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Abstract: The surface topography of orthodontic brackets can have a significant impact on both the
effectiveness of the therapy and the behavior of these elements in the oral cavity environment. In
this situation, striving to obtain the most uniform, smooth surface in a repeatable manner for each
manufactured element should be a sine qua non condition for each supplier of orthodontic brackets.
Therefore, it is necessary to analyze the surfaces of orthodontic brackets using different methods.
One of them—that is relatively simple and repeatable—is the analysis of the fractal dimension and
the analysis of the textures of the optical images on the surface. In the presented study, fractal
dimension analysis and texture analysis were performed by selecting four brackets from three
different manufacturers (Mini Sprint, Sprint, Nu-Edge, Orthos SS). The area of each bracket slot
was analyzed at six predefined points. The smoothest and most uniform and reproducible surface
structure was shown by the Mini Sprint bracket. On the other hand, Sprint brackets showed the least
homogeneous and least repeatable surface structure.

Keywords: orthodontic wire; orthodontic wire surface; fractal dimension analysis; texture analysis

1. Introduction

Fixed appliances have been one of the main tools used in orthodontic therapy for
over a century. The effectiveness of such a therapy largely depends on the mechanical
properties of the components of an appliance. Orthodontic brackets are the elements
permanently attached to the teeth, meaning that they are involved throughout the whole
treatment period. Their mechanical features affect interaction with an orthodontic wire,
thus determining the performance of the entire appliance and ultimately the effectiveness
of the treatment. That is why testing and improving the properties of orthodontic brackets
has been the subject of research for many years [1].

Orthodontic brackets are manufactured from different materials: stainless steel, tita-
nium, monocrystalline ceramics, polycrystalline ceramics, polymers [2].

Brackets made of monocrystalline ceramics offer the greatest smoothness of the surface
and very high hardness. Hardness can be a big advantage, however it requires careful
workmanship and planning of the rounded shape of the edges of the bracket so as not to
cause a notching phenomenon on the wire surface. Polycrystalline brackets show very
high roughness. Both types of ceramic brackets are easily cracked and cause high re-
sistance to motion when moving the bracket along the wire. Polymer brackets have a
much lower hardness than ceramic ones, so they can be gradually rubbed off during
treatment. In addition, usually they create a lot of friction in the orthodontic archwire-
bracket space. Metal brackets made of titanium or stainless steel are the most widely used.
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Titanium brackets are gaining popularity due to their high biocompatibility. Their disad-
vantage is the possibility of cold welding with beta-titanium wires and usually have slightly
higher roughness compared to stainless steel brackets. Steel brackets are made of Cr-Ni
18-8 stainless steel. They are the most popular type and offer a high smoothness with
relatively low resistance to motion, as well as hardness close to the parameters of the
orthodontic wires used [1,2].

The most common manufacturing methods of metal brackets are casting or molding.
It is less common to manufacture orthodontic brackets by laser welding of the base and
wings of the bracket, each of which is made using a separate method.

The surface properties of the orthodontic brackets’ slot may affect the treatment
process, especially in terms of the friction generated in the archwire-slot space, bacteria
adhesion and ion release [3,4]. Unfortunately, aspects of mechanical properties of the
orthodontic bracket slot are neglected in many original studies [3]. The surface structure
depends, to the greatest extent, on the accuracy of the vendor’s manufacturing of the
bracket. An extremely important aspect of the production process is not only the need
to obtain the smoothest possible slot surface but also to maintain the repeatability of
the process. The results of all material tests allow for predicting the course of mechanical
processes between the bracket and the wire, but only when we assume that all brackets (and
wires) of a given manufacturer obtain repeatable mechanical properties in the production
process, including the surface structure.

As a relatively simple technique that provides information about the complexity of
the geometric structure of a surface, computer image analysis and the quantity, such as
fractal dimension, can be used. Fractal and multifractal surface properties have so far
been determined for many materials, including metallic materials and their alloys, ceramic,
polymeric and amorphous materials [5–13]. With this in mind, it can be assumed that the
fractal analysis method can be a reliable and relatively simple method that may be used to
compare the complexity and repeatability of slot surfaces of different orthodontic brackets.

The aim of this study was to assess the homogeneity of the surface of the slots of
unused brackets from different manufacturers by analyzing textures and fractal dimensions.

2. Materials and Methods

The null hypothesis was that all brackets from one manufacturer exhibit a homoge-
neous surface structure, as well as that brackets from different manufacturers show no
differences in surface structure.

Brackets from the following manufacturers were selected for the study:
Forestadent—Sprint II and Mini Sprint II;
TP Orthodontics—Nu-Edge;
Ormco—Orthos SS.
The study group includes central incisor brackets, 2 right and 2 left, with a slot

dimension of 0.022 × 0.025 inches (width × depth).
Each bracket was marked as follows:
Mini Sprint II—MS;
Sprint II—S;
Nu-Edge—N;
Orthos SS—O.
On each of the brackets, the surface of the bottom of the slot was examined at

6 points (Figure 1), meaning that 24 measurement points were obtained for brackets of a
given manufacturer:
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Figure 1. Location of regions of interest (ROIs).

2.1. Taking Images

All images were taken using the scanning electron microscope (SEM)—VEGA3 (Tescan,
Brno—Kohoutovice, Czech Republic). The resolution of images was 1280 × 1430, with
a magnification of 276×, a voltage of 30 kV, and a backscattered electron (BSE) detector.
On all the slots’ surface images, six regions of interest (ROIs) for fractal dimension and
texture analyses were set. All ROIs were 200 mm × 200 mm in size. All images were
saved as 8-bit grayscale bitmaps. All graphic operations were performed using GIMP
version 2.10.30 (GNU Image Manipulation program: www.gimp.org, free and open source
license, accessed on 21 January 2022).

2.2. Fractal Dimension Analysis

All fractal analyses were performed in ImageJ, version 1.53e (Image Processing and
Analysis in Java—Wayne Rasband and contributors, National Institutes of Health, USA,
public domain license, https://imagej.nih.gov/ij/ accessed on 1 January 2022), and the
FracLac plugin, version 2.5 (Charles Sturt University, Australia, public domain license).

In our study, we decided to use a modified algorithm of the box-counting method,
which makes it possible to analyze monochromatic images, such as 8- or 16-bit images.
In the case of grayscale images, we applied the intensity difference algorithm to calculate
the fractal dimension. This algorithm is fully described in our previous study [14,15].
The analyzed image is divided into boxes, as in the box-counting method. The image
size selected for analysis was 200 × 200 mm. FDA consists of some repeatable steps, for
example: in the first step, gird size equals 200 mm (dimension of analyzed image, ε = 1), in
the next steps ε is divided by 2 (ε value for following steps: ε = 0.5, ε = 0.25). In each step,
the difference of pixels’ bright intensity is calculated in every gird on scale ε. In the FracLac
plugin, the algorithm of the ε calculation is called block series. This option scans a square
block within an image using a series of grids calculated from the block size. This specific
way is most usable for the analysis of a pattern which fills the whole area of the image.

The difference between the maximum pixel intensity and the minimum pixel intensity
is calculated in each box (δIi,j,ε, where i, j—the location of the analyzed box in the ε scale):

δIi,j,ε = maximum pixel intensityi,j,ε −minimum pixel intensityi,j,ε (1)

www.gimp.org
https://imagej.nih.gov/ij/
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In the next step, 1 is added to the intensity difference to prevent its value from
becoming a 0:

Ii,j,ε= δIi,j,ε + 1 (2)

Finally, the fractal dimension of the intensity difference is described using the
following formula:

FD = lim
ε→0

ln(Iε)

ln
(

1
ε

) (3)

where FD is the final fractal dimension of intensity, Iε = Σ [1δIi,j,ε + 1], ε is box scale.

2.3. Texture Analysis

The surface texture of orthodontic brackets was evaluated using features derived from
two groups (run-length matrix and co-occurrence matrix) and the previously described
Texture Index (TI) [12,16]. The regions of interest (ROIs) were normalized (µ ± 3σ) to share
the same average (µ) and standard deviation (σ) of optical density within the ROIs. The
selected image texture features (entropy and difference entropy from the co-occurrence
matrix and long-run emphasis moment from the run-length matrix) in ROIs were calculated:

Entropy = −∑Ng
i=1 ∑Ng

j=1 p(i, j) log (4)

where Σ is the sum, Ng is the number of optical density levels in the radiograph, i and j are
the optical density of pixels that are 5 pixels away from one another, p is probability, and
log is the common logarithm [13],

LngREmph =
∑

Ng
i=1 ∑Nr

k=1 k2p(i, k)

∑
Ng
i=1 ∑Nr

k=1 p(i, k)
(5)

where Σ is the sum, Nr is the number of series of pixels with density level i and length
k, Ng is the number of levels for image optical density, Nr is the number of pixels in the
series, and p is probability [17–21]. Long-run-length emphasis moment (LngREmph) was
computed from data taken from the bracket surface visualized in SEM, and measures of
disarrangement (Entropy) were computed as non-directional measures. The two equations
given above were subsequently used for the Texture Index construction [11]. Finally, the
Texture Index (TI), which represents the ratio of the measure of the diversity of the structure
observed in the images to the measure of the presence of uniform longitudinal structures,
was calculated:

TextureIndex =
Entropy

LngREmph
=

(−∑
Ng
i=1 ∑

Ng
j=1 p(i, j) log(p(i, j)))∑

Ng
i=1 ∑Nr

k=1 p(i, k)

∑
Ng
i=1 ∑Nr

k=1 k2p(i, k)
(6)

2.4. Statistical Analysis

Statistica, version 13.3 (StatSoft, Cracow, Poland) was used to perform statistical tests
in the aspect of fractal dimension analysis. A value of 0.05 was deemed to be statistically
significant. The Shapiro–Wilk test was applied to confirm the normality of distribution.
Due to the normal distribution, parametric tests were performed. The analysis of variance
(ANOVA) and the least significant difference post hoc were applied to reveal the fractal
dimension differences.

Texture comparisons between wire sides and material were performed with the one-
way ANOVA or the Kruskal–Wallis test, depending on the presence of normal distribution.
Simple regression analysis was also done to investigate relationships between general
mineral condition parameters and radiological texture features. When p < 0.05, the differ-
ence was considered statistically significant. Statgraphics Centurion 18, version 18.1.12
(StarPoint Technologies, Inc., Falls Church, VA, USA), was used for statistical analyses.
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3. Results

The average values of the fractal dimension of slot surfaces for each series are shown
in Table 1. Analysis of variance showed that the fractal dimension values of slot surfaces of
different series differed only in the S brackets (p = 0.00015). For the other brackets, there
were no statistical differences between the FD for the slot surface of each series (p < 0.05).
Fully detailed results containing the p value of ANOVA post hoc test are shown in the
Supplemental Materials, Table S1.

Table 1. Mean values of the fractal dimension for the tested series of individual slots (MED—mean,
SD—standard deviation, 1–4 individual brackets).

Series: 1 2 3 4

MS

Med. 1.6426 1.6660 1.6290 1.6346

SD 0.0415 0.0451 0.0090 0.0193

S

Med. 1.6700 1.7389 1.6708 1.7194

SD 0.0307 0.0150 0.0147 0.0347

N

Med. 1.6383 1.6428 1.6615 1.6423

SD 0.0524 0.0322 0.0457 0.0262

O

Med. 1.6704 1.6559 1.6513 1.6426

SD 0.0212 0.0211 0.0222 0.0175

The results of the analysis of variance with a post hoc least significant difference test for
the values of the fractal dimension of the surface of the slots from each series are presented
in Table 2. There was a statistical difference in the mean value of the fractal dimension of
the surface of the S bracket slots compared to the other types of tested brackets. There were
no statistical differences in the mean FD value between MS, O and N bracket slots. The
lowest value of the fractal dimension of the slot surface was recorded for MS brackets and
was 1.6431. The highest FD value was observed in S bracket slots. It is worth noting that
the lowest SD value was recorded for O brackets (SD = 0.0218), while the highest was for
the S and N brackets (SD = 0.0389). Fully detailed results containing the p value of ANOVA
post hoc test are shown in the Supplemental Materials, Table S2.

Table 2. Results of the least significant difference test between the mean value of the fractal dimension
(FD) of the slot surface of brackets of different manufacturers.

Manufacturer FD p < 0.05
(as Compared with)

MS 1.6431 ± 0.0334 S

S 1.6998 ± 0.0389 MS, N, O

N 1.6462 ± 0.0389 S

O 1.6462 ± 0.0218 S

The Texture Index is lowest in MS brackets (p < 0.0001). The other groups presented
similar TI values, i.e., there were no statistically significant differences (Figures 2 and 3).

According to the explanation of the TI meaning, which was presented by Sarul et al. [15],
higher values of TI describe smoother surfaces, i.e., the friction is lower in contact with
that surface.
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4. Discussion

In classical Euclidian geometry, we used to know that dimension is an integer value.
This value indicates how many variables we need to describe a dimension of examined
object. For example, 0 is the dimension of point; to describe a segment of line, we need
1 variable-length, flat figures have 2 dimensions (length, width) and solids have 3 dimen-
sions (length, width, height). In fractal geometry, the number of dimensions is the rational
number in the range between 0 and 3. For example, FD of square is 2, Sierpinski’s carpet
equals approximately 1.8928. It means that in the infinity scale, Sierpinski’s carpet is some-
thing between the 1 dimension and 2 dimensions’ shape with a tendency to 2 dimensions
(1.8928 is closer to 2 than 1). The fractal dimension value of images in finite scale (for
example microscopic photography) becomes a value between 1 and 2. The lower the value
of FD, the more complex is the analyzed shape.

Among all samples, all brackets showed a fractal dimension closest to 1.7, and thus the
highest proportion of the heterogeneity of the surface-type structure. O brackets showed
the smallest standard deviation (SD = 0.0218). The other brackets showed a very similar
and also small standard deviation (SD = 0.0389–0.0335). The results obtained reveal that, in
general, the tested brackets present a uniform surface structure along the entire bracket slot.
Furthermore, brackets from one manufacturer do not differ significantly in this respect; this
is significant because the fractal dimension makes it possible to express the nature of the
surface disturbances that occur numerically. A significant difference in the fractal dimension
value would indicate that there is either a linear or surface/two-dimensional roughness
on the surface of the brackets. The presented study showed that most of the brackets are
made with a uniform surface structure with irregularities of the surface/two-dimensional
type. Only S brackets did not show a surface with uniform features when comparing
different measurement points along one bracket slot as well as between brackets. The
results obtained clearly demonstrate that the manufacturing process of metal orthodontic
brackets does not always allow for a relatively good unification to be achieved in terms of
surface characteristics. Fractal analysis has shown the S brackets as the most heterogeneous
in this respect. On the other hand, the significant variation in the texture of the slot surface
in the N- and O-series brackets may also be due to insufficient quality control during the
manufacturing process. Here, the manufacturing process made it impossible to obtain a
product adequately unified in terms of the structure of the slot surface, i.e., the part of it
which was most responsible for the interaction with the surface of the orthodontic wire.

Orthodontic treatment that uses sliding mechanics involves strong mechanical in-
teraction between two surfaces—the surface of the orthodontic wire and the surface of
the bracket slot. The properties of these surfaces can significantly affect the course of
this interaction.

It is important to consider whether the observed differences may have clinical rele-
vance in orthodontic therapy with fixed braces. The topography of the bracket slot surface
may influence the following factors: friction generated in the orthodontic arch/bracket
system, bacterial adhesion and ion release [22–26]. D’Antò et al. postulated that the
roughness of orthodontic brackets could affect friction in the arch-bracket system. These
assumptions have been confirmed by many researchers, including Doshi et al. The latter
confirmed that friction increases with an increasing roughness of both orthodontic wires
and brackets [25,27]. Raji et al. and Oliveira et al. drew attention to the problem of the
influence of the surface structure of the elements of fixed appliances on the degree of bacte-
rial biofilm formation and its influence on the possible complications during orthodontic
treatment [28,29]. Eliades first raised the issue of the influence of the surface structure on
the degree of metal ion release and the destructive effect of corrosion on the elements of
fixed appliances in the oral cavity. The high degree of correlation between the roughness
and the severity of the corrosive phenomena was then investigated and confirmed by
Nalbantgil et al. and Shin et al. [30–32].

The friction value is one of the most important factors affecting the biomechanics of
tooth sliding in sliding mechanics. Much of the consideration of both tooth alignment and
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the distalisation phases concerns the effect of the friction coefficient on the efficiency of
this movement [22–25]. The topography of the bracket surface is one of the factors that can
greatly affect the value of the friction coefficient. Nevertheless, this aspect is often over-
looked in many publications [3]. Studies focusing on evaluating the surface of the bracket
slot usually apply a relatively complex profilometry test or AFM (atomic force microcopy)
analysis for this purpose [25–27]. Fractal dimension analysis is a relatively simple method
that allows the surface variation of brackets to be assessed by mathematically analyzing
a digital image obtained from an optical microscope or SEM. The results obtained by the
authors presented a relatively large variation in the surface of metal brackets—between
samples from the same manufacturer as well as between brackets from different manu-
facturers. This is consistent with the results obtained by Agarwal et al., Park et al., and
Lee et al., who also showed a large variation in the surface roughness of brackets from
different manufacturers [25–27]. Furthermore, these authors have also indicated that a
large standard deviation in the degree of surface roughness can apply to the slot of a single
bracket. The occurrence of a large standard deviation, in terms of the variation in surface
topography between the brackets from the same manufacturer or even within the surface of
a single slot of each bracket, does not really allow the results obtained in profilometry tests
to be extrapolated to a clinical reality. This study proves that the lack of standardization of
manufacturing methods, in this aspect, means that the friction coefficient of some brackets
cannot be considered predictable. In this respect, in fractal analysis, all brackets except S
displayed a high degree of uniformity. In contrast, texture analysis showed a high degree
of surface inhomogeneity for O and N brackets. Of the orthodontic bracket surfaces tested
here, MS brackets have the highest TI value, so it is to be expected that the friction in these
brackets will also be the lowest among all elements compared. Furthermore, it should be
stated that the bracket surfaces tested here generally have a higher TI than those found
on orthodontic arches [15], meaning the slot surfaces of the tested brackets are generally
smoother than those of orthodontic arches.

Studies conducted so far have proven that the adhesion of pathogenic microorgan-
isms depends, among other things, on the degree of surface roughness of the components
used in the oral cavity [28–30]. In relation to orthodontic brackets, studies have been
conducted which have shown various bacterial adhesion depending on the type of bracket
(conventional/self-ligaturing) and the material from which it is made [11,30–32]. Fur-
thermore, there have been studies on orthodontic wires that have proven a link between
biofilm formation and the degree of roughness [27,33–35]. Tawfik et al. proved that there
is a strong, linear correlation between the roughness of orthodontic archwires and the
formation of bacterial biofilm [35]. There are no such studies on brackets, however, one
should expect a similar correlation for metal brackets. The presented experiment proved
that, when examined by fractal analysis, brackets that are made of the same material can
differ significantly in terms of surface topography. More importantly, however, they can
also differ in this respect in terms of brackets from the same manufacturer. Considering
fractal analysis, this was the case for S brackets, while texture analysis showed significant
heterogeneity of O and N brackets. Texture analysis showed that MS brackets presented
the smoothest surface, thus, they were the least susceptible to microbial adhesion.

The occurrence of corrosion of metal brackets is important, both because of the release
of ions and therefore the biocompatibility of these components, and the potential increase in
friction as the surface of the bracket slot progressively degrades during treatment [29–31,36].
Corrosion resistance is largely dependent on the material of the component and the envi-
ronmental conditions in which it is placed, i.e., the conditions in the patient’s oral cavity.
Nevertheless, the varied surface formation of the bracket can affect the intensity of elec-
trochemical phenomena [29–31,36]. In this context, as in the case of the degree of bacterial
biofilm adhesion, the lack of homogeneity, in terms of the surface formation of components
manufactured by a single manufacturer, makes it impossible to extrapolate the results
obtained via in vitro tests to clinical conditions in a fully reliable manner.
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All the above considerations are based on the non-contact, optical, indirect assessment
of the surface structure. However, it is important to determine whether the adopted
methods allow for the assessment of surface roughness or only for a comparative assessment
of the type of surface irregularities. Research by Myshkin et al. clearly showed that the
fractal dimension analysis allows for a precise determination of the roughness of metal
elements—and such were assessed by the authors [37]. In turn, Chappard et al. showed
that both texture analysis and fractal dimension analysis clearly correlate with the results
of the profilometric test [38]. Therefore, it can be concluded that the results obtained by
the authors based on the fractal dimension analysis and the analysis of textures allow for
drawing conclusions concerning, not only the comparisons of the unevenness patterns on
the surface of the slots of the tested metal brackets, but also the assessment of the roughness
of the tested surfaces.

5. Conclusions
Orthodontic Brackets

Mini Sprint brackets presented the most homogeneous and smoothest surface.
Depending on the research method, the remaining brackets may show a high degree

of heterogeneity of the bracket slot surface.
Orthodontic brackets can show varying degrees of roughness within brackets pro-

duced by the same manufacturer.
The repeatability of the surface structure of the bracket slot can vary from manufacturer

to manufacturer.
Manufacturers of orthodontic brackets need to pay attention to maintaining the re-

peatability of the surface structure of bracket slots.

6. Study Limitations

The study was conducted only by means of fractal dimension analysis and texture
analysis. The results obtained were not compared with the results of the measurement
of friction of individual brackets, the analysis of bacterial adhesion, or the analysis of
corrosion phenomena.

The results obtained were not compared with other surface structure analysis methods.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https:
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Sprint II, S—Sprint II, N—Nu-Edge, O—Orthos SS).
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23. Ziębowicz, B.; Woźniak, A.; Ziębowicz, A.; Ziembińska-Buczyńska, A. Analysis of the surface geometry of the orthodontic

archwire and their influence on the bacterial adhesion. J. Achiev. Mater. Manuf. Eng. 2019, 1–2, 32–40. [CrossRef]
24. Hamadamin, S.I. In vivo kinetic release of five metal ions (iron, titanium, nickel, copper, and chromium) from fixed orthodontic

alloys in Erbil city-Kurdistan region/Iraq. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. Int. 2022, 29, 11730–11735. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
25. Doshi, U.H.; Bhad-Patil, W.A. Static frictional force and surface roughness of various bracket and wire combinations. American J.

Orthod. Dentofac. Orthop. 2011, 139, 74–79. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
26. Kusy, R.P.; Whitley, J.Q. Friction between different wire-bracket configurations and materials. Semin. Orthod. 1997, 3, 166–177.

[CrossRef]
27. D’Antò, V.; Rongo, R.; Ametrano, G.; Spagnuolo, G.; Manzo, P.; Martina, R.; Paduano, S.; Valletta, R. Evaluation of surface

roughness of Orthodontic wires by means of Atomic force Microscopy. Angle Orthod. 2012, 82, 922–928. [CrossRef]
28. Raji, H.; Shojaei, H.; Ghorani, P.; Rafiei, E. Bacterial colonization on coated and uncoated orthodontic wires: A prospective clinical

trial. Dent. Res. J. 2014, 11, 680–683.
29. Oliveira, D.C.; Thomson, J.J.; Alhabeil, J.A.; Toma, J.M.; Plecha, S.C.; Pacheco, R.R.; Cuevas-Suárez, C.E.; Piva, E.; Lund, R.G.

In vitro Streptococcus mutans adhesion and biofilm formation on different esthetic orthodontic archwires. Angle Orthod. 2021,
91, 786–793. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.17814/mechanik.2016.12.528
http://doi.org/10.17814/mechanik.2016.11.511
http://doi.org/10.1186/s40729-021-00296-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33629210
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1151-2916.1995.tb09081.x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.prosdent.2020.03.032
http://doi.org/10.1002/jor.25274
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma13132935
http://doi.org/10.36897/jme/130618
http://doi.org/10.5114/aoms.2013.33557
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma14195857
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34640254
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma14133688
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34279257
http://doi.org/10.3233/IDA-1997-1302
http://doi.org/10.1109/TSMC.1973.4309314
http://doi.org/10.1109/PROC.1979.11328
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cmpb.2008.08.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18922598
http://doi.org/10.1186/s40510-016-0116-2
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26763529
http://doi.org/10.5604/01.3001.0013.4139
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-021-16479-6
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34546526
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2009.02.031
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21195280
http://doi.org/10.1016/S1073-8746(97)80067-9
http://doi.org/10.2319/100211-620.1
http://doi.org/10.2319/121220-998.1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34111239


Materials 2022, 15, 2071 11 of 11

30. Nalbantgil, D.; Ulkur, F.; Kardas, G.; Culha, M. Evaluation of corrosion resistance and surface characteristics of orthodontic wires
immersed in different mouthwashes. Biomed. Mater. Eng. 2016, 27, 539–549. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

31. Shin, J.-S.; Oh, K.-T.; Hwang, C.-J. In vitro surface corrosion of stainless steel and NiTi orthodontic appliances. Aust. Orthod. J.
2003, 19, 13–18. [PubMed]

32. Eliades, T.; Athanasiou, A. In Vivo Aging of Orthodontic Alloys: Implications for Corrosion Potential, Nickel Release, and
Biocompatibility. Angle Orthod. 2002, 72, 222–237. [CrossRef]

33. Yu, J.-H.; Wu, L.-C.; Hsu, J.-T.; Chang, Y.-Y.; Huang, H.-H.; Huang, H.-L. Surface Roughness and Topography of Four Commonly
Used Types of Orthodontic Archwire. J. Med. Biol. Eng. 2011, 31, 367–370. [CrossRef]

34. Wichelhaus, A.; Geserick, M.; Hibst, R.; Sander, F. The effect of surface treatment and clinical use on friction in NiTi orthodontic
wires. Dent. Mater. 2005, 21, 938–945. [CrossRef]

35. Tawfik, M.A.; Maaly, T.; EL-Nagar, R.M. Evaluation of surface roughness and microbial biofilm adhesion of different orthodontic
arch-wires. Egypt. Dent. J. 2020, 66, 727–736. [CrossRef]

36. Marques, I.; Araújo, A.; Gurgel, J.; Normando, D. Debris, Roughness and Friction of Stainless Steel Archwires Following Clinical
Use. Angle Orthod. 2010, 80, 521–527. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

37. Myshkin, N.K.; Grigoriev, A.Y.; Chizhik, S.A.; Choi, K.Y.; Petrokovets, M.I. Surface roughness and texture analysis in microscale.
Wear 2003, 254, 1001–1009. [CrossRef]

38. Chappard, D.; Degasne, I.; Huré, G.; Legrand, E.; Audran, M.; Baslé, M.F. Image analysis measurements of roughness by texture
and fractal analysis correlate with contact profilometry. Biomaterials 2003, 24, 1399–1407. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.3233/BME-161607
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27886000
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12790351
http://doi.org/10.1043/0003-3219(2002)0722.0.CO;2
http://doi.org/10.5405/jmbe.700
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2004.11.011
http://doi.org/10.21608/edj.2020.24160.1034
http://doi.org/10.2319/081109-457.1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20050747
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0043-1648(03)00306-5
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0142-9612(02)00524-0

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Taking Images 
	Fractal Dimension Analysis 
	Texture Analysis 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	Study Limitations 
	References

