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Changes of Profile Prominence in Borderline Cases with Extraction and Non-extraction Orthodontic Treatment XU Tian-
min, LIU Yan, ZHANG Hai-ping » LIN Jiu-xiang . ( Dept. of Orthodontics, Hospital of Stomatology , Peking University , Beijing
100081, China)

[Abstract] Objective To compare the treatment effect on the prominence of profile in borderline cases between extraction and
non-extraction treatment. Methods The sample consisting of 33 borderline cases based on the judgment of 5 orthodontic special-
ists was divided into three groups according to the treatment way selected by the doctor in charge of the case. Three groups com-
prised 12 non-extraction cases, 13 four first premolars extraction cases and 8 four second premolars extraction cases. Structure su-
perimposition was used to measure landmarks displacements which reflect the change of profile prominence before and after orth-
odontic treatment using pretreatment FH plane as a frame of reference. Results Only the prominence of upper and lower incisors
showed statistically significance between the extraction and non-extraction treatments. There was no statistically significant differ-
ence between the extraction of four first premolars and second premolars. Conclusion The main effect of extraction vs. non-ex-
traction on profile of borderline cases is the prominence of upper and lower incisors, while their influences on upper and lower base
bone and soft-tissue profile are not obvious.
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Tab1 Distributions of age, gender and Angle classification
among the 33 borderline subjects in the sample

pm R 5 BRAH .
F) ®m & 1% % W%

W4 12.5 5 16 6 13 2 21

PMIS 125 4 9 4 8 1 13

PM2AE 126 1 7 2 5 1 8

FRFAH 121 6 6 7 5 0 12

1.2 HRFE

I B I T 3 157 sk B2 0 B R S N £ 2 L {BL7E
ARZ LM I H 555 R4 T 55 65 5 3 2 B
MR EEMRENELAFNR A, BELEBER
Baumrind #{ R TR B8 , 55 B I £ XA W5
REFN—BHLZENERFHAXN TREFEmH
AKEEARS BEATITRASHESE NGRS
FR BIYE T RO Fa 100 TR KR8 40 R AR 2 s A X R B T 9
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Fig1 The landmarks on the soft and hard tissue profile measired in FH

reference plane
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B A SR T HIRIT R G MR AE H SR &
RIEKEFRMMNBE R AERLE 2, AE 2R, 1K
FH SRR H B E I IT RIS 4R 2R SR
SHEKFFEMMBEMAL X ETUFNEEEL
EHER(P<0.05), PM1 45 PM2 AAIG¥TFRIE M
SRERRE LA R S AR 1 B B B X L3R 3,
MF I, HABRE L TUAARRRBEE BEH
#ZR(P>0.05), PMI 4 .PM2 H 5 R FHRIFTE
W4, NEATR, PM1I BEE FTNFRESL
R HHABBWN(P<0.05) [HPM2 HBERET
PIF R AR T A B8/ (P <0.05),

*2 BFASERFAHTI (mm,x+5)

Tab 2 Comparison of extraction group and nonextraction
group (mm, ¥ % s)

BT E ?“ﬁl}#ﬁféﬁ RITENIRFE  WaRR

REEAE (P {H)
N-N 1.2£0.9™ 1.3:1.0™ 0.718
Ne-Ns' 1.7£1.8" 1.2£2.1 0.468
A-AT 0.5:1.4 1.2£1.3" 0.180
As-As’ 1.4£2.3" 1.0£3.4 0.738
VIE-UIE/ 3.0£3.6" 0.9£5.6 0.022
UL-UL 0.6:2.1 1.0£3.1 0.631
LIE-LIE’ 1.7¢3.0" 3.2:4.3 0.001
LL-LL’ 0.1£2.7 1.7£3.5 0.101
B-B’ 0.2£2.1 1.5£3.3 0.177
Bs-Bs' 0.122.8 1.4x2.1" 0.167
Pg-Pg’ 0.9£2.6 1.4:2.4 0.621
Pos-Pos’ 1.0£2.7 0.7+2.4 0.723

(r S* ?;‘ﬁF'ﬁ?“ﬁBuH:ﬁE(P<O 01), * WIT /G SIHIT AT
<

#3 pMIAYS PM2 HEXTLE (mm, ¥ £ 5)
Tab3 Comparison of PM1 group and PM2 group(mm,

Xxs)

W PM1 #] M2 4 AR

REEZE RETE (P )
N-N' 1.3£0.7" 1.0£1.1" 0.495
Ns-Ns' 1.6£2.0" 1.9:1.6" 0.709
A-A 0.7+1.4 0.2+1.5 0.397
As-As’ 1.2£2.2 1.622.4 0.727
UIE-UIE' -4.0£3.6" -1.4£3.2 0.114
UL-UL 0.82.4 0.3£1.6 0.590
LIE-LIE' 2.2£3.3" 0.822.3 0.307
LL-LL 0.1£2.7 0.4£2.9 0.678
B-B' 0.5£2.0 0.3x2.3 0.441
Bs-Bs' 0.3£2.1 0.3+3.9 0.633
Pg-Py’ 1.2£2.6 0.5£2.8 0.552
Pos-Pas’ 1.2£2.3 0.8+3.4 0.766
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®4 PM1AE.PM2 BE5IEEFARINILL (mm, £ 5)
Tab4 Comparison of PM1, PM2 group and nonextraction

group(mm, ¥ + 5)
REFLR AR
METE MH(PE)
PM1 41 P2 AERFH P A
N-N' 1.3£0.7* 1.0+1.1" 1.3:£1.0™ 0.962 0.550
Ns-Ns' 1.6£2.0° 1.9x1.6* 1.2z2.1 0.638 0.427
A-A 0.7£1.4 0.2x1.5 1.2+1.3™ 0.395 0.117
As-As' 1.2£2.2  1.6+2.4 1.0+3.4 0.868 0.691
UIE-UIE' 4.0£3.6" -1.4+3.2 0.9:5.6 0.017 0.320
UL-UL' 0.8:2.4 0.3:x1.6 1.0£3.1 0.830 0.533
LIE-LIE'  -2.2+3.3* 0.8:2.3 3.2:4.3* 0.002 0.028"
LL-LL' 0.1£2.7 0.4%2.9 1.7%3.5 0.201 0.163
B-B' 0.5£2.0 -0.3+2.3 1.5%3.3 0.360 0.209
Bs-Bs' 0.3£2.1 0.3:£3.9 1.4+2.1% 0.210 0.214
Pg-Py’ 1.2¢2.6 0.5:2.8 1.422.4 0.855 0.447
Pos-Pos’ 1.2+2.3  0.8+3.4 0.7+2.4 0.618 0.936
*x Hl % [6)F% 2
3 itig
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