Oz &mBAE 2017FES5A $25% H5H -+ 311 -
[ DOI]10.12016/j.issn.2096-1456.2017.05.007 - IGRFR -

REEESFUTOEE B S EFEREER
[ SR BR AL E B — B R

FRRS,  EHER, NEE?, w4, R, ama’
LaFTERAXFoRER( AEOBRER)ESA, & 7N (510280); 2. BLEEIHELARAG, B &
2(710075); 3. PEAFEXFAFESR, LF(100049); 4. 7 AWK BEER, ) 4& 7 M (510000)

(FZE] BH AU EIEM B s B L8 578 B0 an A BB i 7 & 2% 5,
VLS A 850 A0 FE R () ORG24 60 8 00 — B R SRR o iR IR S P AR A B AL O AR A |
PEAT FERE € L B 15 BT AR 38 5 8] 30K 45 5 B ST ALK ST R B =0 4 A B AL AL B, OrthoRx
B TE I A SRR A BT A SR R R B SR AR A TR B E R . BROA T
PLFEHETE R AL R A b A8 5 00 46 A B B AL b A7 i 2B 25 1/ T A 56 {8 0.20 mm, 515 1%
HERAZITEEL(P<005), &it FEMTEL T SRR ER A0S 5006 A B EAEBA
—BUp:,

[XgiA] B esal, JoiliEn; RERYS; HRITHE: EW

(PES%ES] R7835  [XEFEEB] A [XEHS] 2096-1456(2017)05-0311-05

(SIAZEREX] TR, R, XRRE, 5 TR sl b7 85 B R 45 5 7% J5 52 Bn AL B 1Y
—FPERFF ). F I BTG, 2017, 25(5): 311-315.

Study on the consistency of the position of the brackets on the digital occlusal model and the actual position af-
ter indirect bonding WAN Xian-feng', WANG Hui-ling’, LIU Zhen-huan®, ZHANG Jin-cai’, DUAN Pei-jia‘, BAO
Li-na'. 1. Department of Orthodontics, Stomatological Hospital of Southern Medical University (Guangdong Provincial
Stomatological Hospital), Guangzhou 510280, China; 2. Xi’an Henghui Technology Co. ltd, Xi’an 710075, China; 3. Uni-
versity of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China; 4. Guangdong Xieda Stomatological Hospital, Guang-
zhou 510000, China

Corresponding author: DUAN Pei-jia, Email: duanpeijia@sina.com, Tel: 0086-20-89103678

[Abstract] Objective To provide the experimental basis for the coherence of the indirect bond position by compar-
ing the position of the bracket on the digital occlusal model and the position of the transfer to the initial plaster model.
Methods Fifteen digitized models were selected for the brackets on the dental denture model, the brackets were trans-
ferred to the initial plaster model by indirect bond transfer trays, The line distance between each bracket position in dig-
ital dental model and initial plaster model was measured with OrthoRx software. Results The difference between the
position of the orthodontic brackets and the position of the initial plaster model was less than 0.20 mm, and the differ-
ence was statistically significant (P < 0.05). Conclusion The position of the bracket on the digital occlusal model is
consistent with that of the original plaster model, which provides a theoretical basis for digital indirect bonding.

[Key words] Digital dental model; Bracket positioning; Indirect bonding; Transfer tray; Orthodontics

(#FBH] 2016-07-15; [fE£EIHHA] 2016-08-27

(E£WMB] | AR E EERAHOR TR S: (A2014606)

[1EE® ] R B EALEE, 61, Email : wanxianfengwx@126.com
[BEE ] BedifE, FATBEIN, 1, Email : duanpeijia@sina.com



+ 312 -

A& ®RE 201758 %$£25% £S5

=i M I N I A < 5 N DR S -3
JEE NS EE T EAE TR = R, A
ECRER W RC N P RSN b L WSS N A A
SIS P A S AIIE S R Y (R
b =4 4 iR BEAT SO R UL 7, aE e T
AL B BT AR AL RO FT AL, 7 K AT 5 fir
10 E e B 2 JR A I, LB o TR R 25 1 v e
I B A A I PR AR AT I 8] o Bl A R A = 4
AR K R, B 7 A 1] 32k 235 AR At 3% i o T
TE W I PR o i 4l SureSmile 48 I HT 1 JEE Y
FIRAOCR IR SR, IR 3k L2 AR e AL oy =
AERCF AL BRL, 7 o SE Al b S PR A B9 R 400 E
2, I AR AS 1 1 Ta] 42 K 25 48 B e B vl iR 5
o BR THEHLARE R U0 B0 TR E 10 BE 75K B
Fere R N, RO TR AR BT A
I A7 B ] HORY 45 e B 2 1N A A —
BOME . H AT SC TSR U0 B S R AR R 9 SE PR
Rl 25 7 B Y 22 SR B O S AGE B D o AR SO
FEME A B AL U T B 0 S 5 B = 0 0
AR DA A 25 5, LU I PR FE R 8] 2 kG
ZEfe LAk

1 #RF T E

1.1 AR EL RS

L1l BFSEX ks 2012451 H—201347 A
TR TR 5 e 1F B A FH PG 2 1H B AR A R
O A TCHERE BB B I6 B HEA T8 IA 10 48 46 B T 8
HAS ], b B3 B, otk 124, AR 23 ~ 38 %
V1492775 Hot Angle | 85545 85 9141, Angle 11
KA BE 6B,

YN F e fE R B O B 8 K (28 ~ 32 FL T
W), BKEAF, BWIET, K& EBEMK, TRE
BT M8 FE I AV, O Jo i BE BEAE . HEBR
PRUE . CBCT BRMGRTE M . B AIE W &, 28 7
T A
1.1.2 S23i% 4% NewTom 3G #EJE # CT(QR SRL
oAl BRA]) o A RS 3Shape D700 H. 5 — 4k
WO AL (3Shape 2~ A, P14 ) o THAHLAE (4 R
4t . Intel Core 2 Duo mit2.0 GHz A B 2% NFF 2 GB,
fifi % 500 Go TFRMLEAE : OrthoRx (V4 %2 1H B RH
AN, MR G . A E4 ™ (WL E &
FHEABRAFD o
12 HFH =Y TR eds

Ji kS BESCHR[10], 6 15 5] 28 35 AR | 2 a A

RISEATE A, TR LS ARG BB AL,
1.3 Bhiesk gl

FH & AT BRFERE & AEXT 15 DM ECEAR
AR |4 112 1A (28 00 R A T AR DL TR 2 A7 o
1.4 P ia) & F AL AL 6 H] &

FIIFH OrthoRx % Ml 3 4 45 5 7 1) 1 6 1S 18 (1)
V5 AT 5 A HES Ab R R BT A O 4 AR A
Gy AT RIS N, A8 48 Fa 10 2 145 5 8 HE 51 A TR B
() A AL (1) .

Bl A
Figure 1  Model board
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Figure 2  Difference between locations of braces in digital dental model and plaster model
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Table 1  Measurement of software position and initial of plaster model position x+s, mm
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xxs 95%CI1 x+ts 95%C1 95%CI1 xxs 95%C1

11 0.125+0.068 0.087 ~0.162 0.126 +0.077 0.083 ~0.168 0.113+0.081 0.067 ~0.158 0.121 £0.074 -0.101 ~-0.057 -7.159  <0.001
12 0.129+0.055 0.099 ~0.160 0.127 +0.059 0.094 ~0.160 0.152+0.076 0.110 ~0.194 0.136 +0.064 -0.083 ~-0.045 -6.702 <0.001
13 0.096 £0.067 0.059 ~0.133 0.113+0.078 0.071 ~0.157 0.109£0.069 0.071 ~0.147 0.106 +0.070 -0.115~-0.073 -8.983 <0.001
14 0.108 £0.075 0.066 ~0.149 0.118 £0.070 0.079 ~ 0.159 0.105 +0.069 0.067 ~0.144 0.110+0.075 -0.101 ~-0.069 -8.582  <0.001
15 0.105+0.094 0.053 ~0.157 0.106 +0.052 0.077 ~0.135 0.111+0.056 0.080 ~0.142 0.107+0.068 -0.113 ~-0.072 -9.133  <0.001
21 0.109+0.045 0.084 ~0.134 0.131 +0.050 0.103 ~0.159 0.083 +£0.070 0.044 ~0.122 0.107+0.058 -0.110~-0.075 -10.582 <0.001
22 0.098 £0.054 0.068 ~0.128 0.108 +0.051 0.079 ~0.136 0.105+0.051 0.076 ~0.133 0.104 +0.051 -0.112~-0.081 -12.642 <0.001
23 0.116 £0.068 0.078 ~0.154 0.149 +£0.071 0.110~0.189 0.146+0.059 0.113 ~0.179 0.137+0.067 -0.083 ~-0.043 -6.327 <0.001
24 0.115+0.064 0.080 ~0.151 0.112+0.061 0.078 ~0.146 0.085+0.058 0.053 ~0.118 0.104+0.061 -0.114 ~-0.077 -10.452 <0.001
25 0.117+0.051 0.088 ~0.144 0.104 +0.040 0.082 ~0.126 0.080+0.028 0.064 ~0.095 0.100+0.042 -0.113 ~-0.088 -15.792 <0.001
31 0.104 £0.068 0.067 ~0.142 0.111+0.080 0.067 ~0.156 0.108 £0.019 0.068 ~ 0.148 0.108 +0.072 -0.104 ~-0.070 -8.601 < 0.001
32 0.102+0.052 0.073 ~0.130 0.108 £0.053 0.078 ~ 0.137 0.094 +0.061 0.060 ~0.128 0.101 £0.054 -0.085 ~-0.083 -12.166 <0.001
33 0.127+0.066 0.090 ~0.164 0.143 +0.060 0.110 ~0.126 0.120£0.066 0.068 ~ 0.120 0.130+0.063 -0.089 ~-0.051 -7.412  <0.001
34 0.153+0.069 0.114 ~0.191 0.139+0.081 0.094 ~0.184 0.127+£0.077 0.085 ~0.170 0.140+0.075 -0.083 ~-0.038 -5.405 <0.001
35 0.140+0.044 0.115~0.165 0.131+0.047 0.106 ~0.158 0.143 +£0.052 0.115~0.158 0.139+0.047 -0.076 ~-0.047 -8.724 <0.001
41 0.101 £0.087 0.053 ~0.149 0.108 £0.086 0.061 ~0.156 0.099 +0.053 0.070 ~0.137 0.103+0.075 -0.120 ~-0.075 -8.680 < 0.001
42 0.108 +£0.052 0.080 ~0.137 0.114£0.064 0.079 ~0.150 0.110+0.075 0.069 ~0.151 0.111 +0.063 -0.108 ~—-0.070 -9.552 < 0.001
43 0.113+0.053 0.084 ~0.142 0.117+£0.066 0.081 ~0.144 0.112+0.057 0.081 ~0.144 0.114+0.058 -0.103 ~-0.068 -9.970 <0.001
44 0.127 +£0.060 0.094 ~0.160 0.132+0.076 0.090 ~0.174 0.107 £0.068 0.069 ~ 0.145 0.122+0.067 -0.098 ~-0.058 -7.758 < 0.001
45 0.095+0.061 0.061 ~0.127 0.111+0.050 0.083 ~0.139 0.094 +0.053 0.065 ~ 0.124 0.100+0.054 -0.106 ~-0.084 -12.393 <0.001
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