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Table 1. Age and Sex distribution
Men Women Total
No.%) No (%) No. of No. of
n with n with ; I
abnormalities abnormalities Patients | abnormalities (%)

20—29 2 0(0) 2 2(100) 4 2(50)
30—39 2 0(0) 4 0( 0) 0( 0)
40—49 18 1(6) 27 7( 26) 45 8(18)
50—59 54 13(24) 108 9( 8 162 22(14)
60—69 87 12(14) 185 30( 16) 272 42(15)
70—79 48 6(13) 98 17( 17) 146 23(16)

80¢< 11 2(18) 22 4( 18) 33 6(18)
Total 222 34(15) 446 69(15) 668 103(15)

Table 2. Distribution by years 42 A4
- m, o
. No.of abnormalities e
Years No.of patients (%)
0
H| & AR A

1974-1979 59 13(22.0) 1. HigeRLA
1980-1989 352 59(16.8) _
1990-1992 257 31(12.1) (D 9%, 48 £3%

Total 668 103(15.4)
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Table 3. Distribution of abnormalites

No. percent of abnormalities

Impacted teeth 24 22.4

Imbedded root 9 8.4

Superficial root fragments 43 40.2

Cysts 7 6.5

Fractures 7 6.5

Implant fixtures 5 4.7

Abnormal radiolucencies 5 4.7

Abnormal radiopacities 4 3.7

Bony defect 2 1.9

Tumors 1 0.9

Total 107 100

Table 4. Location and number of abnormalites
Maxilla Mandible
Posterior Anterior Posterior Anterior

Impacted teeth 10 8 6 0
Imbedded root fragments 4 2 1 2
Superficial root fragments 24 12 8 )
Cysts 1 4 1 1
Tumors 1
Fractures 1 6
Implant Fixtures 5 1
Abnormal Radiolucencies 1 4 1
Abnormal Radiopacities 2
Bony Defects 2
Total 42(35.3%) 26(21.8%) 29(24.4%) 18(15.1%)

%)2 7V wol e I(Fig 1 #x), &
A 7F 243 (224% ) (Fig. 2 2&3), v B2 o] 98
(84%) (Fig. 3 #=x), @%0] 738(65%) (Fig.
4 Fx), #480] 781(65%) (Fig. 4 ZR), ol &
Fo] 5#(4.7%) (Fig. 6 F=z), nAAZ ¥t
AFEFdo] 531(4.7%) (Fig 7 32), ¥1AAH
WAL B3 48(37%), TAEo] 2#(19
%), &%l 181(09%) (Fig 8 &%) & Jesth
(Tablelll #3).
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Table 5. Distance from alveolar crest to maxillary
sinus and to mental foramen

To maxillary To mental
sinus foramen
0.0- 0.5 109( 9.7) 73( 8.8)
0.5-10.0 757(67.6) 501(61.8)
10.0¢< 254(22.7) 252(30.5)
Unit : mm (%)
V. &2 3 2ot

19213 Logan'®#} Eusterman*o] Fx)¢} ¥
Aol g FAAEHE ATE B0 o) B

AT olFold fuh WREe A7AZol
waoh welolN B2 5 e WAL 2
A9 $H% NEse] BAL FI ATE 8
ach,

Grandell®} Trueblood”®, Coy$} Wing®, Swen-
son®} Hudson'@5-2& WAMAEHE 7]&o] was}
o O A A A dohd v 3Zy
iz MAE U F/1E Aolgtn %

st



Allatar 5?7 Panorex, Orthopantomograph, Pa-
nelipse 5 37HA §7F<9 Fegvl #F7|F9]
Aerd 7FX 2 vastEA 67808 Y FRA,
o}, B3 G #3td A& sFed, 2
Z 7% Bo| s T ¥ALE LA WE
22 3tggch =3 152 White$ Weissman™,
Meister 5, Cuttino 5% A7 ®ALAA
AFd4e 54 Aol 3L AA =9
2288 Az detdA 2 F Joka gy

02 AFAEY AAG v AFEe gl
A B3 £23E ERIE 719 AelA,
w§ #9 v1Eoly A5 Y ZolH, AT g
A4 Fog Haee A7t 24 "tk

19443 o) Swenson™-2- ¢ltjobu} tf el A 381
A9 FoA AFE A% TG FA AR
oA 31.23% 9 HAFHALHE BdPoH,
19673 Swenson® Hudson'®& 4005-# ol 4] 16.
00% 9 MW EE Bt

Scandrette E'-& 1973\ d0] & 2129 9] Ex}
Z9)x B8 A S 2 Panorex 1%, A FTALR
2%, TUX TG XA 1488 7 #=tel dis)
FASE 37.00% 2] BIEEH e RusR
=, 7 X2 XHAR- o] W AR o)L Pa-
norexAtART BE 9-F3lha sgon w3yt
AbRe] 7hg FAZsia e

Perrelet 5% 197739 2912 vt )&
ol A 287F#E ARt 41.00% 9 BIRGH
A& Bidded, olgL UFEY HE
ZAALE ) WA FE A7 W) TEAFIA
ookl M3std b, s F-EA Fxo Wol,
A%, 24, 3%, ¢ T HFLH &7
EFol EZIAA ZAFEA L

Spyropoulos §¥-2 19811 d0 1g]0] 2 9] o}
v A Ffete A 3689 FoA AE iy
© 2 Status-X Fieahet XA & 2AFSHA 37,
00% ) HIAAA 20 Bustgch

Edgerton® Clark2 198110 18]l 9]
oteld] XZsto A 368 FoR FAE
o2 StatusX Frmetnt XHAE AL
o 37.00% 9 ®|BEE 27AE HusHrh

Edgerton® Clark®= 199139 w& FHd
&ol| Al Panelipse® AH&-gH 308%| 9] I}i=efu}

263

XAANRE ALY 23% 9] A WEE B
sttt £3F Jones 5¥& San Antonio®] BJAFA
1ol A Fo X FAE YF o2 1985l
1142 2o A 3442%, 19919 518%F ol A} 116
%% Bugto 24 uYLE A EAI T}
#AFS Holal Qi

B ArdqME F 668F 8l FoA 1970 0) 7t
598 & 22.0%, 1980 a7} 3528 = 168%, 1990
dizl 2578 5 121% 2 AA wARE 270
Fade g ¥ F denH, oHg ¥Ie
A AR5 DA 4 A} B2 A
A #e)sgo] Bt G E AHEE 1
sttha B 4 ch(Table VI 32).

] 2% 9] BAEo] thd) A= Bareclay®t Do-
naldson”°] 4.0%, Allatar 5%°] 223%, Perrelet
50| 59%, Spyropoulos ¥°] 9.2%, Tronje
o] 9%, Jones &°] 1985¥19] 09%, 1991¢l
33%, Edgerton §70] 8% 2 {7 HI3H L,
B Ao e 36%9 SAES B dFA
o g WA Fe] o]zt Fivh

FZY DAE daie B d7edME £
HACH B2 AZ o2 BFHEt RAMSFGOW

& ATAEL RGO BT JIos A
3t

Barclay®} Donaldson”°] 40.0%, Alattar’s?¢]
12.6%, Perrelet 5°) 15.3%, Spyropoulos 5*'°I
31.0%, Tronje 5-%"°] 23%, Jones 5] 1985k ol
123%, 199139 11%, Edgerton 5'7°] 8% 2
AT B3R B dFiME RHAT )
BEREE gete 78% 9 HAES HAYh

FEo BAEY tAe Gasser®7} 12%,
Perrelet 57°] 17%, Tronje $%°] 22%% X
FEHPL B AFAME 1.05%9 SHES B
Frt.

FHe] BAES SlojMe A Eid Aol
o9 A2 Perrelet 57°] 06% 3 HilstH 1
B dAFME 105% 9 SHAES By

ojEA AR 3ol Perrelet 50| ot
97 2Zto g Mol o|EHo| 25% HAT=
Ro 2 Bu3tQ Coy 57°] 0.7%, Gasser™7}
48%, Jones 5”°| 8.8%, Bareclay?} Donaldson”
©] 5.0%, Spyropoulos 5¥°| 0.8%, Alattar 52°]



Table 6. Comparison of findings -

' No.of 9% of patients with
Study Year . iy
patients abnormalities
Waggener and Austin 1941 1380 23.80
Swenson 1944 381 31.23
Smith 1946 1000 22.40
Ennis and Berry 1949 1002 35.00
Edwards 1951 1050 35.50
Storer 1957 500 37.20
Crandell 1959 100 36.00
Crandell and Trueblood 1960 519 28.50
Coy and Wing 1966 452 28.80
Swenson and Hudson 1967 400 16.00
Michaeli et al. 1968 117 17.09
Bareclay and Donaldson 1970 100 44.00
Bremner and Grant 1971 237 41.40
Scandrett et al. 1973 212 37.00
Perrelet et al. 1977 287 41.00
Spyropoulos et al. 1981 368 37.00
Jones and Seals 1983 114 34.42
Jones and Seals 1991 518 11. 6
Edgertor and Clark 1991 308 18. 0
Present Study 1992 668 15. 4
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Table 7. Comparison of present study with

other panoramic radiography studies (percent of patients) .

Present study Coy and Kenneth Gasser Jones et al Edgerton et al
Impacted teeth 3.6 2.2 3.6 0.9 3
Root Fragments 7.8* 16.8 4.4 12.3 8
Cysts 1.05 1.2
Fracture 1.05
Foreign Bodies 0.75 0.7 4.8 8.8
Radioluciencies 0.75 2.7 1.2 1.8 3
Radiopacities 0.6 9.3 1.2 10.5 18
Bone Defect 0.3
Tumors 0.15
Sequestra 2.7 0
Total 15.4 28.8 18.4 34.4 23
No.of patients 668 452 250 114 308

% Superficial root fragments 6.44% plus Imbedded root fragments 1.35%
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—ABSTRACT -

PANORAMIC RADIOGRAPHY IN THE EXAMINATION OF
EDENTULOUS PATIENTS

Je-Woon Moon, Soon-Chul Choi

Department of Oral and Maxillofacial Radiology, College of Dentistry, Seoul National University

The author has examined the abnormalities in panoramic radiographs of 668 edentulous patients. The distribution,
type, incidence, and location of all abnormalities were analized, and the distances between alveolar crest and anatomical
structures were measures. (Maxillary measurements were performed between alveolar crest and lower margin of
the maxillary sinus and mandibular measurements between alveolar crest and upper edge of the mental foramen.)

The obtained results were as follows -

1. Of the 668 panoramic radiographs examined, 103(154% )showed one or more abnormalities.

2. The incidence of abnormalities was decreased by years, which was 22.0% in 1970's and 168% in 1980's and
121% in 1990s.

3. The distribution of abnormalities as follows 3
43 (402%) superficial root fragments, 24(224%) impacted teeth, 9(84%) imbedded root fragments, 7 (65%)
cysts, 7(65%) fractures, 5(4.7% ) foreign bodies, 5(4.7%) abnormal radiolucencies, 4(3.7% ) abnormal radiopacities,
2(19%) bony defects, 1(09%) tumor.

4. In the location of abnormalities, 42 cases (353%) were in the maxillary posterior region, 26 cases(21.8%) were
in the maxillary anterior region, 20 cases(244%) were in the mandibular posterior region and 18 cases(15.1%)
were in the mandibular anterior region.

5. In the distance between alveolar crest and maxillary sinus, 109 cases(9.7%) were below 0.5mm, 757 cases(67.6% )
were between o5mm and 10mm, 254 cases(22.7%) were above 10mm. In the distance between alveolar crest
and mental foramen, 73 cases(88%) were below 0.5mm, 501 cases(60.7%) were between 0.5mm and 10mm and
252 cases(305%) were above 100mm.

Key words . panoramic radiography, edentulous patients, abnormalities.
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EXPLANATION OF FIGURES

. Root fragment in maxillary premolar region(arrow).
. Impacted tooth in maxillary molar region.

. Imbedded root fragment in mandibular molar region(arrow).

Cyst in maxillary molar region.

. Mandibular body fracture.

. Implant fixture in the mandible.

. Abnormal radiolucency in the mandible.
. Tumor in mandibular molar region.

. Mental foramina on crest of ridge in right and left mandibular premolar regions.
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