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Comparative study on the influence of two kinds of different self-locking brackets on the dental arch shape
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[Abstract] Objective By analyzing changes of dental arch width and length during the aligning and leveling period
(non-extraction case) with two kinds of self-locking bracket, compare the difference between the active self-locking
bracket with the passive bracket. Methods The data of dental arch perimeter change amount and dental arch width
and length change amount (WU/L3, WU/L4, WU/LS, WU/L6, U/LL) were statistically analyzed using the correlation and
regression method by comparing active and passive brackets for the correction of dental arch variations. Two different
brackets for the correction of the measured values of the dental arch variations was analyzed by t-test. Results There
were statistical relationships between the amount of arch perimeter increase and the amount of width and length in-
crease. The regression equation was statistically significant (P < 0.05), It was greater impacted arch width increase to
arch perimeter in the self-locking. The t-test results showed WU3, WL3, WL6, LR 4 measured values (P < 0.05) statisti-
cally significant in the active self-locking group and passive group. Conclusion Active and passive self-locking brack-
et have good arch expansion effecting. The active self-locking bracket is slightly dominant than the passive bracket in

the expansion of the canine width whereas the active self-locking bracket is better than the passive in the expansion of
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the mandibular first molar and arch perimeter which should be widely applied to the appropriate cases.

[Key words] Self-locking bracket; ~Arch width and length; Arch perimeter; Arch expansion; Canine
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analysis between the two groups
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Figure 1 Facial and intraoral pictures before treatment
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Figure 2 Facial and intraoral pictures after treatment
301 i GEFCAE AU HAE I 0.5 mm, #8278 A BIFCAE AT A

AHIE 5T PR R U6 i E HE ST T B B A
9 Ni-Ti 55 22 HLf R R — i A — B R =
2, MR N IF S RESKENER EEES ~
12 510 RS I B A AR 18 ~ 25 %, F
SR EMKEMANREN, SRS RESK
B B AR AL R IR A T 5 R (IR T RN o 0 15 6
S B 0.018 HE ) x 0.025 i) Ni-Ti 22 4 & )5,
HE T8 7 I il BB | R AT 8 5 9 B N AR fE
PPEAG

FBhH GHE A A 5 R AR N 5 v R AT
FER AT BB ARSCHE . ESh AR B S K
I w0 R R B 55 KK WUS . WU4 . WU6,
UL.WU3, i g 3h 41k WU4 ., WUS5 . WU6, UL, WU3,
F B X G0 5 R A 38N R i R o ) 55
WK Jy WL6 \WL5 \WILA LL . WL3, ¥ sh 41 %}~ 65 oF
5 JE K 0 18 0 e Ak R H 5 #5548 WL
WL4 WL5 \LL \WL3, Jeits F shdl ik 2wk ah 4l , 4 %1
Eii Ry ol BUNL G A RS RS RN - ) || 2 R D
JAE i HARLAG A Beny e BE RS Nk 32, Pandis 45
FIAF 5T 2, A BT AT 38 Jin s 25 (] 5 24 2 mm , %

SIS F SE R . A BT TR 45 L , FOAE (A
/N FERETRIFE /N A9 T/ BRI FEHE S BT By
BOW Ni-Ti 22 G S RIB 5000, A T8 5 S B 1Y
PR, X SR R s R

P 2H 44 I (8 A BB 45 1 R, WU3  WIL3
WL6 LR WA Gt ¥ X Foh AP LT
RA Y vEFEEEAS AN BN 178, 43 B L5 R AT fig 2
DAL Ay P A A 002 2 00 ) 2 AN TR T B
Quick 3.0 FEAEZE R I () 5% J&—7° , Tl Damon Q
PRUEFCRETER T I B 56 JE 02 70, BRI L AR S 56 44
DL 0.018 B 5] x 0.025 J 1 #8 9 Ni-Ti )5 22 4 &
Jei 9 HE 55 4 ST A o I ] ORI 5 4k 4 | FE A
IR, UL B 3 A B AE R T P SR
T ES AP, LHRT Y RIEX T
AR 5 B BR A Wk /0N, R R 2R 2 T R A X A
Uf . FE ABAAE T WS B S TN
A T4 1 8140, Quick 3.0 FLAEFE S — B8 oF 1Y
4 & —20°1f] Damon Q FrifEFEAE 7E 2 — B F 11
BRSO -300, RIIL F2 30 A BEAL 5 — B AR T B
Lo T ANFLRE X I 0 = 2 ] S R AR B RN



A& ERAE 2017F2H $£25% F2#

+ 109 -

RS R, ARSI 3 F Bi2H 5 9k 3h [ Bl
I IR EDE B9 5 22, W R B RS AH L 3230 A 8
FORE T 2 14 = 4R S AE, AT RE A R T F B
3o AWETER W FE 55 sl A BT HEST R F B B
JEE 452 3 A0 it FH S (R) s JG BE B 2 S e R L R
2 22 5 7% 08 5 O N B B AT R IR RN A
Ko EWNFH B AN A SHERE RS S A
WY AT — o I A S VR AT, X AT R 2F S
K3, mi B 5 RS B 8y 5 f
R AW TR 34 R 18 JH 2 DL B o
58 At HEBR R 2 — B b A% sh iyl RE L A
WA ST Th 5 7 BEERE T S R A
M2 I8 5 O T AR — B A Y TE R S
SKEVIRAL, XNEHE " A 5L
H 22 5 Ferl o kB A B eE S R
KN TE 2R MRKEE IS BOE 5 SR IS i 2k AS . A
BZH AL GE A T A0 5 F A 0 32 BEER R AR R T
LA — M OF TR LT, A B T AR — R
B B 1 AR A6 2 5 TS B AR A R TR GR A
A e 40 28 75 K BRI AR 2 [] i B 1) 728 Ak okt 2 =5
S R S L R

s LAAE o 191 0 52 s A R 4% SR AR A 2 5 AH
XF O R B TR E PR ORER X BRAE TR YT S B
TR R I R PEAN A, 12 91 58 3 AR A5 38 B 17
BHRai R34 LL b, Rt e 2, b KA
ERiC Sk A N ERIR G 7 4F X S 58 R ABO-
OGS VP43 AT R IFHT G ST 00, A 5 A
RO/ N B TE G A i S, BT
P i 0 PR b A48 A AT LUIRAS R AT A T VA RICR A
KRRV . (ARSI 20 8 3 in e il K R 3
RNV, ]I Y S E R e A TR
B

A 5T 38 15 XF Quick 3.0 F64E 5 Damon Q H 4
U6 o R LGRS, A3 AT AN R TG 8 6 A 5 TR R )
W, 5 A SR S0k sh A BT A A R Y
PR, B S R RGN 2 R RS S
BOF 5 08 BE WS I AR AT . B sh A SR TE BT
WA et T 32 3h B BIFEAY , 0 32 3h B BERY
TE T ash — A5 T 45 MKWy R Tosh A
LR

(1]

(9]

(10]

(11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

S % Uk

Harradine NW. Self-ligating brackets and treatment efficiency[J].
Clinical Orthodontics and Research, 2001, 4(4): 220-227.
Turkkahraman H, Sayin M, Bozkur FY, et al. Archwire ligation
techniques, microbial colonization, and periodontal status in
orthodontically treated patients[J]. Angle Orthodontist, 2005, 75
(2): 231-236.
Pringle AM, Petrie A, Cunninghan SJ, et a.l Prospectiv random-
ized clinical trial to compare pain levels associate with 2 orthodon-
tic fixed bracket systems[J]. Am J Ortho Dentofacial Orthop, 2009,
136(2): 160-167.
Tecco S, Attilio M, Tete S, et al. Prevalence and type opain during
conventional and self - ligating orthodontic treatment[J].Eur J Or-
thod, 2009, 31(4): 380-384.
223 A, 2207, 4 N Quick [ BFEAY RGUEFIA LA 51
PIEFA S S5 M= 23 B[] F B 2%, 2010, 30(10): 609-611.
Fortini A, Lupoli M, Cacciafesta V. A new low-friction ligation sys-
tem|J]. J Clin Orthod, 2005, 39(8): 464-470.
Harradine N. Self-lighting brackets increase treatment efficienc[J].
Am ] Orthod Dentofacial Orthop, 2013, 143(1) : 10-18.
Sandhu SS, Shetty VS, Mogra S, et al. Efficiency, behavior, and
clinical properties of super elastic Ni-Ti versus multistranded
stainless steel wires[J]. Angle Orthod, 2012, 82(5): 915-921.
TR, BRAKE . IR A 1 A KR B )] H I IE IR 27, 2007, 2(4):
15-19.
BRSO IR A M. PY 22 AL A5 R ], 2003: 51.
TR, BETPE, sk DI, . SmantClip [ BUFFIA R K A Bl E
HEFF RN BEA 5 G BE B A BE S R A IS []. I 12 2 T 5
2010, 26(6): 857-859.
Pandis N, Polychronopoulou A, Makou M, et al. Mandibular den-
tal arch changes associated with treatment of crowding using self-
ligating and conventional brackets[]J]. Eur J Orthod, 2010, 32(3):
248-253.
B WRHE, T, 45 8 s F BTN 2 S T8 AR L
XF LEBFSEL]. H R, 2014, 34(8): 618-620.
Brauchli LM, Senn C, Wichelhaus A. Active and passive self-liga-
tion-a myth[J]. Angle Orthod, 2011, 81(2): 312-318.
Pandis N, Polychronopoulou A, Eliades T. Active or passive self-
ligting brackets?A randomized controlled trial of comparative effi-
ciencyin resolving maxillary anterior crowding in adolescents[]J].
Am ] Orthod Dentofacial Orthop, 2010, 137( 1) : 1-12.
P51, ki, B A R T Damon £ ARG A1 B E 19 o
MRS T A, 2008, 17(3): 243-249.
X5, BRI, TRARAR, 45, F DB SR 0 TR HE 5 4
S Be A S AR LR AR SEPERTSE ). )T AR B R, 2013,
21(4): 199-203.
KB, B2, AUZR, 45, § S BRRBCR I RITA ). Eat
JrsBE2, 2015, 23 (6): 337-342.

(g 2FX,INE)





