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Comparison of
extraction edgewise
and functional
appliance effects.
The two methods
differ only with
respect to tooth

movement.
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Summary of the
relationship
between
treatment changes
and expected
growth. Note the

similarity among
treatments.
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Mandibular Increment

4l I Distribution of mandibular increments in the
extraction edgewise and combined functional
samples. The means are not significantly

different and the two histograms are almost
confluent.

3

St Bos B | 47




