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Abstract

Background: The purpose of this study was to compare the stress distribution and displacement patterns of the
one versus two maxillary molars distalization with iPanda and to evaluate the biomechanical effect of distalization
on the iPanda using the finite element method.

Methods: The finite element models of a maxillary arch with complete dentition, periodontal ligament, palatal and
alveolar bone, and an iPanda connected to a pair of midpalatal miniscrews were created. Two models were created
to simulate maxillary molar distalization. In the first model, the iPanda was connected to the second molar to
simulate a single molar distalization. In the second model, the iPanda was connected to the first molar to simulate
“en-masse” first and second molar distalization. A varying force from 50 to 200 g was applied. The stress distribution
and displacement patterns were analyzed.

Results: For one molar, the stress was concentrated at the furcation and along the distal surface in all roots with a
large amount of distalization and distobuccal crown tipping. For two molars, the stress in the first molar was 10
times higher than in the second molar with a great tendency for buccal tipping and a minimal amount of
distalization. Moreover, the stress concentration on the distal miniscrew was six times higher than in the mesial
miniscrew with an extrusive and intrusive vector, respectively.

Conclusions: Individual molar distalization provides the most effective stress distribution and displacement patterns
with reduced force levels. In contrast, the en-masse distalization of two molars results in increased force levels with
undesirable effects in the transverse and vertical direction.
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Background
Maxillary molar distalization has become an important
approach for the treatment of class II malocclusions. It
allows the movement of first molars to occlude into a
class I relationship, thus facilitating the correction of
crowding and reducing the overjet [1, 2].
Several tooth-borne distalizing devices have been in-

troduced to correct class II malocclusion [3]. However,
undesirable dental anchorage loss, represented by the

mesial tipping and extrusion of the maxillary premolars,
with an increase of anterior crowding, limited their ap-
plication [4]. With the development of orthodontic min-
iscrew implants to provide absolute anchorage, it
became possible to perform efficient maxillary distaliza-
tion without compromising dental anchorage [5].
Successful distalization of the maxillary first molar

alone, before the eruption of the second molar in young
patients, has been reported by several authors [6]. How-
ever, in adult patients, the distalization of the maxillary
first molar alone is only possible followed by the distali-
zation of the second molars or extraction of the second
molars [7].
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The use of “en-masse” distalization of both first and
second maxillary molars aided by miniscrew-supported
appliances has been proposed to reduce the total treat-
ment duration [8]. However, to achieve sufficient
amounts of distalization, an increase in the level of
forces (200–500 g) is required [9, 10]. Consequently, the
precise three-dimensional control of tooth movements,
such as tipping, extrusion, and rotations, has become
critical [11]. Moreover, if the heavy distalizing forces are
applied throughout the first maxillary molar, to perform
the en-masse distalization, an unpredictable movement
of the second molar can be expected [12].
Recently, an innovative miniscrew-supported distaliza-

tion device in the palatal area so-called the “indirect Pal-
atal Anchorage and Distalization Appliance” (iPanda)
was introduced to allow controlled movement of maxil-
lary molar teeth in three-dimension during distalization.
Since the maxillary molars were indirectly anchored to
the midpalatal miniscrews, maxillary molar distalization
was possible without compromising dental anchorage
[13]. Although the clinical study with iPanda demon-
strated a well-controlled bodily distalization of the first
maxillary molars alone [7, 13], the effects of the en-
masse distalization of both first and second maxillary
molars have not been clarified. Moreover, the biomech-
anical effect of distalization forces on the iPanda is
unknown.
Several clinical and in vitro studies have been con-

ducted to investigate the performance of different dista-
lization appliances and to evaluate the type, amount, and
rate of tooth movement [1, 2]. However, little informa-
tion regarding the pattern of the mechanical response
on load application generated in the tissue surrounding
teeth can be generated during clinical studies. Therefore,
to overcome such limitations, the use of finite element
analysis (FEA) has become a common and reliable ap-
proach to quantitatively assess the stress and strain dis-
tribution generated in response to various biomechanical
settings in orthodontics [14, 15].
Therefore, the purpose of this study was to compare

the stress distribution and displacement patterns of the
one versus two maxillary molars distalization with
iPanda and to evaluate the biomechanical effect of dista-
lization on the iPanda using the finite element (FE)
method.

Materials and methods
Model creation
A FE model was created from computed tomography
images of a maxillary arch which includes maxilla and
complete permanent dentition except for the third molar
of an adolescent (slice thickness, 1.0 mm). A three-
dimensional computer-aided design program (NX ver-
sion 10.0, Siemens PLM Software, Plano, TX, USA) was

used to construct the model and standardize according
to Wheeler [16] and Andrews [17].
The model consisted of virtually constructed teeth, 0.2

mm of periodontal ligament [18], palatal bone, alveolar
bone. The thickness of the cortical bone was determined
according to Farnsworth et al. [19]. A 0.018-inch Roth-
prescription brackets, 0.016 × 0.022” stainless steel arch-
wire, and an iPanda, which was composed of a 0.9-mm-
diameter palatal bar cobalt-chrome, iPanda bracket, and
a pair of miniscrews (1.6 × 6 mm) in the midsagittal re-
gion were constructed, following Suzuki and Suzuki
protocol [13]. All materials were considered
homogenous, isotropic, and linear elasticity.
The model and appliances were imported into LS-

DYNA (version 971, Livermore Software Technology
Corporation, Livermore, CA, USA) to produce a tetrahe-
dral FE mesh; the maxilla including the teeth and alveo-
lar bone meshed into 0.5-mm tetrahedrons.
Two set-ups models of molars distalization with

iPanda were constructed to simulate maxillary molar
distalization: In the first model, the iPanda was con-
nected to the second molar to simulate a single molar
distalization (Fig. 1a). In the second model, the iPanda
was connected to the first molar to simulate the en-
masse of the first and the second molar distalization
(Fig. 1b). Materials’ properties (Young’s modulus and
Poisson’s ratio) were determined according to previous
studies (Table 1) [20].
The von Mises stress is used to predict the failure of

material according to the von Mises yield principle,
which states that yielding of the material occurs when
the von Mises stress exceeds the yield strength in ten-
sion [21].

Three-dimensional coordinate system and boundary
conditions
A three-dimension coordinate system was constructed
with the x-axis corresponding to the bucco-palatal direc-
tion, the y-axis the anteroposterior direction, and the z-
axis the superior-inferior direction. A +x value was de-
fined as the buccal direction, +y as the distal direction,
and +z as the apical direction. The displacements of the
teeth were calculated by applying the x, y, and z coordi-
nates at the mesiobuccal, distolingual cusp, and mesio-
buccal root apex of the molars. The model was
constrained at the nasal floor side and posterior border
of the maxillary bone in all directions. Surface-to-surface
interactions between adjacent teeth were used to create
the contact interfaces. The contacts between the
brackets and the wires were presumed to be frictionless.

Force simulation
Distalization was simulated using various forces (50 g,
100 g, and 200 g). Force direction was applied from the
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hook of the palatal bracket to the hook at the distal end of
the iPanda which is parallel to the occlusal plane (Fig. 2a, b).
Maximum von Mises stress, stress distribution pattern,

and displacement of the posterior maxillary dentition on
each model were analyzed. The stress was calculated and
presented in value (MPa) and colorful contour bands,
where different colors represent different stress levels in
the deformed state.
In the present study, the simulation of distalization

was performed on a single model that was created dir-
ectly from the pixels of a CT image of one subject;
therefore, only descriptive analysis was used.

Results
Stress distribution pattern
For both models, one molar and two molars distaliza-
tion, the pattern of stress distribution was similar. The
stress was concentrated mainly in the furcation area and
along the distal surface of all roots (Fig. 3)
However, for the two molars distalization, the stress ob-

served in the second molar was minimal and mainly con-
centrated along the mesial surface of the roots (Fig. 3).
Moreover, the FEA showed that the stress in the first

molar was approximately 10 times higher than in the sec-
ond molar (Table 2).
For both distalization models, the stress distribution

showed a particular pattern of stress concentration in
the pair of miniscrews (Fig. 4, Table 3).
A different pattern of stress distribution between the

mesial and distal miniscrew was observed. High-stress
concentration was observed on the mesial and distal as-
pects from the cervical third to the middle third of the
distal miniscrew. In contrast, the high-stress concentra-
tion was observed in the platform of the mesial minis-
crew. Moreover, the stress concentration on the distal
miniscrew was six times higher than the mesial
miniscrew.

Displacement pattern
For both models, one molar and two molars distaliza-
tion, a similar initial displacement pattern in the trans-
verse dimension (x-axis) was observed. Buccal tipping of
the molar was observed in both models. The amount of
buccal tipping displacement increased with the load in-
crement. 50 g loading resulted in the least amount of
buccal tipping for both models.
In the anteroposterior dimension (y-axis), a character-

istic initial displacement pattern and amounts between
one and two molars distalization were observed. The
one molar distalization model promoted the greatest
amount of distalization compared to the two molars dis-
talization in all loading conditions.
However, the one molar distalization produced a

higher amount of initial molar tipping than the two
molars distalization model. In contrast, the two
molar distalization produced a higher distobuccal
crown rotation compared to one molar distalization

Fig. 1 Experimental conditions: a The iPanda was attached to the second molar to simulate one molar distalization. b The iPanda was attached
to the first molar to simulate two molars distalization

Table 1 Young’s modulus and Poisson’s ratio for various
materials

Material Young’s modulus (MPa) Poisson’s ratio

Cortical bone 13700 0.26

Cancellous bone 1370 0.30

Tooth (dentin) 19613.30 0.15

Periodontal ligament 0.6668 0.49

Miniscrew 105000 0.33

Stainless steel wire 200000 0.30
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Fig. 2 Applied distalization force parallel to y-axis from the tube of the iPanda on the palatal side to the hook (a) one molar distalization (b) two
molars distalization

Fig. 3 The von Mises stress distribution of one molar distalization and two molars distalization
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model. 50 g loading resulted in the least amount of
distobuccal rotation. Moreover, for two molars dis-
talization, only a slight amount of distal movement
of the second molar was observed in all loading
conditions.

In the vertical dimension (z-axis), the initial displace-
ment pattern showed characteristic differences between
one and two molars distalization. The one molar distali-
zation model produced a similar pattern of displacement
between mesiobuccal and distolingual cusps. In contrast,

Table 2 Value of maximum von Mises stress in the PDL of posterior teeth (MPa)

Force
(g)

Von Mises stress (MPa)

First molar Second molar

M D B P Furcation M D B P Furcation

One molar

50 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0002 0.0001 0.0048 0.0033 0.0030 0.0046 0.7600

100 0.0004 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005 0.0002 0.0096 0.0067 0.0059 0.0091 1.5200

200 0.0006 0.0010 0.0010 0.0010 0.0003 0.0192 0.0136 0.0116 0.0180 3.0400

Two molars

50 0.0047 0.0041 0.0031 0.0047 0.0041 0.0003 0.0005 0.0004 0.0005 0.0001

100 0.0095 0.0082 0.0063 0.0095 0.0082 0.0006 0.0009 0.0009 0.0009 0.0002

200 0.0189 0.0164 0.0125 0.0189 0.0163 0.0011 0.0018 0.0018 0.0018 0.0004

Fig. 4 a The von Misses stress in mesial and distal miniscrew. b The direction of miniscrews displacement. The mesial miniscrew had mesial
tipping with intrusive vectors, and the distal miniscrew had mesial tipping with extrusive vectors
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two molars distalization generated a higher distolingual cusp
displacement (extrusion) compared to the mesiobuccal cusp,
causing the outward tilting of the first molar (Fig. 5, Table 4).
A particular pattern of displacement between the me-

sial and distal miniscrews was observed. While the me-
sial miniscrew had mesial tipping combined with
intrusive vectors, the distal miniscrew had mesial tipping
combined with extrusive vectors (Fig. 4).

Discussion
The possibility of “total arch distalization’ or en-masse distaliza-
tion of the molars for the correction of class II malocclusions

remains a challenge in orthodontics. The main advantage of this
approach is the possibility of reducing the overall treatment
duration while simplifying the distalization steps [8]. However,
the distalization of several teeth requires an increase in the force
magnitude that might cause undesirable biomechanical effects.
Therefore, the purpose of the present study was to compare
the biomechanical effects of one versus en-masse two molars
distalization using the iPanda.

Stress distribution pattern
For the one and two molars molar distalization models,
the stress was concentrated at the furcation area and

Table 3 Maximum von Mises stress in the miniscrews (MPa)

Force
(g)

Von Mises stress (MPa)

One molar Two molars

Mesial miniscrew Distal miniscrew Mesial miniscrew Distal miniscrew

50 3.5232 17.6845 3.8221 18.0311

100 5.7414 37.4301 9.8532 38.0553

200 9.3562 79.2226 25.4011 80.3171

Fig. 5 Contour image of the displacement of a one molar distalization, b two molars distalization in x-, y-, and z-axes. The black mesh showed
the original position. The color image shows the movement of the teeth after applied 200 g distalization (× 200 times magnification)
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along the distal surface of all roots. This stress distribu-
tion pattern showed that the distalizing force provided
by the iPanda can be advantageous for a controlled
movement of the molars. This result is in agreement
with a previous clinical study that showed the bodily
distalization of a single molar with the iPanda [7, 13].
Moreover, since the center of resistance of the molar
is located within the furcation area, the desirable re-
sultant distalization vectors should pass to the level of
the molar’s center of resistance to minimize the distal
tipping of the molars [22]. The stress distribution at
the furcation area and along the distal surface of the
roots suggests the controlled distal movement of the
molar.
In the present study, the use of 50 g force to distalize

the single molar was shown to be beneficial to promote
homogeneous stress distribution along with the distal
surface of the molar roots during distalization with min-
imal side effects. Moreover, a single tooth movement
generates a more simplified force system with reduced
undesirable effects in adjacent teeth. The result of this
study is in agreement with Kinzinger et al. [6] who in-
vestigated the effect of tooth eruption in a composed
system during distalization. In their study, it was con-
cluded that the stage of development of the third molar
influenced the pattern of tooth movements, such as tip-
ping and extrusion.

For en-masse two molars distalization, the increase in
the load at the first molar was not sufficient to generate
an increase in the stress along with the distal surface of
roots of the second molar that would promote their dis-
talization. FEA showed that the stress in the first molar
was approximately 10 times higher than in the second
molar, thus indicating that the force delivered to the sec-
ond molar would not be sufficient to cause the distaliza-
tion of the second molar. The difference in stress
distribution between the first and second molars indi-
cated that the force transfer from the first to the second
molar is far beyond ideal; therefore, the force system
might be adjusted to allow optimized distalization. The
results are in agreement with the previous article. The
study Ammoury et al. [23] compared the effect of direct
versus indirect anchorage for en masse distalization.
They concluded that 150 g is not enough for efficient
distalization, since it resulted in low stresses and dis-
placements at the molars. Therefore, the need for a
heavier force for the initial molar movement is
necessary.
Based on the results of the present study, the sug-

gested approach for the distalization of two molars
would be the simultaneous distalization of the first
molar with the iPanda (100 g) combined with the distali-
zation of the second molar aided by an open coil spring
(50 g) applied with the orthodontic appliance. With this

Table 4 The initial displacement of the first and second molar (μm)

Force Tooth Landmark Displacement (μm)

x-axis y-axis z-axis

One molar Two molars One molar Two molars One molar Two molars

50 g First molar Mesiobuccal cusp 0.10 1.92 0.03 0.39 0.19 − 0.12

Palatal root 0.01 − 0.70 0.01 − 0.20 0.01 − 0.05

Distolingual cusp − 0.01 2.18 0.04 0.81 − 0.01 − 0.84

Second molar Mesiobuccal cusp 1.73 0.36 1.64 0.16 − 0.47 0.09

Mesiobuccal root − 0.63 − 0.04 − 0.35 0.07 − 0.09 0.07

Distolingual cusp 1.72 0.30 1.78 − 0.06 − 0.55 − 0.05

100 g First molar Mesiobuccal cusp 0.20 3.82 0.06 0.81 0.23 − 0.24

Mesiobuccal root 0.02 − 1.39 0.02 − 0.40 0.02 − 0.10

Distolingual cusp − 0.02 4.43 0.08 1.64 − 0.02 − 1.67

Second molar Mesiobuccal cusp 3.62 0.72 2.59 0.32 − 0.56 0.17

Mesiobuccal root − 1.34 − 0.08 − 0.47 0.13 − 0.33 0.15

Distolingual cusp 4.17 0.59 2.82 − 0.11 − 0.70 − 0.11

200 g First molar Mesiobuccal cusp 0.40 7.60 0.12 1.68 0.28 − 0.48

Mesiobuccal root 0.04 − 2.76 0.04 − 0.80 0.04 − 0.20

Distolingual cusp − 0.04 9.00 0.16 3.32 − 0.04 − 3.32

Second molar Mesiobuccal cusp 7.57 1.44 4.09 0.64 − 0.67 0.32

Mesiobuccal root − 2.85 − 0.16 − 0.63 0.24 − 1.21 0.32

Distolingual cusp 10.11 1.16 4.47 − 0.20 − 0.89 − 0.24

X transverse axis, Y anteroposterior axis, Z vertical axis. A +x value was defined as the buccal direction, +y as the distal direction, and +z as the apical direction
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design, both molars are simultaneously distalized with
reduced force levels. The distalization force applied to
the second molar provided by the open coil spring (50 g)
generates undesirable mesialization forces to the first
molar. However, this mesialization force is neutralized
with the iPanda providing direct distalization forces (100
g) to the first molar, thus resulting in the distalization of
both first and second molars. This suggested design
might improve the results in terms of biomechanical
performance. However, further studies need to be per-
formed to evaluate its effectiveness.
In the present study, a characteristic stress distribution

pattern between the mesial and distal miniscrew was ob-
served. A higher-stress concentration was found in the
distal miniscrew compared to the mesial miniscrew. The
results are in agreement with the previous iPanda FEA
study [24]. Moreover, although the stress distribution
pattern of the miniscrews in both models was relatively
similar, the amount of stress in the one molar was lower
than the two molar distalization.
The stress distribution pattern showed the role of each

miniscrews that resisted the distalization force in three
dimensions. The stress in the mesial and distal surface
of the threaded part of the distal miniscrew showed the
resistance of the miniscrew to the distalization force in
the sagittal direction during iPanda activation. While the
stress in the mesial miniscrew which shows at the lateral
side of the miniscrew platform showed resistance to the
vertical intrusive force. The stress in the distal miniscrew
was approximately six times higher than in the mesial
miniscrew, thus indicating that the distal miniscrew is
more prone to higher stress and more prone to failure.
Although the stress distribution in the miniscrews in

both models followed the same pattern, the relationship
of the position of the mesial miniscrew and the moving
tooth might have effects on the stress in the tooth.

Displacement pattern
Regarding the displacement pattern for one molar dista-
lization, the initial displacement analysis demonstrated a
large amount of molar distalization with a small amount
of undesirable distal and buccal crown tipping. This re-
sult is in agreement with previous clinical studies of
molar distalization [13]. The displacement pattern exhib-
ited by one molar distalization under 50 g load repre-
sents the desired tooth movement during the
distalization of a molar with reduced side effects. More-
over, the results also support the efficiency of the iPanda
for the three-dimensional control of the tooth move-
ment during distalization.
In contrast, for the en-masse two molars distalization,

a minimum amount of distalization combined with a
high tendency towards distobuccal rotation, buccal tip-
ping, and outward tilting of the first molar was observed.

Although the iPanda is effective for a single molar dista-
lization, the presence of a second molar generates un-
desirable resistance to the movement of the first molar
which resulted in undesirable moments. Moreover, only
a minimal amount of distal movement of the second
molar was observed despite a load increase. The main
explanation is that the load up to 200 g applied to the
first molar was not enough to be transferred to the sec-
ond molar. According to the results, the load applied to
the first molar should higher than the load used in the
present study to achieve a sufficient amount of distaliza-
tion of the second molar. Consequently, the high levels
of force ultimately generate various undesirable bio-
mechanical effects, such as uncontrolled tipping and ex-
trusions [25].
In the present study, both one and two molars distali-

zation models exhibited consistent buccal movement of
the molars. The first explanation for this buccal move-
ment is the design of iPanda’s power arms that are
straight and do not conform with the curved ovoid
shape of the skeletal base. Adjustments in the direction
of the power arms to conform to the dental arch form
are important to minimize this problem. The second ex-
planation is the height of force application, since the dis-
talizing force is applied coronally to the center of
resistance of the molars, therefore facilitating the buccal
crown tipping of the molars. This results are in agree-
ment with Yu et al. who described the displacement pat-
tern of distalization first and the second molar
simultaneously by a palatal plate in FEA, which shows
that the first molar moved more widen laterally than dis-
talized only first molar. A more heavy archwire would
reduce distortions and minimize these effects [26].
In the present study, for both one and two molars dis-

talization models, a minimal amount of extrusion of the
molars was observed. This also can be explained by the
height of force application coronally to the center of re-
sistance of the molars and to the vector of force applica-
tion parallel to the occlusal plane. Therefore, resulting in
extrusion displacement. To avoid this effect, adjustments
in both height and vector of force application should be
performed. Our findings are in accordance to study of
Yu et al. which use a palatal plate with various heights of
the distalization vectors [26]. The authors further re-
ported that the distalization force close to midpalatal su-
ture, the effect of extrusion was replaced with intrusion
and bodily movement might be achieved [26].
The en-masse distalization of first and second maxil-

lary molars has been attempted by several authors with
contrasting results [27, 28]. It has been reported that the
presence of the second molars increases the duration of
the distalization and produces more tipping of the sec-
ond molars with anchorage loss [28]. In contrast, Bussik
and Mcnamara reported that the presence and position
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of the second maxillary molar did not influence the
amount and the type of the maxillary first molar distali-
zation [29].
Moreover, the patient’s age and the stage of the second

molar development play an important role in the
amount and pattern of molar distalization [6]. Most of
the studies that were performed in young patients, when
the second molars were not completely erupted, the en-
masse distalization of the first and second molars had
been successfully performed [4, 30]. Comparing distali-
zation effects according to molar eruption stage had ob-
served that the distalization of the first molar with an
unerupted second molar was 20% greater than that when
the second molar was erupted [30]. However, it is also
suggested that the most efficient timing when using an
MPAP is after the full eruption of the second molar,
since it decrease the mesial-in rotation of the molars.
Therefore, confirming the strong influence of the pres-
ence of an erupted tooth on the path of distalization. A
different approach for en-masse distalization using a se-
quential distalization pattern with an individual distaliza-
tion of the second molar should be employed to obtain
the maximum benefits of the en-masse distalization.
In the present study, a particular pattern of displace-

ment between the mesial and distal miniscrews was ob-
served. A couple of force was created with the pair of
miniscrews, with the mesial miniscrew receiving an in-
trusion force and the distal miniscrew receiving an op-
posing extrusion force [31]. This system allows for the
creation of a stable skeletal anchorage to withstand the
high magnitude force that is required to perform en-
masse distalization forces. Moreover, the pair of minis-
crew implants of the iPanda is often placed in the midpa-
latal suture area, which is often regarded as the preferred
site for miniscrew placement in the maxilla for its kerati-
nized soft tissue and sufficient cortical bone [32]. Conse-
quently, high stability values are often obtained with
miniscrews placed in the midpalatal suture [33].
Our results suggest that the distalization of one molar

is the most efficient treatment approach to obtain a con-
trolled distalization of a molar, with the advantage of ap-
plying relatively low forces with reduced dental
undesirable effects. On the other hand, the en-masse dis-
talization of two molars requires high distalization force
values that produce increased distal tipping, buccal tip-
ping, and extrusion of the first molar. Additionally, the
en-masse distalization produces minimal effects for the
second molar.
However, the extension of the interpretation for a clin-

ical situation should be considered with limitations.
Since the results of FEM just explained the initial effect
of stresses and tooth displacements within the PDL
space before bone remodeling in one condition, the
FEM presents intrinsic limitations. Therefore, evaluation

of biomechanical effects in the case of anatomical vari-
ation, such as different bone stiffness or bone thickness,
might result in different outcomes [23]. Moreover, im-
provement of the distalization force system should be
performed to allow adequate force distribution during
the en-masse distalization of the molars. Therefore, fur-
ther studies are necessary to elucidate the optimum
force system to perform the en-masse molar
distalization.

Conclusions

1. Distalization of one molar with the iPanda
generates the most effective stress distribution and
displacement patterns, therefore, ideal for
controlled movement. Moreover, reduced force
levels are sufficient for individual molar
distalization.

2. In contrast, the en-masse distalization of two mo-
lars with the iPanda, requires a high increase in the
force levels to be applied to the first molar to allow
the transfer of distalizing forces to the second
molar. Therefore, resulting in excessive stress con-
centration and undesirable molar distal and buccal
tipping and extrusion.

3. Moreover, the stress concentration on the distal
miniscrew of the iPanda was six times higher than
in the mesial miniscrew with an extrusive and
intrusive vector, respectively.

Abbreviations
FE: Finite element; FEA: Finite element analysis; FEM: Finite element method

Acknowledgements
We would like to thank Design & Engineering Consulting Service Center to
provide license of the software program and advices on its application.

Authors’ contributions
Kamontip Sujaritwanid: conceived and designed the analysis, collected and
contributed data, performed the analysis, drafting and final approval of the
manuscript. Eduardo Yugo Suzuki: conceived and designed the analysis,
performed the analysis, revising and final approval of the manuscript.
Boonsiva Suzuki: conceived and designed the analysis, performed the
analysis, revising and final approval of the manuscript. All authors read and
approved the final manuscript.

Funding
This study was financially supported by Bangkokthonburi University to KS,
and the Thailand Research Fund #RDG5750069 and #MRG5080347) to BS
and EYS, respectively.

Availability of data and materials
Not applicable

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Ethic approval number 4/2561, Bangkokthonburi University Ethics Committee

Consent for publication
Available (if requested)

Sujaritwanid et al. Progress in Orthodontics           (2021) 22:12 Page 9 of 10



Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Received: 29 October 2020 Accepted: 1 April 2021

References
1. Escobar SA, Tellez PA, Moncada CA, Villegas CA, Latorre CM, Oberti G.

Distalization of maxillary molars with the bone-supported pendulum: a
clinical study. Am J Orthod Dentofac Orthop. 2007;131(4):545–9. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2006.08.012.

2. Kinzinger GS, Gülden N, Yildizhan F, Diedrich PR. Efficiency of a skeletonized
distal jet appliance supported by miniscrew anchorage for noncompliance
maxillary molar distalization. Am J Orthod Dentofac Orthop. 2009;136(4):
578–86. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2007.10.049.

3. Bolla E, Muratore F, Carano A, Bowman SJ. Evaluation of maxillary molar
distalization with the distal jet: a comparison with other contemporary
methods. Angle Orthod. 2002;72(5):481–94. https://doi.org/10.1043/0003-321
9(2002)072<0481:EOMMDW>2.0.CO;2.

4. Fuziy A, de Almeida RR, Janson G, Angelieri F, Pinzan A. Sagittal, vertical,
and transverse changes consequent to maxillary molar distalization with the
pendulum appliance. Am J Orthod Dentofac Orthop. 2006;130(4):502–10.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2004.12.031.

5. Byloff FK, Kärcher H, Clar E, Stoff F. An implant to eliminate anchorage loss
during molar distalization: a case report involving the Graz implant-
supported pendulum. Int J Adult Orthodon Orthognath Surg. 2000;15(2):
129–37.

6. Kinzinger GS, Fritz UB, Sander FG, Diedrich PR. Efficiency of a pendulum
appliance for molar distalization related to second and third molar eruption
stage. Am J Orthod Dentofac Orthop. 2004;125(1):8–23. https://doi.org/10.1
016/j.ajodo.2003.02.002.

7. Suzuki EY, Suzuki B. The indirect palatal miniscrew anchorage and
distalization appliance. J Clin Orthod. 2016;50(2):80–96.

8. Sugawara J, Nishimura M. Minibone plates: the skeletal anchorage system.
Semin Orthod. 2005;11(1):47–56. https://doi.org/10.1053/j.sodo.2004.11.008.

9. Sugawara J, Daimaruya T, Umemori M, Nagasaka H, Takahashi I, Kawamura
H, et al. Distal movement of mandibular molars in adult patients with the
skeletal anchorage system. Am J Orthod Dentofac Orthop. 2004;125(2):130–
8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2003.02.003.

10. Kook YA, Bayome M, Trang VT, Kim HJ, Park JH, Kim KB, et al. Treatment
effects of a modified palatal anchorage plate for distalization evaluated with
cone-beam computed tomography. Am J Orthod Dentofac Orthop. 2014;
146(1):47–54. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2014.03.023.

11. Grec RH, Janson G, Branco NC, Moura-Grec PG, Patel MP, Castanha
Henriques JF. Intraoral distalizer effects with conventional and skeletal
anchorage: a meta-analysis. Am J Orthod Dentofac Orthop. 2013;143(5):602–
15. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2012.11.024.

12. Antoszewska SJ, Sarul M, Łyczek J, Konopka T, Kawala B. Effectiveness of
orthodontic miniscrew implants in anchorage reinforcement during en-
masse retraction: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Am J Orthod
Dentofac Orthop. 2017;151(3):440–55. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2016.
08.029.

13. Suzuki EY, Suzuki B. Maxillary molar distalization with the Indirect Palatal
Miniscrew for Anchorage and Distalization Appliance (iPANDA).
Orthodontics (Chic). 2013;14(1):e228–e41. https://doi.org/10.11607/ortho.982.

14. Knop L, Gandini LG Jr, Shintcovsk RL, Gandini MR. Scientific use of the finite
element method in Orthodontics. Dental Press J Orthod. 2015;20(2):119–25.
https://doi.org/10.1590/2176-9451.20.2.119-125.sar.

15. Buranastidporn B, Hisano M, Soma K. Effect of biomechanical disturbance of
the temporomandibular joint on the prevalence of internal derangement in
mandibular asymmetry. Eur J Orthod. 2005;28(3):199–205. https://doi.org/1
0.1093/ejo/cji082.

16. Wheeler RC, Ash MM. Wheeler’s dental anatomy, physiology, and occlusion,
vol. ix: Saunders; 1984. p. 446.

17. Andrews LF. The six keys to normal occlusion. Am J Orthod. 1972;62(3):296–
309. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0002-9416(72)90268-0.

18. Natali AN, Pavan PG, Scarpa C. Numerical analysis of tooth mobility:
formulation of a non-linear constitutive law for the periodontal ligament.
Dent Mater. 2004;20(7):623–9. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2003.08.003.

19. Farnsworth D, Rossouw PE, Ceen RF, Buschang PH. Cortical bone thickness
at common miniscrew implant placement sites. Am J Orthod Dentofac
Orthop. 2011;139(4):495–503. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2009.03.057.

20. Tanne K, Sakuda M, Burstone CJ. Three-dimensional finite element analysis
for stress in the periodontal tissue by orthodontic forces. Am J Orthod
Dentofac Orthop. 1987;92(6):499–505. https://doi.org/10.1016/0889-54
06(87)90232-0.

21. Surhone LM, Timpledon MT, Marseken SF. Von Mises yield criterion: VDM
Publishing; 2010.

22. Worms FW, Isaacson RJ, Speidel TM. A concept and classification of centers
of rotation and extraoral force systems. Angle Orthod. 1973;43(4):384–401.
https://doi.org/10.1043/0003-3219(1973)043<0384:ACACOC>2.0.CO;2.

23. Ammoury MJ, Mustapha S, Dechow PC, Ghafari JG. Two distalization
methods compared in a novel patient-specific finite element analysis. Am J
Orthod Dentofac Orthop. 2019;156(3):326–36. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.a
jodo.2018.09.017.

24. Sukjamsri C, Suzuki B, Arun S, Suzuki E. Effects of miniscrew location on
performance of distalization appliance (iPANDA); 2016. https://doi.org/10.11
09/BMEiCON.2016.7859598.

25. Nanda R. Esthetics and biomechanics in orthodontics: Elsevier/Saunders;
2014.

26. Yu IJ, Kook YA, Sung SJ, Lee KJ, Chun YS, Mo SS. Comparison of tooth
displacement between buccal mini-implants and palatal plate anchorage
for molar distalization: a finite element study. Eur J Orthod. 2014;36(4):394–
402. https://doi.org/10.1093/ejo/cjr130.

27. Bondemark L, Kurol J, Bernhold M. Repelling magnets versus superelastic
nickel-titanium coils in simultaneous distal movement of maxillary first and
second molars. Angle Orthod. 1994;64(3):189–98. https://doi.org/10.1043/
0003-3219(1994)064<0189:RMVSNC>2.0.CO;2.

28. Mavropoulos A, Karamouzos A, Kiliaridis S, Papadopoulos MA. Efficiency of
noncompliance simultaneous first and second upper molar distalization: a
three-dimensional tooth movement analysis. Angle Orthod. 2005;75(4):532–
9. https://doi.org/10.1043/0003-3219(2005)75[532:EONSFA]2.0.CO;2.

29. Bussick TJ, McNamara JA Jr. Dentoalveolar and skeletal changes associated
with the pendulum appliance. Am J Orthod Dentofac Orthop. 2000;117(3):
333–43. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0889-5406(00)70238-1.

30. Kang J-M, Park JH, Bayome M, et al. A three-dimensional finite element
analysis of molar distalization with a palatal plate, pendulum, and headgear
according to molar eruption stage. Korean J Orthodon. 2016;46(5):290–300.

31. Upadhyay M, Nanda R. Biomechanics principles in mini-implant driven
orthodontics; 2020. p. 3–20.

32. Kim HJ, Yun HS, Park HD, Kim DH, Park YC. Soft-tissue and cortical-bone
thickness at orthodontic implant sites. Am J Orthod Dentofac Orthop. 2006;
130(2):177–82. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2004.12.024.

33. Suzuki EY, Suzuki B. Placement and removal torque values of orthodontic
miniscrew implants. Am J Orthod Dentofac Orthop. 2011;139(5):669–78.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2010.11.017.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Sujaritwanid et al. Progress in Orthodontics           (2021) 22:12 Page 10 of 10

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2006.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2006.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2007.10.049
https://doi.org/10.1043/0003-3219(2002)072<0481:EOMMDW>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1043/0003-3219(2002)072<0481:EOMMDW>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2004.12.031
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2003.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2003.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1053/j.sodo.2004.11.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2003.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2014.03.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2012.11.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2016.08.029
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2016.08.029
https://doi.org/10.11607/ortho.982
https://doi.org/10.1590/2176-9451.20.2.119-125.sar
https://doi.org/10.1093/ejo/cji082
https://doi.org/10.1093/ejo/cji082
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0002-9416(72)90268-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2003.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2009.03.057
https://doi.org/10.1016/0889-5406(87)90232-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/0889-5406(87)90232-0
https://doi.org/10.1043/0003-3219(1973)043<0384:ACACOC>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2018.09.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2018.09.017
https://doi.org/10.1109/BMEiCON.2016.7859598
https://doi.org/10.1109/BMEiCON.2016.7859598
https://doi.org/10.1093/ejo/cjr130
https://doi.org/10.1043/0003-3219(1994)064<0189:RMVSNC>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1043/0003-3219(1994)064<0189:RMVSNC>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1043/0003-3219(1994)064<0189:RMVSNC>2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1043/0003-3219(2005)75%5b532:EONSFA%5d2.0.CO;2
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0889-5406(00)70238-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2004.12.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ajodo.2010.11.017

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Materials and methods
	Model creation
	Three-dimensional coordinate system and boundary conditions
	Force simulation

	Results
	Stress distribution pattern
	Displacement pattern

	Discussion
	Stress distribution pattern
	Displacement pattern

	Conclusions
	Abbreviations
	Acknowledgements
	Authors’ contributions
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Declarations
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	References
	Publisher’s Note

