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Comparison study on peference and perception in changed
profile between dentists and lay people
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The purpose of this study was to determine the level of perception and preference between dentists and lay people to altered
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 maxilla and 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 [

profile (convex profile) changes than skeletal [l 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 a 2 mm change in convex profile and a 3 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 there is a general concordance between dentists and lay people in there perception of man’ s and woman'’ s facial

profile.

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

Key words: profile change, perception, preference
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Fig 1. Soft tissue landmark
A=E (Fig 1)
O " indicates intersection of the NP with the forehead
G (soft tissue glabella) : the most prominant point in the midsagittal
plane of the forehead
N’ (soft tissue nasion) : the most concave point in the tissue overlying
the area of the frontonasal suture
Prn (pronasale) : the most prominant point of the nose
Cm (columella) : the most anterior soft tissue point on the collumella
(nasal septum) of the nose
Sn (subnasale) : the point at which the collumella merges with the
upper lip in the midsagittal plane
Ls (labriale superius) : the most anterior point on the upper lip
St (stomion) : the median point of the oral embrasure when the lips are closed
Li (labriale inferius) : the most anterior point on the lower lip
Sm (supermentale) : the point of greatest concavity in the midline lip
Pog' (soft tissue pogonion) : the most anterior point on the soft tissue chin
Me' (soft tissue menton) : the most inferior point on the soft tissue chin
Th (throat) : the intersection between the submental area and the
tangent line of the neck
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Fig 2. Class Il profile of man el
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. standard profile of man
. 5mm protrusion of maxilla

. 5mm retrusion of mandible [‘G
. 5mm maxilla protrusion and mandible retrusion
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Fig 3. Class Il profile of Woman

. standard profile of woman

. dmm retrusion of maxilla

. 5mm protrusion of mandible

. 5mm maxilla retrusion and mandible protrusion
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a. standard profile

¢. maxilla retrusion

e. mandible retrusion

g. bimaxillary retrusion

|. maxilla retrusion and mandible protrusion

g h i

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 altered profile of woman

a. standard profile

¢. maxilla retrusion

e. mandible retrusion

g. bimaxillary retrusion

I. maxilla retrusion and mandible protrusion
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b. maxilla protrusion

d. mandible protrusion

f. bimaxillary protrusion

h. maxilla protrusion and mandible retrusion

Fig 6, 70 A28ttt

1) EAe] HatEl Z20f Cfst oKX=
244 13 FE2 WA LolA Jdz 5
oFS NE W) WEko g o]E3k Aete] HWES} 8
ote] $F SRA 7 A Wy, XFAt
& ¥ 15mm, ¥Rl #2 HF 23mmol|A
ApolE A AT 2 Aetat stete] F
Alol] WHHHEFOE o] Fgk Zo|BE A W
} =1 o

o8] ¥ wolnz Azl ot AE
A B 20mmelN AoIE A4S A4sHAIL A
A7 3ot FH ZRA 27mmelN Aol g A
baeh AIAES 3mm WS A 7}

1

S o))
L=IR S

O

lx

o1

v 8TlYid [5idiAR 131vl

oz

_|
T

IR {2

ko

L
[

CHEHR| ZHe AFEY3|X| MaaH ®125 2006] 821



ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Table 1. The level of perception of different antero-posterior profile change - mean (mm)

man

dentists mean lay people mean

woman

significance  dentists mean lay people mean significance

maxilla protrusion 2.0+1.1 27x1.4
mandible retrusion

) ) 22%1.0 2.71+1.3
maxilla protrusion &
mandible retrusion 1.5%0.7 2.3x1.2
maxilla retrusion 2.7+1.3 2.8x1.5
mandible protrusion

: ) 2.5+1.3 3.2x15
maxilla retrusion &
mandible protrusion 1.6x1.0 24+1.4
bimaxillryprotrusion 2.1x1.1 27x1.4
bimaxillary retrusion 29+1.3 29+13

* 1.6£1.0
* 2.3%1.2
* 1.4£0.8
* 24%1.2
* 1.6£0.8
* 2.1£1.0
ns 3.0£1.2

20%1.2 ns
27x1.2 ns

+1.2 *
29+15 ns
29+1.4 ns
20£1.2 *
26+1.2 ns
3.0+1.3 ns

SD, standard deviation; and ns, not significant, *, p { 0. 05
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Fig 6. The perception rate of change (man) different antero-posterior profile
AB,C; skeletal class Il profile, D.E,F; skeletal class Il profile
G,H; maxilla and mandible same direction movement
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Table 2. Preference of beautiful facial profile Man

Dentists Lay people o
: . significance
Mean SD Ranking Mean SD Ranking
standard profile 1.5 1.2 1 1.8 1.2 1 ns
maxilla protrusion 5.4 1.7 7 4.8 2.0 5 ns
maxilla retrusion 4.6 1.6 5 5.1 1.9 6 ns
mandible protrusion 45 1.6 4 4.3 1.9 3 ns
mandible retrusion 5.3 1.8 6 5.2 1.6 7 ns
bimaxillary protrusion 3.4 1.6 2 2.9 1.8 2 ns
bimaxillary retrusion 3.4 1.7 2 4.3 1.8 3 *
maxilla protrusion & N
) 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
= U P07 = significance
Mean SD Ranking Mean SD Ranking
standard profile 1.7 0.9 1 1.7 1.0 1 *
maxilla protrusion 6.6 1.5 7 6.2 1.5 7 ns
maxilla retrusion 3.4 1.0 3 3.7 1.6 3 ns
mandible protrusion 4.7 1.2 5 5.4 1.7 6 ns
mandible retrusion 4.6 1.5 4 4.0 1.7 4 *
bimaxillary protrusion 5.9 1.1 6 5.3 1.5 5 ns
bimaxillary retrusion 1.7 0.9 1 2.3 1.2 2 ns
maxilla protrusion & -
) 8.5 0.6 9 8.2 1.0 9
mandble retrusion
maxilla retrusion &
1.8 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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Fig 7. The perception rate of different antro-posterior profile change (woman)
AB,C; skeletal class Il profile, D,E,F; skeletal class Il profile
G,H; maxilla and mandible same direction movement
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