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TABLE 1. Age and sex distribution of patient

(ameloblastoma)

Age(yrs) M F Total (%)

0-9 2 (4] 2 (3.1
10-19 6 11 17 (26.2)
20-29 11 8 19 (29.2)
30-39 4 9 13 (20.0)
40-49 6 2 8 (12.3)
50-59 5 V] 5 (1.7
60- 1 0 1 (1.5)
Total (%) 35(53.8)| 30(46.2) 65 (100%)
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TABLE 2. Location of the lesion

(Ameloblastoma) (%)
anterior teeth 2 3.1
Maxilla | premolar 0 (0.0)| 3 (4.6)
molar 1 (1.9
anterior teeth 4 (6.2)
premolar 5 (7.7
Mandible| molar 27 (41.0)] 62 (95.4)
molar-ramus 26 (40.0)

TABLE 3. Radiographic appearance (Tooth
migration and resorption) (%)

Ameloblastoma Dentigerous cyst

Tooth (+) 13 (20.0) 10 (27.0)
migration | (++) 3.1) 0 (0.0)
Total 15 (23.1) 10 (27.0)
Tooth ) 9(13.8) 8 (21.6)
resorption | (++) 14 (21.5) 3 (8.1)
Total 23 (35.3) 11 (29.7)

A a2 el ghob) ol 4 vebd Aol &
d (81.5%) & sHA wko] vielyto, Fx]at & P
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Table 4. Tooth associated with Ameloblastoma

Mandibular molar 15 (83.2)

Mandibular premolar 1 (5.6)

Mandibular anterior teeth 1 (5.6)

Mandibular supernumerary tooth 1 (5.6)
Total 18

Table 5. Radiographic appearance (%)
LI
Ameloblastoma | Dentigerous cyst

Monolocular 23 (35.4) 33 (89.2)
a. smooth border 3 (13.0) 32 (97.0)
b. scalloped border 20 (87.0) 1 3.0
b. even radiolucency 6 (26.1) 32 (97.0)
uneven radiolucency 17 (73.9) 1 (3.0)
c. sharp osteosclero-
tic-border 1 (4.3) 22 (66.7)
slightly increased
radiopacity 12 (52.2) 2 (6.0
no alteration 10 (43.5) 9 (27.3)
Multiocular 172 o) | 4 o
a. Honey comb app. 3 (7.1
Soap bubble app. 27 (64.3) 0
Mixed . 4 (9.6) 0
multicystic app. 8 (19.0) 0 (100.,0)
b. smooth border 0 3 (75.0)
scalloped border 42 (100.0) 1 (25.0)

c. sharp osteoscle-
rotic border 0 o
slightly increased
15 (35.7) 1 (25.0)
27 (64.3) 3 (75.0)

radiopacity

no alteration
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RADIOGRAPHIC STUDY OF AMELOBLASTOMA

Shin Jong Sub, You Dong Soo

Dept. of Oral Radiogy, College of Dentistry, S.N.U.

........... SADSact € ...
The purpose of this study is to obtain some informations for the differential diagnosis of
ameloblastoma from dentigerous cyst by analysis of the radiographic findings of these lesions.
The author studied age and sex distribution, the site of the lesion, tooth behavior and several
radiographic features of ameloblastoma and dentigerous cyst. The material consisted of 65 padi-
ents of ameloblastoma and 37 patients of dentigerous cyst.

The results were obtained as followings.

1) The incidence was highest in 2nd decade (29.2%) and total 65 cases consists of 35 males
(53.8%) and 30 females (46.2%) in ameloblastoma. 62 cases were found in lower jaw (95.4%)
and the highest site of occurence of ameloblastoma was mandibular molar. region 27 cases.
(41.5%)

2) In 65 cases of ameloblastoma, 18 cases were seen in association with tooth and 15 cases
(83.2%) out of those were associated with mandibular molar teeth. Mandibular molar were
most frequently involved in dentigerous cyst (11/37 cases, 29.7%).

3) (a) 23 cases (35.3%) of tooth resorption were found in ameloblastoma and 11 cases (29.7%)

of tooth resorption were found in dentigerous cyst.

(b) 15 cases (23.1%) of tooth migration were found in ameloblastoma and 10 cases (27.0%)
of tooth migration were found in dentigerous cyst.

4) Several radiographic features.

(2) Monolocular type ameloblastoma were seen in 23 cases (35.4) and multilocular type of
ameloblastoma were seen in 42 cases (64.6%). Monolocular type of dentigerous cyst
were seen in 33 cases (89.2%) and multlocular type was seen in 4 cases.

(b) Monolocular type ameloblastoma showed 20 cases (87.0%) of scalloped border but 32
cases (97.0%) of dentigerous cyst showed smooth border.

(c) 34 cases (81.0%) of ameloblastoma showed honey-comb appearance, soap-bubble appear-
ance or mixed appearance. but all 4 cases of dentigerous cyst showed multicystic appear-
ance.

(d) 12 cases (52.2%) of monolocular type ameloblastoma showed slightly increased radio-
pacity in surrounding bone, and 22 cases (66.7%) of monolocular type dentigerous
cyst showed sharp osteosclerotic border. 27 cases (64.3%) of multilocular type amelo-
blastoma and 3 cases (75.0%) of multilocular type dentigerous cyst showed no changes

in surrounding bone.

..................................................................



a. Ameloblastoma shows characteristic honey- b. Ameloblastoma shows characteristic soap-
comb appearance, bubble appearance and root resorption of
“ 21/12.

c. Dentigerous cyst shows multicystic appear- d. Ameloblastoma shows multicystic appear-
ance and bony expansion. ance and scalloped border.

0IA

e. Monolocular dentigerous cyst shows char- f. Monolocular ameloblastoma shows uneven
acteristic smooth border, osteosclerotic radiolucency, fine trabeculation and scal-
border. loped border.



