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8) PNS

9) A-point

10) B-point

1) PM

12) Pogonion

13) Menton

14) Corpus left
15) Ramus down
16) Articulare
17) Mx 1 crown
18) Mx 1 root
19) Md 1 crown
20) Md 1 root
21) Occlusal plane
22) Mx 6 distal
23) Mx 6 root
24) Md 6 distal
25) Md 6 root

O 2 d+d Ale3 A E(Fig. 2 #F)
A ZEFE(GEY  E)

1) Saddle angle

2) Articulare angle

3) Gonial angle

4) Upper gonion angle

Fig. 1. Anatomic fandmarks used in this study.



Fig. 2. Linear and angular measurements of
dentofacial skeleton.

5) Lower gonion angle
6) SNA

7) SNB

8) Facial angle

9) Y-axis to FH

10) FMA

11) FMIA

12) IMPA

B. Azl &E(3Y] : mm )
13) Ant. cranial base length
14) Post. cranial base length
15) Ramus height

16) Mand. body length

17) Facial depth

18) Facial length

19) Post. face height

20) Ant. face height

21) Mx 1 to APo

22) Md 1 to APo
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Table 1. The mean values of linear and angular measurement by manual and computer system.
(unit : Mean£8D)

Measurements manual Comp 1 Comp 2 Comp 3
1 1261+45 125.0£45 1252+44 1249+44
2 149.3£59 1495+59 1492159 1485185
3 117488 1176*89 117789 1175+88
4 443%39 442+38 44.3+38 442%35
5 73.3+47 734%46 733%46 732146
6 81.8+3.2 81.7+31 81.7t33 819+3.1
7 &0.1 %31 80.1%3.1 80.1%£31 80.2%3.0
8 87.7t28 877128 878129 817128
9 63.0+3.0 63.0+3.0 63.0131 63.0x3.0

10 252+49 253%+49 252+50 250£5.0
11 58.7+6.4 586+65 589+6.4 58.7t6.4
12 9%.1£6.3 962164 959164 96.3£6.3
13 679+27 677127 676%27 676128
14 39.0%3.0 386129 387+29 387%3.0
15 51.3%x4.1 51240 51.2%39 512%40
16 773%45 712+46 770146 771+46
17 1255%56 1249155 1249154 1249+%55
18 137152 1364+54 1366156 136.2+53
19 87.1%45 86645 867144 867146
20 126.8+5.2 126.6%5.1 126.3%51 126.0£5.0
21 85%24 86+24 86*23 85*24
22 50%22 51%22 51£22 51£23

Comp 1 : Ist measurements of 1st examiner using computer system
Comp 2 : 2nd measurements of 1st examiner using computer system
Comp 3 : measurements of 2nd examiner using computer system
Probability : All are not significant
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Table 2 The mean difference of measurements between manual and computer system.

{unit : Mean+8D)

Comp | Comp 1 Comp 2
Measurements . )
and manual and Comp 2 and Comp 3

1 0.441051 0.50+0.37 0.61 £0.44
2 0.6610.89 0.78+£0.85 077077
3 0.441+0.30 0.53+0.44 065053
4 0.341+0.30 0331029 0.31%0.24
5 0.29:£0.25 0.30+0.23 0.47 2064
6 0.34:£0.29 0.37=051 0.49%0.33
7 0.28+0.25 0.23x0.22 0.27+0.22
8 021028 0.28+0.31 0.3310.49
9 0.22£021 0231015 0.25+0.20
10 0.29+0.24 0.32x0.22 0.41=053
11 0.58+0.44 065%0.62 0.88%0.80*
12 070063 0.84+0.69 1.03+£0.87*
13 031027 0.34%0.25 0.2920.26
14 0.494:0.27 0.341+0.24 0.39+0.30
15 0372042 0.30t0.29 0.33£0.31
16 042031 0.30£0.25 0.33+0.27
17 0.6310.96% 0.28%0.24 0.37+0.23
18 0.72 £ 0.44% 0.36+0.32 0.35+0.39
19 0.5310.32% 0.:25%0.23 0.38+0.45
20 0424037 0.35+0.34 050+£0.36
21 0.28+0.27 0212017 0.27+£0.27
22 0.30+0.23 0.28+0.41 0.26+0.19

Comp 1: 1st measurements of 1st examiner using computer system

Comp 2 2nd measurements of lst examiner using computer system

Comp 3 : measurements of 2nd examiner using computer system

* 1 P< 005 rest @ not significant
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ABSTRACT

A STUDY ON RELIABILITY OF COMPUTERIZED
CEPHALOMETRIC ANALYSIS SYSTEM

Woo-Cheon Kee, D.0.8..M.5 D..Ph.D., Byung-Gook Kim, D.D.S. M.5.D.,
Jae-Hyung Kim, D.D.S., Eun-Hee Jeong, D.D.S.. Yu-Kyung Lee, D.D.S.

Department of Oral Medicine, College of Dentistry, Chonnam National University.

To investigate the reliability and reproducibility of the computerized cephalometric analysis system, we
compared the differences of the 10 linear and 12 angular measurements by manual works and the use of
computerized cephalometric analysis system.

We obtained as follows
1. There was not signicant difference between mean values of 22 manual and computerized measurements.
2. There was not signicant difference between mean differences of manual and computerized cephalometric

analysis data taken by same examiner except facial depth, facial length and posterior facial height.

3. There was not signicant difference between mean differences of two trials of the computerized cephalometric
analysis data by same examiner in all measurements.

4. There was not signicant difference hetween mean differences of the computerized cephalometric analysis data
by two examiners except FMIA and IMPA.

According to this result, we guess the use of computerized cephalometric analysis system is useful on
diagnosis and treatment planning of orthodontic patients.
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