— gt ot | 3}aH3] ) [ Vol 10, No.1l, 1983 —

Agoj st 2 sho) e AobA) shetmal

o] AO]- _‘T‘?i_.

AFAE 3 by
A4 A
3% % oA

=EEES

g ot
i g

o2

o el

I. M 1=

£ ﬁ']"é?ldl Aol el F2 EA4-L mA A RA
] 9 Ak =)$ Fagk e sle, 4wy
LAlRAYE AAsed E4E E 4 UEE A
}allok 3lel.

ol% 7] Black#| 5-& =)o} &7 43| (Table of
verage tooth width) & AF-&38le F72] ok
FElalod A alal wE ko] s 5-7] o] Fol] A2
b Bl s el Agsln gl wd
12 B shA ulby (Statistical method) 2. & Mo-
er=2 ¢ Moyers'wty], William®* Hunter"5-2|Se-
mented-arch 4], Huckaba® Sharma®%-¢] Br-
ss~wire W4 5ol dm, wh4pAd A why (Radio-
raphic method) 2.2 Cohen” Nance® Moorrees”
fo ubdje] gom, EATH uhyal Wb A
}4} -8 &4t k] (Combination method) .2 St-
hle'“’Hlﬂd 3} Hixon and Oldfather! 2] ulw} Ze|x

m'? 2] why] o] 9rh

Gl e 9 F AAE 42 A £

= F T

A=
o

-2 9] ubakAlgk ehedE fle Loy F9 kg
ol 5} wbg] 0. 24, Aale o] Fol4 ZFPA 4
7beksl AET - e YR EBAld e ubyal
Moyers’ W] 3} Segmented-archy}y 2|1 Bra-
ss-wire Wl 7HE-ol bR AR Es) & ulkylg
shopr o4 A gd e o] ;Y A5 AYY
Ao 7Eo o] dslaxt, AYo] e A3} ¢
aalst AYe] gl At 2Rl 2& AlZ= 4
74x 24 whyel]l oldke] A)Z2}7) (inter- operato-
rs) o] =g A& 2 (intra-operators) ol 4] &) Al F]

EE FA5kd 24k, 4T AANE Rasts el
o}

0. A7z % gy

1. SRR

2 ek ofa]slel] WY o} FF A error &
A+ e dH, Ad, kR e, s4
Toll ok xo}2] $13] F& mesix] Y1, =Al
stol AT 4437 FEHD Aol s 45 o4 9
FAE A ot FF A s HAE gl
ol 1043 A wjd=lA ¥ AAE Fuide
ol% 104, & 20%-& A¥sle dlof AMHa =y
& A5 stk

2. oipuky

A&z} 155 & A F(group) &8 Vo], & 51
Aol AFe, 43hd 4, Ak HAklA ¢
Al 7px) B4 wbeS olg] 43k 5 & F A4
F9d3%t Boley-gauge Mmm7}z| A&3kA| 51924
el 20749 2ol ofsl Al AbA] EH wWyleg

rr

- 107~



S5 Al&sA g obg vkl g AlEeA 4
v},

Al wp]-o 2 AE A} slel o 449 s}
A& 24 44 AFS AR FA el
e A 2] f4 F-7t(available space) & T3l 7]
2317 & o2, Az} st T 4R s
75% 4-%°| probability chart& o] &3}ey 71 o
A el gt W& F7t(needed space)® TEhiL
8 Bl A aFRE W g shdsh v
<4 715313k
R

1) AF=e]

) 2
3) Ao} mad kel
4) AF
o] oJeff Az ke A EE E4skAr)

m o7

1. 28 38 AFA7 7 ¢dlge gl
gk o)A (variability) & Ve gk A
4o SRS AR Hold g ek 3]
o, ]E‘HI’%“M]/H HolAo] bk A viebyte
(Table 1 and Figure)

2. AZEAl FzkEd bzl E ) o Fe
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*  Graph illustrating space predictions for four selected cases by all operators using three methods.

Each point represents the space prediction for one operator at one sitting. The point at the

other end of each oblique or vertical line represents the second space prediction by the same

operator, Horizontal lines represent ranges for a group at that sitting.
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Table 2, F values from the methods factor from
analy sis of variance tables. One analy-
sis of variance was performed for each
of the six groups of operators-case

type combinations.

F value

Experienced Clinicians

Straight Incisors 5.69%*

Jumbled Incisors 12.93%+
Dental Students

Straight Incisors 4.86"*

Jumbled Incisors 6.38%*
Dental Hygienists

Straight Incisors 6.05¢*

Jumbled Incisors 11.68**

¥+p<0.01

3. 2 F3k ulgell 2d Awis ASar Fuisl
A% 2}ol2] Akl A< (correlation coefficient) +
RE A% AT fel4de] gk (P<0.01)

2% A4 wied B A A (straight incisor) & 2+ §)
L Aene) A welslx o5& A (jumbled incis-
or) ¥ 7 gl A9 AaASA o ke,
A 2k A AL Al &4 7339 Brass~wire vyl -& A}
o Ao AR A dA debskeh (Te-

ble 3)
4. AR A3 T AZ e EAb (varia-
nce) #] Aol g+ A4 F A3k 2445 Moyers’

uhd g A8k 7d-$ollnk 2le) 7t gl "]- Futet
20cases 16caseol] 2lo] WolA o 24 E el
i gl ek (Table 4)

V. &2 % 0

Moorrees™! Zilberman'' 58 # 7] &gz 7)o
A FAGAE T EE Sy
upabA EhA] wka) o] sbg F-E whfolelam TR
W, gt Al 247319 7% 2] (tooth bud) 2] 3
A (rotation) 3} A%x 92 Feo g qla] Azt wh
AR A4S gl oot o] g g ol A$ vlE
whel o] W @ 5lA| =}

Table 3. Correlation coefficients between trials
by groups & methods.

Straight Incisors

Method
Group
Moyers’ [ Segmented | Brass-Wire
Experienced
Clinicians 93 91 80**
Dental
Students 93 92+ 81
Dental
Hygienists B8+ 80** S9tH
Jumbled Incisors
Method
Group .
Moyers' | Segmented | Brass-Wire

Experienced
Clinicians 3% B4xs 81%*
Dental
Students T9** -80** 76"
Dental
Hygienists TR 76 62"

+*p<0.01

Tanaka, Johnston" 5--&, Aztsls ) zke] Aw

S by en EATA sk AT w
ﬂd 2 T35 8y 2 2 Stah!™ Hixon and Oldfath-
er") Sim™ %9 dluyo] Qo) B ARHA

I TR HELE Moyers’ sbo] gk o sk g
gl 2hgs]a epa Bwmska gleh

ojglto]l gAb o 44 Wul Alg-sa glos
Habol 4 zhulsl AET 4 U= oz gl
A gk Al A FAE A ko] gles] o] Al 7k
el ofgk Alsl g obolR 7| e} Ao ol
Al E3h by ke AAE vE, $4% "ast 9l
vhar A ARl el,

L oapolA Al +F AT Fol AET #H5l
FAE Al7px] upbd] BF gl Hol4d g e m
Ao, AFejel 43 o] ASF Al
= 37 A AlAR) B Ak TEY

- 110-



Table 4. F values comparing variances between
trial' 1 and trial 2 for Dental Hygienists
using the Moyers’ mixed dentition space
analyses.

Variance| Variance
Case for for F Value
Trial 1 | Trial 2
Straight 1 1.60 1.23 1.30
2 5.91 0.71 8.32*
3 5.51 0.76 7.25%
4 3.51 3.66 1.03
5 5.74 0.87 6.60*
6 5.96 0.91 6.55*%
7 1.47 1.16 1.27
8 2.27 1.51 1.50
9 10.16 1.20 8.47*
10 1.62 2.21 1.36
Jumbled 1 1.33 043 3.09
2 8.21 1.07 7.67%
3 13.16 1.03 12.78*
4 9.41 20.50 2.18
5 7.01 2.66 2.64
6 3.81 3.69 1.03
7 6.04 0.90 6.71*
8 8.94 0.82 10.90*
9 0.97 0.89 1.09
10 4.91 6.53 1.33

*pP<0.05

T Uil FAle 2197 5-ZF(arch deficiency) 7;
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& akg 2w o] AEks) qlul Al A$-(bo-
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A STUDY ON THE RELIABILITY OF SPACE ANALYSIS
IN MIXED DENTITION

Sang Hoon Lee, Dong Soo Shon

Dept. of Pedodontics, Seoul National University

20 children who visited department of pedodontics, S.N.U. Hospital were examined and
their study models were obtained.

The data obtained from three groups of operator, three method, twice measurement, was
analysed.

The results of the study were as follow:
1. The Brass-wire mecthod appears to be the least desirable of those examined for space pre-

dictions in all three groups of operators.
2. It appears that there is little clinical significance between Moyer's and Segmented-arch me

thod in all three groups of operators.
3. The Moyers’ method appears to be more casily conceptualized by inexperienced operators

than the other two methods.
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