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Objective
The aim of this systematic review was to 
assess the accuracy of digital cephalometric 
tracing with manual hand tracing.

Materials and Methods
Electronic records of 
PubMed, SCOPUS and 
Web of Science databases 
were searched. Initial 
search revealed 279 
potentially relevant 
articles. Relevant articles 
were selected after examining titles and 
abstracts. After screening, 23 full text articles 
were assessed in detail. 15 publications were 
excluded for not meeting the predetermined 
inclusion criteria. The methodological quality 
of the selected 9 studies was assessed using 
12 criteria related to study design, 
measurement and statistical analysis used.

Conclusion
Moderate quality evidence was found 
that showed digital cephalometric 
tracing to be equally reliable to manual 
tracing. The systems described are 
accurate enough in the hands of a 
competent clinician. Their errors are no 
greater than those seen with manual 
tracing.

Clinical Implications

Digital cephalometric analyses can 
potentially improve the workflow in 
a clinic and research settings saving 
time and effort.

Results

Results revealed statistically significant 
differences between the methods for 
certain variables. Cephalogram quality, 
lip posture, positioning, difficulty in 
locating landmarks had an influence on 
variations in measurement. However, 
these differences were minimal and 
clinically acceptable.
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