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[Abstract] Objective: To compare the fracture strength and fracture mode of crown, onlay, and occlusal veneer
made by IPS e. max Press for mandibular premolar teeth after root canal treatment. Methods: The mandibular pre-
molars treated with root canal were randomly divided into 4 groups with 6 detached teeth in each group, resin filling
in group A was used as the control group. crown restoration in group B, onlay in group C, and occlusal veneer in
group D. Four groups of specimens were statically loaded until the specimen was damaged. The damage value and
fracture mode were recorded. SPSS 20. 0 software was used for statistical analysis of the experimental. Results: The
fracture strength of four groups of samples were (1136.50+338. 34), (1947.83+411.60), (2335.00£747. 45),
and (2249.50+632.38) N. The differences between three experimental groups and the control group were all sig-
nificant (P<C0. 05). There was no significant difference between the experimental groups. Conclusion: The fracture
strength of experimental groups was significantly higher than that of control group. There was no significant differ-
ence in flexural strength between the experimental groups.
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Fig. 1 Silicon rubber mould.
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Fig. 2 Prosthesis designed with 3Shape software.
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Fig. 3 The design of loading head and finished product.
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Tab. 1 The results of destruction tests force (N) in four groups
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Fig. 4 Typical failure mode of the experimental group.
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