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Table 1. Description of posteroanterior cephalometric landmarks used in this study

Landmarks

Definition

Cg (Crista galli)

Lo (Lateral orbitale)
J (Jugal point)

The most constricted point of the projection of the perpendicular lamina of
the ethmoid

The intersection of the lateral orbital contour with innominate line

The point on the jugal process of the maxilla at a crossing with the

tuberosity of the maxilla

Cd (Condylion)

Ag (Antegonion)

Go (Gonion)

ANS (Anterior nasal spine)
Me (Menton)

Top of the conylar head

The most superior point of the antegonial notch

The most lateral, inferior point of ramus .

Tip of anterior nasal spine just below the nasal cavity above the hard palate

The point on the inferior border of symphysis inferior to the mental

protuberance below center of trigonium mentali

UI (Upper central incisal edge)
LI (Lower central incisal edge)
UABP (Upper apical base point)
LABP (Lower apical base point)

The midpoint between the upper central incisal edges
The midpoint between the lower central incisal edges
The midpoint between the roots of the upper central incisors

The midpoint between the roots of the lower central incisors

UMBC The buccal cusp of the first upper molar
g oA AAB v Ao i AR = v $- o. A20HAN S i
@AY AN, B SAF 4F HHE
wASTEE B A8 oNeA Bele A9 1. oI
il 0 2 Mgk Bt et
AABt] A 2E QT A& UL o] 2ol ¢ Adiistadd wgdd Wdgd &2 F FJEF
Avlg Al vl N FLT 247 EAEoh WRAAT Bdo Baw 124 o139 B3 1003
d A8E date @AY AA g & F YA ojd < QLR "B dZo| g HtA ol A
542 7R ARRtel AAE viggelekn QAse  zhala slEAl & Zojrol vdiA 97 FEd o
Aol et A= vlmg Aot gt ‘ot | “oluztz AT | “RaAn”
A dAHg e 7Y A Hrsy] §ls) ‘B Polgtn ATy | “Es] HiH o}’

o] ARFEPAPAAAC olgE 3 ot F4
A el 29 vt HxE vmeA Y, 1
Aug Y £E ojd WE3 wg Y e S'Jraﬂ”"”,
219 1y QA ol A A7 e w g
4 E1o} =7E Bt F-9¢ QAT g A
T A5 dgolth oo &x49] vlHA AR =
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Fig. 1. Posteroanterior cephalometric landmarks used Fig. 2. Linear measurements used in this study.

in this study, See the Table 1. for the
description of the landmarks

-

- J to MSR (Li/Rt)

. Go to MSR (Li/RD)

~Ag to MSR (Lt/RD)

- Cd -Me (Lt/Rt)

. Cd-Ag (L/RD

. Ag-Me (Lt/Rt)

. RH (Ramus height Lt/Rt)

. UI-LI (Denture midiine discrepancy)
. ABD (Apical base discrepancy)

e T o) Yt 29 A @
7~8 mA, Y 80 kVp, 4 HEAE 5 feet, =%
A 1217 22 S50 B A7 A3 =2717b
ofUg} #9-= 2719 ol AiAen Arlshe
AolmR Azl Bui&e nEjehA] Fst

ol
2
=i
© W DO WD

dReRa
A e o] EFA } F ;%}31 EA}EE ZM? }sziv}. 5
AYE Ado) Fig. 13 28 13719 AZEL Aystn

L G J% Z2338(Quick Ceph Image Pro
TM, Quick Ceph Systems, U.S.A)¥ A golAE
ol &-otod HFHol i stoict 7t Al gt W)
A FFU A= E detstr] ¢k 731 Ylerista ga-
12} ¥ =H (anterior nasal spine)2 9ZAFT A
AF A 718 (midsagittal reference line) &2, ©]
o 2 2}olm &% lateral orbitale® AtE & 77
7102 &3 Fig. 29 o] orle] M A=A =
0.lmm B9 2, Fig. 339 Zol 49 45 A2xE
1" @92 22 peisich ol 13719 ASg=
420 T ASE G2} A9 4 & oen

2ol &, a4 Fdol glo] & gtel AlzE g= i jgg;A?étﬁSu(sil/TI;ne canting)

A= 2 e v gz gAasio . the angle between horizontal reference
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buceal cusp of first upper molar

Fig. 3. Angular measurements used in this study.
1. 2Cg-Me to MSR
. 2ANS-Me to MSR
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Table 2. Comparison of linear and angular measurements among the groups according to the perception of facial

asymmetry
, - Group A Group B Group C Group D Grow E
Vbl (n=20) (n=21) (n=21) (2D '(1;7:17)' . p value
' Mean  SD Mean SD . Mean SD. Mem SD . Men SD
Linear measurements
J to MSR(Lt/Rt) 116 095 112 1.05 096 071 154 105 229 219 0017
Go to MSR(Lt/Rt) 330 317 34 232 3071 204 300 241 3271 389 NS
Ag to MSR(Lt/Rt) 248 193 308 17 239 11 338 236 468 38 0032
Cd-Ag(Lt/Rt) 212 136 167 136 274 165 2% 240 374 28 0020
Cd-Me(Lt/Rt) 213 128 243 208 308 181 500 424 617 45  0.000™
Ag-Me(Lt/Rt) 319 24 276 18 287 191 578 426 554 330 0001
RH(Lt/Rt) 2055 148 169 132 231 19 262 174 297 184 NS
UI-DI 115 071 112 1.05 126 114 224 165 262 130 0.000™
ABD 128 149 121 090 145 104 264 214 344 200 0.0007
Angular measurements
2CgMe to MSR 124 09 114 077 104 071 221 153 244 191 0.000™
£ANS-Me to MSR 221 166 202 132 183 124 401 272 441 35 0.000™
£Cd-Ag-Me 269 208 232 17 257 206 348 302 385 288 NS
2£0pc 090 074 136 112 150 114 155 135 203 14 NS

* p<0.05, *+x p<0.00L.

o} SAAE

g A QA= FTFE HHe ARFY
HAMAALR A 228 olry] $)8ke] SAS(Statisti-
cal Analysis System)E4 A2l & ZZa3dE o] &
st ANOVA B4 S Algsta vlth QA Eel ot
g BAA foats Bl ASIEEE 7 29 ¢4
& ¢ol7] #ste] Duncan W L2 ALFEA S A|

P A=
m o3 MA

atel wohy AAE JFE v PRER
AHIAR AZA 2 Fobr] S5l ANOVA 24
& N A3, A AZAY B 0l FE F ] 1o
MSR, Ag to MSR, Cd-Ag, Cd-Me, Ag-Me, UI-LI,
ABDS| The] AZA AN BAR O fold Aol B
ugom, 2w AZAe] A% 4] $5 5 LCg Me
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to MSR, # ANS-Me to MSR9] 2719] AlSA] A &
ARoz foid ol Bk WhA Go to MSR,
RH, 2Cd-Ag-Me, +Opc¥ A= HdA AA
Az} EAAOR {3 Ao]E HolA| go} o] 4
N =L gl B9 vt Ao FFS w|AA
= ¢ & U (Table 2).
ARz FAAE YEM &5 3 mentond] ¥
2 YehiE 329 Cd-Me, Ag-Me, ~Cg-Me to
MSR, 2 ANS-Me to MSR¢} 3 54 WH0l & Vel &=
£ UI-DI, ABD7} ®l¢ £ FAH fgAE
(p<0.001) & menton¥}  F-A9] W7}t gzl <l
Aol & 9L AL & F AUk

H AR Fze wat f93 Aol E B AlS
Bz 7 7o $A4E golEr] 3] Duncan
Ho g ARZEAE At A, BE ASH| oA
];H o)

&
U ofm dlo

)
i

1A Fxol w2t A, B,C ¢ ¥ D, E 2%

A FEHL FANCE feld Zolg B uld]
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Table 3. Post-hoc comparison of the group according to the perception of facial asymmetry for the measurements
showing significant difference. Groups connected by horizontal bars were not significantly different

Variables Group Mean * SD P value

Linear measurements

] to MSR(L/Rt) Group C Group B Group A Group D Group E

096 £ 071 112 £ 1.0 116 = 09 154 = 1.06 229 + 219 0.017
Ag to MSR(Lt/Rt) Group C Group A Group B Group D Group E

239 £ 171 248 + 193 308 + 1.77 338 £ 236 468 + 383 0.032
Cd-Ag(Lt/Rt) Group B Group A Group C Group D Group E

167 £ 1.36 212 £ 1.36 274 £ 165 296 £ 240 374 £ 28 0.020
Cd-Me(Lt/Rt) Group A Group B Group C Group D Group E

213 £ 128 243 £ 208 308 £ 181 500 t 424 6.17 £ 456 0.000
Ag-Me(Lt/Rt) Group B Group C Group A Group E Group D

276 £ 138 287 £ 191 319 £ 24 554 £ 330 518 *+ 426 0.001
UI-LI Group B Group A Group C Group D Group E

112 £ 1.05 115 = 071 126 £ 1.14 224 £ 165 262 £ 1.30 0.000
ABD Group B Group A Group C Group D Group E 0.000

120 £ 090 128 £ 149 145 = 104 264 = 214 344 = 200

Angular measurements

+Cg-Me to MSR Group C Group B Group A Group D Group E
1.04 £ 071 114 = 0.77 1.24 £ 091 227 £ 153 244 %+ 191 0.000
2. ANS-Me to MSR Group C Group B Group A Group D Group E
183 £ 124 202 £ 1.32 221 £ 166 401 £ 272 441 + 355 0.000
Hol oplebm Aztehe wut MgHoR A7eRe 1 $wE 2o RE AZAE “Be ddFol
zel ¥ 2R O¥Ee FAS uslth FWA B, o 23 A £AAE Bold 98 & 5 U
C<%DET u}oﬂﬂ—é MEZ FAA RS Bo t} (Table 3).
A ol “R2AY B $FF P9 RE ASAE el A wet Mg 2 EAS FoE
o Copjela e w3 5AM f9 we Asusd Al mAHed AnE 2o

A2 polx ghgrom “WyAelgn AARY B Fig 4% 2 AE Ak wrie] ok 4
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Fig. 4. Comparison of linear(A) and angular(B) measurements among the groups according to the perception of facial asym
metry. Groups connected by line were not significantly different.
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- ABSTRACT -

Relationship between Perception of Facial Asymmetry and
Posteroanterior Cephalometric Measurements

Jeong-Soon Ahn, Hyeon-Shik Hwang

Department of Orthodontics, College of Dentistry, Dental Science Research Institute, Chonnam National University

This study was aimed at how posteroanterior cephalometric measurements affect the perception of the patient about
his/her facial asymmetry. One hundred orthodontic patients, over the age of 12, who required a postercanterior cep-
halogram in the Department of Orthodontics of Chonnam National University Hospital were used as the subjects. They
were asked if they thought their faces were asymmetrical. Their responses were classified into 5 groups based on the
level of asymmetry as follows : Definitely No, Probably No, Don't Know, Probably Yes, and Definitely Yes. Nine linear
and four angular measurements from each posteroanterior cephalometric radiographs were analysed on the standard of
the line between crista galli and anterior nasal spine to show the extent of asymmetry. Through this comparative study,
the following results were obtained.
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1. As the deviation of menton and the midline discrepancy of the upper and lower jaws were greater, the perception
of patients about their facial asymmetry was higher. .

2. All the measurements from the group “Don’t Know” showed no statistical difference from those of the groups
“Definitely No” or “Probably No.”

3. All the measurements from the group “Probably Yes” showed no statistical difference from those of the group
“Definitely Yes.”

KOREA. J. ORTHOD. 2001 : 31(6) : 489-98

% Key words : Perception of the patient, Posteroanterior cephalometric measurements, Facial asymmetry
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