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Study %
ID SMD (95% Cl}  Weight
A :
Tsuchiya 2010 — -1.06 (-2.00, -0.125.16
Tsuchiya 2010 —_—— -0.20 (-1.08, 0.68)6.33
Cardenas2016 S : -2.66 (-3.45, -1.885.58
Kimmes 2010 —_—— -0.91 (-1.83, 0.02)6.20
Toledano 2007 ] -T—— 0.33(-0.18, 0.84) 7.22
Cardenas2016 —_— -1.82 (-2.50, -1.145.85
Cardenas2016 —_— -1.91 (-2.60, -1.225.82
Subtotal (I-squared = 89.8%, p = 0.0GQ- -1.17 (-2.05, -0.2946.15
. 1
B :
Kimmes 2010 — -0.62 (-1.52, 0.28)6.27
Velasquez 2006 e s -1.46 (-2.46, -0.465.00
Tsuchiya 2010 —_— -0.59 (-1.49, 0.30)6.28
Tsuchiya 2010 —_— -1.69 (-2.72, -0.655.20
Subtotal (I-squared = 24.5%, p = D.265)<> -1.04 (-1.59, -0.49P4 46
c ]
Pivetta 2008 —_-—— 0.18 (-0.95, 1.31) 5.63
Subtotal (I-squared = %, p =) -i=:."_> 0.18 (-0.95, 1.31) 5.83
1
i 1
E i
Pivetta 2008 —r— 0.36 (-0.78, 1.50) 5.61
Velasquez 2006 ; i . 0.69 (-0.21, 1.60) 6.26
Velasquez 2006 — -0.25(-1.13, 0.63)6.32
Perdiago 2006 —_—— -0.52 (-1.68, 0.63)5.58
Subtotal (I-squared = 16.0%, p = 0.312) il 0.10 (-0.45, 0.64) 23.76
1
Overall (l-squared = 82.4%, p = 0.000) <:> -0.77 {-1.29, -0.26)100.00
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysis
|
-3.45 0 3.45

Figure S1. Overall analysis of the influence of doubling the application time compared with

manufacture recommended time on bond strength to ground Enamel.



Study %

ID SMD (95% Cl)  Weight
1 \

Pashaev 2017 - -0.97 (-1.72,-0.21)4.03
Pashaev 2017 4 -0.74 (-1.48, 0.00) 4.04
Karalar 2021 —— 0.28 (-0.97, 1.53) 3.70
Karalar 2021 —— -0.39(-1.64, 0.87) 3.70
Zecin-Deren 2019 - -0.07 (-0.81, 0.67) 4.04
Karalar 2021 i o 0.23 (-1.01, 1.48) 3.71
Karalar 2021 =il 0.56 (-0. 71, 1.83) 3.69
Karalar 2021 e g 0.06 (-1.18, 1.30) 3.71
Karalar 2021 —— 0.34 (-0.91, 1.60) 3.70
Karalar 2021 L o 0.16 (-1 08 1.40) 3.71
Karalar 2021 o -0.07 (-1.31,1.17) 3.71
Tekge 2014 - -2.46 (-2.95, -1.97)4.16
Karalar 2021 - 0.40 (-0.85, 1.66) 3.70
Tekge 2014 - I -4.37 (-5.05, -3.69)4.07
Saikaew 2018 g -0.69 (-1.43, 0.05) 4.04
Huang 2017 - 4.00 (-5.09, -2.91)3.82
Saikaew 2018 - -2.27 (-3.20, -1.34)3.93
Tekge 2014 - -2.75(-3.26, -2.24)4.15
Velasquez 2006 | - 1.61(059,263) 3.87
Tekge 2014 * -2.00 (-2.45, -1.55)4.17
Zecin-Deren 2019 ¢—#—— : -9.84 (-12.61, -7.062.46
Zecin-Deren 2019 1| 1.10(0.30, 1.89) 4.01
Zecin-Deren 2019 | e 0.87 (0.09, 1.65) 4.02
Pashaev 2017 1= 0.23 (-0.49, 0.95) 4.05
Subtotal (I-squared = 94.0%, p = 0.000)<> -0.92 (-1.62, -0.22)92.15
2 :

Velasquez 2006 -f- -0.85(-1.77,0.07) 3.93
Velasquez 2006 —— 1.14(0.19,2.09) 3.91
Subtotal (I-squared =88.4%, p=0. 003)<:> 0.14 (-1.80, 2.09) 7.85
Overall (I-squared = 93.8%, p = 0.000) q> -0.84 (-1.51,-0.17)100.00

NOTE: Weights are from random effects éﬂFIvsis
-12.6 0 12.6

Figure S2. Influence of tripling the application time compared with manufacture recommended

time on bond strength to ground Dentin in one-component and two-component adhesives.



Study
ID

%
SMD (95% Cl)  Weight

T
mild 1
Pashaev 2017 - -0.97 (-1.72,-0.21) 4.03
Pashaev 2017 -0.74 (-1.48, 0.00) 4.04
Karalar 2021 —_—— 0.28 (-0.97,1.53) 3.70
Karalar 2021 —— -0.39 (-1.64, 0.87) 3.70
Zecin-Deren 2019 o= -0.07 (-0.81, 0.67) 4.04
Karalar 2021 = 0.23(-1.01,1.48) 3.71
Karalar 2021 —+e— 0.56 (-0.71, 1.83) 3.69
Karalar 2021 - 0.06 (-1. 18 1.30) 3.71
Karalar 2021 —— 0.34 (-0.91, 1.60) 3.70
Karalar 2021 —— 0.16 (-1.08, 1.40) 3.71
Karalar 2021 —— -0.07 (-1. 31 1.17) 3.71
Tekge 2014 -+ | -246(295 -1.97)4.16
Karalar 2021 - 0.40 (-0.85,1.66) 3.70
Tekge 2014 - I -4.37 (-5.05, -3.69) 4.07
Saikaew 2018 - -0.69 (-1.43, 0.05) 4.04
Subtotal {I-squared = 91.5%, p =0.000) <} -0.56 (-1.37, 0.24) 57.69

1
mod |
Huang 2017 - -4.00 (-5.09, -2.91) 3.82
Saikaew 2018 - -2.27 (-3.20, -1.34) 3.93
Tekge 2014 - -2.75(-3.26, -2.24) 4.15
Velasgquez 2006 1| —— 1.61 (0.59, 2.63) 3.87
Tekge 2014 + -2.00 (-2.45, -1.55) 4.17
Zecin-Deren 2019 €——— 1 -9.84 (-12.61, -7.062.46
Zecin-Deren 2019 G o 1.10 (0.30, 1. 89) 4.01
Velasquez 2006 -0- -0.85 (-1.77, 0.07) 3.93
Velasquez 2006 1.14 (0.19,2.09) 3.91
Subtotal {I-squared = 95.8%, p = 0. 0003(} -1.71 (-3. 03, -0.38) 34.24
strong :
Zecin-Deren 2019 1 - 0.87 (0.09,1.65) 4.02
Pashaev 2017 | .- 0.23(-0.49,0.95) 4.05
Subtotal (I-squared =29.0%, p=0.235) , £> 0.53 (-0.09, 1.16) 8.07

1
Overall (I-squared = 93.8%, p=0.000) <> -0.84 (-1.51, -0.17) 100.00

NOTE: Weights arelfrom random effects anél\,‘sis

-12.6 0 12.6

Figure S3. Influence of tripling the application time compared with manufacture recommended

time on bond strength to ground Dentin in mild, moderate and strong adhesives.



Study %

Zecin-Deren 2019 ——
Zecin-Deren 2019

Subtotal (l-squared = 96.6%, p = S8

_o—
-9.01 (-11.57, -6 4BY6
- 1.50 (0.66, 2.35) 6.85
- -1.92 (-5.59, 1.75)17.34

ID SMD (95% CI)  Weight
A |
Karalar 2021 - 0.42 (-0.31, 1.14) 7.04
Karalar 2021 —f— 0.53 (-0.74, 1.79)6.09
Karalar 2021 T 0.87 (-0.44, 2.18)6.00
Karalar 2021 —— -0.28 (-1.53, 0.975.12
Karalar 2021 —+ -0.56 (-1.83, 0.716.08
Karalar 2021 —— -0.32 (-1.56, 0.935.12
Karalar 2021 —— -1.04 (-2.39, 0.305.94
Karalar 2021 —— 0.72 (-0.56, 2.01)6.04
Karalar 2021 —— 0.36 (-0.89, 1.62)6.11
Zecin-Deren 2019 | - 2.08 (1.15, 3.01) 6.70
Subtotal (I-squared = 59.6%, p =0.008) £ 0.33 (-0.24, 0.90)62.25
. [
B :
Velasquez 2006 , 0.83 (-0.09, 1.74)6.73

|

[

1]
c |
Zecin-Deren 2019 - -1.25 (-2.07, -0.443.90
Subtotal (l-squared = %, p =) <>y -1.25 (-2.07, -0.448.90
- 1]
E :
Velasquez 2006 -0.82 (-1.74, 0.10B.73

-
Velasquez 2006 — 0.33 (-0.55, 1.22)6.79
Subtotal (I-squared = 68.4%, p = 0.075) -0.24 (-1.37, 0.90)13.52

Overall (I-squared = 85.2%, p = 0.000) . -0.11 (-0.81, 0.58)100.00

NOTE: Weights are f:’om random effects analysis I

-11.6 0 11.6

Figure S4. Overall analysis of the influence of tripling the application time compared with

manufacture recommended time on bond strength to ground Dentin.



Study %

ID SMD (95% CI)  Weight
: s
Tsuchiya 2010 _— -1.25(-2.22, -0.295.93
Tsuchiya 2010 —_— -1.26 (-2.23, -0.295.92
Kimmes 2010 —_— -0.24 (-1.12,0.64)8.38
Barkmeier 2009 —e -0.24 (-1.12,0.64)8.38
Tsuchiya 2010 —0—5—— -0.73 (-1.64, 0.18)7.86
Tsuchiya 2010 @ : -2.09 (-3.20, -0.985.25
Kimmes 2010 —_—— -0.52 (-1.41, 0.37)8.14
Velasquez 2006 —_—— -1.08 (-2.03, -0.147.26
Subtotal {l-squared = 34.6%, p = 0.15@: -0.85 (-1.18, -0.5259.11
2 |
Kimmes 2010 —T— 0.30 (-0.58, 1.18) 8.34
Kimmes 2010 _’|_ -0.04 (-0.92,0.83)8.44
Barkmeier 2009 —_—T -0.04 (-0.92, 0.83)8.44
Velasquez 2006 E——o— 0.40 (-0.48, 1.29) 8.25
Velasquez 2006 n -0.99 (-1.93, -0.067.42
Subtotal {l-squared = 27.7%, p = 0.237) :<> -0.06 (-0.45, 0.34)40.89
Heterogeneity between groups: p = 0.003 :
Overall (l-squared = 52.4%, p =0.014) @ -0.52 (-0.78, -0.27)100.00
i
I ' I

Figure S5. Influence of tripling the application time compared with manufacture recommended

time on bond strength to ground Enamel in one-component and two-component adhesives.



Study

%

ID SMD (95% Cl) Weight
mild i
Tsuchiya 2010 —_ -1.25 (-2.22,-0.29) 7.34
Tsuchiya 2010 —0—:— -1.26 (-2.23,-0.29) 7.33
Kimmes 2010 —_— T -0.24 (-1.12,0.64) 8.03
Barkmeier 2009 —_— -0.24 (-1.12, 0.64) 8.03
Subtotal (l-squared = 35.6%, p = 0.199) <= -0.72 (-1.29, -0.14) 30.73
mod !
Tsuchiya 2010 —_— -0.73 (-1.64, 0.18) 7.80
Tsuchiya 2010 + E -2.09 (-3.20,-0.98) 6.32
Kimmes 2010 _—— -0.52 (-1.41,0.37) 7.93
Velasquez 2006 —_— -1.08 (-2.03, -0.14) 7.51
Kimmes 2010 —— 0.30 (-0.58, 1.18) 8.02
1
Kimmes 2010 —:—OI— -0.04 (-0.92, 0.83) 8.06
Barkmeier 2009 —_— -0.04 (-0.92, 0.83) 8.06
Velasquez 2006 ——— 0.40(-0.48,1.29) 7.98
Velasquez 2006 —_— -0.99 (-1.93, -0.06) 7.59
Subtotal (l-squared = 59.6%, p = 0.011) <f_'> -0.49 (-0.98, -0.01) 69.27
Overall (I-squared = 52.4%, p = 0.014) <> -0.56 (-0.93, -0.19) 100.00
1
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysi¢
I I
-3.2 0 3.2

Figure S6. Influence of tripling the application time compared with manufacture recommended

time on bond strength to ground Enamel in mild, moderate and strong adhesives.



Study
1D

[}
A :
Tsuchiya 2010 _—
Tsuchiya 2010 —_——
Kimmes 2010

Barkmeier 2009

B

:

:
Tsuchiya 2010 —_—
Tsuchiya 2010 . i
Kimmes 2010 —-IO-——
Velasquez 2006 —_—
Kimmes 2010 ——
Kimmes 2010 —}—-ol-—
Barkmeier 2009 —_—
Velasquez 2006 | —t——
Velasquez 2006 —0—:—

Subtotal (l-squared =59.6%, p =0.011)

Overall (I-squared = 52.4%, p = 0.014) q>

L}
NOTE: Weights are from random effects analysig

%
SMD (95% Cl) Weight

-1.25(-2.22,-0.29) 7.34
-1.26 (-2.23, -0.29) 7.33
-0.24 (-1.12, 0.64) 8.03
-0.24 (-1.12, 0.64) 8.03
-0.72 (-1.29, -0.14) 30.73

-0.73(-1.64, 0.18) 7.80
-2.09(-3.20, -0.98) 6.32
-0.52(-1.41, 0.37) 7.93
-1.08 (-2.03, -0.14) 7.51
0.30 (-0.58, 1.18) 8.02
-0.04 (-0.92, 0.83) 8.06
-0.04 (-0.92, 0.83) 8.06
0.40 (-0.48, 1.29) 7.98
-0.99 (-1.93, -0.06) 7.59
-0.49 (-0.98, -0.01) 69.27

-0.56 (-0.93, -0.19) 100.00

| |
-3.2 342

o

Figure S7. Overall analysis of the influence of tripling the application

manufacture recommended time on bond strength to ground Enamel.
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Figure S8. Diffusion pattern using the Egger method for grounded Dentin groups with

duplication of primer application time.
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Figure S9. Diffusion pattern using the Egger method for grounded Enamel groups with

duplication of primer application time.
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Figure S10. Diffusion pattern using the Egger method for grounded Dentin groups with

triplication of primer application time.



Egger's publication bias plot

5 =
b o
]
S o- -
@ o s
3 o
- ¥
@ 0¥
5
7] 5 — 8
3
o
10
T [ | 1 1
0 1 2 3 4
precision

Figure S11. Diffusion pattern using the Egger method for grounded Enamel groups with

triplication of primer application time.



