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F 1. Measurements and Mean differences in models
Measurements 1\/? gain;;ﬂSD N?tlif_SD Meizlegri‘fifgrlgnce T value prob
Intermolar Width (mm)
Maxilla 49.08£2.69 48.01+2.17 -1.07+147 -6.00 0.000%x*
Maxilla 409271  4258+2.07 -151%1.74 -7.10 0.000%%+
Intercanine Width (mm) '
Maxilla 35721206  3616%1.76 0441197 1.83 0.072
Mandible 2691£195  27.20%1.41 0.20+1.79 1.33 0.187
Arch Length (mm)
Maxilla 4053199  3445+1.99 -6.08+1.84 -27.10 0,000
Mandible 3453+243  29.72+1.64 ~-4.81+2.30 -17.08 0.000%x*
Arch Perimeter (mm)
Maxilla 101.68+500  88.25+3.80 ~13.434+3.73 -29.45 0.000%%
Mandible 89.40+4.70 71.25+4.14 -12.15+3.59 -27.69 0.000%:#3
Inciso-canine Length (mm) '
Maxilla 12541137  1245+1.10 -0.09+1.50 0.31 0.756
Mandible 711£1.79 798+1.16 0.88+:2.03 -2.28 0.031x
significance level : #p<0.05, »p<0.01, *p<0.001
E 2. Measurements and Mean differences in lateral cephalometric head films
Measurements l\/?lideD B;lij;D Mﬁ:aifé%eme T value Prob.
SNMP 39.06+£6.90 40.32+858 126514 2.25: 0.027+
UISN 113.43+6.80: 9826+ 7.75; ~15:17L6:69 -20:78 0000
MPA. 98.56+7.38: 88:80+7.99 -9.67+5.58 -15.90 0.000%%x
Ls - 158+2:31 -0.30+2.18 -1.88+1.35 -12.73 0.000#x
Li 453+2.46 -1.49+£ 251 -3.04+1.76 -15.85 0.000:3
UIFP 15.60+3.54 10.26+£3.35 -5.34+231 -21.23 0.000%*
LIFP 10.69+3.43 6.281+3.38 -4.42+2.17 -18.69 0.000+%x
Art A 153,78 +6.53 15356 £6.77 -0.22+2.83 -0.071 0.478
UIAB 13.60+2.48 821t214 -544+1.96 -25.45 0.000x*x
LIAB 8.62+2.39 4261225 -4.36+2.07 -19.36 0.000#*x
MxMP 33.99+5.38 36.28+5.43 220+194 10.83 0.000%xx
MnMP 34.85+5.42 36.61+541 1.77+1.94 8.35 0.000%*+*
MxIP 76.15+9,80 71.27£6.03 -4.88+7.66 -5.84 0.000
MnlIP 72.05+6.05 67691590 -436+2.38 -16.77 0.000%*+

Significance ievel

1 %p<0.05, »p<0.01, »+p<0.001



154 dmE g9y CHAI AKX 243 135, 199.

i 3. Correlation coefficient of measurements during treatment

Measurements Correlation coefficient(r) Prob.
Ul--:Ls 0.35 0.000%:
LI-.-Li 0.46 0.000%#*

Significance level : xp<0.05, =p<0.01, **+p<0.001

E 4. Azdyol| wE Hof MR 7xio o|5Ue vlW

2] © [o) ] O [e)
Section, no HG 22 4471196 0876 2.31+191 0813 159 :1
Sliding, no HG 27 4394326 2584375 170 ¢ 1
HG 18 649+346 1241103 523 1 1
no HG 19  amziyr OO oggiiss 000 165: 1
TPA, no HG B 4B 281192 o 158 : 1
no TPA, no HG 14 4334230 O 2364201 183 0 1

Significance level : p<0.05, *;p<0.01, *+p<0.001

¥ 5. Aol e stek MAILt x|l o|Fgke| ujm

RPELED TS : R

N Mean®SD Prob. MeantSD Prob. (X8 ol 5F 1 TA o5
Section 2 419+433 L61%170 260 1
Sliding B8 450+200 O™ jga1e3 OB 93 1
LA 4 457*183 1585202 280 1
no LA %6  4m+180 096 ogrrig O 195 : 1

Significance level : %p<0.05, »p<0.01, »+p<0,001

18 4 dofe XE Meo Mx Hx ¥ h7Ae
SRS EIRT

— AE M (Mx]) C(HAR]) MEHTx)

----- PRERF (M) C(AR]) M FR)

/7 S-SN-T7
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-~ABSTRACT-

THE STUDY OF COMPARISON BEFORE AND AFTER ORTHODONTIC TREATMENT IN
CLASS | BIALVEOLAR PROTRUSION CASES WITH FOUR BICUSPID EXTRACTION

Hyung-Don Kim, D.D.S., Young-Chel Park,D.D.S., Ph.D.
Department of Dental Science, College of Dentistry, Yonsei University

The purposes of present study were to evaluate changes in models and lateral cephalometric head films during
orthodontic treatment and to compare the amount of incisal retraction and anterior movement of molars with the
two approaches of the retraction method of canine(sectional canine retractions vs sliding canine retractions) and
the anchorage management(head gears vs no head gears, transpalatal arches vs no transpalatal arches and lingual
arches vs no lingual arches) and to evaluate changes during orthodontic treatment in models with relation to
lateral cephalometric head films.

67 Korean women with Angle's Class I bialveolar protrusion were selected, whose initial chronologic age was
above 16 yrs.

Models and lateral cephalometric head films were taken before and after orthodontic treatment with four
bicuspid extraction. the results were obtained as follows :

1. Significant decreases were observed in intermolar width, arch length and arch perimeter of maxilla and
mandible but significant difference was not observed in intercanine width of maxilla and mandible during
treatment period.

2. The linear change of the upper incisor to upper lip was 2.84:1 and the linear change of the lower incisor to
lower lip was 1.451. _

3. There were no significant differences between the two groups(sectional canine retractions vs sliding canine
retractions), the two groups(transpalatal arches vs no transpalatal arches) and the two groups(lingual arches
vs no lingual arches) in the amount of incisal retraction and anterior movement of molars. There were a
greater amount of maxillary incisal retraction and a lesser amount of anterior movement of maxillary molars
with the use of head gears than no use of head gears.

4, Changes during orthodontic treatment in models with relation to lateral cephalometric head films were
obtained as follows :

1) Maxilla
Central incisors were moved 3.79mn backward, canines were moved 0.22mm laterally and 3.70mm backward, and
molars were moved 0.535mm medially and 2.2%9mm forward. :

2) Mandible

Central incisors were moved 3.04mn backward, canines were moved 0.145mn laterally and 3.92mm backward, and
molars were moved 0.755um medially and 1.77mm forward.

KOREA J. ORTHOD 1994 ; 24(1) : 149-159.

Key words : Changes during orthodontic treatment, Anchorage, Four bicuspid extraction, Class | bialveolar protrusion



