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Table 1. Variables of this study

. AB plane to mandibular plane
. Palatal plane to FH plane

ODI

. Facial plane angle

AB plane angle

APDI

. Combination factor

. Interincisal angle

. Upper lip to E-line

. Lower lip to E-line

. Extraction index

. Overbite

. Overjet

. L1 to mandibular plane

. L1 to AB plane

. L1 to A-Pog plane

. Occlusal plane angle

. Ul edge to lip line

. L1 edge to lip line

. U6 inclination to occlusal plane
. L6 inclination to occlusal plane
. AB plane to occlusal plane

. N-Pog plane to occlusal plane
. Mandibular plane angle

. Maxillary arch length discrepancy
26. Mandibular arch length discrepancy
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Fig. 1. Variables of this study.
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Tablg 2. Descriptive statistics and student’s t-test results of the cephajometric dimensions between
pretreatment and posttreatment of the non-extraction groups

1. AB plane to mandibular plane 69.27
2. Palatal plane to FH plane 0.34
3. ODI 69.89
4. Facial plane angle 86.02
5. AB plane angle -4.05
6. APDI 82.05
7. Combination factor 152.19
8. Interincisal angle 12891
9. Upper lip to E-line 0.00
10. Lower lip to E-line 0.82
11. Extraction index 152.01
12. Overbite 2.38
13. Overjet 3.86
14. L1 to mandibular plane 177
15. L1 to AB plane 22.38
16. L1 to A-Pog plane 3.07
17. Occlusal plane angle 11.7
18. Ul edge to lip line 320
19. L1 edge to lip line -0.66
20. U6 inclination to occlusal plane 92.73
21. L6 inclination to occlusal plane &.72
22. AB plane to occlusal plane 93.43
23. N-Pog plane to occlusal plane 95.72
24. Mandibular plane angle 2199
25. Mx. arch length discrepancy -2.29

-3.19

541 69.07 542
344 050 3%
6.25 69.75 6.99
3.34 86.30 3.33
2.60 -4.57 290
460 82.93 6.07
8.32 152.71 9.38
11.06 11812 6.12 *
2.34 -043 1.74
235 172 2.15
1042 149.56 9.98
210 1.36 0.86
231 281 0.82
515 6.38 7.44 *
445 2764 453 *
1.99 5.07 1.68 *
447 10.16 476
2.35 248 1.86
272 -1.18 2.20
6.30 91.25 4.80
578 87.90 496
257 92.48 243
544 0477 531
6.39 2834 6.42
3.37
4.46

26. Mn. arch length discrepancy
* P < 005
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics and student’s t-test results of the cephalometric dimensions between normal and
pretreatment of the non-extraction groups.

1. AB plane to mandibular plane 69.0 3.53 69.27 541

2. Palatal plane to FH plane 46 244 0.34 344 *
3. ODI 735 465 69.89 6.25 *
4. Facial plane angle 82.8 253 86.02 334 *
5. AB plane angle -4.3 2.50. -4.05 2.60

6. APDI 3238 379 82.06 460

7. Combination factor 156.3 556 152.19 8.32 *
8. Interincisal angle 1236 7.26 12891 11.06 *
9. Upper lip to E-line 0.0 2.17 0.00 2.34

10. Lower lip to E-line 14 1.9% 0.82 235

11. Extraction index 1538 7.76 152.01 1042

12. Overbite 29 1.21 2.38 2.10

13. Overjet 38 1.01 386 231

14. L1 to mandibular plane 24 484 177 515

15. L1 to AB plane 234 422 22.38 445

16. L1 to A-Pog plane 38 177 307 1.99

17. Occlusal plane angle 15.3 2.82 117 - 447 *
18. Ul edge to lip line 36 1.68 320 2.3

19. L1 edge to lip line 0.7 152 -0.66 2.72
20. U8 inclination to occlusal plane 938 4380 92.73 6.30
21. L6 inclination to occlusal plane 784 461 8.72 5.78 *
22. AB plane to occlusal plane 935 3.14 9343 257
23. N-Pog plane to occlusal plane 98.0 2.29 B.72 544 *
24. Mandibular plane angle 328 3.69 2799 6.39 *

* P < 005
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729 SAHANA WS A 1 o FA 9 24
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3. Reliability
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics and student’s t-test results of the cephalometric dimensions bstween the
non-extraction and extraction groups.

1. AB plane to mandibular plane 69.27 541 66.92 6.14

2. Palatal plane to FH plane 0.34 3.44 2.22 267 *
3. ODI 69.89 6.25 69.17 7.28

4. Facial plane angle 86.02 3.34 83.92 3.36 *
5. AB plane angle -4.05 2.60 -4.89 401

6. APDI 82.05 460 81.31 504

7. Combination factor 152.19 8.32 150.52 597

8. Interincisal angle 12891 11.06 113.11 6.51 s
9. Upper lip to E-line 0.00 2.34 228 271 *
10. Lower lip to E-line 0.82 2.35 5.43 3.33 *
11. Extraction index 152.01 10.42 138.71 10.35 *
12. Overbite 2.38 2.10 1.4 2.46

13. Overjet 3.86 231 092 212 *
15. L1 to mandibular plane 1.77 515 524 5.36 *
16. L1 to A-Pog plane 3.07 1.9 7.94 241 *
19. Occlusal plane 11.7 447 13.27 477

20. U6 inclination to occlusal plane 92.73 6.30 90.95 7.24

21. L6 inclination to occlusal plane 85.72 578 79.08 6.35 *
22. AB plane to occlusal plane 93.43 257 R7.49 433 *
24. Mandibular plane angle 27.99 6.39 39.87 465 *
25. Mx. arch length discrepancy -2.29 3.37 -3.12

26. Mn. arch length discrepancy -3.19 4.46 -1.94

* P < 005
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- ABSTRACT -

THE MORPHOLOGIC CHARACTERISTICS OF CLASS I, NON-EXTRACTION PATIENTS

Young-Il Chang”, Soo-Jung Shin?

Department of Orthodontics, College of Dentistry, Seoul national Uniuersity”
Department of Dentistry, School of Medicine, Ajou uniuersityg)

The purpose of this study was to investigate the pretreatment and posttreatment dentofacial characteristics of
non-extraction patients with Class I malocclusion. And to compare this result with matched non-orthodontic
normal occlusion and Class I premolar extraction patients. Such comparison might help identify morplhologic
characteristics of the non—extraction patients.

Initial and final cephalometric evaluation were compared in a sample of 22 patients with Class I malocclusions
treated in non—extraction manner with edgewise appliance and MEAW. The mean age of the total population was
14 years 9 months and the average treatment time was 2 years 8 months. 32 landmarks were located and digitized
on each cephalogram. From these landmarks, 24 linear and angular dimension were obtained. Student’s t-test were
used to compare the pretreatment - posttreatment results, Nonextraction - Normal groups, and nonextraction -
Extraction groups. Significance was predetermined at p < 0.05.

The results were as follows.

1. Before treatment, the mean value of the ODI was 69.9°, APDI was 82.1°, CF was 152°, and EI was 152° in the
non-extraction groups.

2. The skeletal pattern of the non-extraction groups were similar with non-orthodontic normal groups, but the
non-extraction groups had larger interincisal angle.

3. Comparison between groups treated with and without extraction indicated at pretreatment, the extraction groups
had more protrusive lips, smaller interincisal angle, and EL

4. After treatment, there was no significant changes in the skeletal pattern of the non-extraction groups, but
uprighting of the maxillary and mandibular first molar and decrease of the interincisal angle were seen.
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# Key words : non-extraction treatment, Class | malocclusion, morphologic characteristics,
Extraction Index.
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