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Comparative evaluation of extraction or non—extraction treatment in
skeletal Class I malocclusion borderline cases
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Abstract

Objective : In skeletal Class I cases with moderate crowd-
ing (borderline cases), extraction and non—extraction treat-
ments have long been discussed. The aim of this study was
to make pre— and post—treatment comparisons in extraction
and non—extraction borderline patients who were diagnosed
with skeletal Class I malocclusions. Methods : In total, 438
patients diagnosed with skeletal Class I malocclusion were
included in this study. Konstantonis analysis was used to
identify extraction or non — extraction borderline cases
among these patients, and 26 borderline cases (13 extraction
and 13 non-—extraction patients) were finally selected for
analysis. In addition, cephalometric analysis and model
analysis were performed on these cases. The model analysis
was assessed by the American Board of Orthodontics—Ob-

jective Grading System (ABO-OGS) using plaster study
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FEEFHGHC BT 2 30k o P HEIZIE, oh & FHE
DR E SO, FFOHHERY, BLOEREHMED
AR, ETFFHR IO EMNER, BTV EOZRMN R &A%
FHMN S, Jackson O LG IE RGBT % Hsk o B
HEUTOX)IZHRTWS, “FLWEEND L IRE
T, RO OEEPHNT 272010 AR— A B R
57297, " LETHHATEOMNE, &5 \Wid LT E Otk
MW EDORERERTHLAT G —T 2 TELL)IIHE
B4 57:0" L LTwb (Jackson et al., 2017). Z®
91, B L RFEFICBOTHS 2R AR

il

models. Results : Cephalometric analysis at post—treatment
showed that the values of FMA, U1-SN, Ls—E—plane, LL—-
E-plane, and LL—Sn—-Pg’ line in the non—extraction group
were significantly larger than those in the extraction group.
The values of FMIA and overbite in the non-—extraction
group were significantly smaller than those in the extraction
group. Extraction treatment led to significant soft tissue
changes which resulted in upper and lower lip position and
thickness changes. There was no significant difference be-
tween the non—extraction and extraction groups in the ABO
—OGS comparison. Conclusions : These results suggest that
extraction decisions in borderline cases do not influence the
patient occlusion, but slightly influences the vertical dimen-

sion and facial profile.
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1. HRMROHE

JeiE ERER SR, B & Okl KR 2 )
=y 7 OREIEHR % %5 Lt"‘$%‘¥5{4041%75‘% A
BNFT Ty MEEIC L EIERRHGE Z FE kL 72
S EALRRE R DI R Lf:. W, &7 7 a5 & AT
L, ANBI%™2. 94+ 1. 52 DOFPHIN #5851k T ¥k & 2
WrL,438% 24l L7z (UMAEELS, 1989). & 5 I1ZKon-
stantonis DK « IR R — 7 —F 4 VIER DL (F
1) ZFJH L (Konstantonis, 2012), K—%—F 1 VJE
Blehhi L7z, 2 ofiR, Hhkhel3%, FEREL34 T
Hotz. ¥y T VYA ZOREIZEHETY 7 vy =7
(G power 3.1.9.2, hhu) ZMEH L, #Ed) 1 0.8, ZhH
w0 0.5, AREAKHE0.05ICRkEL. &b, KWIET
EMEEEZZE L2V E W) BN TH S %2 KO AT E

L7z, 72, WIS AR 2 0 ) EmiE R %
BN BT BIMEOREED & 296, E1Eh

WO % R EBNE R L 72,
AR AL B ER RO M EEDOKAED D L1
117z (KiEEKS « 207).

2. \RFGE
1) &7 7u5iic X 2885, R B LOHKHHKD
i

PRRE, JEPRERTE DRI & BRI T DWW T
7 7 ugfieiive, SR, ERO8HHE (K1),
BLOBMBOIIHE (1, 2) 22WCEFili L 7.
Overjet& OverbitelZB L ClZ, FATEAEIA S L 7.
2) PATEARLC X 2 B S AT

Pk, JHRETE OB & BYIHERGE TR O AT
BENI Iy 7 AMEHZEMH L, The American
Board of Orthodontics Objective Grading System (LT,

# 1 Konstantonis DK - PR — 5 —F 4 VRER DS

7

JEdhthine (N=32) HaskifE (N=30)
Mean SD Mean SD
Lower tooth A.L.D. 320 181 378 206

(mm)

LL to E-plane

-1.20 2.61 -0.72 2.83

(mm)
FMIA 63.39 5.64 61.18 4.13

)

E R TR IER G ORBGIER G R — & — Z A VHEBIIC

BT B GHHI RO IR
ABO-0GS) 2> CT8HH (M3) 22V TIKREGDF
fili %47 > 72.
3) i

ARBFFEIZ BT % & 7 7 T 53t & BT Ol e A %
Bt % 72912265 D&KL & 5 # o oML v »
AR G & SPATRR 2 SR 25 (Al L7z, BHANE
—aHFE 2T, I OFH S 2 AR L R Z B0
T 2% L, Dahlberg’s formula (EM=3Xd2/2n) &
DEHIEANTOMBIMEZ AL L, HAEEHN & AR o
KIS DWW TR L7z (Dahlberg, 1940).
4) AREHALE

AERTALEE Y 7 & (SPSS 23.0, IBM, Armonk, NY) % i
W, 7 7 agis X OEEGHTIZO W T, Kol
XD RWEROIEREEMERL
7205, Student—t testZ T o7z, 4B, AEAHEIZL %
THE L7

mogorov—Smirnov testl

] £
. WEEFOIFREE L IRERF O LR

1) MR OX 7 7 0 5HIZ BT B IR & ki o
lid ¢ )
e & PR IS B 2 MBI OB AT DR R %

¢+ G
—_ II
_ FaTN
e e ._.'_ 3 1
S SRS g %T |
L1 o N\ e
.l"} %Or 4
|:"| _I.- FH Plane _r..-- | R, S c/:)'"-._ h
f '. \ x | ! A H J %
_-""-. L1 o, SRR | L .-_-" | C !
1 — L b f
| = e
1 / - S ,"".:lllq;'
\J Y {A j - s
o J | "\._'._ Ayi. k LUQ
I__.I.__ _. : | 1:1'. _"II
h /
_:_“‘", ;‘L Stm_ fLs
X A i“. i
e L3/ ﬁ fLL
= || FH Plane " | II-B B
"\.‘; .-'e . I
m‘x:__ ."|_ | ,
ok, )Pg
d Me -'.-

K1 k7 7usifomesi

FH4% s a:SNA, b: SNB, c¢: ANB, d: Ul-SN, e: FMIA, f:
FMA, g : WITS, h/i : ALFH/AUFH

WRHLRE 5 j : G’—Sn—Pg’, k : Nasolabial angle

(138)



The Dental Journal of Health Sciences University of Hokkaido 40(2) 2021 23

K2 t77usiplomesit @K

a: Ls—E-plane, b : LL-E—plane, ¢ : Ls—Sn—-Pg’ line, d : LL-Sn—
Pg’ line, e : Is=Stm, f: Is-Ls, g: li-LL, h : Maxillary, sulcus—Sn—
Ls, i : Mandibular, sulcus-LL-Pg’

K2IRT. AT, IXRTOHEHIIBWTHEE
FRRO SN Loz BMRICBIT 29 TH, £<D
THHCIRRRBE L O THEZIIRD SNk
Mo 72, Is-LsicBWTHEEEZ RO (P=0.006)
(#£2).

2) MBREOFATHRNC X 2 BRI B ) 2 ISRk
& Prpki e o Mg

R & PRI C B B W R O BRI 30T DA R %
EIRT. TRTCOHEBAIZBWTAEATRDO LN
oz

2. ENEVAREIR T BFDIETREEEE & IR D IR

1) BIEBERTEOY 7 7 a 50250 2 EdklE &

Pk Bk o Jelgchieid
BHAOFMIEHEICB VT, ANBMZIEHERET

3.34°, WHET3.10° L FBEAITRD LN Lo/ —

75, FMA IR ©28. 34°, e ©25.35° &, JE

WP HEREICRKE o7 (P=0.045). BiRDEHIIH
HIZBWT, UL —SNIZ, FRHITETL07. 44°, $RpkifE
T98.26° L IS HREITKE D72 (P=0.000).
FMIAIL, JESRHRET55. 037, $RHET61. 89° & FEkth
XA BINE o7z (P=0.002) (F4). WO
WIHHICBWT, Ls—E-planeld, JEKHHE T —0.52
mm, REHET—2.22 mm&, FERMHA2IAZITKE
o7z (P=0.029). LL-E-planeld, JEHLH#E TO0.92
mm, EHET-1.68 mm&, FEHEHELFEITKE
o7z (P=0.000) (¥£4). LL-Sn-Pg’ lineld, IFEHH
MET4.90 mm, KEHET2.60 mmThH Y, IEWEIEDH
BICKE D572 (P=0.000) (F£4).
2) BRIRHEHE TR O TATHANC X B BRI HTIC BT 5
Feph skt & Pt o LeBRES

FEP R AE & PRpR R 350T 2 BTG T IR DRI HT
DOFERZRSITIRT. TRTOHEAICBWTHEREITR
OOoNLGEhoTz.

3. WEAEEEIZ DWW T

7 7 asr, B X OBRLGHTIC BT B BN E A
DOEEHERAMEZ 6, 7TIIRT. 7 7u0MicBirs
Dahlberg® R L 55 v ¥4 - =5 —i%, HEEEHN T
0.39 mmPLN, AEEHINTO.57° LINTH - 7.

Z =

1. BIRFEICOVT

1) BEFH OOV T

TR T sk - AR — 5 — 5 4 VIERNE, K
B - IR OFIRDE L g2 2139\ (Yashwant
etal, 2016). L7 T, WEDZEN, B, Yl
FORBS X OB AR TS B R Eofkc
T % Z R LTk - IR — 5 — 5 4 Vel O
BIREAT) LD L. Z LT, ISV HH
HROFHIIE, FENTRINIEZR SR (Vaidya et al.,
2018). AWIFETIE, WHHRETROKGORENE, WHIE
B, B X OB AR R T R R A3
B72%, &7 7 ught LRGN R AT o 72 RIS
PZBWTIE, FENICRE 2T 572012, 72 Y
71 K6 1E R A AR PR TER T & LT 2 4RGN &
A T 5 ABO-OGS % H\W Tt & 475 72.

2) ki - AR — 5 — T 4 VIER DKM

TRV T Mdksh - FERR AR — 5 —F 4 VIEBIOZM:12
DWW — SN2 IR AR L v, Bk Tk
Ptk - AR — 5 — 5 4 VIEFIDOSMOIEIIE, B
ROLWEBE AT ) Hd L BRI B 5HT (Beit et
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3 JERISHT - The American Board of Orthodontics Objective Grading System
A : Alignment, B : Marginal ridges, C : Buccolingual inclination, D : Overjet, E : Occlusal contacts, F : Occlusal relation-
ships, G : Interproximal contacts, H : Root angulation

al., 2017 ; Herzog et al., 2017 ; Konstantonis, 2012 ; Kon- — 9 mm® Arch Length Discrepancy (LF, ALD.) ¢
stantonis et al.,2013 ; Yashwant et al., 2016) (2 X V179 ¥ » Bt (Proffit, 2004).
G0HLH. BEOLMTRENTVDFEMOREIZLT (2) 5—-9 mm®»OverjetBs X6 mmLl EDALD. %
DEBNTH%. A9 5%t (Kirschneck et al., 2016).

(1) Proffitlc LA, B THOKEIIENT, 5 (3) AERCRFIEIL SR A5 E O 5 # ORF I FHE DY,
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Non—extraction Extraction Mean difference 95%Cl1 P value
SNA
o 82.33(2.84) 81.27(3.13) 1.06 ~1.36, 3.48 0376
SNB
o 79.16(2.37) 78.40(2.75) 075 ~132,2.83 0.461
ANB
o) 3.17(0.80) 2.83(1.10) 034 ~0.44, 1.12 0374
U1-SN
o 104.91(5.98) 109.40(6.20) ~450 ~9.43, 0.43 0.072
FMIA
o 60.70(3.17) 60.20(2.93) 050 -1.97,2.97 0.678
FMA
s 27.92(3.71) 25.59(3.05) 233 ~0.42, 5.08 0.093
WITS
~1.51(1.39) 22.012.24) 0.50 ~1.00, 2.01 0.497
(mm)
Overjet
2.93(1.56) 3.92(1.29) ~0.98 2214, 0.17 0.091
(mm)
it
Overbite 2.65(1.84) 3.22(1.26) ~0.57 ~1.85,0.71 0367
(mm)
ALFH/AUFH 1.22(0.07) 1.20(0.06) 0.03 ~0.03, 0.08 0351
G'-Sn-Pg’
(f‘) € 11.96(2.97) 10.35(5.05) 1.62 ~1.74, 4.97 0.33
Ls—E-plane
~0.48(1.44) ~0.63(1.29) 0.15 ~0.95, 1.26 0.776
(mm)
LL-Epl
plane 0.55(0.93) 1.27(1.06) ~072 ~1.52, 0.08 0.074
(mm)
Ls—Sn-Pg’ line
6.24(1.84) 6.42(0.90) ~0.18 ~1.35, 1.00 0.758
(mm)
LL-Sn-Pg’ li
I-re line 4.68(1.32) 5.32(1.23) ~0.64 ~1.67, 0.40 0215
(mm)
Is—Stm
2.45(1.72) 2.95(1.73) ~05 ~1.89, 0.89 0.466
(mm)
Is-Ls .
13.72(2.85) 11.03(1.14) 2.69 0.89, 4.50 0.006*
(mm)
li-LL
! 13.30(1.50) 13.18(1.74) 0.12 Z1.19, 1.44 0.849
(mm)
Max, sulcus—
2.03(0.78) 1.87(0.72) 0.16 ~0.45,0.77 0.590
Sn—Ls (mm)
Mand, sulcus—
k 4.58(0.68) 5.18(0.86) ~0.6 ~1.23, 0.03 0.060
LL-Pg’ (mm)
Nasolabial angl
a0 a(f;‘ angle 100.00(9.91) 94.50(11.15) 5.5 ~3.04, 14.04 0.196
#P<0.05
():SD

MZROBHERN S, &4 050k, ke, K—5—
FAELTHHL, EE-HH LLRBFEETHo 2
IEF & Pl - AR - —F 4 v EREL (Xu,
2006).

—77, BRERHN G 2 L Covg S a5 0
TOEBYTH%.

(4) BHERCHLTE7 7 0 OEROREM, £
R OLEBOWEM, FiBs L O ZzZ2a7E L

THEHEAL LR B0 2 47 9 (Beit et al., 2017 ; Herzog et
al., 2017 ; Konstantonis., 2012 ; Konstantonis et al.,2013 ;
Yashwant et al., 2016). KB#E - FEEHRBEICOWT 2 #E
T EDICEREOREVERDSF SN S (Beit et al.,
2017 ; Herzog et al., 2017 ; Konstantonis., 2012 ; Konstan-
tonis et al., 2013 ; Yashwant et al., 2016). & & |ZH S
DEWERIIH LT, 7y M 7REREL, 0L
OB L OISR HEAED] & E IS 5 (Beit et al., 2017 ;
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F3  WBEEOIIRERE & SREERE D e - BT

Vesr & EHstE T AARIERCE O IEE R — 57— T 1 Y EGNZ BT S IGHR AR O LE

Non-extraction Extraction Mean difference 95%C1 P value
Alignment 25.69(6.32) 29.54(5.49) -3.84 —-8.64, 0.94 0.110
Marginal ridges 4.38(2.18) 4.54(3.10) -0.15 -2.32,2.02 0.885
Buccolingual
. 7.46(4.56) 7.69(3.88) -0.23 -3.66, 3.20 0.891
inclination
Overjet 6.15(5.70) 4.69(3.84) 1.46 -2.47,5.39 0.451
Occlusal contacts 2.62(5.17) 4.00(3.27) -1.38 -4.89, 2.12 0.422
Occlusal relationships 4.92(3.82) 8.08(5.16) -3.15 —-6.83, 0.52 0.089
Interproximal contacts 0.15(0.38) 0.00(0.00) 0.15 -0.07, 0.38 0.165
Root angulation 1.38(0.87) 2.23(2.01) -0.85 -2.13,0.44 0.182
Total 52.77(15.08) 60.77(17.91) -8.00 —21.40, 5.40 0.230
#*P<0.05

Herzog et al., 2017 ; Konstantonis., 2012 ; Konstantonis,
2013 ; Yashwant et al., 2016). 1 L 7= dh - JEHh
A= —F A4 VIEGIDEEED R WAL D V-I9MH & FEE
RZEIIML L 72 & %2 % (Beit et al., 2017 ; Herzog et al.,
2017 ; Konstantonis., 2012 ; Konstantonis, 2013 ; Yashwant
et al, 2016). HEEOFHWEHIE, NBline (7 71
DN & BRI Z S 13 2 T 58 s )i o i
BTHHL1 -NB, LFHOALD., THOALD.(Yash-
want et al., 2016) %, FFIMOALD. LL-E-plane, 3
D A.LD., Overjet (Konstantonis et al., 2013) 7 EA%dH
. WEHFICRE SN D720, EREORVAKIZR
7% o T < % (Konstantonis, 2012 ; Konstantonis et al.,
2013 ; Yashwant et al., 2016). Z OHHIZ, & ICEKAYER
MY 2 HREROAERL, ZXEOMBEFIZOWT, 2
HOMTHRBENE LA HWHNEBIERYE D505 TH
5. HBIgAT 2 L7238, ALLD. & T3 O E
R 2EBDPEETH 572720, RIFFETIEX, T7
DALD., LL-E-planed & O'FMIAZ EEE O HWERK
& L 7zKonstantonis D 7347 % $ itk - FERF AR — 5 —F A
HEBIO Sk % PR L7z (Konstantonis, 2012) (% 1).

3) BHFMIZOWT

ABEZEIZ BT 5 B E A 1 Konstantonis DIk Bk - K
MR =5 —F 4 VIEBI OS5 % BRH L7z (Konstantonis,
2012) (2 1). il L 7-5EBhd it - IO R — 5 —
T4 VERITHY, WOt T 7 st clizmiics
WTHEEPZWI L% E L. KonstantonisiZ & %

():SD

EHIH AT & 0 Al U 74kt & IEdhifEo & 7 7 1
SHICBVWTHBE S ZWZ L2#HELTWS (Kon-
stantonis, 2012 ; Konstantonis et al., 2013). ZHid 34 b
L, WBREOGHEIIRREEOGITH B I E 2 TS
HTWZ ERL TS (Konstantonis, 2012). AHWFFEIZE
B MBS HTIX, WHETls-Ls (FEOER) OA
WCHEAZRDZY, COHBIZBEEZICHESNLTWDS
Ptk - PR OG- T 2 HEE O S WIHE LI E
FNTwRwn, L72> T, ABFRIZET 2 BEmil<T
I3 Konstantonis & D {5 & MRIZ R — 5 —F 4 VHEF D
MHTELEEZS.

5) HERAAITDOWT

(1) &7 70845412 2WT

BEIZE DX 7 7 asphi & e itbhTtw
2705 k77 agiiEir) LTy 7 AREOEGH D
TRBIVE & ZAUTAHRE L 22 Bl 322 S & 22 5 (Lysell,
1980). F7z, MAMIIHBIT 2 MEHED HHMEE ZE
L7z ETRELMEE 5. ABSETIIME HOMREL
% §72912, [l —#FIZ X % double determination
method!Z & % G725 BRI 72402 & 0 (58 K BE & Mt L
2. ZORRE, DahlbergdXICL BTV F A - T —
&, BEEEEHICO0. 39 mmPAN, A EEEHN TO.57° LN T
Holz. &7 7aGIIZET B AL FEHEO N ERAED
30D, 3.0 mmPLFOMMPANEHEINTVEZ L
Mo, KO GHAEOFEMEAR S 7z (Baumrind
etal, 1971 : 585, 2014). 7=, KAWL HARICE
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R4 BB T R OISR & PO 7 7 ol

Non—extraction Extraction Mean difference 95%Cl1 P value
SNA
o 82.22(2.75) 81.20(3.28) 1.03 ~1.42,3.48 0394
SNB
o 78.89(2.41) 78.10(2.97) 0.79 ~1.40, 2.98 0.464
ANB
o 3.34(0.68) 3.10(1.26) 024 -0.60, 1.07 0.558
U1-SN \
o 107.44(4.79) 98.26(5.43) 9.18 5.03, 13.32 0.000%
FMIA
o 55.03(4.78) 61.89(5.09) ~6.85 ~10.85, -2.86 0.002*
FMA ,
s 28.34(3.90) 25.35(3.26) 2.99 0.08, 5.90 0.045%
WITS
~1.81(1.38) ~1.16(2.46) ~0.65 2229, 0.99 0.415
(mm)
Overjet
vene 2.09(0.51) 2.43(0.49) ~034 -0.75, 0.07 0.099
(mm)
it
Overbite 1.91(0.67) 2.52(0.53) ~0.62 ~1.10, -0.13 0.015%
(mm)

ALFH/AUFH 1.23(0.07) 1.19(0.07) 0.04 ~0.02, 0.10 0.146
G _?I‘;Pg 12.27(3.13) 10.65(4.46) 1.62 -1.51,4.74 0.296
Ls—E-plane

~0.52(1.74) 22.22(1.96) 1.69 0.19, 3.19 0.029*
(mm)
LL-Epl
plane 0.92(1.62) ~1.68(0.98) 259 1.49, 3.69 0.000B4
(mm)
Ls—Sn—Pg’ line
6.02(1.90) 532(2.62) 0.70 ~1.15,2.55 0.443
(mm)
LL-Sn-Pg’ li
I-re line 4.90(1.38) 2.65(0.82) 225 1.33,3.17 0.000L4
(mm)
Is—Stm
2.03(1.50) 2.60(1.36) ~0.57 ~1.73, 0.59 0321
(mm)
Is-Ls
12.942.22) 14.58(2.06) _1.64 2337, 0.09 0.063
(mm)
li-LL
! 12.36(1.34) 13.23(1.48) ~0.87 2201, 0.33 0.130
(mm)
Max, sulcus—
1.89(0.71) 2.20(0.50) ~031 ~0.81,0.19 0214

Sn—Ls (mm)

Mand, sulcus—

k 4.44(0.49) 4.75(0.90) ~032 2090, 0.27 0.280

LL-Pg’ (mm)

Nasolabial angl
a0 a(f;‘ angle 101.73(9.84) 100.38(8.82) 1.35 ~6.22, 891 0717
#P<0.05
():SD

Kk T Mhdkiehi - AR AR — ¥ — T 4 VRERI 2 G L L7
Yashwant & D & T % &, ARAFIEDOHKE K A3 Yash-
wantH DFE LY /NS o722 L2 n, WHBKIZEBIT
BN DWW T S AR DE AR 27z (Yashwant
et al., 2016).

(2) PATHERINC X 2 BERIAHT IS DN T
Hildebrand 5 &, HIIGHHIC X BHIEREICE L T,

FNENOFIIEE, H5WVIERA I TI2B W TiEN
2K Y MU EOYE, BREREICR S EHRE LT
% (Hildebrand et al, 2008 ; Fabels&Nijkamp, 2014). A
ZETIZABO-OGSHH r— Y ¢ Z IR L 72F v ) 7
L—Yardy bEREHL, BN N —=2 7% 7o
72D HIZEHN A T - 72,

ZORER, HFHEOFH ORERF AL I RAL VM ETF
B BAE AR & 2D, AHFSE DB R L ERIR LRI O 2w
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28 Ryusuke YAMADA et al.Comparative evaluation of extraction or non—extraction treatment in skeletal Class I malocclusion borderline cases

RS BN TR O IESBTE & PR O i - R

Non-extraction Extraction Mean difference 95%C1 P value
Alignment 6.46(3.82) 4.54(4.12) 1.92 -1.50, 5.04 0.229
Marginal ridges 4.00(2.12) 4.38(3.01) -0.38 -2.85, 1.46 0.710
Buccolingual
o 6.92(5.57) 5.54(2.90) 1.38 -1.80, 5.64 0.435
inclination
Overjet 3.54(3.73) 2.31(1.84) 1.23 -0.86, 3.93 0.301
Occlusal
celusa 5.23(4.99) 5.54(4.31) -031 -4.19,3.42 0.868
contacts
Occlusal
eelusa 3.46(3.57) 2.38(1.76) 1.08 -1.68, 3.07 0343
relationships
Interproximal
0.00 0.00 0.00 - -
contacts
Root angulation 1.92(1.61) 2.00(1.87) -0.08 —1.44, 1.44 0911
Total 31.54(8.92) 26.69(13.02) 4.85 —4.19, 13.88 0.279
#*P<0.05
():SD

LARNVTHDHIEDREINT.

2. BRIZOWVWT
1) BREHR TR O I B RE & Pk itE o g
(1) &7 704 HrzonT

Y7 7 NIl L B EHARDELTIE, FMAIZBW
TIRERED A IRISR S WEZ /R L7z, FMA & IZFHY
203 2 T3 P PIHERA 2R3 3HE T, ZoEDs
KREWETHTHPFHAZHRALTWE I EERT (M
5, 2017). SEIERFHAHICB VT, ik - Ik
BIZED S LIXLIXFHR TAMEH S 5. Proffitl
i, HHE T 2O ENIZBER ZRGEROERT
HHH, FTORME, KFAKOE & T OREHE ) o
Mz ELRTVE VS ZRITDH S (Proffit et al.,
2004). L7253 T, FEREHEIC BT 2FMADE NG E
RHEHIC LI EZOND. —TF, k#ET D M
TADORPRIZ &Y FFRORE R TF M S NTzA3, Pt
FMAX DTS o7z, BEOREFICL S LK
HRER T, B TFEUNEERE IS, TR ED
TEOBEIL, ZOMRELSUREIEL L.  SURHR
AL B & T TN SREEHE D 25 % (Beit
et al., 2017 ; Kuroda et al., 2009 ; Hans et al., 2006). kP
BT OREDPHEBE T2 OB E2HEZ L, FMAD/D
ELl holcbEZX NG, ARICBWT, W@k
WRHEDOFMAD 391327 2ETH o 72, HAESHITIN
ZHARANDTIHEMALX, 27.28+3.13/% (Iwasawa et al.,
1977) £ LCTW5h. ARWFIEIC BT B A B 1% 1 1 19 5 B

R D 72 VW Medium angleDIEFI TH - 72720, FEIK
BB 2 EEZOFMAD b3 M Bid, RN
WCHEEZZETEEVWEEZONS. $72, Kouvelisb
W XAUE, Boskiies K OTRBORERICIR 537, WBETIR O
FMADZALRATL. 2B LUT 7 S IR LRE 2w & LT
W% (Kouvelis et al, 2018). L 2L, FMAZ%# K 7%
High angle DJEFNII BV TUTHHIC BT 2 HEH T > +
O—VIZREL 2T E R 54\ (Beit et al., 2017).
AR DOEALTIX, FEHHRIEDLs—E-plane ( ED2E
W), LL-E—planed £ 'LL-Sn—-Pg’ line (T/E M %EH
BE) AHRBRREL D A EIIKREWHEZRL. Thoo
HAICBWTHEEAME LM, HEFETIZ LTS
B 2SI M & HMER L2 L2k, ETEN%RE
L7272 TH 5. E-planex HH#E L L2356, RF%ET
i FEIZOW TP o2 ba EIEHREHE T - 0. 05 mm,
WHRAET-1.58 mmTH Y, TEDTFHEILEITIK R
FETO0.37 mm, KEHET —2.95 mmTd - 7. Konstan-
tonis > DFHFIZ L B L, FEIZOWTTFHOLE LEIZIE
PRRET —0.68 mm, HWHET-2.75 mmTH Y, TE
DI b= 3 IR B T0. 67 mm, $KHHET —3.34
mmTH Y, KRHFIEIZIEWEZ R L7z (Konstantonis,
2012). Sn—Pg’ lineZ ##E L L72GA 1B W T HH UIHE
MZEZRL7z 2% 0, IEEIEICBWT, FEofrEix
RRHBL, FTEOMEIIRLRELT 2HEEHY, K
WAEIC B WT, ETEOMERHRBRT 5%, RBsidh
BINLTFEDIEINPKEVEVEZ S, FREETEOM
BRI, WO Ta7 74 VICKECEET LHET
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F6 SHNETEORERA - 7 7 0 oHr

KT BRBEWNEREOBAEAR A BRI SAT

7 R DR A

T A DB

SNA 0.232
SNB 0.190
ANB 0.154
UI-SN 0.678
FMIA 0.570
FMA 0.204
WITS 0.188
Overjet 0.162
Overbite 0.138
ALFH/AUFH 0.009
G’-Sn-Pg’ 0.224
Ls—E—plane 0.116
LL-E-plane 0.122
Ls—Sn—Pg’ line 0.134
LL-Sn-Pg’ line 0.120
Is—Stm 0.130
Is-Ls 0.144
Li-LL 0.118
Max, sulcus—
SnoLs 0.124
Ma;i_s;lgc,us_ 0.160
Nasolabial angle 0.376

HY, Ptk X O OBRRERZ 179 B, HERE
DLELETEOMEMFEEZZEL, HEIIT) 2P
L.

(2) PATBEIC X 2 BRI HTI2D W T

BTG T IR O FEPRIE & SR RE D I TIE, £
HIZOWTHEEEZ/RE %20 > 72. Anthopoulou & D
TS E D &3 - AR — 5 —F 4 » 2B 5ABO-
OGSIZ & 3l TIZ, e & RIS A %
o7zt LTwb (Anthopoulou et al., 2014). ¥ 7z,
Vaidya H D #5112 & % &, Alignment & Overjet {2 D \»

Alignment 0.440
Marginal ridges 0.090
Buccolingual inclination 0.398
Overjet 0.200
Occlusal contacts 0.200
Occlusal relationships 0.310
Interproximal contacts 0.00
Root angulation 0.110

T, RRREDIT D DIERE L D D HREITHS VRS ~
FERLAZELTWD, TR, HkEEcldiksL
TeAR=Z2FFHT LI LICE ) NS DHHE P UES
N7=h5THHELTWAS (Vaidya et al., 2018). ARHf
RCTIHMFEICBWTHEER RS o7zl &nb, B
HITERERE TR DI EIRTBIZ B U Clddiesh & IRk 122w
TENRhoEEZONDL. SOIZEHERR THO
TR & R BEO LI T, A I TIZOWTHEE
RRE Motz T A AIFIERFH AR ERERBTO
AHERXEIDTOLEBY THD. BIWHEER TR
ABO-OGS# A 2 720K A ~ M PLT TEH, 20— 30K A
v M CEREL 0RA V MULETAAKEED TV,
Anthopoulou » D EHIC L % &, FEHEHETI0%, itk
HETL6%AEHK L TWT, FEHETET50%, KT
64% 3Gt L7z et 2 78 L 72 (Anthopoulou et al.,
2014). AWFFETH RO R LR L, AWFFEOHEFK
BOMATZE L B e RMNT oz, T4abb, kK
- IR O &5 b OB & BIR L T HIRGIREIC
AP RNV EERL, BFRIRAEZERTEL I LN
RENTZ. ShlbILbIUZABO-0GSE W TE=EN %
AR 24T o 725, HATIRINS D X9 g s
HFHEIZIZEAEER L TR, BIERERTT5
HIWF & L TABO-0GS % & D X 9 72 58 & 0 & 51l % 47
)T, XDHmEEE I SRS E Vo o EIK T
HRARTTETHDLVZ 5.

o E ]

AWFFEDFERD O, T T A IEREOHE - FEK
WAR—=5 =TI 4 EFIOBRHICHZY, DTOZ L2
LMk o7,
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. BIEREHEEIC B B0 - E o geE i, K
%éﬁf@LTgwﬁkt%@%mg%,#&%mﬁf
WBTEORREZOBIMEZEETLLEND L.

2. HRIZBWTIE, WS bW o 1 1 1 5 I B4R
WCREL, |EMNI Y P —IVIZEE L 2RO BE 21T
IVEND D,

3. BYRUTRHERE TR BT B T HE QAR 2 A A
BirolaZ Enn, BAIREIZHE L Tilddk - Ik &
LICRIFRRERESRDL I ENTE L, 72720, BINiHEm
I Z DHHNCIE, ABO-OGS D% Bl 72 i A %ﬂﬂfﬂi%ﬁﬁ
L, BHELREIRETH D & E2MRT 5 LEIRIR
7.

&t B

T2 DI L, RUIEOFITICH 20 THRE i
ARG L7z, dbiBEEERE w8 A RbERE -

SR RN B ORISR, AR ARREE -
YSRGS A oIE WEdE, R’

MN—E8RICRE L BHOTERLET.
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