corporation, Tokyo, Japan) was used. After 
finishing the bonded surfaces of the specimens using 
silicon carbide papers in grit levels ranging from 600 to 
2000, distilled water was used for a 3-minute ultrasonic 
cleaning procedure. One side of the specimens was left 
exposed for surface treatment and bonding procedures, 
and then they were fixed in acrylic resin blocks (Paladur, 
Heraeus-Kulzer, Hanau, Germany) [3, 6].The experimen-
tal specimens were divided into one of the following three 
subgroups (n = 10) (Table  2) based on surface pretreat-
ments: C; Surfaces of the specimens were not subjected 
to any surface treatment, SB; Surfaces were airborne par-
ticle abraded with 50 μm aluminum oxide (LEMAT NT4, 
Wassermann, Germany) for 10 s at a distance of 10 mm 
with a pressure of 0.55 MPa, and then air-dried for 20 s 
[14, 20, 21], and SB-T; Surfaces of the specimens were 
subjected to the same procedures as group SB with the 
addition of thermocycling before and after pretreatment. 
5000 thermocycles (SD Mechatronic GmbH, Feldkirchen 
Westerham, Germany) at temperatures ranging from 5 to 
55  °C for dwell times of 30  s and transfer times of 10  s 
were applied to group SB-T before and after repairing 
[14].

Bonding procedure
According to the manufacturer’s recommendation, Visio. 
Link primer (Bredent GmbH & Co., Senden, Germany) 
was applied with a micro brush and then immediately 
polymerized for 20  s using a LED light (Elipar Freeligh 
2, 3  M ESPE, 1,226 mW/cm²). Using a 6-mm diameter 

circular split Teflon mold, a nanohybrid repair resin com-
posite (Filtek Supreme XTE) was packed onto treated 
CAD/CAM surfaces. To fill the mold, 2-mm thick resin 
composite layers were incrementally applied, and each 
layer was light-cured. Following that, the SB-T specimens 
were subjected to 5000 thermocycles between 5 and 
55 °C for a dwell time of 30 s and a transfer time of 10 s 
[14].

Shear bond strength (SBS) test
The SBS test was carried out on a universal testing 
machine (AGS-1000  A; Shimadzu CO., Kyoto, Japan). 
The bonded CAD/CAM polymer-resin composite assem-
bly was positioned in the machine’s lower jaw so that it 
was parallel to the direction of the shear force (Fig. 1). At 
a crosshead speed of 0.5  mm/min, a compressive load-
ing was applied. The testing device’s upper moveable 
compartment was attached to a stainless-steel rod with 
a mono-beveled chisel configuration, and this rod was 
precisely positioned on the interface [3, 22, 23]. The test-
ing machine displayed in Newton (N) the shear force at 
fracture (the force level at which the specimen debonds) 
using a 2.5 kN load cell connected to a computer. By 
dividing the fracture load (F) in Newton by the bonded 
surface area (A) in mm2, the SBS in megapascals (MPa) 
was computed. The bonded surface area was computed 
using a digital caliber (Mitutoyo Corporation, Tokyo, 
Japan). After debonding, the mode of failure was deter-
mined by examining the fractured specimen under a 20-x 
optical stereomicroscope (Olympus SZ61, Tokyo, Japan) 
and was divided into three categories: cohesive failure 
within the resin composite, adhesive type failure at the 
interface, and mixed type failure.

Scanning electron microscopy evaluation
Three additional representative specimens from each 
material (10 mm × 10 mm × 1 mm) were prepared and 
cleaned with 96% ethanol in an ultrasonic bath for two 

Table 2  Experimental groups in the study
Groups Substrate Repair steps

Thermocycling (TC) 
step before repair

Surface Treatment Primer application Repair
step

Thermocy-
cling (TC) 
step after 
repair

C • CAD-Temp
• Everest C-Temp
• PEEK

--- --- ✓ ✓ ---

SB • CAD-Temp
• Everest C-Temp
• PEEK

--- ✓ ✓ ✓ ---

SB-T • CAD-Temp
• Everest C-Temp
• PEEK

✓ ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓

C; Control groups (no pretreatment and no aging), SB; 50 µm airborne abrasion and primer, SB-T: the same condition as group SB in addition to thermocycling before 
and after pretreatment
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minutes, then air-dried to assess the surface topography 
both before and after airborne particle abrasion. For the 
qualitative investigation of each material, specimens were 
mounted on metallic stubs, gold sputter-coated, and then 
examined under a SEM (Jeol-JSM-6510, Tokyo, Japan) 
with an initial magnification of 1000 x [3, 24].

Statistical analysis
The normality and equal variance assumptions were ful-
filled according to the Shapiro–Wilk test and Levene’s 
test. Subsequently, statistical analyses (SPSS 22.0; IBM 

statistics) of the shear bond strength were analyzed using 
Two-way ANOVA to determine statistically significant 
differences and to detect the interaction between the two 
independent variables (material type and the surface con-
ditioning). Tukey’s significant difference test was used for 
post-hoc comparisons. The level of significance was set at 
5% for all statistical tests.

Results
The means and standard deviations of repair SBS val-
ues (MPa) for all groups are presented in Table 3. One-
way ANOVA showed significant differences (p < .001) 
among the three-surface conditioning sub-groups for 
the three tested materials. Tukey’s multiple comparison 
tests showed that, the highest mean repair SBS values 
(17.84 MPa) were recorded for Everest C-temp in group 
SB, whereas the lowest repair SBS values (5.51 MPa) were 
recorded for CAD-temp in group C. SB group recorded 
significantly higher repair SBS values (p < .001) compared 
to other groups (C and SB-T) for CAD-temp and Ever-
est C-temp. No significant differences (p> 0.05) were 
detected between SB and SB-T groups for PEEK mate-
rial. For CAD-temp, the highest mean repair SBS values 
were recorded for group SB (10.96), whereas the lowest 
repair SBS values were recorded for group C (5.551). For 
Everest C-temp, the highest mean repair SBS values were 
recorded for group SB (17.84), whereas the lowest repair 
SBS values were recorded for group SB-T (9.88). As for 
PEEK, the highest mean repair SBS values were recorded 
for group.

SB-T (17.84), whereas the lowest repair SBS values 
were recorded for group C (8.67). Independent variables 
(Material type and surface conditioning) and their inter-
actions were significantly affecting repair SBS values as 
shown by the two-way ANOVA table (Table 4).

The modes of failure frequencies in all groups and 
materials are presented in Table  5. Regarding the type 
of materials, the highest percentage of adhesive failures 
were observed in CAD-Temp, while the highest per-
centage of mixed and cohesive failures were observed in 
Everest C-Temp and PEEK, respectively. Regarding the 
surface treatment groups, adhesive failures were the most 
prominent type of failure (100%) in the control group at 
CAD-Temp. In the air-borne particle abrasion, mixed 

Table 3  Means (standard deviations) of Repair Bond Strength of 
Experimental Groups
Groups Materials

CAD-Temp Everest C-Temp PEEK
C 5.51 cC

(± 1.14)
11.92 bA

(± 0.18)
8.67 bB

(± 1.08)

SB 10.96 aC

(± 0.19)
17.84 aA

(± 0.19)
15.96 aB

(± 0.18)

SB-T 7.94 bC

(± 0.99)
9.88 cB

(± 0.18)
17.19 aA

(± 1.12)
Mean values represented with different superscript lowercase letters (column)

for each type of group is significantly different according to Tukey test (P < .05)

Mean values represented with different superscript uppercase letters (row)

for each type of material is significantly different according to Tukey test (P < .05)

Table 4  Two-way ANOVA table for repair shear bond strength 
(MPa)
Source of variations Sum of 

 squares
df Mean 

squares
F P 

value
Type of material 667.61 2 333.81 610.46 p < .001

Surface pretreatment 587.15 2 293.58 536.89 p < .001

Type of material x 
Conditioning

220.97 4 55.24 101.03 p < .001

Total 14457.72     90

Fig. 1  Shear Bond Strength Testing
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type of failure was the prominent type in Everest C-Temp 
(50%) and PEEK (60%). In the air-borne particle abrasion 
after thermocycling, adhesive failure was the predomi-
nant type in CAD-Temp (80%), while mixed types of fail-
ures occurred in Everest C-Temp (50%) and PEEK (70%).

The surfaces of CAD-Temp, Everest C-temp, and PEEK 
under SEM showed variations in the surface microstruc-
tures (Fig.  2). CAD-Temp showed spherical areas of 
widely varying extensions that were obviously embed-
ded in the resin matrix material (Fig.  2A). While Ever-
est C-temp group showed irregular shaped long fibers 
intervening between them spherical shaped fillers par-
ticles with homogenous distribution within the materials 
(Fig. 2B). As for the PEEK group, it showed homogenous 
topography without voids or morphological defects 
(Fig. 2C).

Discussion
In this study, three different CAD/CAM materials for 
long-term provisional restoration were investigated. 
These materials need to be layered with a resin composite 
and are recommended by their manufacturers as frame-
work materials for implant-supported fixed prostheses. 
Repair restorations are typically required after months 
or years of clinical service since they were thermally 
cycled extensively in intraoral conditions. Thermocycling 
might reduce the residual monomer content by reducing 
the number of carbon-carbon double bonds. Moreover, 

thermocycling might lead to mechanical stress on the 
bonding area of the repaired substrate. However, it is also 
suggested that thermocycling may improve repair bond 
strength by increasing the post-polymerization process 
between polymeric CAD/CAM materials and adhesive 
resins [14, 25]. Additionally, there is insufficient informa-
tion available regarding their repairability.

Depending on the reason and extent of the restoration 
fracture, intraoral repair with resin composite may be a 
simple and less expensive alternative to extraoral repair. 
Repair of restorations requires the surface to be pre-
treated to enhance the adhesion of repair resin compos-
ite to restorations [12, 14]. A variety of factors influence 
the bond strength of the repaired restoration, including 
the substrate’s surface condition and its chemical micro-
structure. The shear bond strength test is a dependable 
and simple in vitro test method for determining the bond 
strengths of materials with a relatively large surface area 
(typically 3–6  mm in diameter) [18]. As a result, shear 
bond strength tests were performed in this study to 
assess the bond strength of repaired specimens [26, 27].

Thermocycling is an in vitro simulation of the moist 
oral environment to test the durability of bonding prior 
to clinical recommendation [19, 28]. Therefore, the age-
ing of restorations should be considered and included 
in the repair plan [28]. In this study, the specimens were 
aged through 5000 thermal cycles to obtain aged sub-
strate surfaces. In addition, the experimental specimens 
were thermally aged again (5000 thermal cycles) after 
repair to mimic clinical conditions and evaluate the long-
term durability of the bond by simulating six months of 
clinical.

use [29].
Numerous methods have been conducted to improve 

the surface properties of provisional materials, such as 
air abrasion, laser treatment, sulfuric acid etching, and 
so on. Although 98% sulfuric acid etching produced the 
highest bond strength with PEEK material, it is not clini-
cally viable because of its corrosive activity. In this study, 
micromechanical retention can be provided through air-
borne particle abrasion. It has been reported that it is the 

Table 5  Failure pattern of the experimental groups
Groups Materials Failure %

Adhesive Mixed Cohesive
C CAD-Temp 100 0 0

Everest C-Temp 0 80 20

PEEK 60 30 10

SB CAD-Temp 60 20 20

Everest C-Temp 10 50 40

PEEK 20 60 20

SB-T CAD-Temp 80 20 0

Everest C-Temp 30 50 20

PEEK 20 70 10

Fig. 2  SEM micrographs (1000- X) of CAD-Temp (A) Everest C-Temp (B) and PEEK (C)
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easiest way to improve the microroughness and increase 
the surface area of polymer-based dental materials for 
sufficient bonding [30, 31]. As a result, the current study 
aimed to assess the effect of airborne-particle abrasion 
as a surface treatment and ageing on the repairability of 
three different CAD/CAM long-term provisional resto-
ration polymers.

Based on the ANOVA test, the two independent vari-
ables (material type and surface treatment) revealed a 
statistically significant effect (p < .001) on the repair SBS 
values. Consequently, the first two null hypotheses were 
rejected.

The minimum acceptable SBS value at the inter-
face between resin-based materials and the substrate is 
5 MPa, according to the specifications of ISO 10,477 [32]. 
On the other hand, Beher et al. [33] suggested that the 
clinically acceptable SBS value is 10  MPa. This clinical 
requirement was met in all groups except the C and SB 
-T groups in CAD -Temp, the SB -T group in C-Temp, 
and the C group in PEEK. Bond strength levels can vary 
widely depending on study design; hence, it is advisable 
to proceed with caution when applying laboratory bond 
strength results to clinical criteria.

According to the results of the study, Everest C-Temp 
had significantly the highest repair SBS (17.84 ± 0.19) in 
the SB group among the three tested materials (Table 3). 
This could be attributed to the irregular surface topog-
raphy, as shown in Fig.  2B, which could facilitate the 
penetration of the adhesive resin and thus improve the 
interlock between the substrate and the repair materi-
als. Moreover, C-Temp has a higher glass fiber content 
and is a high performance continuous molecular plastic 
polymer chain suitable for both adhesive resin and repair 
material penetration. These results are consistent with 
the Wiegand et al. study [18], where it was suggested 
that the higher SBS with C-Temp may be due to the abil-
ity of the adhesive to penetrate glass fiber-related surface 
irregularities and improve retention. Regarding PEEK, 
it recorded significantly the second highest repair SBS 
because air particle abrasion altered the surface morphol-
ogy of PEEK and facilitated adhesive resin penetration 
into the substrate, improving micromechanical interlock 
and potentially increasing bond strength [30, 31, 34].

Thermal cycling is widely utilized to mimic the fre-
quently changing temperatures in the oral environment. 
These thermal changes may lead to a reduction in bond 
strength. In the present study, thermocycling consid-
erably decreased the repair SBS of CAD-Temp. This 
could be explained by its high polymeric content (83–86 
wt% PMMA), which is susceptible to water penetra-
tion between polymer chains’ gaps and separating them 
from one another, causing water absorption and ulti-
mately leading to resin matrix softening that has a det-
rimental effect on SBS [3].Thermocycling, on the other 

hand, decreased SBS of C-Temp because wet environ-
ments cause a glass fiber’s surface to corrode as a result 
water penetrating through the polymer matrix, lower-
ing mechanical properties and, as a result, bond strength 
[3, 35]. Additionally, thermocycling increased the SBS 
of PEEK since thermocycling may improve repair bond 
strength by increasing the post-polymerization process 
between polymeric CAD/CAM materials and adhesive 
resins [25].

The third null hypothesis was partially accepted 
because there was no statistically significant effect of 
thermocycling on SBS in PEEK material. Since they con-
tain a highly cross-linked polymer with 20% ceramic 
filler (with a grain size of 0.3 to 0.5 m) that can penetrate 
and seal the space between the PEEK polymer’s chains, 
reducing chain mobility and minimizing water pen-
etration, this may be explained by their low water sorp-
tion ability value. PEEK has a water sorption value of 
(≤ 6,5 µg/mm³), CAD-Temp has a value of (≤ 40 µg/mm³), 
and Everest C-Temp has a value of (9,6 µg/mm3) [36, 37]. 
Neim et al. [38] observed that PEEK is not significantly 
affected by thermocycling in their analysis of the effects 
of 5000 thermocycling cycles on the physicomechanical 
properties of numerous CAD/CAM restorative materi-
als. Additionally, Libermann et al. [15] evaluated how 
different ageing processes affected the water sorption of 
several CAD/CAM polymers. They came to the conclu-
sion that storage media had no statistically significant 
impact on PEEK’s ability to absorb water.

Any change in the surface features of the tested mate-
rial may affect the SBS values [7, 21]. In this study, a high 
percentage of adhesive failures occurred at CAD-Temp 
due to the insufficient bond strength of the repair resin 
on CAD-Temp [7, 19]. Furthermore, Everest C-Temp and 
PEEK were found to have a higher incidence of mixed 
failures, owing to uneven shear force distribution at the 
resin-restoration interface. The results are supported 
by a shift from adhesive to mixed failure when bond 
strength was increased. Clinical relevance for successful 
bonding on CAD/CAM surfaces can be achieved by sur-
face roughening and the selection of a suitable adhesive 
system.

The present study has some limitations; Only one type 
of repair veneering resin and one adhesive system were 
used, so the results of this study cannot be generalized to 
other commercially available repair systems. In addition, 
different surface treatments such as etching solutions and 
the use of different adhesive systems, need to be further 
investigated. Furthermore, long-term clinical perfor-
mance should also be evaluated in a clinical study with a 
controlled, standardized study design.
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Conclusions
Within the limitations of this in vitro study, it is con-
cluded that the three tested CAD/CAM polymers can 
be adequately repaired after airborne-particle abrasion 
surface pretreatment. Everest C-temp recorded the high-
est repair SBS after airborne particle abrasion. Although, 
repair SBS was significantly reduced by thermocycling 
in both CAD-Temp and Everest C-Temp, PEEK was not 
significantly affected. PEEK and Everest C-Temp can be 
recommended for clinical use as long term, durable pro-
visional materials.

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Author contributions
Conceptualization: TS, AR and YG; Experimental work: TS, EH; Interpretation 
of data: AR, YG, EH; writing original draft:EH prepared Fig. 1: TS; review and 
editing: TS. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the 
manuscript.

Funding
No funding was received.
Open access funding provided by The Science, Technology & Innovation 
Funding Authority (STDF) in cooperation with The Egyptian Knowledge Bank 
(EKB).

Data Availability
This article has all the data that were collected or analyzed during this study.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors affirm that they have no competing interests with regard to this 
study. The companies mentioned in this study are not associated with the 
authors or provide them with advantages.

Received: 23 December 2022 / Accepted: 5 May 2023

References
1.	 Stawarczyk B, Ender A, Trottmann A, Özcan M, Fischer J, Hämmerle CHF. 

Load-bearing capacity of CAD/CAM milled polymeric three-unit fixed dental 
prostheses: effect of aging regimens. Clin Oral Invest. 2012;16:1669–77.

2.	 Alt V, Hannig M, Wöstmann B, Balkenhol M. Fracture strength of temporary 
fixed partial dentures: CAD/CAM versus directly fabricated restorations. Dent 
Mater. 2011;27:339–47.

3.	 Soliman TA, Ghorab S, Baeshen H. Effect of surface treatments and flashfree 
adhesive on the shear bond strength of ceramic orthodontic brackets to 
CAD/CAM provisional materials. Clin Oral Invest 2022 Jan;26(1):481–92.

4.	 Rayyan MM, Aboushelib M, Sayed NM, Ibrahim A, Jimbo R. Comparison of 
interim restorations fabricated by CAD/CAM with those fabricated manually. 
J Prosthet Dent. 2015;114:414–9.

5.	 Lodding DW. Long-term esthetic provisional restorations in dentistry. Curr 
Opin Cosmetic Dent. 1997;4:16–21.

6.	 ELSyad MA, Soliman TA, Khalifa AK. Retention and Stability of rigid telescopic 
and Milled Bar Attachments for Implant-Supported Maxillary Overdentures: 
an in Vitro Study. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants. 2018;33(5):e127–33.

7.	 Astudillo-Rubio D, Delgado-Gaete A, Bellot-Arcís C, Montiel- Company JM, 
Pascual-Moscardó A, Almerich-Silla JM. Mechanical properties of provi-
sional dental materials: a systematic review and meta-analysis. PLoS ONE. 
2018;13:e0193162.

8.	 Abdulmohsen B, Parker S, Braden M, Patel MP. A study to investigate and 
compare the physicomechanical properties of experimental and commercial 
temporary crown and bridge materials. Dent Mater. 2016;32:200–10.

9.	 Alp G, Murat S, Yilmaz B. Comparison of flexural strength of different CAD/
CAM PMMA-based polymers. J Prosthodont. 2019;28:e491–5.

10.	 Chavali R, Nejat AH, Lawson NC. Machinability of CAD-CAM materials. J 
Prosthet Dent. 2017 Aug;118(2):194–9.

11.	 Şişmanoğlu S, Gürcan AT, Yıldırım-Bilmez Z, Turunç-Oğuzman R, Gümüştaş 
B. Effect of surface treatments and universal adhesive application on the 
microshear bond strength of CAD/CAM materials. J Adv Prosthodont. 2020 
Feb;12(1):22–32.

12.	 Sismanoglu S, Yildirim-Bilmez Z, Erten-Taysi A, Ercal P. Influence of different 
surface treatments and universal adhesives on the repair of CAD-CAM com-
posite resins: An in vitro study. J Prosthet Dent. 2020 Aug;124(2): 238.e1-238.
e9.

13.	 Reeponmaha T, Angwaravong O, Angwarawong T. Comparison of fracture 
strength after thermo-mechanical aging between provisional crowns 
made with CAD/CAM and conventional method J Adv Prosthodont. 2020 
Aug;12(4):218–24.

14.	 Wiegand A, Stucki L, Hoffmann R, Attin T, Stawarczyk B. Repairability of CAD/
CAM high-density PMMA- and composite-based polymers. Clin Oral Investig. 
2015 Nov;19(8):2007–13.

15.	 Liebermann A, Wimmer T, Schmidlin PR, Scherer H, Löffler P, Roos M, Sta-
warczyk B. Physicomechanical characterization of polyetheretherketone and 
current esthetic dental CAD/CAM polymers after aging in different storage 
media. J Prosthet Dent. 2016;115(3):321–8e2.

16.	 Barto A, Vandewalle KS, Lien W, Whang K. Repair of resin-veneered poly-
etheretherketone after veneer fracture. J Prosthet Dent. 2021;125(4): 704.
e1-704.e8.

17.	 Mjör IA, Gordan VV. Failure, repair, refurbishing and longevity of restorations. 
Oper Dent. 2002;27(5):528–34.

18.	 Brendeke J, Ozcan M. Effect of physicochemical aging conditions 
on the composite-composite repair bond strength. J Adhes Dent. 
2007;9(4):399–406.

19.	 Tezvergil A, Lassila LV, Vallittu PK. Composite-composite repair bond strength: 
effect of different adhesion primers. J Dent. 2003;31(8):521–5. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S0300-5712(03)00093-9.

20.	 Caglar I, Ates SM, Duymus ZY. An in vitro evaluation of the effect of various 
adhesives and surface treatments on bond strength of resin cement to pol-
yetheretherketone. J Prosthodont. 2018;28:342–9.

21.	 Ates SM, Caglar I, Duymus ZY. The effect of different surface pretreatments 
on the bond strength of veneering resin to polyetheretherketone. J Adhes 
SciTechnol. 2018;32:1–12.

22.	 Klocke A, Kahl-Nieke B. Influence of force location in orthodontic shear 
bond strength testing. Dent Mater. 2005;21:391–6. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
dental.2004.07.004.

23.	 -Dental materials - testing of adhesion to tooth structure. Second ed. Switzer-
land: 2003. Technical specification ISO/TS 11405.

24.	 Al-Gerny YA, Ghorab SM, Soliman TA. Bond strength and elemental analysis 
of oxidized dentin bonded to resin modified glass ionomer based restorative 
material. J Clin Exp Dent. 2019;11(1):e250–6.

25.	 Naga AE, Zahran A. The Microshear Bond Strength of Repaired Resin 
Composite after different surface and bonding treatments. J Am Sci. 
2017;13:79–86.

26.	 Flury S, Peutzfeldt A, Lussi A. Influence of increment thickness on microhard-
ness and dentin bond strength of bulk fill resin composites. Dent Mater. 
2014;30:1104–12.

27.	 Hickel R, Br€ushaver K, Ilie N. Repair of restorations–criteria for decision mak-
ing and clinical recommendations. Dent Mater. 2013;29:28–50.

28.	 Çelik EU, Ergücü Z, Türkün LS, Ercan UK. Tensile bond strength of an 
aged resin composite repaired with different protocols. J Adhes Dent. 
2011;13:359–66.

29.	 Soliman TA, Raffat EM, Farahat DS. Evaluation of mechanical behavior of 
CAD/CAM polymers for long-term interim restoration following Artificial 
Aging. Eur J Prosthodont Restor Dent. 2022 Apr;19. https://doi.org/10.1922/
EJPRD_2392Soliman09.

30.	 Zhou L, Qian Y, Zhu Y, et al. The effect of different surface treatments on the 
bond strength of PEEK composite materials. Dent Mater. 2014;30:209–15.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0300-5712(03)00093-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0300-5712(03)00093-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2004.07.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2004.07.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1922/EJPRD_2392Soliman09
http://dx.doi.org/10.1922/EJPRD_2392Soliman09


Page 8 of 8Soliman et al. BMC Oral Health          (2023) 23:342 

31.	 Schmidlin PR, Stawarczyk B, Wieland M. Effect of different surface pre-
treatments and luting materials on shear bond strength to PEEK. Dent Mater. 
2010;26:553–9.

32.	 ISO. (2020) ISO 10477 Dentistry-polymer-based crown and veneering materi-
als. Geneva: International Organization for Standardization. Available at: 
https://www.iso.org/standard/80007.html.

33.	 Behr M, Rosentritt M, Gröger G, Handel G. Adhesive bond of veneering 
composites on various metal surfaces using silicoating, titanium-coating or 
functional monomers. J Dent. 2003;31:33–42.

34.	 Stawarczyk B, Basler T, Ender A. Effect of surface conditioning with airborne-
particle abrasion on the tensile strength of polymeric CAD/CAM crowns 
luted with self-adhesive and conventional resin cements. J Prosthet Dent. 
2012;107:94–101.

35.	 Khan AS, Azam MT, Khan M, Mian SA, Ur Rehman. I. An update on glass fiber 
dental restorative composites: a systematic review. Mater Sci Eng C Mater Biol 
Appl. 2015;47:26–39.

36.	 Everest C, Temp. provisional restoration (2016) KaVo Elements for KaVo 
ARCTICA and KaVo Everest. The foundation for reliable long-term temporary 
applications: C-Temp. IOP Publishing Physics Web. http://dinamed.by/media/
Instrukcii2014/ARCTICA_en_Material.pdf. Accessed 29 August 2020.

37.	 PEEK BIOHPP, Bredent UK. The new class of materials in prosthetics. https://
www.bredent.co.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2017/02/BioHPP-2013.pdf. 
Accessed 10 july 2021.

38.	 Niem T, Youssef N, Wöstmann B. Influence of accelerated ageing on the 
physical properties of CAD/CAM restorative materials. Clin Oral Investig. 
2020;24:2415–25.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in 
published maps and institutional affiliations. 

https://www.iso.org/standard/80007.html
http://dinamed.by/media/Instrukcii2014/ARCTICA_en_Material.pdf
http://dinamed.by/media/Instrukcii2014/ARCTICA_en_Material.pdf
https://www.bredent.co.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2017/02/BioHPP-2013.pdf
https://www.bredent.co.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2017/02/BioHPP-2013.pdf

	﻿Influence of surface treatment on repair bond strength of CAD/CAM long-term provisional restorative materials: an in vitro study
	﻿Abstract
	﻿Introduction
	﻿Materials and methods
	﻿Specimen preparation and grouping
	﻿Bonding procedure
	﻿Shear bond strength (SBS) test
	﻿Scanning electron microscopy evaluation
	﻿Statistical analysis

	﻿Results
	﻿Discussion
	﻿Conclusions
	﻿References


