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B, B=KH& BERA =2 58 g= KA

Table 1. Distribution of material by age and sex. LS BFSS) EFH GUE S shel  HAH

st o o] & slo) o] WBAML XM ES Idh
Age(year) Male Female TOTAL o Barekact.
14 - 15 52 99 151
Table 2. Distribution of material by Angle’s
1516 29 60 89 classification and group.
16 — 17 21 58 79 -
17 —-18 15 30 45 Exp. Gr. | Con. Gr. | TOTAL
18 —19 16 38 54 Class I 141 204 345
19 -- 20 12 36 48 Class 11 50 84 134
20 — 21 13 41 54 Class I 85 90 175
21 —22 15 86 51 Total T 276 378 654
22 - 23 12 “ 40 52
23 - 24 7 24 31 M. AR
Total 192 462 654 : , :
(1) MEERED} HHEBRYOIA SEXK SR &4
%L FELES Bl =: BFe Bis: 58 AR B »
v ARHRANA 25 BAAR. Yates®| BIEE 3 XHEL W75+ (BRABTGR
Angle NIERH ¥ #1118 2 BRIERA B FoRdt 304 vehd Azl Feo] LR
& [#RERASE Hch, e HES £R BEH AL ‘

B HA, Anglesy¥, LT 48 EHM & # 4] YoJAE Yates?| HWIEE 'ﬁ}X* fﬁ‘ﬁ—%

Table 3. Relationship between congenitally missing teeth in group and sex, arch.

T
Exp. Gr. Con. Gr. 2
TOTAL X
N N N N ‘
M M
g |Tota 129 46.7 % 31 8.2 % | 160 92,2%*
ﬁ Mx. 76 27.5 % 21 56 % | 97 50.8**
% |Mn. 53 192 % 10 26 %] 63 | 104.8%*
Total 51 65.4 % T8 | 10%| 59 | 49.9%*
é Mx 26 | 333 % 5 44 %] 81 | o225+
Mn. 25 32.1 % 3 26 %| 28 25.7%*
Total | 78 39.4 % 23 8.7 % | ‘101 47.7%*
s'gf Mx. 50 25.2 % 16 6.1 % 66 22.5%*
S | Mn, 28 14.1 % 7 2.7 % 35 - 62*
* p<0.05 ** p<0.01
N= Number ‘ M= Material
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Table 4. Relationship between congenitally missing teeth in group and Angle’s classification.

Exp. Gr. Con. Gr. 2
TOTAL X
N N
N M N M
Class 1 46 32.6 % 19 9.3 % 65 28.0%**
Class 1 34 68.0 % 5 6.0 % 39 39,7%x*
Class III 49 57.6 % 7 7.8 % 56 $2.0%*
*#* P<0.01 N= Number M= Material
it Aes 1#, 0% MH& NERAES #AE o HES ERsL HES Qo HINEE B4

g b, w9 RER 2R B gt ol Ae HRY £ REsA skt
(2) BHMEOIA LXK BrigEr F4EBRE BR LT Ml A BB Bkl 3 HEg
50l Vel upel o] EEERES] H &l A+ ER/F REAS B EAA MdAe RN
Table 5. Relationship between congenitally missing teeth in sex, arch, side and group.
Male Female Mx. Mn. Right Left
2 2 x2
NN NN | XN | NN ¥ NI NN
M M M M M M
Exp.
G 51 |65.4%| 78 |39.4%| 7.65**| 76 |27.5%| 53 [19.2%| 4.10%| 61 |22.1%| 68 | 24.6%| 0.38
r.
Con
G 8| 7.0%| 23 | 8.7%{2.34 |21 |5.6% |10 |2.6% {3.90* {14 |3.7% |17 | 4.5% |0.29
r.
* P <0.05 #* p<L 0.01
N= Number M=Material

Table 6. Relationship between congenitally missing teeth in Angle’s classification and group.

Class I Class 11 Class II1
N N N X
N M N M N M
Exp. Gr. 46 32.6 % 34 68.0% 49 57.6 % 12.71%*
Con. Gr. 19 9.3 % 5 6.0 % 7 7.8 % 0.85
df.=2 ** P<(0.01
N= Number M= Material
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Table 7. Relationship between location of congenitally missing third molars and Angle’s

classification, sex.

LB LI R
8 s| 1s|s |88 |gs |si8 8 8 |8 '
M| 710 | 3| 2| 1| 5] ol s{lo!| 1| 8| 2| 2{ 25/ 36
Classl 141
F |13|2 2|1 41 1] 71 21 616 51261 .7 4113] 9 {105
M 210 0] 1] 021 0} 010 113 0 0] 2001 11
Classll 50
F 1|0 211 1131 3] 1]0 317 2 1]-6181} 39
M 511 11010] 4] 0] 0]0 119 1 31 2|41 31
ClassIII 85
F 510 111y115| 0} 21(2 2111 { 4 1110{9:1 54
Table 8. Incidence of congenitally missing teeth.
I, I, c P, P, M, M,
) TOTAL
n | % n % n % n % n % % n %
Exp. Gr.{10 | 7.8 | 34 | 26.4{5 39|16 | 12.4]53 1 41.1] 6 47| 5 3.9 | 129
Con. Gr) 5 |16.1 {12 | 38.7{4 129 | 2 6.5 8] 25680 0]0 0 ] 31
X* = 104.63 df. = P<0.01
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Table 9. Number and location of congenitally

missing third molars.

wokeh. n %
(5) Z;Z;ngj 52?;5;*“5 ARGt ER Total 347 60.9
L= A|'= .
. v Mx. Right 176 30.9
#90l Ve wps} o] Fedif fel - 49:512 e
Pt R ERE Holm Ux o), LT Rl Left 171 30.0
611392 k%ol SRR GriBo] mhgrel. Total 223 39.1
£10 vebut wlel 2ol H=KEIMS] LRI Mn. Right 101 17.7
HEL 42.2%0] 9, A0 il deld Bik= Left 122 21.4
.1 l ol LS o L uwlko
1:1.052 B #ZH7 glgle= BUAMEBZE B TOTAL 570 100
JEe. 258 M8, —fE, =M, puEEe] .
 Table 10. Frequency distribution of congenitally missing third molars.
0 1 2 3 4
T M. |F
To |Mo|Fo T1 Ml Fl 'E M2 F2 T3 M3 F3 T4 M4 Fa
Number of
378|114 |264| 91 {18 |73 |10935 |74 |43 |11 (32 |33 | 14 |19 | 654 [192 (462
Individuals
Percentage
57.8159.4|57.1] 13.9{9.4{15.8}16.7(18.2 |16.0|6.6 | 5.7 [ 6.9 | 5.0]|7.3 | 4.1 [100.0]100.0{100.0
of Total
To = Total of none missing tooth. T3 = Total of three missing teeth.
T, = Total of one missing teeth. T4 = Total of four missing teeth.
T, = Total of two missing teeth.
of Aol EREL ARERS] ER EHEsE= A
V. R5E % ER

FE=KHE] £XM RIBE e LR B
ol e MG/ Aoks Aol BEY WA=
3, ETHHA, Angle 7EAE PFRs] £ g
efre e 5 EEBR) HWKMNcl £XM &
B o) BAEES 9 =9

Garny} Lewis' & 498%% HHo = REI #5
REe X*=157.12 HEffo] HEMHR ] 135}
BUES vielwod, EEY HERs X'=92.22=
MRz A 6fFd 717t A2 vl wh o] BE

o= Exrc

HERH, e s Eod £XN B8RS B
EHES B I RS Jo2s TR
BYt 48 B Ao w &9 BEE/L BEss
el #lERel A 28le L7t 54 B2 How
FEES AEA gkt

o] Hilell HAY BRI/ vehd ERel #HH A
v FEt Ktk T o IRY HHolelxn R

LT Mol+ £8e2 k3o o FEE)
REHA e, o) AL L5 BRW BRigSA T
el test we A8 Fekatel

voiL

_59..



Angle 38 Rl = BB AE FEE 2%Es

o), HBHA e FEE BEsx g2 A
22 Bol o] AL o2 & o] K=ol ¥ F
Hoju, EHES A=+ BHECL A-2u4 ER
#H Roz FEpsct.

el dolAds NIk DMRERSH Aok
KKy gz [ HTAERS Bl §2 AL 8
et ETEAR A8 5871 =87 wlfolz}
I Az}, ~ _

Garn, Lewis$} Kerewsky'?, Keen"", Laskin®” - &%
o PG tkeld ®w=XEE] il vlAE
o] WK @I BEEL T+ Hadl RE E
2y I BRERANAE ZB=AEK  LTHEY
B8 WAL 2 ARE @3 Wzel EE, &
TEE A+ Bl #=XAEE7 o %2 558,
MEREREN AL Tl E=KEM o e
HBE AEY v, HEEN REs A Agtet.

HE=AEE LS XAy GRIBETS] BERE
£ ETSHe = fipsiw ofg=t 2o

ot

-—

Garnzl Lewis'” & 2, 5

jor
i

o}
49+ %, 3mEFge 1, 2, 3, 6,
REF A4 .
Graber'” = 2, T, TR, ShEel gew,
Dolder” = 10,000442] o] o] & WA KBz
5,5, 2, 4, 1,1, 3, 2, 7, T mgelge
1,3, 6. B uAEE debdA wos
* W& BEHE BFEE 5, 2, 5. 2,
4, 3, 4, 6, 7, 19 6% Tgon 3o g
o) Auk BRiAMIFAL SSiE. ' ,
SR RERL S BANSS Ao Ele
o} gEsA Falche AL BHSRE & HE
o} FEAMO &% XM Bife] Vet
ggtong o] L ol LESHANT & 59

!-7_,

=3

)

s
#

ir

=l

FEAREERES) ERAY BRIR BEMEA o)A

¢

Fig. 1. % of individuals characterized by one or more missing teeth of each class, in the experi-
mental group (left) and the control group (right).
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Fig. 2  Association between experimental group and control group. 80.6% of miissing teeth of
other morphological classes are found in the experimental group, while only 19.4% of
such missing teeth are found in the control group.
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" THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE CONGENITALLY MISSING THIRD
MOLAR AND VARIATION OF NUMBER OF THE OTHER TEETH.

Jun Sang Park, D.D.S.

Dept. of orthpdontt’c.s. Graduate Séhaal, Seoul National University.
(Led by Assog..Praf. Won Sik Yang, D.D.S., M.S.D. Ph. D.)

The purpose of this study was to investigate the interrelationship.of the exberimental group
and control group by analyzing case histories, intraoral radiographs, orthopantomographs, intraoral
slide films and dental casts. v

The data for this study were comphed from 654 outpatlents of the Depattment of Orthodontws,
Seoul National Unwersxty Hospltal !

The following conclus:ons were obtained.

1. When one or more third molar teeth were congenitally missing, the incidence of the other con-
genitally missing teeth was high. )
2. The frequency of congenitally missing teeth was oomparatively higher in male, maxilla, class II

and class 111,

3. The congenitally missing area of the third molar by Angle’s classification was not significant.

4, The order of frequency of congenitally missing teeth was the third molar, the second premolar,
the lateral incisor, the first premolar, the central incisor, the canine, the first molar, the second
molar,
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