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In vitro evaluation of a ceramic bracket
with a laser-structured base
Selma Elekdag-Türk

Abstract

Background: The purpose of this study was the assessment of shear bond strength (SBS), adhesive remnant
characteristics, integrity of the enamel, integrity of Discovery Pearl as well as the integrity of Fascination 2 ceramic
brackets following SBS testing.

Methods: Sixty maxillary first premolars were randomly assigned into two groups. These groups were bonded with
their respective brackets. The samples underwent thermocycling (1000 cycles), SBS testing and assessment of the
residual adhesive. The statistical analyses used were the independent samples t-test, the Weibull analysis and the
chi-square test.

Results: The independent samples t-test for the comparison of the mean SBS resulted in significant differences
between Fascination 2 (10.50 ± 2.61 MPa) and Pearl (13.01 ± 2.50 MPa) brackets (p = 0.0003). The results of the chi-
square test for ARI demonstrated a significant difference (p = 0.000) between the groups. A higher frequency of ARI
scores of 2 and 3 for Pearl brackets existed. Enamel damage and bracket fracturing was not observed.

Conclusions: The mean bond strength value, the adhesive remnant characteristics, the integrity of the enamel and
the ceramic brackets as well as the Weibull analyses outcomes were highly encouraging during this in vitro
screening. The way is paved for an in vivo investigation with the Pearl ceramic bracket.
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Background
Esthetic brackets, composed of monocrystalline or polycrys-
talline ceramic materials, were introduced approximately 30
years ago [1–3]. These tooth-colored, more socially accept-
able, magnetic resonance imaging safe brackets [1, 4] with
excellent biocompatibility [1, 5] have gained widespread
popularity since their introduction [1–3].
Ceramic materials are inert and do not bond chem-

ically with adhesives. Therefore, ceramic brackets may
acquire their bond strength (BS) from three different
types of retention mechanisms: a chemical retention
mechanism (by means of a silane coupling agent), a
mechanical retention mechanism or a combination of
both retention mechanisms [1, 6].
For the chemical retention method, glass is attached to

the smooth ceramic bracket base which is subsequently
treated with a silane coupler. This silane molecule is a

bifunctional molecule, that is, one end of this molecule
bonds with the flat glass layer on the bracket base, while
the other end of this molecule reacts with the orthodon-
tic adhesive [1, 6]. However, for the mechanical reten-
tion mechanism retentive indentations or undercuts are
created on the bracket base. These retentive indentations
or undercuts provide a mechanical interlocking with the
orthodontic adhesive [1, 6].
It was pointed out that most ceramic bracket manufac-

turers have shifted away from the chemical retention
mechanism, since purely chemical retention has been
stated to yield a remarkably high BS that might harm
the enamel surface during the debracketing procedure.
In fact, purely chemical retention has become obsolete
[1, 2]. Nowadays, the majority of ceramic brackets solely
rely on mechanical retention or on a combination of
both retention mechanisms [1, 2].
The Fascination® 2 (Dentaurum, Ispringen, Germany)

ceramic bracket was introduced more than a decade ago.
This type of bracket incorporates a silane coated button-

© The Author(s). 2020 Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0
International License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and
reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to
the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The Creative Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver
(http://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/) applies to the data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated.

Correspondence: elekdagturk@yahoo.com
Faculty of Dentistry, Department of Orthodontics, University of Ondokuz
Mayis, 55139 Kurupelit, Samsun, Turkey

Elekdag-Türk BMC Oral Health           (2020) 20:17 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12903-020-1009-9

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1186/s12903-020-1009-9&domain=pdf
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-2799-6501
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/
mailto:elekdagturk@yahoo.com


structured base. Thereby, relying on a combination of
both retention mechanisms, i.e. chemical as well as
mechanical [2]. Theoretically, the incorporation of these
‘knobs’ was to ensure a thicker layer of adhesive when
compared to the flat base design of the chemically
retained ceramic precursors. It had been reported that a
thicker layer of adhesive reduces shear bond strength
(SBS) [7] and thereby lowering the risk of enamel dam-
age. An in vitro study comparing Fascination® 2 with flat,
silane treated bases (purely chemical retention) demon-
strated that Fascination® 2 brackets provided significantly
lower, yet clinically acceptable SBS values [8] The Fas-
cination 2 bracket is currently being used internationally
by orthodontic clinicians.
Nowadays a plethora of ceramic brackets with differ-

ent base designs are available [1]. The Discovery® Pearl
ceramic bracket (Dentaurum, Ispringen, Germany) is a
recently introduced ceramic bracket with an innovative
laser-structured base. The manufacturer of this bracket,
solely relying on mechanical retention, claims consistent
and adequate BS as well as a safe debonding process.
This study will serve as a precursor to a controlled clin-
ical investigation. To date, no in vitro study with human
dental enamel has evaluated the performance of this
bracket.
The objective was the assessment of the following

parameters:

1. the SBS values,
2. the adhesive remnant characteristics,
3. the integrity of the enamel surfaces,
4. the integrity of Fascination 2 and Discovery Pearl

ceramic brackets following machine debracketing as
well as

5. the Weibull survival analysis for Fascination 2 and
Discovery Pearl ceramic brackets.

The null hypothesis was that there would be no differ-
ence in the aforementioned parameters.

Methods
Sixty human maxillary first premolars from orthodontic
extraction patients, 14–16 years old, composed this
study. Written as well as verbal consent was obtained
from all parents and patients. These teeth stemmed from
patients from an area with low fluoride concentration
(≤0.05 ppm) in the public water supply. Furthermore,
intact premolars (absence of caries, restorations and hy-
poplasia) with minimum crown contour variations, no
extraction damage and no history of pre-treatment with
any chemical agents were included. Following extraction,
the teeth were cleaned under tap water for soft tissue
and debris removal. Subsequently, they were placed into
a 0.1% (%) thymol solution (weight/volume). Thymol

storage period of the teeth did not exceed 6 months.
This antimicrobial solution was renewed on a monthly
basis.
Each tooth was embedded in a cold-cure acrylic resin

(Orthocryl; Dentaurum, Ispringen, Germany) cylindrical
block. The buccal surface of each tooth was aligned parallel
to the base of the mold with the assistance of a jig. Thereby,
keeping the buccal surface of each tooth parallel to the ap-
plied force during the shear test. Subsequently, the teeth
were cleansed and polished with non-fluoridated, oil-free
pumice paste and rubber prophylactic cups for 10 s. After
pumicing, the 60 teeth were randomly assigned into two
groups, group Fascination and group Pearl. The sample size
was estimated by G*Power (version 3.1.9.2.) [9] according
to a previous study [10] on the subject of SBS of ceramic
brackets (80% power; 5% significance level; 2-tailed). Ac-
cordingly, a minimum sample size of 17 in each group was
required to detect a significant difference between the
groups. Nevertheless, the sample size was increased to 30
according to the guidelines presented in a critique on BS
testing [11]. This critique recommended that if sound con-
clusions are to be made from BS testing 30 samples should
be included into each group [11].
In group Fascination (the control group), Fascination® 2

(Dentaurum, Ispringen, Germany) ceramic brackets with
0.022 in. slots were used. The bonding area according to the
manufacturer was 11.02 square millimeters (mm2) (Fig. 1a).
In group Pearl, Discovery® Pearl (Dentaurum, Ispringen,

Germany) ceramic brackets with 0.022 in. slots were used.
The bonding area according to the manufacturer was
11.16mm2 (Fig. 1b).
Positioning guides/aides were removed to allow for me-

ticulous excess adhesive removal. Also, the amount of light
transmitted during photocuring was not hindered [1].
For each group the bonding procedure was as follows:

The teeth were etched with 37% phosphoric acid for 30
s, washed for 20 s, and dried for 10 s. After etching, a
thin coat of primer (Transbond XT Primer; 3M Unitek,
Monrovia, California, USA) was applied.
The adhesive resin (Transbond XT Light Cure Adhe-

sive Paste; 3M Unitek) was placed onto the bracket base
and each bracket was firmly seated onto the buccal sur-
face of each tooth. Exuded excess adhesive was meticu-
lously cleared away before curing. The adhesive resin
was polymerized for 10 s from above the bracket using a
visible curing unit with an output power of 600 milli-
Watts per square centimeter (mW/cm2).
Approximately 2 min after bonding, the samples were

placed into distilled water at 37 degrees Celsius (°C) to
prevent dehydration for 24 h. Subsequently, the samples
underwent thermocycling, as the accelerated ageing test,
for 1000 cycles. Thermocycling was carried out between
5 and 55 °C with a dwelling time of 30 s as advised by
the International Organization for Standardization [12].
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SBS testing
The SBS test was carried out with a universal testing in-
strument (Lloyd LRX; Lloyd Instruments Ltd., Fareham,
Hants, UK). Each sample was secured in the lower part
of the machine so that the shear force could be applied
parallel to the bracket base. The samples were stressed
in an occluso-gingival direction with a crosshead speed
of 1 mm per minute (mm/min). The force was applied
to the bracket base, as close to the enamel/composite
interface as possible (Figs. 2 and 3). The BS, in megapas-
cal (MPa = N/mm2) or newton (N) per square millimeter
(mm2), was calculated by dividing the debonding force
(N) by the bracket base surface area (mm2).

Evaluation of the residual adhesive and enamel surface
Assessment of the residual adhesive and enamel surface
was carried out with a stereomicroscope (Stemi 2000-C;
Carl Zeiss; Göttingen, Germany) at a magnification of ×
10. The amount of composite resin present on the enamel
was evaluated with the adhesive remnant index (ARI). The
ARI ranges from 0 to 3, with 0 signifying no adhesive
remnant present on the enamel; 1, less than half of the
composite left; 2, more than half of the composite left;
and 3, all composite left on the enamel surface [13].

Evaluation of brackets
The brackets were examined with a stereomicroscope
(Stemi 2000-C; Carl Zeiss; Göttingen, Germany) at a
magnification of × 10 to record any defects.
All procedures were carried out by the same operator.

No assistance was delivered during any of the steps.
Thus, inter-examiner variation was eliminated.

Statistical analyses
The independent samples t-test was used for the com-
parison of the mean SBS between the two groups (p <
0.05).
A Weibull analysis was carried out, and the Weibull

modulus, characteristic BS, correlation coefficient, and

the stress levels at 5 and 10% probability of failure were
determined for each group.
The chi-square test was applied to detect significant dif-

ferences for the ARI scores between the groups (p < 0.05).

Results
The mean SBS, minimum and maximum values, and
standard deviations for each group are presented in
Table 1 and Fig. 4. The results of the independent

Fig. 1 Scanning Electron Microscope images of the Fascination® 2 (a) and the Discovery® Pearl (b) bracket bases

Fig. 2 Test system for the SBS test
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samples t-test to compare the mean SBS are shown
in Table 1. Statistically significant differences were
obtained between the SBS value (10.50 ± 2.61MPa) of
Fascination 2 and the SBS value (13.01 ± 2.50MPa) of
Pearl brackets (p = 0.0003).

Frequency distribution and the result of the chi-square
analysis of the ARI are presented in Table 2. The out-
come of the chi-squared comparisons indicated a signifi-
cant difference (p = 0.000) for the groups. There was a
higher frequency of ARI scores of 2 and 3 for the Pearl
bracket.
The parameters of the Weibull analysis (modulus, cor-

relation coefficient, characteristic BS, and stress levels at
5 and 10% probability of failure) for each group are pre-
sented in Table 1. The Weibull distribution plots of the
survival probability at a certain shear stress level for both
groups are displayed in Fig. 5.

Discussion
The request for more attractive orthodontic treatment
has prompted orthodontic companies to develop more
aesthetically pleasing appliances, such as ceramic
brackets. However, in the “early” days these brackets did
demonstrate a number of serious complications, such as
enamel tear-outs and cracks [1–3, 14, 15].
For the past two decades, literature has reported higher

BS values with chemically retained ceramic brackets when
compared to mechanically retained ceramic brackets [2, 3].
Interestingly, in this study Fascination 2 ceramic brackets
demonstrated a significantly lower SBS value (10.50MPa)
when compared to Discovery Pearl ceramic brackets
(13.01MPa). This outcome was completely unexpected,
since Fascination 2 relies on a chemical as well as a mech-
anical retention mechanism, whereas Discovery Pearl relies
on mechanical retention mechanism only.
The base of Fascination 2 brackets is provided with a nub-

structure. The presence of these protuberances on this
bracket’s base might be responsible for this unexpected out-
come. It was stated that these spacers or ‘knobs’ on the Fas-
cination 2 bracket bases were explicitly incorporated with
the intent to produce a thicker layer of adhesive [8]. The ad-
hesive industry acknowledges that thick adhesive layers pro-
duce weaker joints [16]. Furthermore, it was reported that
an increase of adhesive thickness causes a decrease of SBS
[7]. In fact, researchers did report a reduction in SBS of the
Fascination 2 brackets when compared to its flat base pre-
cursor [8]. Thus, bracket base configuration is an important

Fig. 3 Schematic presentation of SBS testing

Table 1 Mean shear bond strengths, standard deviations (SD), minimum (Min), maximum (Max) values and Weibull parameters for
each group (n = 30)

Groups Mean Min Max P Weibull Analysis

Weibull
Modulus

Correlation
Coefficient

Characteristic Bond
Strength (MPa)

Shear Stress at 5%
Probability of Failure
(MPa)

Shear Stress at 10%
Probability of Failure
(MPa)

Fascination
2

10.50 (2.61) 6.64 15.28 0.0003*** 4.63 0.957 11.50 9.88 11.54

Pearl 13.01 (2.50) 8.58 17.54 5.93 0.980 14.02 11.38 12.85

***p = 0.001
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determinant concerning SBS [17]. Furthermore, the crown
contour of premolar teeth, inevitably affecting the adhesive
thickness, might also have contributed to the outcomes of
the present study.
The quest for optimal BS means minimizing bond fail-

ures during treatment as well as minimizing the poten-
tial risks during the debonding procedure at the end of
treatment. An adhesive-bracket combination should be
able to resist a stress level of at least 6–8MPa [18]. This
value, described in 1975, has been considered as conjec-
tural by some researchers [19]. On the other hand, two
researchers stated that a BS of 8MPa is excessive, and
regarded 4MPa as sufficient [20]. In the light of the
present information, the mean SBS values for both types
of brackets are higher than the above presented guide-
line values, namely 4MPa and 8MPa. This finding is en-
couraging, since researchers [21] stated that the mean
in vivo BS values were approximately 40% lower than
in vitro BS values. In addition, at the completion of
orthodontic treatment an undamaged enamel surface
following the debonding procedure should be achieved

[22]. In fact, it was reported that fractures of the enamel
could take place with a BS as low as 13.8MPa [23].
Thus, 13.8 MPa is considered as the upper limit. The
mean SBS values for both bracket types were within the
‘safe’ zone.
The assessment of the ARI scores presented a signifi-

cant difference in bond-failure site between the two
groups. Group Pearl displayed a frequency of ARI scores
of 2 and 3 for two thirds of the samples. Whereas, Fas-
cination 2 demonstrated ARI scores of 0 for all samples.
The ARI scores, for the laser-structured base Pearl
brackets, indicated that most of the adhesive remained
on the enamel surface. This type of bond failure has the
advantage of protecting the enamel surface [24, 25], yet
the disadvantage of having more residual adhesive ma-
terial that necessitates the mechanical removal by the
orthodontist following debracketing [24]. Nevertheless, it
has been pointed that the interface between the adhesive
and the bracket base is the preferred and safest location
of failure during the debracketing process [26].
The key point that should be emphasized is the fact

that no enamel damage was observed for both groups
with × 10 magnification. Theoretically, this finding was
expected, since the mean SBS values were below 13.8
MPa. Yet, even with maximum values of 15.28MPa and
17.54MPa no enamel complications were encountered.
In addition, it has to be pointed out that teeth stored

in 1% thymol solution are much drier than vital teeth
and, therefore, are at a greater risk of enamel damage
[27]. Furthermore, machine debracketing, when com-
pared to manual debracketing, is extremely harsh, abrupt
and unilateral. Nevertheless, unblemished enamel was

Fig. 4 Box plot of the distribution of the bond strength values for the groups

Table 2 Frequency distribution and the result of the chi-square
analysis of the Adhesive Remnant Index

Groups ARI scorea

0 1 2 3

Fascination 2 30 – – –

Pearl 3 7 10 10

χ2 = 49.091, P = 0.000
aScore 0 = no composite left on enamel surface; score 1 = less than half of
composite left; score 2 =more than half of composite left; score 3 = all
composite left on enamel surface
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observed with × 10 magnification. Furthermore, both
types of brackets were intact following the harsh ma-
chine debracketing procedure, i.e., no fracturing of the
ceramic brackets was observed. This finding might be
anticipated for the semi-twin Fascination 2 ceramic
bracket, where a ceramic connector joins the mesial and
distal tie-wings. Thereby, imparting increased robustness
when compared to the true-twin Pearl bracket. The cer-
amic injection molding production process of the Pearl
bracket might also have contributed to this result [2]..
Ceramic bracket robustness as well as integrity are of ut-

most importance in the clinical setting. Ceramic bracket
tie-wing fractures might constitute a serious problem in
the oral environment, since the effective ligation of the
arch wire to the impaired bracket is no longer possible. In
addition, impaired brackets are prone to complete frag-
mentation. Ceramic fragment penetration into the oral
soft tissues might ensue as well as the risk of inhalation or
swallowing of these fragments by the patient does exist.
Ceramic bracket fragments are not visible on radiographs.
Thus, as a risk management procedure, the debonding of
the impaired bracket and its replacement with a new
bracket is required. This procedure is time-consuming,
costly and inconvenient for the patient as well as the clin-
ician [1, 28, 29].
The Weibull survival analysis presents data about the

probability of bond failure and provides the orthodontic
practitioner with important information of how the ma-
terial tested, i.e. the bracket, is likely to perform in the oral
environment [11]. A group of researchers [30] proposed

the 5% of failure as a suitable level for BS assessment. Ac-
cording to these researchers [30], the BS of a material with
a 5% of failure should be at least 5.4MPa. In the current
study, SBS displayed shear stress levels higher than 5.4
MPa at the 5% probability of failure for both types of
brackets. This outcome implies an acceptable BS for both
types of brackets under in vivo situations, i.e. the multifa-
ceted oral environment. This outcome was anticipated for
the Fascination 2 bracket. Interestingly, the Weibull plot
for Discovery Pearl displayed a shift to the right. This indi-
cates a lower probability of failure at higher levels of stress
when compared to the Fascination 2 ceramic brackets.

Conclusions
The null hypothesis was rejected for parameters 1, 2 and
5
Unexpected bracket failure (bond failure and fracture)
and particularly debracketing at the end of treatment
with ceramic brackets poses an area of stress for the
clinician, particularly in an ever-increasing litigious
society [22]. It has been pointed out that much of the
turmoil regarding ceramic brackets could have been
avoided by appropriate testing procedures prior to clin-
ical applications [31]. The BS values, the adhesive
remnant characteristics, the integrity of the enamel and
the ceramic brackets as well as the Weibull analyses are
highly encouraging in the current in vitro screening. The
way is paved for an in vivo, i.e., a clinical investigation
with the Pearl ceramic bracket.

Fig. 5 Cumulative survival probabilities versus shear bond strength for both groups

Elekdag-Türk BMC Oral Health           (2020) 20:17 Page 6 of 7



Abbreviations
%: Percent; °C: Degrees Celsius; ARI: Adhesive remnant index; BS: Bond
strength; mm/min: Millimeter per minute; mm2: Square millimeter;
MPa: Megapascal; mW/cm2: MilliWatts per square centimeter; N/
mm2: Newton per square millimeter; SBS: Shear bond strength

Acknowledgements
The author would like to thank Dentaurum (Ispringen, Germany) for the
donation of the ceramic brackets used in this study.

Authors’ contributions
This study was performed by one author. The author read and approved the
final manuscript.

Funding
No funding

Availability of data and materials
All materials and data are available from the author upon request.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
The ‘Regulations concerning the clinical research of pharmaceuticals and
biological products’ (Date: April 13, 2013; Issue: 28617; Country: Republic of
Turkey) does not present any guidelines concerning shear bond strength
(SBS) testing performed with human teeth obtained from orthodontic
extraction patients. These regulations were revised in 2014 (Issue: 29041) and
2015 (Issue: 29474), yet no guidelines are present.
The consent form clearly states that teeth obtained from orthodontic
extraction patients may be used for laboratory testing, such as the
evaluation of bond strength. Written and verbal informed consent was
obtained from all parents and patients.

Consent for publication
Not applicable

Competing interests
The author declares that he/she has no competing interests

Received: 10 January 2019 Accepted: 15 January 2020

References
1. Elekdag-Türk S, Abulkbash H. Ceramic brackets revisited. Orthodontics. 2018.

https://doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.79638.
2. Russell JS. Current products and practice aesthetic orthodontic brackets. J

Orthod. 2005;32:146–63.
3. Waring D, McMullin A, Malik OH. Invisible orthodontics part 3: aesthetic

orthodontic brackets. Dent Update. 2013;40:555–63.
4. Poorsattar-Bejeh Mir A, Rahmati-Kamel M. Should the orthodontic brackets

always be removed prior to magnetic resonance imaging (MRI)? J Oral Biol
Craniofac Res. 2016;6:142–52.

5. Gautam P, Valiathan A. Ceramic brackets: in search of an ideal! Trends
Biomater Artif Organs. 2007;20:122–6.

6. Bishara SE, Fehr DE. Ceramic brackets: something old, something new, a
review. Semin Orthod. 1997;3:178–88.

7. Schechter G, Caputo AA, Chaconas SJ. The effect of adhesive layer thickness
on retention of direct bonded brackets. J Dent Res. 1980;59 abstract no.72.

8. Gittner R, Müller-Hartwich R, Engel S, Jost-Brinkmann P-G. Shear bond
strength and enamel fracture behavior of ceramic brackets fascination® and
fascination®2. J Orofac Orthop. 2012;73:49–57.

9. Faul F, Erdfelder E, Lang AG, Buchner A. G*power 3: a flexible statistical
power analysis program for social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences.
Behav Res Methods. 2007;39:175–91.

10. Ansari MY, Agarwal DK, Gupta A, Bhattacharya P, Ansar J, Bhandari R. Shear
bond strength of ceramic brackets with different base designs: comparative
in-vitro study. J Clin Diagn Res. 2016;10:ZC64–8.

11. Fox NA, McCabe JF, Buckley JG. A critique of bond strength testing in
orthodontics. Br J Orthod. 1994;21:33–43.

12. International Organization for Standardization (ISO/TS 11405) Dental
materials testing of adhesion to tooth structure. Geneva, Switzerland. 2015.

13. Årtun J, Bergland S. Clinical trials with crystal growth conditioning as an
alternative to acid-etch enamel pretreatment. Am J Orthod. 1884;85:333–40.

14. Bishara SE. Ceramic brackets and the need to develop national standards.
Am J Orthod Dentofac Orthop. 2000;117:595–7.

15. Machen DE. Legal aspects of orthodontic practice: risk management concepts.
Ceramic bracket update. Am J Orthod Dentofac Orthop. 1990;98:185–6.

16. Buonocore MG. Principles of adhesive retention and adhesive restorative
materials. J Am Dent Assoc. 1963;67:382–91.

17. Hioki M, Shin-ya A, Nakahara R, Vallittu PK, Nakasone Y, Shin-ya A. Shear
bond strength and FEM of a resin-modified glass ionomer cement – effects
of tooth enamel shape and orthodontic bracket base configuration. Dent
Mater J. 2007;26:700–7.

18. Reynolds IR. A review of direct orthodontic bonding. Br J Orthod. 1975;
2:171–8.

19. Eliades T, Bourauel C. Intraoral aging of orthodontic materials: the picture
we miss and its clinical relevance. Am J Orthod Dentofac Orthop. 2005;127:
403–12.

20. Jähnig A, Henkel S. Glass ionomer cements as orthodontic bracket
adhesives. An in vitro study with 4 glass ionomer cements (GIC) and 2
conventional bracket adhesives as the comparative group. Fortschr
Kieferorthop. 1990;51:204–7.

21. Hajrassie MKA, Khier SE. In-vivo and in-vitro comparison of bond strengths
of orthodontic brackets bonded to enamel and debonded at various times.
Am J Orthod Dentofac Orthop. 2007;131:384–9.

22. Abdelkarim A, Jerrold L. Risk management strategies in orthodontics. Part 1:
clinical considerations. Am J Orthod Dentofac Orthop. 2015;148:345–9.

23. Retief DH. Failure at the dental adhesive-etched enamel interface. J Oral
Rehabil. 1974;1:265–84.

24. Bishara SE, Ostby AW, Laffoon JF, Warren J. Shear bond strength
comparison of two adhesive systems following thermocycling. A new
self-etch primer and a resin-modified glass ionomer. Angle Orthod.
2007;77:337–41.

25. Hofmann E, Elsner L, Hirschfelder U, Ebert T, Hanke S. Effects of enamel
sealing on shear bond strength and the adhesive remnant index. J Orofac
Orthop. 2017;78:1–10.

26. Proffit WR, Sarver DM. Proffit WR, Fields HW, Sarver DM, Ackerman JL.
Contemporary orthodontics. 5th ed. St. Louis: Elsevier/Mosby; 2013. 366–368.

27. Mundstock KS, Sadowsky PL, Lacefield W, Bae S. An in vitro evaluation of a
metal reinforced orthodontic ceramic bracket. Am J Orthod Dentofac
Orthop. 1999;116:635–41.

28. Yılmaz Née Huda Abulkbash H, Elekdag-Türk S. Clinical performance of
uncoated and precoated polymer mesh base ceramic brackets. Prog
Orthod. 2019;20:4. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40510-018-0253-x.

29. Jena AK, Duggal R, Mehrotra AK. Physical properties and clinical
characteristics of ceramic brackets: a comprehensive review. Trends
Biomater Artif Organs. 2007;20:101–15.

30. Littlewood SJ, Mitchell L, Greenwood DC. A randomized controlled trial
to investigate brackets bonded with a hydrophilic primer. J Orthod.
2001;28:301–5.

31. Eliades T, Eliades G, Brantley WA. In: Brantley WA, Eliades T, editors.
Orthodontic materials: scientific and clinical aspects. Stuttgart: Thieme;
2001. p. 168.

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

Elekdag-Türk BMC Oral Health           (2020) 20:17 Page 7 of 7

https://doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.79638
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40510-018-0253-x

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	SBS testing
	Evaluation of the residual adhesive and enamel surface
	Evaluation of brackets
	Statistical analyses

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusions
	The null hypothesis was rejected for parameters 1, 2 and 5
	Abbreviations

	Acknowledgements
	Authors’ contributions
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	References
	Publisher’s Note

