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Due to the high demand of esthetic dentistry, use
of tooth colored restoration has highly increased. In
orthodontic treatment, the longevity and quality of
bond between orthodontic bracket and tooth
colored restoration are one of the most important
factors of orthodontic treatment.

This study aimed to compare the shear bond
strength of orthodontic metallic brackets bonded to
dif ferent tooth-colored restorativ e materials and the
surface roughness of the restorations.

Maitenials and Methods, AN

50 specimens (N=50) were divided into 5 groups,
including resin composite (RC), Porcelain
(PL), Lithium disilicate glass (LD), Zirconia (Zr) ,
and Hy brid ceramic (HC), 10 in each group (n=10).
Specimens were bonded to orthodontic metallic
bracket using Transbond XT. Shear bond strength,

Resuilits

adhesive remnant index and surface roughness v alue
data were collected and analy zed by One-way
ANOVA and Turkey test (p<0.05), Chisquare, and
paired

T-test (p<0.05) respectively.
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The highest shear bond strength was PL group (6.24
MPa) and the lowest was RC group (3.33 MPa). RC
and PL had significant dif ference shear bond

strength (Table 1). According to Mode of ARI scores,
most groups showed score 3, except RC group which

showed score 1 (Figure 1). Surface roughness value
of HC group before and after polishing was the only
group that was not significantly different. (p <0.05)

Material Composite |Porcelain| Emax | Enamic|Zirconia
Mean (MPa) 3.23 6.24 442 1377 |6.10 o 2
(a) Composite (b) Porcelain
e Enamic
Standard deviation|1.84 272 3 1.58 235 S8
Me: 9 7.8341.80 [38.5 I
SD/Mean x 100 |56. 43.57 67.8341.80 |38.57 !
(d) Emax (© Zirconia
Table 1 Shear bond strength of each material
. Figure 2 Mode of Adhesive Remnant Index
Surface roughness = agaihomady doms scores
| ] ned (Mean) [l Ra polished (Mean)
0w 0 1 2 3 Total
Composite| 2(20%) | 7(70%) | 1 (10%) | 0(0%) | 10 (100%)
”‘ Porcelain [ 0(0%) | 1(10%) | 0(0%) |9 (90%) | 10 (100%)
i Enamic 2(20%) | 2(20%) | 2 (20%) | 4 (40%) | 10 (100%)
Emax 0(0%) | 1(10%) | 1(10%) | 8 (80%) | 10 (100%)
0% I Zirconia 0(0%) 1(10%) | 1(10%) | 8 (80%) | 10 (100%)
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Figure 1 Surface roughness vaue of each materia

Table 2 Adhesiv e Remnant Index scores of each materia
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Only PL and ZR showed the adequate shear

bond strength for orthodontic bonding.

Every group, except RC, had adhesive failure

at adhesive-bracket interface. Which increased the
possibility of damage to the material surface due to
the need to wear out the remaining adhesive is
high.
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HC was the only group that did not have significant
different roughness values comparing before and
after polishing.
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