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Abstract
Objective: This in vitro study aimed to qualitatively and quantitatively evaluate the enamel surface after removal of residual orthodontic adhesive following 
bracket debonding. Surface evaluation was performed using scanning electron microscopy (SEM), while polishing time and surface roughness were assessed 
to compare the efficacy of four different adhesive removal techniques.
Materials and Methods: Fifty-one extracted human premolars were randomly allocated into five experimental groups (n = 10 each), with one tooth serving as 
a control. The adhesive removal methods included: G1 – Tungsten Carbide Burs, G2 – Enhance Polishing Points, G3 – DU10CA-Ortho Disc, G4 – Fiberglass 
Bur and G5 – Sof-Lex Pop-On Disc. After initial bondinand complete adhesive removal, surface roughness (Ra2) was measured. One sample per group 
underwent SEM analysis. Time required for adhesive removal and polishing was recorded. Polishing times were analyzed using ANOVA followed by Tukey’s 
post hoc test, while Ra2 values were compared using ANCOVA.
Results: Group 5 showed the lowest mean surface roughness (0.43 μm), followed by Groups 3 (0.71 μm), 4 (1.06 μm), 2 (1.21 μm), and 1 (2.1 μm), with 
statistically significant differences among groups (P ≤ 0.001). The fiberglass bur required significantly more time for adhesive removal than the other methods 
(P ≤ 0.001). SEM analysis revealed that all methods caused varying degrees of enamel surface damage.
Conclusion: All methods effectively removed adhesive remnants. DU10CA-Ortho and Sof-Lex discs provided smoother enamel surfaces with comparable 
time efficiency.
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1.  Introduction

The advent of adhesive dentistry, driven by the pioneering 
work of Buonocore, revolutionized orthodontic practice by 
introducing the technique of directly bonding appliances to 
tooth enamel.1 This approach enhanced clinical outcomes 
by improving aesthetics, providing better technical control, 
reducing patient discomfort, and facilitating oral hygiene. 
The adhesive materials used in this process rely on micro-
mechanical interlocking with etched enamel surfaces to 
form strong, durable bonds.2 However, this same adhesion 
complicates appliance removal, frequently leaving residual 
composite resin on the enamel.3 If inadequately removed, 
these remnants can lead to plaque accumulation, discoloration, 
and aesthetic concerns.4 Additionally, aggressive or improper 
debonding techniques may damage the enamel’s fluoride-

rich outer layer, increasing the risk of demineralization, 
staining, and bacterial colonization.3 Enamel surface 
roughness is particularly problematic, as it promotes bacterial 
adherence and impedes natural remineralization, especially 
in the presence of oral microorganisms such as Streptococcus 
mutans and Lactobacillus spp.4

The study aims to identify an adhesive removal method 
that optimally balances enamel surface preservation, cleaning 
efficiency, and clinical practicality following orthodontic 
bracket debonding.5

This study will evaluate and compare five commonly 
used adhesive removal systems—tungsten-carbide burs, 
Enhance polishing points (Dentsply), fiberglass burs (TDV), 
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DU10CA-Ortho discs (DHPRO), and Sof-Lex discs (3M 
ESPE)—in terms of enamel surface roughness, structural 
preservation, and time efficiency.6,7,8

The study focuses on assessing the effects of these 
adhesive removal systems through in vitro testing on extracted 
human premolars. It utilizes advanced analytical tools such as 
Scanning Electron Microscopy (SEM) and enamel roughness 
testers to objectively quantify enamel surface changes and 
validate each method’s clinical effectiveness.6,9 By addressing 
the lack of a standardized protocol, the study seeks to guide 
orthodontists toward more effective and enamel-safe post-
treatment adhesive removal strategies, thereby enhancing 
long-term oral health and aesthetics.10

2.  Materials and Methods

The present randomized controlled in vitro experimental 
study was designed to evaluate and compare enamel surface 
roughness after the removal of residual orthodontic adhesive 
using five different adhesive removal systems. A total of 51 
extracted human premolars were collected. Teeth selected met 
specific inclusion criteria: intact premolars extracted from 
patients aged 18–35 years, without caries, restorations, enamel 
defects, or history of orthodontic bonding. Teeth with cracks, 
trauma, restorations, hypoplasia, or previous bracket bonding 
were excluded. Among the 51 samples, 50 were divided into 
five experimental groups (G1–G5), each containing 10 teeth, 
while one tooth served as the control. (Figure 1)

Figure 1: Tooth sample divided into 5 groups (each group contains 10 tooth)
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G1 G2 G3 G4 G5

Figure 2: Polishing systems (G1 tunsten carbide bur,G2 polishing points,G3 polishing disc, G4 fiberglass bur, G5 sof-lex pop on )

Sample size calculation was performed using G*Power 
software (Version 3.1.9.6, University of Kiel, Germany). 
Using an effect size of 0.80, an alpha error of 0.05, and 90% 
power, the minimum required sample size was determined 
to be 10 per group. The calculated parameters included a 
non-centrality parameter of 176.765, a critical F-value of 
2.39, and an actual power of 0.902, resulting in a total of 51 
samples, including the control.

The necessary armamentarium for this study included 
etchants, light-cured adhesives, standard metal brackets 
(0.022 × 0.030-in), five adhesive removal systems, a high-
speed handpiece, orthodontic debonding pliers, a curing 
light, the surface roughness tester, and a scanning electron 
microscope. All procedures were consistently performed by 
the same operator under controlled laboratory conditions.11

Prior to the procedure, the teeth were stored in distilled 
water to preserve enamel integrity. Bonding was performed 
using 37% phosphoric acid etching for 30 seconds, followed 
by rinsing and drying.12 A light-cured orthodontic adhesive 
(Alpha bond) was applied to the bracket base and cured for 
5 seconds using an LED curing light. After a 7-day bonding 
period to ensure complete adhesive setting, brackets were 
removed using orthodontic debonding pliers with care to 
avoid enamel damage.13

Following debonding, residual adhesive was removed 
using one of five systems: G1 (Tungsten Carbide Burs), 
G2 (Enhance Polishing Points – Dentsply), G3 (DU10CA-
Ortho Discs – DHPRO), G4 (STAINBUSTER Fiberglass 
Burs – TDV), and G5 (Sof-Lex Pop-On Discs – 3M ESPE).
(Figure 2).14,15,16 Each system was applied under standardized 
conditions using a slow-speed handpiece with continuous 
water spray to avoid overheating and minimize enamel 
abrasion. The adhesive removal process was considered 
complete when the enamel appeared visually smooth and 
free of composite under artificial light. The time required 
for complete adhesive removal and polishing (PoTi) was 
measured using a stopwatch.17

2.1. Roughness analysis

Surface roughness was evaluated before bonding (Ra1) and 
after adhesive removal (Ra2) using the Mitutoyo SI-410 
Series Surface Roughness Tester. Measurements were taken 
at two different sites on each sample to ensure accuracy, and 

the arithmetic mean was calculated. One representative sample 
from each group, with Ra2 values closest to the group mean, was 
selected for scanning electron microscopy (SEM) evaluation.18

2.2. Evaluation in scanning electron Microscope-SEM

For SEM analysis, selected specimens were cleaned, 
sectioned, and fixed using a 2.5% glutaraldehyde solution. 
They were then dehydrated through graded ethanol 
concentrations and mounted on conductive grids using 
carbon tape. A gold coating of 5–20 nm thickness was applied 
via sputter coating to prepare the samples for imaging. SEM 
imaging was performed at magnifications of 1000x, 2000x, 
8000x, and 60,000x. All collected data and SEM images were 
stored for further analysis.

2.3. Statistical analysis

Statistical analysis was conducted using SPSS version 23.0. 
Descriptive statistics, including means, standard deviations, 
and percentages, were computed. The Shapiro-Wilk test was 
used to assess data normality, while Levene’s test evaluated 
homogeneity of variances. One-way ANOVA was employed 
for intergroup comparisons, followed by Tukey’s HSD 
test for post-hoc pairwise comparisons.19,20 A significance 
threshold of p < 0.05 was set. The Tukey test was applied 
to detect significant differences between group means while 
controlling the family-wise error rate using the studentized 
range distribution. The final interpretation of the data focused 
on identifying the resin removal method that offered minimal 
enamel damage while maintaining clinical effectiveness and 
optimal polishing outcomes.21

3.   Results

Intergroup Comparison of Surface Roughness Between 
Different Groups Tungsten Carbide Burs (Group 1) 
resulted in the highest mean change in surface roughness 
(2.1 ± 0.19 μm), indicating that this method caused the 
roughest enamel surface post-polishing. SOF-Lex Pop-On 
Polishing Disc (Group 5) exhibited the lowest mean change 
in surface roughness (0.26 ± 0.10 μm), meaning it resulted in 
the smoothest surface. Enhance Polishing Points (Group 2), 
DU10CA-Ortho Disc (Group 3), and Fibre Glass (Group 4) 
demonstrated intermediate surface roughness values of 1.64 
± 0.17 μm, 0.97 ± 0.14 μm, and 1.28 ± 0.13 μm,(Table 1) 
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Table 1: Intergroup comparison of surface roughness between different groups

Group Pre polishing Post polishing Mean change f-value p-value

G1: Tungsten Carbide Burs 0.80 ± 0.13 2.90 ± 0.25 2.1 ± 0.19 108.34 0.001

G2: Enhance Polishing Points 0.86 ± 0.16 2.50 ± 0.22 1.64 ± 0.17 107.32 0.001

G3: DU10CA-Ortho Disc (DHPro) 0.83 ± 0.13 1.80 ± 0.20 0.97 ± 0.14 109.36 0.001

G4: Fibre Glass 0.82 ± 0.12 2.10 ± 0.23 1.28 ± 0.13 108.19 0.001

G5: SOF-Lex Pop-On Polishing 
Disc (3M ESPE) 0.84 ± 0.11 1.10 ± 0.18 0.26 ± 0.10 106.24 0.001

Table 2: Post-Hoc Analysis of roughness

Group comparison Mean difference p-value Significance

G1 vs G2 0.46 0.001 Significant

G1 vs G3 1.13 0.001 Significant

G1 vs G4 0.82 0.001 Significant

G1 vs G5 1.84 0.001 Significant

G2 vs G3 0.67 0.001 Significant

G2 vs G4 0.36 0.001 Significant

G2 vs G5 1.38 0.001 Significant

G3 vs G4 0.31 0.001 Significant

G3 vs G5 0.71 0.001 Significant

G4 vs G5 1.02 0.001 Significant

Table 3: Time taken for removal of adhesive

Group Mean SD Std Error (SE) f-value p-value

G1: Tungsten Carbide Burs 29.46 2.12 0.13 300.73 0.001

G2: Enhance Polishing Points 32.91 2.21 0.17 298.72 0.001

G3: DU10CA-Ortho Disc (DHPro) 62.47 2.87 0.14 301.69 0.001

G4: Fibre Glass 49.95 2.35 0.11 299.68 0.001

G5: SOF-Lex Pop-On Polishing Disc 78.6 2.78 0.12 304.72 0.001

Table 4: Post-Hoc analysis: time taken for removal of adhesive

Group comparison Mean difference p-value Significance

G1 vs G2 –3.45 0.001 Significant

G1 vs G3 –33.01 0.001 Significant

G1 vs G4 –20.49 0.001 Significant

G1 vs G5 –49.14 0.001 Significant

G2 vs G3 –29.56 0.001 Significant

G2 vs G4 –12.52 0.001 Significant

G2 vs G5 –16.13 0.001 Significant

G3 vs G4 –17.04 0.001 Significant

G3 vs G5 –45.69 0.001 Significant

G4 vs G5 -28.65 0.001 Significant

Statistical analysis (f-value = 108.34, p = 0.001) 
confirmed that the differences in surface roughness among 

the groups were highly significant. Post-hoc analysis 
(Table 2) revealed that Group 1 (Tungsten Carbide Burs) 
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exhibited significantly higher roughness than all other 
groups, while Group 5 (SOF-Lex Pop-On Polishing Disc) 
consistently showed the lowest surface roughness. Group 
3 was smoother than Group 2 and Group 4, with Group 4 
being smoother than Group 2 (Table 1) showing roughness 
analysis after polishing with different polshing systems. 
(Figure 3) Tungsten Carbide Burs resulted in the roughest 
enamel surface post-polishing. SOF-Lex Pop-On Polishing 
Disc produced the smoothest surface.All group comparisons 
showed statistically significant differences, with Group 1 
causing the most enamel roughness and Group 5 causing 
the least. Post-hoc analysis confirmed that all pairwise 
comparisons between groups were significant (p < 0.001).22

Intergroup Comparison evaluation of time taken in 
different groups. Tungsten Carbide Burs (Group 1) was the 
quickest method for adhesive removal, with an average time 
of 29.46 seconds. SOF-Lex Pop-On Polishing Disc (Group 5) 
took the longest time for adhesive removal, with an average 
time of 78.60 seconds. Enhance Polishing Points (Group 2) 
and DU10CA-Ortho Disc (Group 3) required 32.91 seconds 
and 62.47 seconds, respectively, which was significantly less 
time than Group 5 but more time than Group 1.Statistical 
analysis (f-value = 300.731, p = 0.001) showed significant 
differences in the time taken for adhesive removal among 
all groups. (Table 3)

Post-hoc analysis confirmed that Group 1 (Tungsten 
Carbide Burs) took significantly less time than all other 
groups, with the difference ranging from 3.45 minutes to 49.14 
seconds. Similarly, Group 5 (SOF-Lex Pop-On Polishing 
Disc) took the longest time to remove adhesive compared to 
all other groups (Table 4) and (Table 3) represents time taken 
by different polishing system.

Tungsten Carbide Burs demonstrated the fastest adhesive 
removal. SOF-Lex Pop-On Polishing Disc required the most 
time to remove adhesive.

The difference in time for adhesive removal among 
all groups was statistically significant (p < 0.001). Post-
hoc analysis confirmed that all pairwise comparisons 
were significant, with Group 1 (Tungsten Carbide Burs) 
being significantly faster than all other groups, and Group 
5 (SOF-Lex Pop-On Polishing Disc) being the slowest. 
Statistical Significance: All intergroup comparisons for 
both surface roughness and time for adhesive removal were 
statistically significant (p < 0.001), suggesting that the 
differences observed in both parameters were not due to 
chance. SEM microphotographs of all five groups (G1, G2, 
G3, G4 and G5) (Figure 3)–(Figure 7). Tungsten Carbide 
Burs caused the highest increase in surface roughness, 
leading to a significantly rougher enamel surface. SOF-
Lex Pop-On Polishing Disc produced the smoothest enamel 
surface post-polishing, with minimal roughness. Time for 
Adhesive Removal: Tungsten Carbide Burs were the most 
time-efficient for adhesive removal, while SOF-Lex Pop-
On Polishing Disc took the longest time. SEM (scanning 

electron microscopic) evaluation of all five different groups 
G1(Figure 3), G2(Figure 4), G3(Figure 5), G4(Figure 6), 
G5(Figure 7) are given below.

Figure 3: SEM evaluation of enamel surface after polishing 
with tungsten carbide burs, (G1). At magnification 1000x, 2000, 
8000x and 60000x magnification.

Figure 4: SEM evaluation of enamel surface after polishing 
with Polishing points(G2).At magnification 1000x, 2000, 
8000x and 60000x magnification.

Figure 5: SEM evaluation of enamel surface after polishing 
with Polishing disc(G3).At magnification 1000x, 2000, 
8000x and 60000x magnification

https://chance.se/
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Figure 6: SEM evaluation of enamel surface after polishing 
with fiberglass bur(G4).At magnification 1000x, 2000, 8000x 
and 60000x magnification.

Figure 7: SEM evaluation of enamel surface after polishing with 
sof-lex pop on disc(G5). At magnification 1000x,2000,8000x 
and 60000x magnification

4.  Discussion

The methodology employed in this study for both quantitative 
and qualitative evaluation of enamel surface alterations—
using a surface roughness tester and Scanning Electron 
Microscopy (SEM), respectively—has previously been 
validated as reliable and reproducible for assessing enamel 
surface morphology following adhesive removal.

Surface roughness is particularly significant as it 
influences bacterial adhesion, plaque accumulation, and the 
risk of enamel demineralization, ultimately affecting long-
term oral health and aesthetics (Greenhalgh Thys D., 2024).14

All methods evaluated in this study demonstrated 
success in removing residual resin. All methods tested caused 
enamel alterations to a greater or lesser degree. This study 
compared five commonly used adhesive removal systems—
Tungsten Carbide Burs (G1), Enhance Polishing Points (G2), 
DU10CA-Ortho Discs (G3), Fibre Glass Burs (G4), and 
SOF-Lex Pop-on Discs (G5)—with respect to enamel surface 

roughness and removal time. Distinct morphological changes 
were observed in all groups under SEM evaluation at varying 
magnifications (1000x to 60000x).

1.	 Group 1: Tungsten Carbide Burs (G1)Tungsten 
Carbide Burs demonstrated the highest enamel 
roughness (2.1 ± 0.19 μm), with SEM images 
revealing deep, non-parallel, and irregular scratch 
patterns. This confirms their high cutting efficiency 
but also their aggressive impact on enamel 
integrity.19 Although post-polishing may reduce 
surface irregularities, as suggested by Greenhalgh 
et al.14 roughness in this study remained higher than 
in some previous reports.

2.	 Group 2: Enhance Polishing Points (G2)Enhance 
Polishing Points produced moderate surface 
roughness (1.64 ± 0.17 μm) with finer, more 
parallel scratch marks, indicating a gentler action 
compared to burs. These results align with prior 
studies suggesting that while polishing points are 
less damaging than carbide burs, they still impart 
measurable surface abrasion.

3.	 Group 3: DU10CA-Ortho Discs (G3)DU10CA-
Ortho Discs exhibited one of the lowest surface 
roughness values (0.97 ± 0.14 μm), with SEM 
images showing surfaces closely resembling 
untreated enamel at higher magnifications. These 
results corroborate findings by Claudino et al. and 
Greenhalgh Thys D.12,14 who highlighted the enamel-
preserving characteristics of these discs. Despite their 
effectiveness, the time required for adhesive removal 
was relatively long (62.47 seconds), indicating a 
trade-off between speed and enamel conservation.

4.	 Group 4: Fibre Glass Burs (G4) Fibre Glass Burs 
resulted in intermediate surface roughness (1.28 ± 
0.13 μm), with SEM revealing irregular and chaotic 
scratch patterns. They were less aggressive than 
Tungsten Carbide Burs but more abrasive than 
disc systems. Their adhesive removal time (49.95 
seconds) also reflected a balance between efficiency 
and enamel preservation.

5.	 Group 5: SOF-Lex Pop-on Discs (G5)SOF-Lex 
Discs yielded the smoothest enamel surfaces (0.26 
± 0.10 μm), with minimal and shallow scratches. 
However, their use was the most time-consuming 
(78.60 seconds), making them less efficient for 
high-paced clinical environments.

Time vs. Enamel Preservation: There was a clear inverse 
relationship between removal time and enamel surface 
roughness. Faster systems like Tungsten Carbide Burs (29.46 
seconds) and Enhance Polishing Points (32.91 seconds) 
were also the most abrasive.15 In contrast, slower systems 
such as DU10CA-Ortho Discs and SOF-Lex Discs provided 
superior enamel preservation but at the cost of longer 
clinical time. This trade-off aligns with the observations of 
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aniszewska‑Olszowska.19 reinforcing the need for clinicians 
to consider both time constraints and enamel health when 
selecting an adhesive removal method.

Despite these insights, it is important to acknowledge the 
limitations of this in vitro study. Biological responses such 
as pulpal irritation and potential thermal effects from rotary 
tools could not be assessed. Additionally, clinical conditions 
may affect polishing times and outcomes, and these might 
differ from the controlled setting of the present study.

5.  Conclusion

1.	 In conclusion, this study highlights the trade-offs 
between time efficiency and enamel preservation 
when selecting adhesive removal techniques. 
Enamel surface roughness (from highest roughness 
value to lowest roughness value) among five 
polishing system: G1>G2>G4>G3>G5. Time taken 
by all 5 polishing system: G5>G3>G4>G2>G1.

2.	 Clinicians must carefully weight the need for 
efficiency against the long-term preservation 
of enamel integrity when selecting a removal 
technique. Further studies on the long-term effects 
of these techniques are necessary to guide clinical 
decision-making and optimize patient outcomes.

3.	 After bracket removal, it is recommended that a 
24-blade rounded-end truncated cone carbide bur 
be used to eliminate the thick excess of adhesive 
and then that the resin remnant be removed with 
DU10CA-Ortho tips or Sof-Lex discs.

6. Source of Funding

None.

7.  Conflict of Interest

None.

References
1.	 Buonocore MG. A simple method of increasing the adhesion of 

acrylic filling materials to enamel surfaces. J Dent Res. 1955, 
34(6):849–53. doi: 10.1177/00220345550340060801.

2.	 Inchingolo F, Inchingolo AM, Riccaldo L, Morolla R, Sardano 
R, Di Venere D, et al. Structural and Color Alterations of Teeth 
following Orthodontic Debonding: A Systematic Review. J Funct 
Biomater. 2024;15(5):1–15. doi: 10.3390/jfb15050123.

3.	 Tu Y, Ren H, He Y, Ying J, Chen Y. Interaction between 
microorganisms and dental material surfaces: general concepts and 
research progress. J Oral Microbiol. 2023;15(1):1–15.

4.	 Reynolds IR. A Review of Direct Orthodontic Bonding. Br J 
Orthod. 1975; 2:171–8. doi: 10.1080/0301228X.1975.11743666

5.	 Bosco E, Potrubacz MI, Arrizza L, Chimenti C, Tepedino M. 
Enamel preservation during composite removal after orthodontic 
debonding comparing hydroabrasion with rotary instruments. Dent 
Mater J. 2020; 39(3):367–374. doi: 10.4012/dmj.2019-053.

6.	 Yassaei S, Joshan N, Abdolahy S, Abadi AHR. Comparative 
evaluation of three methods of adhesive remnant removal 
after orthodontic bracket debonding. Dental Press J Orthod. 
2023;27(6):1–26. doi:10.1590/2177‑6709.27.6.e2220352

7.	 Eminkahyagil N, Arman A, Cetinşahin A, Karabulut E. Effect 
of resin-removal methods on enamel and shear bond strength 

of rebonded brackets. Angle Orthod. 2006; 76(2):314–21. doi: 
10.1043/0003-3219(2006)076[0314:EORMOE]2.0.CO;2.

8.	 Cesur E, Arslan C, Orhan AI, Bilecenoğlu B, Orhan K. Effect of 
different resin removal methods on enamel after metal and ceramic 
bracket debonding: an in vitro micro-computed tomography study. 
J Orofac Orthop. 2022; 83(3):157–171. doi: 10.1007/s00056-021-
00306-1.

9.	 Sigiliao LCF, Marquezan M, Elias CN, Ruellas AC, Sant’Anna 
EF. Efficiency of different protocols for enamel clean-up after 
bracket debonding: an in vitro study. Dental Press J Orthod. 2015, 
20(5):78–85. doi: 10.1590/2177-6709.20.5.078-085.oar.

10.	 Thys DG, Martins FRP, Cardinal L, Ribeiro GLU. In vitro enamel 
surface roughness analysis of 4 methods for removal of remaining 
orthodontic adhesive after bracket debonding. Angle Orthod. 2023; 
93(2):213–221. doi: 10.2319/031722-227.1.

11.	 Can-Karabulut DC, Ozyurt P, Gurbuz A, Gullu A. Usage of fiber-
reinforced resin instruments in interproximal surfaces. Eur J Dent. 
2008, 2(2):96–101.

12.	 Claudino D, Kuga MC, Belizário L, Pereira JR. Enamel 
evaluation by scanning electron microscopy after debonding 
brackets and removal of adhesive remnants. J Clin Exp Dent. 
2018;10(3):e248‑e251. doi:10.4317/jced.54553.

13.	 Øgaard B, Fjeld M: The enamel surface and bonding in 
orthodontics. Semin Orthod. 2010; 16(1):37–48.

14.	 Thys DG, Martins FRP, Cardinal L, Ribeiro GLU. In vitro enamel 
surface roughness analysis of 4 methods for removal of remaining 
orthodontic adhesive after bracket debonding. Angle Orthod. 
2023;93(2):213–221. doi: 10.2319/031722-227.1.

15.	 Vanya RM, Chirla A, Digumarthi UK, Karri T, Radhika B, 
Manojna S. Enamel surface roughness evaluation after debonding 
and residual resin removal using four different burs. J Contemp 
Orthod. 2023;7(3):173–181. doi:10.18231/j.jco.2023.030.

16.	 Ruiz JL, Finger WJ, Sasazaki H, Komatsu M. Removal of Invisalign 
retention attachments: a new minimally invasive method. Compend 
Contin Educ Dent. 2009; 30(9):634–6.

17.	 Koide K, Tanaka S, Endo T. Use of the Er,Cr:YSGG laser for 
removing remnant adhesive from the enamel surface in rebonding 
of orthodontic brackets. Odontology. 2020; 108(2):271–79. 
doi: 10.1007/s10266-019-00448-0.

18.	 Sugsompian K, Tansalarak R, Piyapattamin T. Comparison of 
the enamel surface roughness from different polishing methods: 
scanning electron microscopy and atomic force microscopy 
investigation. Eur J Dent. 2020; 14(2):299–305. doi: 10.1055/s-
0040-1709945.

19.	 Janiszewska-Olszowska J, Tandecka K, Szatkiewicz T, Stepień P, 
Sporniak‑Tutak K, Grocholewicz K. Three‑dimensional analysis 
of enamel surface alteration resulting from orthodontic 
clean‑up—comparison of three different tools. BMC Oral Health. 
2015;15(1):1–7. doi: 10.1186/s12903-015-0131-6

20.	 Cardoso LAM, Valdrighi HC, Filho MV, Correr AB. Effect of 
adhesive remnant removal on enamel topography after bracket 
debonding. Dental Press J Orthod. 2014; 19(6):105–12. doi: 
10.1590/2176-9451.19.6.105-112.oar.

21.	 Pont HB, Ozcan M, Bagis B, Ren Y. Loss of surface enamel after 
bracket debonding: an in-vivo and ex-vivo evaluation. Am J Orthod 
Dentofacial Orthop. 2010; 138(4):e1-387–e9. doi: 10.1016/j.
ajodo.2010.01.028.

22.	 Soares Tenório KC, Neupmann Feres MF, Tanaka CJ, Augusto 
MKM, Rodrigues JA, Pereira da Silva HD, et al. In vitro evaluation 
of enamel surface roughness and morphology after orthodontic 
debonding: traditional cleanup systems versus polymer bur. Int 
Orthod. 2020, 18(3):546–554. doi: 10.1016/j.ortho.2020.04.006.

Cite this article: Singh R, Singh AK, Yadav OS, Ragland 
A, Ghodke P. Enamel surface roughness analysis following 
bracket debonding using five different residual adhesive removal 
system: An in vitro study. IP Indian J Orthod Dentofacial Res. 
2025;11(3):213–219.


