Customized Ceramic Brackets Shorten Treatment Time With Similar Overall
Treatment Quality but More Bracket Failures
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INTRODUCTION RESULTS

¢ Baseline malocclusion severity was comparable between
¢ Accurate bracket placement is critical for achieving groups (P =0.811)
predictable orthodontic treatment outcomes.
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M A TE RI A L S & M E TH O D S ¢ Treatment Efficiency

LightForce treatment was completed in 16 vs 19 months (P <
0.001).

LightForce required 12 vs 14 scheduled visits (P = 0.012).
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Evaluations and Outcomes
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¢ These efficiency gains were accompanied by more bracket
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CLINICAL TAKEAWAY

¢ Customized ceramic brackets may improve treatment
efficiency, but this benefit should be weighed against their

R E F E R E N C E S higher rate of bracket related complications.
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