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Comparison study on peference and perception in changed
profile between dentists and lay people

*Graduate School of Clinical Dentistry, The Catholic University of Korea
*Department of Orthodontics, Holy Family Hospital, The Catholic University of Korea
‘Department of Orthodontics, Kangnam St. Mary’s Hospital, The Catholic University of Korea,
‘Department of Orthodontics, St. Mary’s Hospital, The Catholic University of Korea
S.J.Yim?, K.H. Lee’, Y.A. Kook, S.S. Mo, M.S. Yang®, Y.K. Kang®

The purpose of this study was to determine the level of perception and preference between dentists and lay people to atered
facial profile. The assessors consisted of 40 dentists and 54 lay people, the survey was performed using questionnaire asking the
order of perception and preference. The profiles presented in the questionnaire were based on the profile of one man and one
woman, each morphed according to anterior or posterior direction of maxillaand mandible.

The results were as follows.

1. In antero-posterior change of man and woman' s profile, both dentists and lay people were sensitive to relatively skeletal 11

profile (convex profile) changes than skeletal 11 profile (concave profile) changes.

2. At least dentists needed to be perceived a 2 mm change in convex profile and a 3 mm change in concave profile and lay

people needed to be perceived a2 mm change in convex profile and a3 mm change in concave profile for profile view.

3. Dentists are more sensitive in perception of man’ s profile change than lay people, but there is no significant differences

between dentists and lay people in sensitivity of detection for woman' s profile changes.

4. It seems that thereis a general concordance between dentists and lay people in there perception of man’ s and woman' sfacial

profile.

This information might be clinician in comprehensive perception and preference of dentists and lay people to atered facia
profile.

Key words: profile change, perception, preference
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Fig 1. Soft tissue landmark
HIEE (Fig 1)
Ot indicates inkrsection of the NP wih the forehead
G (soft fissue glagella) @ he most pominant point in the midsagitial
plane of the forehead
N (soft fssle nasion) © he most concave point in the fssue overling
the area of the frontonasal sifure
Prn (pronasale) @ he most prominant point of he nose
Cm (columella) : the most ankerior woft issue point on the collumella
(nasal spum) of the nos
Sn (subnasak) @ the point at which the collumella merges with the
upper lip in the midsagital plane
Ls (labride superius : the most ankrior point on the upper lip
St (sombon)  he madian point of he oral embrasure when he Ips ae closed
Li (labriale inferius) : the most ankerior point on the lower lip
Sm (supermentale) : the point of greaest concavity in the midine lip
Pog [soft issle pogonon) @ the most anterior pont on the soft issie chin
Me’ (soft tissue menion) © the most inferior pont on the soft tissue chin
Th (throat) : the intersecion beween the submenial area and the
angent line of the neck
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Fig 2 Class Il profike of man
. standard profile of man
. 5mm protusion of maxilla

. omm refrusion of mandible
. 5mm maxilla protrusion and mandible retrusion
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Fig 3. Class Il profile of Woman

. standard profie of woman

. 5mm retrusion of maxila

. Smm protrusion of mandible

. 5mm maxilla retrusion and mandible protrusion
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a. standard profile
c. maxilla retrusion
e. mandible retrusion
g

I

. bimaxillary retrusion
. maxila retrusion and mandibke protrusion
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Fig 4 3mm altered profile of man

b. maxilla protrusion

d. mandible protrusion

f. bimaxillary protrusion

h. maxilla protrusion and mandible retrusion
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Fig 5. 3mm alered profile of woman

. standard profike
. maxilla retrusion

. bimaxillary retrusion
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e. mandible retrusion

g

. maxilla retrusion and mandible protrusion
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b. maxilla protrusion

d. mandible protrusion

f. bimaxilary protrusion

h. maxilla protrusion and mandible retrusion

Fig 6, 79 2530 o
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Table 1. The level of perception of different antero-posterior profie change - mean (mm)

man woman

dentists mean lay peopk mean significance  dentists mean lay peopke mean significance

maxilla protrusion 20£1.1 27x14 ¥ 16x1.0 20+1.2 ns
mandible retrusion

22+10 27%13 * 23x12 27%12 ns
maxilla protrusion &
mandible retrusion 1.5+0.7 23+12 * 14408 20+12 *
maxilla retrusion 27+13 28+15 * 24+10 29+15 ns
mandible protrusion

25+13 32+15 * 24+12 29+14 ns
maxila retrusion &
mandible protrusion 16+1.0 24+14 * 16+0.8 20+12 *
bimaxillry protrusion 21x11 27x14 * 21=x11 26x1.2 ns
bimaxillary retrusion 29+13 29+13 ns 3012 30+13 ns

SD, standard deviation; and ns, not signfficant, *, p (0. 05
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Fig 6 The percepton rate of change (man) different antero-posterior profile

ABC; skeletal class |l profik, D.E,F; skelketal class Ill profile
GH; maxila and mandible same direction movement
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Table 2. Preference of beautiful facial profile Man

Dentists Lay people L
significance
Mean SD Ranking Mean SD Ranking
standard profile 1.5 1.2 1 1.8 1.2 1 ns
maxila protrusion 5.4 1.7 7 4.8 2.0 5 ns
maxilla retrusion 4.6 16 5 5.1 1.9 6 ns
mandible protrusion 45 1.6 4 43 1.9 3 ns
mandible retrusion 53 1.8 6 5.2 16 7 ns
bimaxilary protrusion 3.4 16 2 2.9 1.8 2 ns
bimaxilary retrusion 3.4 1.7 2 43 1.8 3 *
maxilla protrusion & M
8.4 0.6 8 8.0 1.0 8
mandble retrusion
maxilla retrusion &
8.5 0.5 9 8.5 1.0 9 ns
mandible protrusion
SD, standard deviation; and ns, not significant, * p < 0. 05
Table 3. Preference of beautiful facial profile Woman
Dentists Lay people _
significance
Mean SD Ranking Mean SD Ranking
standard profile 1.7 09 1 1.7 1.0 1 *
maxilla protrusion 6.6 1.5 7 6.2 1.5 7 ns
maxila retrusion 3.4 1.0 3 3.7 1.6 3 ns
mandible protrusion 4.7 1.2 5 54 1.7 6 ns
mandible retrusion 4.6 1.5 4 4.0 1.7 4 *
bimaxillary protrusion 5.9 1.1 6 53 1.5 5 ns
bimaxillary retrusion 1.7 09 1 23 1.2 2 ns
maxila protrusion &
) 8.5 0.6 9 8.2 1.0 9 **
mandble retrusion
maxilla retrusion &
' ) 7.8 1.4 8 8.1 1.1 8 ns
mandible protrusion
SD, standard deviation; and ns, not significant * p < 0. 05
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ABC; skeletal class Il profik,
GH; maxila and mandibk same direction movement
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Fig 7. The perception rate of different antro—posterior profile change (woman)

D,E,F; skeletal class Il profile

of 7V AEshe %Eﬁii
e Ene 29¥E g
ool AEst

ot 5, Horel %

o Fue st 4, Aot

1 loms

=
k=]

1

=1y I 1rly

ne
rc
ro
o

.I

ro

s |y

a

fol

o =

o

El
re
-




ORIGINAL ARTICLE

oo wH 2w Ml wTOoFH R LR NT MR KB
w0 mo Ar = M%@o_alhﬁ%ﬁ%%aﬁﬂE% Mﬂ%ﬂmﬂ
R ok g ! o X <~ < — X < o Nr T = o % o
ox o EZSR =R g K e Wy T S
= o= o Tr 0 Mo Mo o Mo T T m N TR NET TN
wp wp Moo o X % X 2o < B9 s b T oRw me oM
N oy R o X o FE X x N i =)
U..ﬁll ! OOAJL o LT o] ~s O _,AATPH._Ju__&I]mmﬁX
R R B ST AN S S
G G T e — RO e oo LS oy e oy o ey =
Wayp Too=o T g TR _m RS B Ry @
o mo Wy L W o ™ PR - I S~ B X N
#Eéﬁ%ﬂ%ﬁvﬂ%x < B o o BB AT oML X
iof A B . e . I e R
CH g W TE pabE vy iESdP S EEMT SRR
r Ko " . T N © o om s L% 9 o] O
Mﬁ_ i éﬂﬂ%mxﬂ,wmnwmﬁm%mﬂ?%%mﬂwﬂw%ﬂ
iy 0BT gy B ol BN T Ee oo, ? o 2w B OK 8o o
. Faax PR W T W ee % mr_aot o) 5 B = 4ol
T A= Moo ol Tﬂﬂﬂﬁmﬁ%geﬂeﬂﬂ w_mﬂlﬂ,oﬁﬂ»
=% T EELINT L Tl e wELS oo MT o R
o = A £y of XM mMEma% <0 X mp o g e oo OB
T E ?%xﬂ%w%%ﬁm_ﬂwi w___.%MJun%%ﬂ%%meﬁ
N < .dﬂﬂﬁ) L,Aoﬁo];oow_lﬁ]n_rﬂ}}ll_y_6_zﬁ‘o|1|.w.b . oo
_i,Ul o] T Do X o NN X o ik < X < Ny
L =B R . I T I e e T
SR ) o] 2 & o Mo B ERE R T O M (R =
B of of A oF A s w <0 oo B o "R o o B om
U w MR o W RR e Hoaw oM
<0 ~ % o Nr o T AL A o O 0 X
RISy o llny oF oT o o &
ol e P oo oo w o T g ook m o o
R TEESIIIE RN % w5
s ob —_— [ —
AL%\LMMAO__._O awﬁﬂnomo@%ﬁ%%w_z' wméﬁwﬂﬂly
- py - [
T oo WA S = I N Top Y
o T A B S ) o do ol T B
g 5o wN N G A I o o] T X I
o o o ol TN D g T o e T N
0 AT Tl < © o e T o o
= B " ol < o up <o o < o g —~ 7 —
waﬂ,_ ﬁrmﬂ). EM?EQEMVM_@.%%M,Q% ﬂa_moqoru
g T T FHa YT T eSS R By o o O
. . [ G- ) - o
Tl T E =L o, HE T e S LT % Ao T oo
s s MW%E%E_@TWW@&M%% gy X P o
‘OIH\I/Nﬂ N _dl o — ol i~ ~o
EEIas WMLl gwwey PXTHII® CRCRC,
R I S T N - C oo T R TR
o T o FoodE ey R =TS I
7 ~ o} = —y © 0 WE oF or of K B4 o HO
RGN NS [ ~ X’ 0o . ~ 2 A, @ —
JIJI;O.._ O_lA Ldﬂ)mﬂdﬂﬂl AT_OAO ° Nﬂ4
B " < = oF
oF = &B O E X oY g s W oo e
oF or of o Mo ® pool o o AR e %o TOW oMo = B N oA o

8717

A

.

AR 2 sk
ge B

[e]
=2

=

=

o] Ab7l
7

A

.

}o
Aol 7} 91

Lal

A H125 2006

2

s
ol

3K |44

=}

FAFe T 4]l
&

A 2hef Ab

b

3
2r

=
=

826 |t



o
RIGINAL ARTICLE

Z00| L X
st X|ZolAle} tolo
_!\.._ O_!_H_I__HIW_. >W|_H
MS E0of &Sk H|m oA
~ T =T
(el - K
zwr ?&M@r@?@r
B T T o«
H._El wﬂ ﬂ/l%mviﬂw*ﬂ D*MM.MHELI
Il .E Nr o o 1r_ Nr B N o 8 o o oo .
W@ﬂu@_ﬂﬂo g ® ERC oo of A I 7o <o
mMﬂmMEHTﬂ@u%mmﬁ mﬂ%,mu._mmﬂ@ z_.f_gjlome 0
mAJmMJ:T < K 70 2 g B momiﬁﬁuﬁ_,% .mﬂo_@ﬂq
20X o H oy F %! H T = = wp N io- T Wy o o = R Dl
},Eﬂﬂ_ﬁgaﬂ ﬂio.maﬁ_ww#o:i% Eﬂm%mﬁaﬂolgeﬂﬁg
Wé%ﬁmzu%%%ga Eﬂrme%i%mO_E%% HWEESw Fom oy
ﬂlﬂ%ibwr_oWo_L_oﬁoE% Nlﬂ%mp,ULﬂuagaiHOAf_z_ﬁmua HL,DlAquAﬁaé_-mul
0 = i i o X
%ﬁE%uDgewﬂofﬂ T &mzo_aﬂm_ﬂﬁqorobﬁ ﬂiﬁ%.@“%%ho_
%mﬂzo_,_r,?%%mﬂwn urﬂhmmmﬂ%ﬁyu%%z.ﬁg%é EQ7EEW Mgoqor.%
Iurmi%.mww%mm N Ayl ﬁprmﬂu%ma o W ﬂj.mﬂmﬂma_@wm%ﬁﬂr%
= = kmmh.zaa%ﬂ E_Lﬂro%ﬂa)@#o_gﬂﬂﬁzﬂ ﬁﬁaﬁiﬁéﬁﬂﬂn
S Sd g B = Z _amrluo - . - _m e
T oo & W8 X %odo.m_@ﬁ_so%a_sfaga K REW_M% o
ME%dﬂHﬂ‘mﬂﬁ %Mnmimﬂ%%%&vmxzﬂ %ﬂ%xi*]u% T A
Ie) . n_z:;‘w Sﬂ” = = T X° oW o N~ ]PO]WQHO_ g %EAI
i~ PRGN fr = li OAAE - ﬂloL oLAo1 2 W o O 2
Auﬂkﬁmﬂﬁ_x& Hgam%d%ﬂwf%%ﬁﬂ %%L%%ﬂ%%zﬁ_ﬂo_
ﬂ..%]aﬁuzﬁmaﬁu b 8 15%L@ s LR o iy w M 2o
~ X — ELE] . o ol o J o N
%EWPWQEqwﬁmemfpgﬂ;@%m;wﬂ%%iy%ﬂgm%%%
a_ﬂw_onw.mduﬁmﬂ_ﬂqﬂbM.Mdﬂmﬁ%ﬂm:._wﬁmﬁvXwﬁ&n@%&@%ﬂmﬂ:ﬂw%ﬁlﬂ&
S B =y ﬂu%maﬂwmwwomﬂﬂwﬁ;;loTuEﬁﬂ%mnwjmayWmo
cc5r s %gmqwk,gh%qﬁ@@@%iﬁﬂa%w@
x = ) %o o o ﬂEiM 5 o_aéam_zf%11%
~ — J e o= o) o T _— KH O
o ,muﬂli ﬂh_@w o T 1_¢ uwo M-U N e I 1@% bl ny Vﬁf ~ Nrﬁ a
T Ly K m%JA%L SSEOGS ~ &m0l TEDE A
W‘ME N Tlr E wrhﬂ_ﬂ.#wa n_rmu._ﬂwﬂogo_ gezoﬁm._.monﬁ@
ﬁL m _zrv ‘._f ol = o ﬁ/]ﬂ mE MM r )Cl O_E ﬂmo _l ﬂ ‘._A.uvM _nﬁ M.ﬁ ‘DI :.L E_ﬁ “w )
© s F - Ho® Do % oo O A T &S °
5 Eq N B oo o o % o T RS B oA W e
i S % o M Mﬁ i I M oy wrm i o %A ol ™ M y N M MJ Wﬂ N _.E_zr N o
- 0 nw o- e} el ‘wu E=s . = o) _ ]ﬂ Yol =
%é%% 1m@ wx X T Mwi%ﬂn%m#%ﬂgaﬂq% T e 7 o
B D MA@_wmd — Lgﬁﬂgﬂ%mg@s R S W )
R ) 2 0 T o) E o < ooy B \ & e oj Wy o o o —_— o %
mﬂu._ﬂﬂu qaﬂmmgeooaanﬂ Hqﬁnﬁ_@g% mai_@ﬁﬁﬁ%i A__of%mu 97 o
e %@ﬂﬂ%@iﬁm ﬂuomﬂurm%%#uu%iﬂ%io o B =
Sy S _LlAmer Jlu&zﬁl ) oLzooL.ﬂoEL %qormbzo H R
ny T - © me.xmL o = o] hd _oﬂi%_f% i o
i%%ﬂwﬁ@%mlﬁﬂﬂ% ,%ﬁﬁﬁﬁmﬂmmro:%fmwﬁ 2o Waﬂ,,7 Gl
;Hoﬂﬂﬂmmun.ﬁ2kﬂ o ﬂﬂﬂ%%%%%%ﬁ%% &*E ﬁq__%ﬁi =¥
W%HL@JWEI&_O_LO m o E Uﬁﬂﬂﬂ% MI_@T@O_L@%% 7ol g Tz
HH%EE%%%W%WQM c_o,%mo%@ﬂm%_zwﬂwﬁwﬂﬂo_a %&W% x
—— — — N ! fo”
oﬁ%ﬂ%.é%.o%ﬂ%ﬂ}zﬁ%%% 1Q‘Lm_meuMﬁLo_aﬁdEﬂo%%ﬁwﬁmﬁumﬁMH “w_mE,ﬂmo_,o_v _1@,%
oﬂﬂﬂmblﬂwlamiEur.%g}oﬂﬂmmmmﬁ_:wruozh@fﬂpm ey TE
il A ] i flie
dz%mm@%%MAﬂ4iwrnﬂeaﬁqn_mmﬂé M%%._owr.ﬂﬁ
TRETuNES T MW o & oo A
o] = o o e S S (R BE o] Mo
= o N n n N &l M e o~ o T >
roop e o] ®° %° .,mbmw Wﬂl_.iq\.r ‘_vmuo %
ﬂc_uﬁ%d‘mﬁgx_z_ﬁ@mmﬁﬂb}:
ﬁmegaﬂ T Mg
woRH hL, ﬁm_ﬁ_ N A
H

Y m125 2008] 827

o
2
Lal

83| K| H|44

| 2ho) Ab

gt



ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Y

E

al

[}
Aol g AT BA ek, YurAEel Ag <43
A 2% Aedd 199 A el YA
GRE FbE & owe] QOB seray s
7]

bolA 2o gk ARAS] A% AN E o8

profile) H3lw o} 2424 [[F WO R &1
(convex profile)¥sle] o 75191 th

2. 9 SR WelE QAE] A 29

AbEE AN T PR Hed &

(convex profile)e A= 2mm ©]4}, A=kl
< 3mm ol W37 gl& W o]F <l

X, FA4 N $Fez Wigd 5=
o

(concave profile)d|Al &= X3} JA}-

o wgsht F 22k el HR ws A
Roli= felatA ekatet.

4GRS iR ZRAA ATINE

o
e
=

A ey

L R e

SJaAlE Thr
gelgel kel g Be PR 2id YskE

4y ko X oo R

828 | stz el Al E| X M44 H|125 2006




ORIGINAL ARTICLE .

. Papel

. Arnett GW, lJelic JS, Kim J,

10.

11.

12.

. Jenny J. A sodal perspedive on need and demand

for othodontic treatment. INt J Dent 1975;25:248-56.

S, AL, HSA, HUY. MEC|SD # 2
4% Tl hHEE SuDE Bxel H2 2
S

sk CHX|MAX| 2003;33(1) :63-72.

. Holdaway RA. A soft tissue cephalometric analysis

and its use in orthodontic planning Part | . Am J

Orthod. 1983;84(1):1-28.

. Holdaway RA. A soft tissue cephalometric analysis

and its use in orthodontic planning Part Il . Am J

Orthod. 1984;85(4):279-93.

ID. Quantitative facial aesthetic evaluation
with computer

1990;7(1) : 35-44.

imaging. Facial Plastic Surg

. Arnett GW, Bergman RT. Facial keys to orthodontic

diagnosis and treatment planning : part |, Am J
Orthod Dentofacial Orthop 1993; 103(4): 299-312.

. Arnett GW, Bergman RT. Facial keys to orthodontic

diagnosis and treatment planning : part II, Am J
Orthod Dentofacial Orthop 1993;103(5): 395-41.

Cummings DR, Beress
A, Worley Jr. CM, Chung B, Bergman R. Soft tissue
cephalometic analysis: Diagnosis and treatment
planning of dentofacial deformity. Am J Orthod

Dentofacial Orthop 1999;116(3) :239-253.

AoQl FSAH, AN, AFXA =0 AsE 2
M. CHA[12 HK| 1995;25(5) :627-634.
2oz, Zys my APt MBsle BRo R
S: O;

{0l IIE EXA 2kAko RIS
2001 ;31(5) :479-8/.

us7, olEE, o

’ s =

0

02
H
_?ﬂ
Al
©
2
z
El
2
>
Q

natural head position AI otmo| o ==lof CHS
£ F&8 WAIMSE 2N, AL HA|

2003;33(5)323-338.

Bl

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

= [N

= |

M el 84 Stephen Chu, Fu Min-Kui. OFA|O}
Mol olzxa 2o HDEAM. fxDHX|
1997;27(6) :881-889.

Hwang HS, Kim WS$S, Mcnamara JA. Ethnic

differences in the soft tissue profile of Korean
and European-American adults with normal
occlusions and well-balanced faces. Angle orthod
2002;72:72-80.

Hall D, Tayler RW,
Bartolucd A. The perception of optimal profile in

Jacopson A, Sadowsky PL,

African Americans versus white Americans as
assessed by orthodontists and the lay public. Am
J Orthod Dentofacial Orthop 2000;118:514-25.
=20k SietH nd Hatof 2IX|
. CHR| WA X[ 2005; 35(3):174-81

sfol| CHet Btelof oIX[E=. 7t

S
S2[cistm X[ofst MAL St == 2004. 8.

Mckoy-White J, Evans CA, Viana G, Anderson NK,
Giddon DB. Facial
women before and after orthodontic traetment.
Am J Orthod Dentofacial Orthop 2006;129:17-23.

profile preferences of black

Romani KL, Agahi F, Nanda R, Zernik JH.
Evaluation of horizontal and vertical differences in
facial profile by orthodontists and lay people.

Angle Orthod. 1993;63(3):175-82.

Perk H, Perk S, A concept of facial esthetics.

Angle Orthod 1970; 40:284-318.

Soh J,
assessment of the perception of Chinese Facial

Chew MT, Wong HB. A comparative

profile esthetics. Am J Orthod Dentofacial Orthop
2005;127:692-9.

Soh J, Chew MT, Wong HB. Professional
assesment of facial profie attractiveness. Am J
Orthod Dentofacial Orthop 2005;128:201-5.

Mantzikos T. Esthetic
preferences among the Japanese popuation. Am J
Orthod Dentofacial Orthop 1998;114:1-7.

soft tissue profile

TR Tho| AbE 5| K| M 44 R|125 2006] 829




