
C
opyrig

h
t

b
y

N

o
tfor

Q
u

i
n

te
ssence

N
ot

for
Publication

Eur J Oral Implantol 2009;2(3)201–208

� 201CLINICAL ARTICLE

Purpose: To evaluate the 10-year prognosis of consecutively endodontically treated or retreated teeth
and to investigate some of the prognostic factors which could predict the long-term outcome of
endodontic therapy.
Materials and methods: This retrospective cohort study included any patient who had endodon-
tically treated or retreated teeth from 1986 to 1998 by a single operator in a private practice. Out-
come measures were clinical and radiographic success assessed by the operator, radiographic suc-
cess assessed by an independent outcome assessor and complications evaluated 10 years after
treatment. Descriptive statistics, life table, Kaplan–Meier and Cox regression analyses for success
were fitted.
Results: A total of 411 patients with 1175 endodontically treated teeth were identified. Ten years after
treatment 102 patients (24.8%) with 223 (19.0%) teeth were lost at the follow-up. The number of
teeth that were originally treated and retreated were 704 and 471, respectively. Thirty-two teeth
(2.7%) had one complication, which was successfully treated. A total of 988 (84.1%) teeth were con-
sidered a complete success, 46 (3.9%) a partial success, 52 (4.4%) a partial failure and 68 (5.8%) had
to be extracted according to the treating clinician. For 21 teeth (1.8%) there was no follow-up infor-
mation. The radiographic healing of 1086 teeth was evaluated by an independent assessor: 980
(90.2%) showed complete healing, 52 (4.8%) improvement, and 54 (5.0%) no change or worsen-
ing. The life-table analysis showed 93% of teeth surviving at 10 years after endodontic treatment.
There were no differences for survival rates between teeth treated for the first time and those that
were retreated (Kaplan–Meier). Teeth retreated because of symptoms or for a periapical/lateral radi-
olucency were more likely to fail. 
Conclusions: Approximately 7% of endodontically treated teeth were extracted 10 years after treat-
ment. Symptoms and radiolucency of teeth needing retreatment may be important predictors for 
failure.
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� Introduction

The aim of endodontic therapy is to maintain tooth
function, and in particular to remove the dental pulp
and possible bacteria, to clean and shape the root
canals and to obturate the canals to prevent infection
or re-infection. A recent systematic review1 evaluating
the outcomes of root canal treatment and other dental
therapies, when evaluating the success of endodontic
therapy, included 12 studies with a follow-up ranging
from 2 to 4 years, four studies with a follow-up of 4
to 6 years and only two studies with a follow-up
longer than 6 years. There were also six additional
studies reporting survival rates, with three studies
having a follow-up longer than 6 years. According to
the systematic review1, the study presenting the
largest sample size on success (405 treated teeth in an
unknown number of patients)2 also had the longer
follow-up period (more than 6 years). When reading
the original article2, it was apparent that the retrospec-
tive study presented data of 914 teeth from an
unknown number of patients with a mean follow-up
of less than 3 years (range 0 to 10 years). From the
above examples it is clear that reliable long-term data
about the success of root canal therapy are lacking.
Therefore long-term (10 years or more) evidence of
the success rates of root canal treatment is still scarce,
and it would be useful to have some reliable informa-
tion in order to make informed evidence-based deci-
sions. 

The aim of the present retrospective cohort study
was to evaluate the 10-year prognosis of consecu-
tively endodontically treated or retreated teeth and to
investigate some of the factors which could predict the
long-term outcome of endodontic therapy. The pres-
ent study was reported following the STROBE State-
ment (http://www.strobe-statement.org/) for obser-
vational studies.

� Materials and methods

Any patient who had at least a single tooth endodon-
tically treated or retreated by a single operator with
extensive experience in endodontics (Federica Fonzar)
in a private practice between 1986 and 1998 was
included in the study. Periapical radiographs were
taken according to a long-cone technique using a Rinn

XCP film holder. For multi-rooted teeth, two periapi-
cal preoperative radiographs with different angles
were taken to better evaluate root anatomy. Teeth
with dubious vitality were subjected to a vitality test
(cold, warm gutta-percha and, in a few cases, a cavity
test). Caries lesions were restored and all patients were
given oral hygiene instructions. Teeth to be endodon-
tically treated were cleaned with abrasive paste, iso-
lated with a rubber dam and cleaned with a cotton
pellet with 3% sodium hypochlorite prior to opening
of the pulp chamber with a diamond bur (Intensiv
6916, Intensiv, Grancia, Switzerland). Working length
was determined on periapical radiographs taken with
the parallel technique at 0.5 mm coronal to the radi-
ographic apex until 1991 and thereafter using elec-
tronic apex locators (Neosono-D, Amadent Medial
and Dental, Cherry Hill, NJ, USA; and after 1996 with
Root ZX, Morita, Kyoto, Japan) at ‘0’ reading position.

Between 1986 and 1993 all canals were prepared
and root-filled with the Schilder technique3,4. Calcium
hydroxide was used as an intermediate medication
only for canals with exudation. Gutta-percha was
compacted vertically with heat carriers (OP and OOP;
and from 1991 Touch’n Heat, Analytic Technologies,
Redmond, WA, USA). Back packing was accomplished
with the Obtura (Obtura Spartan, Foothill Ranch, CA,
USA) syringe. 

From 1994, canals were prepared using a crown-
down technique5. The coronal third of the canal was
enlarged with Gates Glidden drills (Dentsply Maillefer,
Ballaigues, Switzerland), while the remaining portion
was instrumented with pre-curved stainless-steel Hed-
strom files (Dentsply Maillefer) with decreasing diam-
eters from the middle to the apical third, without apical
pressure. Ultrasound (Piezon® Master 400, EMS,
Nyon, Switzerland) was also used to clean the canals.
No canal with exudation, symptomatic tooth, or tooth
with periapical or lateral radiolucency was closed in
one session. Calcium hydroxide paste was used as
medication between endodontic sessions. An iod-
oform paste was used in cases of retreatment for radi-
olucency. Gutta-percha cones were used to obturate
the canals. A cold lateral compaction technique was
used. The master cone was dipped into cement and
well adapted to the canal. Accessory gutta-percha
cones where laterally compacted with spreaders.
Excess gutta-percha was removed and vertically com-
pacted with a heat carrier (Touch’n Heat).
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Three per cent sodium hypochloride was used to
rinse the canal after each instrument size. Ethylenedi-
aminetetraacetic acid (EDTA) (RC PREP™, Premier,
Philadelphia, USA) was used in calcified canals in addi-
tion to ultrasound. Canals were dried with sterile
absorbing paper cones. 

At the end of the root filling, the coronal portion
was provisionally closed with Cavit™ W (3M ESPE,
Seefeld, Germany), and the definitive closure of the
tooth was provided within 15 days or within 1 month
for those patients who postponed appointments.

Patients were recalled every 3, 4 or 6 months
depending on their oral hygiene and risk factors. The
operator checked annually the clinical conditions of
the treated teeth. Control periapical radiographs were
taken at 6 months after treatment for only sympto-
matic teeth and teeth with areas of radiolucency. After
the first year and thereafter every 2 years, radiographs
were taken on all teeth to monitor the outcome of the
endodontic therapy. 
The following outcome measures were used.
• Clinical and radiographic success were assessed

by the treating clinician in the following way:
complete success (asymptomatic teeth with com-
plete absence of periapical or lateral radiolucency
on periapical radiographs); partial success
(asymptomatic teeth showing any radiographic
improvement); partial failure (asymptomatic
teeth not showing any radiographic improve-
ment or even worsening, and any symptomatic
teeth); and complete failure (any extracted
teeth). Multi-rooted teeth were scored according
the root having the worst outcome. The reason
for extraction was recorded. 

• Radiographic success was assessed by one inde-
pendent, blinded and experienced assessor (Pier-
carlo Buttolo) who compared the preoperative
radiograph with that obtained at the 9- to 11-
year follow-up. In the case of a missing radi-
ograph or drop-out, the radiograph closer to the
10-year time interval was evaluated instead. The
criteria used to score the radiographic changes
were: complete healing (no visible periapical or
lateral radiolucency); improvement (reduction of
the periapical or lateral lesion); and no
changes/worsening (radiolucency remained
unaltered, increased over time, or a new radiolu-
cency appeared). Periapical radiographs were

examined on a radiograph dental viewer in a par-
tially dark room using a ×4 magnifying lens.

• Complications were assessed by the treating clini-
cian. Any endodontic complication that occurred
after initial endodontic treatment over the 10-year
study period such as persistent pain, abscesses, etc,
was recorded, however only those that were suc-
cessfully treated were reported as complications.
The complications that determined the extraction
of teeth were reported as failures.

Drop-outs were carefully documented, attempts were
made to contact all patients and they were all invited
to attend a 10-year post-endodontic treatment eval-
uation. The reasons for and dates when any patients
dropped out were recorded, as well as the clinical con-
ditions the last time the patient was seen.

Descriptive statistics were used. The data of all
patients who did not attend the 10-year follow-up
(dropouts) were retained using the data from the last
control visit for statistical calculations. Life table and
Kaplan–Meier statistics were used to determine teeth
survival rates up to 10 years. These methods take into
account ‘censored’ data, i.e. patients who were lost to
follow-up prior to 10 years.

Cox proportional hazards models were fitted for
the survival time to failure (tooth extraction), calculat-
ing robust standard errors to take into account the
clustering of the teeth within patients using the soft-
ware Stata version 10. One analysis included the
number of canals (one versus more canals) as explana-
tory variable. The second model, performed on teeth
treated for the fist time, included initial treatment
reason (teeth treated for endodontic reasons versus
those treated for other reasons), and number of
canals. The third model included reasons for retreat-
ment (radiolucency or symptoms versus asymptomatic
faulty filling/seal) and number of canals. 

Only the actual number of root-filled canals was
accounted for, i.e. resected molars contributed to the
total number of canals only for those canals that were
retained.

� Results

In total, 411 patients were consecutively treated: 250
females (60.8%) and 161 males (39.2%). The age at
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endodontic treatment ranged from 8 to 86 years
(mean 43.5 years). A total of 168 patients (40.9%)
were endodontic or prosthetic cases, whereas 243
patients (59.1%) were affected by generalised (more
than 30% of the sites) severe periodontitis (at least
one site with interproximal pocket probing depth of at
least 6 mm after non-surgical cause-related periodon-
tal therapy) and were rehabilitated with fixed prosthe-
ses. The total number of endodontically treated teeth
was 1175 (2446 canals); 704 (59.9%) teeth were
endodontically treated for the first time whereas 471
(40.1%) teeth were retreated. Tooth type and number
of canals distributions are presented in Tables 1 and 2,
whereas reasons for treatment and retreatment are
presented in Table 3.

Of all the included teeth, 528 (44.9%) vital teeth
were treated in a single session. Of the 176 (15.0%)
necrotic teeth, 128 were treated without intermediate
medications and 48 with intermediate medications. Of
the 471 (40.1%) retreated teeth, 256 were treated

without intermediate medications and 215 with inter-
mediate medications.

Between 1986 and 1993, 523 (44.5%) teeth were
treated according to the Schilder technique, whereas
between 1994 and 1998, 652 (55.5%) teeth were
treated according to a crown-down with lateral con-
densation technique. In total, 975 (83.0%) teeth were
reconstructed with a fixed prosthesis whereas 200
(17.0%) teeth were simply obturated with amalgam,
composite fillings or gold onlays.

After 10 years, 102 (24.8%) patients dropped out.
Reasons for drop-outs are described in Table 4. The
patients who decided not to attend the 10-year visit
and those who moved away were asked about any
dental symptoms or problems and none reported any.

A total of 32 teeth (2.7%) experienced one com-
plication over the 10-year follow-up, which was suc-
cessfully solved either by retreatment, surgery or with
a rizectomy. For 25 teeth, the complication occurred
within 2 years, for three teeth within 3 years and in
four teeth after 5 years. For 18 teeth, the complication
was resolved with surgery, in 11 with retreatment and
in three with rizectomy. Two teeth had to be retreated
twice. Reasons for complications are described in Table
5. For 27 teeth (84.4%), one clinical session was suf-
ficient to resolve the complication, whereas for five
teeth (35.6%) two clinical appointments were neces-
sary to resolve the complication.

Success/failure rates as recorded by the treating
dentist were the following: 988 (84.1%) teeth were
a complete success; 46 (3.9%) a partial success; 52
(4.4%) a partial failure (however all these teeth are
still in function); 68 (5.8%) were extracted (reasons
for tooth extraction are reported in Table 6); and 
for 21 teeth (1.8%) no decision could be made 
since these patients were immediately lost at the
follow-up. 
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Table 1 Tooth type distribution.

n = 1175 (%)

Incisors 202 (17.2)

Canines 96 (8.2)

Premolars 289 (24.6)

Molars 546 (46.5)

Wisdom teeth 42 (3.6)

Table 2 Number of teeth with one or more canals.

n = 1175 (%)

1 canal 481 (40.9)

2 canals 221 (18.8)

3 canals 371 (31.6)

4 canals 100 (8.5)

5 canals 2 (0.2)

Table 3 Reasons for endodontic treatment/retreatment.

Reasons for endodontic treatment n = 704 (%)

Pulpitis 177 (25.1)

Necrosis without radiolucency 46 (6.5)

Necrosis with radiolucency 130 (18.5)

Rizotomy because of periodontitis 210 (29.8)

Not in axis for prosthetic preparation 78 (11.1)

Excessive tooth sensitivity 63 (8.9)

Reasons for endodontic retreatment n = 471 (%)

Symptoms without radiolucency 3 (0.6)

Radiolucency with or without symptoms 200 (42.5)

Poor canal filling (underfilling, etc.) 152 (32.3)

Inadequate seal of the coronal portion 116 (24.6)
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The life-table analysis showed that the probability
of teeth surviving 10 years after endodontic treatment
was 93% (Table 7). There were no differences in 
probability of tooth survival when comparing teeth
endodontically treated for the first time to teeth
endodontically retreated using Kaplan–Meier statistics
(log-rank test, chi-square 0.266, 1 degree of freedom,
P value = 0.61) (Fig 1).

Readable periapical radiographs of 1086
(92.4%) teeth were available and were independ-
ently evaluated by a masked assessor for radi-
ographic changes. The evaluated radiographs were
those taken between year 9 and 11 after treatment.
The radiographs of the 68 extracted teeth (5.8%)
were not evaluated, but the most recent radiographs
available for the patients who dropped out were
assessed. A total of 980 teeth (90.2%) did not show
any pathological sign; 52 teeth (4.8%) showed a
reduction of the periapical lesion; and 54 teeth (5%)
showed no changes or worsening of the radi-
ographic signs. The results of the Cox regression
models are given in Tables 8 to 10.

• There was no association between endodonti-
cally treated and retreated single- and multi-
rooted teeth with 10-year tooth loss (Table 8). 

• There was no association between the reason for
endodontically treating teeth for the first time
(teeth treated for endodontic reasons versus
those treated for other reasons: root resection
because of advanced periodontitis; not being in
axis for prosthetic preparation and excessive
tooth sensitivity) and single- and multi-rooted
teeth with 10-year tooth loss (Table 9). 

• Endodontic success of retreated teeth was 
associated with the reason for retreatment 
(P = 0.034), with teeth with faulty fillings/sealing
having a better prognosis than teeth with symp-
toms and radiolucency (Hazard Ratio 0.33, 95%
CI 0.12 to 0.92) (Table 10). There was no associ-
ation for endodontically retreated single-rooted
versus multi-rooted teeth with 10-year tooth loss 
(Table 10). 
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Table 4 Reasons for drop-outs at the 10-year follow-up.

n = 102 (%)

Not able to contact 44 (43.1)

Not willing to attend 21 (20.6)

Moved away 16 (15.7)

Died 16 (15.7)

Severely ill 2 (2)

Litigation 3 (2.9%)

Table 5 Reasons for complications of teeth that were 
successfully resolved with retreatment.

n = 32 (%)

Unpleasant feeling/pain 15 (46.9)

Persisting lesion 8 (25)

Abscess 8 (25)

External root resorption 1 (3.1)

Table 6 Reasons for tooth extraction.

n = 68 (%) Retreated
teeth only 
(n = 25)

Periodontitis 29 (42.6) 9

Tooth fracture 20 (29.4) 7

Endodontic 8 (11.8) 3

Caries 4 (5.9) 2

Replaced by implants 4 (5.9) 2

Perforation 2 (2.9) 2

External root resorption 1 (1.5) 0
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Fig 1 Kaplan–Meier
survival analysis com-
paring teeth endodon-
tically treated for the
first time (blue line)
with endodontically 
retreated teeth (green
line).
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Table 7 Life-table analysis of tooth survival 10 years after treatment. In total, 93% of the endodontically treated teeth sur-
vived at the end of the 10-year follow-up.

Interval start time Number entering 
interval

Number with-
drawing during

interval

Number exposed 
to risk

Number of 
terminal events

Cumulative 
proportion 

surviving at end
of interval

0 1175 36 1157.000 6 .99

1 1133 40 1113.000 13 .98

2 1080 22 1069.000 4 .98

3 1054 23 1042.500 4 .98

4 1027 18 1018.000 8 .97

5 1001 23 989.500 3 .97

6 975 25 962.500 8 .96

7 942 12 936.000 3 .95

8 927 16 919.000 11 .94

9 900 3 898.500 7 .94

10 890 0 890.000 1 .93

Table 8 Results of Cox proportional hazards model fitted for the survival time to failure and the number of canals (teeth
with 1 versus 2 or more canals), taking into account the clustering of teeth within patients (1133 teeth in 388 patients).

Explanatory variable Hazard ratio Robust SE P value 95% confidence 
interval

1 canal vs more canals 1.23 0.36 0.46 0.70–2.17

Table 9 Results of Cox proportional hazards models fitted for the survival time to failure and the covariate treatment rea-
sons (teeth treated for endodontic reasons versus treated for other reasons) and number of canals (teeth with 1 versus 2 or
more canals), taking into account the clustering of teeth within patients (693 teeth in 309 patients).

Explanatory variable Hazard ratio Robust SE P value 95% confidence 
interval

Treatment reason 1.59a 0.50 0.14 0.85–2.95

1 canal vs more canals 1.19 0.43 0.63 0.59–2.41

a Direction of effect: teeth treated for endodontic reasons more successful than teeth treated for other reasons.

Table 10 Results of Cox proportional hazards models fitted for the survival time to failure and the covariate retreatment 
reasons (presence of symptoms and radiolucency versus asymptomatic faulty fillings/seals), and number of canals (teeth with 
1 versus 2 or more canals), taking into account the clustering of teeth within patients (439 retreated teeth in 186 patients).

Explanatory variable Hazard ratio Robust SE P value 95% confidence 
interval

Retreatment reason 0.33a 0.17 0.034 0.12–0.92

1 canal vs more canals 1.11 0.58 0.84 0.40–3.08

a Teeth retreated for endodontic symptoms or radiolucency had a statistically significantly higher probability of 
failure.
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� Discussion

The present retrospective cohort study has shown
that root canal therapy can lead to good success
rates over a 10-year period. In particular, only 7%
of the root-treated teeth had to be extracted.
Another 4.4% of the treated teeth did not display
improved radiographic signs, however these teeth
were completely asymptomatic and fully
functioning. Among the failed teeth, only 16% of
the failures were for various endodontic-related
reasons, whereas the great majority of extractions
(42.6%) were caused by periodontitis. This
apparently odd distribution of failure reasons can be
easily understood when considering the type of
patients included. The majority of patients (59%)
treated at the practice were advanced periodontal
cases rehabilitated with fixed prostheses, therefore
it is understandable that a significant number of
teeth were extracted because of recurrent
periodontal disease over a 10-year period. The
second most common cause of failure (29.4%) was
tooth fracture. 

A statistically significant difference was found
when comparing teeth retreated for faulty filling/seal
with teeth retreated because of symptoms/radiolu-
cency. Teeth retreated only because they were not
properly root filled tended to be more successful than
teeth displaying clinical/radiographic symptoms. This
may not be a surprising finding since those teeth with
faulty or excessive fillings as detected on radio-
graphs, in the absence of clinical radiographic symp-
toms, are less likely to be infected, and consequently
they are less likely to fail.

Endodontic failures were not associated with teeth
having multiple canals, which is in agreement with
some studies6 and not with others7. 

When evaluating complications, it should be
observed that only the successfully treated complica-
tions were reported, since complications resulting in
tooth extraction were counted as complete failures.
Only 32 teeth (2.7%) experienced a complication
and were retreated. A persistent asymptomatic lesion
after treatment was not considered as a complication
unless the tooth needed to be prosthetically restored
or was close to a dental implant. Similar data (2.8%
and 3.9% of successfully treated complications) were
also reported in a large cohort of insured dental

patients (109,452 and 44,613 patients, respectively)
followed, on average, 22 months and 3.5 years,
respectively, and treated by private dentists8. These
data suggest that the incidence of complications in
endodontic therapy is low, possibly around 5 to 10%,
and that about half of these complications can be
successfully treated whereas the remaining may lead
to extraction of the affected teeth.

Among the main limitations of the present study,
the following should be listed: the retrospective
design, the unknown clinical outcome of about 60%
of the patients that dropped out, and lack of radi-
ographs of 21 teeth (1.8%). Ideally, the study should
have been conducted prospectively with a specifi-
cally designed protocol. No research protocol was
conceived prior to the initiation of the endodontic
root canal treatments, however data has been
recorded quite thoroughly, and from 2007 was sys-
tematically recorded in a prospective way. A drop-
out rate of about 25% (102 patients) of the treated
patients over a 10-year period in the present study is
acceptable particularly when compared with 70 to
73% drop-out rates after 4 to 6 years7,9 or 54% after
8 to 10 years10 for other studies. Twenty-four
patients, of those contacted by phone, reported no
dental problems, though a few did not respond. In
addition, 16 patients died, therefore about 40% of
the dropouts unlikely had problems whereas the sit-
uation for the remaining 60% of patients who
dropped out is unknown. The radiographic evalua-
tion was performed by an independent assessor and
only 1.8% of the radiographs were missing. When
comparing the methodological quality of the present
study with other previously published studies, the
following observations should be made: studies pre-
sented as having 811 or 10-year2 follow-ups did not
actually have 8 or 10-year follow-ups on average.
The actual mean observation time was either
unknown11, though probably shorter, or less than 3
years2. Other studies did not consider the teeth clus-
tering effect in the same patient2,6-9,11-13, and the
great majority of similar studies did not report infor-
mation on who performed the assessment or the
number and reasons for drop-outs, with few excep-
tions10.

The present study reported similar survival rates
(93%) compared to the 92% average of those
reported in a systematic review1, which included 
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survival rates of four studies with a follow-up of 6
years or more. In two studies with an approximate 10-
year follow-up, 10.7%10 and 15.3%6 of teeth were
extracted. Several factors could explain this difference.
For instance, in both studies with less favourable
results6,10, the endodontic therapies were performed
by undergraduate dental students who had little or no
clinical experience. In a large cohort of insured dental
patients (44,613), followed on average for 3.5 years
(minimum 2 years) and treated by private American
general dentists and specialists, 5.6% of the endodon-
tically treated teeth were extracted8. 

The results of the present study can be generalised
to a wider patient population, keeping in mind that
treatments were delivered in a private practice with 
a well organised recall and maintenance system by 
a single operator mostly dedicated to endodontic 
therapy. It would be interesting to follow this cohort
of patients for another decade to acquire more infor-
mation on the long-term prognosis of endodontic
therapy. 

� Conclusions

Ten years after delivery of endodontic therapy, success
rates can be above 90% with about 7% of teeth
extracted. Teeth retreated for symptoms or radiolu-
cency are more likely to fail.

� References
1. Torabinejad M, Anderson P, Bader J, Brown LJ, Chen LH,

Goodacre CJ et al. Outcomes of root canal treatment and
restoration, implant-supported single crowns, fixed partial
dentures, and extraction without replacement: a systematic
review. J Prosthet Dent 2007;98:285-311.

2. Stoll R, Betke K, Stachniss V. The influence of different factors
on the survival of root canal fillings: a 10-year retrospective
study. J Endod 2005;31:783-790.

3. Schilder H. Filling root canals in three dimensions. Dent Clin
North Am 1967;11:723-744.

4. Schilder H. Cleaning and shaping the root canal. Dent Clin
North Am 1974;18:269-296.

5. Morison ME, Holcomb JB. The MCV Crown-Down Tech-
nique: a modified alternative coronal-flaring approach for
endodontics. Va Dent J 1988;65:32-38.

6. Dammaschke T, Steven D, Kaup M, Ott KH. Long-term sur-
vival of root-canal-treated teeth: a retrospective study over 10
years. J Endod 2003;29:638-643.

7. de Chevigny C, Dao TT, Basrani BR, Marquis V, Farzaneh M,
Abitbol S, Friedman S. Treatment outcome in endodontics:
the Toronto study—phase 4: initial treatment. J Endod
2008;34:258-263.

8. Lazarski MP, Walker WA, 3rd, Flores CM, Schindler WG, Har-
greaves KM. Epidemiological evaluation of the outcomes of
nonsurgical root canal treatment in a large cohort of insured
dental patients. J Endod 2001;27:791-796.

9. de Chevigny C, Dao TT, Basrani BR, Marquis V, Farzaneh M,
Abitbol S, Friedman S.. Treatment outcome in endodontics:
the Toronto study—phases 3 and 4: orthograde retreatment.
J Endod 2008;34:131-137.

10. Sjogren U, Hagglund B, Sundqvist G, Wing K. Factors affect-
ing the long-term results of endodontic treatment. J Endod
1990;16:498-504.

11. Salehrabi R, Rotstein I. Endodontic treatment outcomes in a
large patient population in the USA: an epidemiological study.
J Endod 2004;30:846-850.

12. Smith CS, Setchell DJ, Harty FJ. Factors influencing the suc-
cess of conventional root canal therapy—a five-year retro-
spective study. Int Endod J 1993;26:321-333.

13. Imura N, Pinheiro ET, Gomes BP, Zaia AA, Ferraz CC, Souza-
Filho FJ. The outcome of endodontic treatment: a retrospec-
tive study of 2000 cases performed by a specialist. J Endod
2007;33:1278-1282.

Eur J Oral Implantol 2009;2(3)201–208

208 � Fonzar et al 10-year endodontic therapy evaluation


