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Fig. 1. Anatomic Landmarks

N  ; Nasion N' ; Soft Tissue Nasion
S ; Sella tucica Prn ; Pronasale

Po ; Porion Cm  ; Columella Point
Ar ; Articular Sn  ; Subnasale

Go ; Gonion A’ ; Soft Tissue A-Point
Me ; Menton Ls ; Labrale Superius

B ; B-point Li ; Labrale Inferius

; A-point Stm ; Stomium Point

A

1 ; Upper Incisor
1

6

; Upper 1st Molar B’
6 ; Lower 1st Molar Gn’
PNS ; Post. Nasal Spine C
ANS ; Ant. Nasal Spine
Or ; Orbitale
Pog ; Pogonion

; Cervical Point

Pog’ ; Soft Tissue Pogonion
; Lower Incisor Me’ ; Soft Tissue Menton
; Soft Tissue B-point
; Soft Tissue Gnathion
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Fig. 2. Hard Tissue (Skeletal) Measurements,
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SNA

SNB

ANB

Downs Facial angle (FH-NPog)
Facial Convexity angle (NAPog)
SN-—-MP

. FH-MP
. PP—-MP
. OP-MP

Gonial gmgle {Ar—-Go—Me)
NOA angle

. 3.  Hard Tissue (Dental) Measurements.

1 to SN angle

1 to FH angle

1to 1 angle

1 to MP (IMPA)

APogto 1 (mm)}

APog to T (mm)

NB to 1 {mm)

NB to Pog {(mm)

Wits Appraisal (mm) (AQO-BQ)

4. Soft Tissue (Facial Profile & Nose Form)

Measurements.

Soft Tissue Facial angle (FH~NPog)

Soft Tissue Convexity angle (Ni—Sn—-Pog’)

Nasal Convexity angle (Prn—~N-~Sn)
Nasal Height (mm)

Lip-Chin-Cervix angle

Sn-Gn-C angle

Sn-Gr/Gr-C (ratio)

5. Soft Tissue (Lip & Nose Form) Measurements.

Nasolabial angle

H-angle

Superior sulcus depth (mm)
Inferior sulcus depth (mm)
Sn-Pog to Upper lip {mm)
Sn-Pog to Lower lip (mm)

E-line to Upper lip (mm)

E-line to Lower lip (mm)
Incision-Stomium distance (mm)
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Fig. 6. Soft Tissue (Vertical Proportion &
Horizontal thickness) Measurements.

1. Total Facial Height; N°Me' (mm)

2. Upper Facial Height; N°Sn
(% to N‘Me)

3. Lower P;aci'al Height; Sn-Me'
(% to N-Me)

4. Upper Part of LFH; Sn-Stm
(% to Sn-M¢)

5. Lower Part of LFH; Stm-Me’

(% to Sn-Me)

6. A-Sn(// FH) mm

7. Is-Ls(// FH) mm

8. Ii-Li(// FH) mm

9. PogPog’(// FH) mm

.

() Bhe 979 59U 495 % PEEY A4
Ash wlag A% 94 A3E saeh

n o385

b, AzA Q) dzA AXFE U HF ¥
EEAAE Aich 1A Fel A A - 3AA A
o) A= 1 to SN :104.80+6.53°,1 to FH:
112.65+7.06°,1 to 1:126.22+9.84°,1 to MP

—

(IMPA) : 94.5146.48°, APog to 1:7.21+2.38m
9 APog to 1:3.10+2.3%9m #& o, 7€
o g 9o BY HAANZ E-dneol vl g 4
& —2.70+2.12m, 3¢ £—0.7542.12m 0| H,
Sn—Pog'linecl] o &l A44-25.04+1.79m, &2 4.
14+1.95mn ¥ Stomium —Incisor distance¥- 2.43+1.
67m 7% A ch(Table 1,2,3,4,5).
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Table 1. Mean and Standard Deviation of Hard Tissue Measurements.

Skeletal Dental

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
SNA 81.46 3.43 1toSn 104.80 6.53
SNB 71.99 3.50 1toFH 112.65 ~ 1.06
ANB 3.47 1.75 1to1 126.22 9.84
FH-NPog 86.77 2.89 IMPA 94.51 6.48
N-A—Pog 5.37 4.38 APogto] 7.21 2.38
SN—MP 34.92 4.67 APogtoT 3.10 2.39
FH—MP (FMA) 27.00 4.36 NBto 1 6.46 2.40
PP —MP 25.33 4.89 NB to Pog 1.95 1.14
OP-MP 16.89 3.81 Wits app. -0.50 2.99
Ar-Go-Me 119.49 5.51 ‘
N-O-A

142.18 7.67




Table 2. Mean and Standard Deviation of Soft
Tissue (Facial Form) Measurements.

Mean S.D.
St. Facial Angle 89.53 2.95
St. Convex. Angle 12.46 4.27
Sn-Gn'-C 98.71 7.36
Lip-Chin-Cervix 108.25 9.23
$n-Gn'/Gn'C 1.47 0.17

ANB#t3t Facial convexity angle(N—A—Pog)o|
0.939) & AuAE 2909, 7IAEFH AHolete
# Ao} 4] Denture Convexity angle(l to 1) ¢] APog
to 13 —0.82, APog to 13 —0.75,NB to T —0.
7i*l AABAHE vgow, FEYeol A A4
= NB to T o Hl 2y & AARA
EL ATTA
T

ABA L

J

121 »} °4:‘é7—‘!
% 4 913} (Table 6,7, 8, 9).
o e Ay o AEFae] vag 8 Tl
A e, o] Mo ATzt Al E
Burstone® ] -7 95% % 99% T 4TAA
o4 AAL stgicH(Table 10,11, 12, 13).

r

Table 3. Mean and Standard Deviation of Soft Tissue (Nose & Lip Form) Measurements.

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Nasal convexity angle 18.53 2.06 Sn Pog’-UL 5.04 1.79
Nasal Height 16.25 1.47 Sn Pog-LL 4.14 1.95
Nasolabial angle 105.01 7.51 E-Line-UL -2.70 2.17
H-angle 14.07 3.87 " E-Line-LL -0.75 2.12
Sup. Sulcus depth 1.71 0.60 Inc. stm. Dist 2.43 1.67
Inf. Sulcus depth 492 0.97

Table 4. Mean and Standard Deviation of Soft
Tissue (Vertical proportion of profile)

Measurements.
Mean S.D.
N'-Me' (mm) 134.94 5.33
N'-Sn 0.47 0.12
Sn-Me' 0.54 0.02
Sn-Stm 0.325 0.02
Stm-Me' 0.675 0.02

Table 5. Mean and Standard Deviation of Soft
Tissue (Horizontal thickness)

Measurements.
Mean S.D.
1. A-Sn(// FH) 13.42 1.78
2. IsUL(// FH) 11.17 1.81
3. Ii-LL (// FH) 12.64 1.30
4. Pog-Pog’(// FH) 12.63 1.54
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Table 6. Simple correlation coefficient between hard tissue measurements.

ANB N-A-Pog 1tol Apog to 1 Apogto 1 NBto1
ANB 1.00
N-A-Pog 0.93 1.00
ltol 0.16 -0.18 1.00
Apog 0.07 -0.12 -0.82 1.00
S tol
Apog
c 0.04 0.10 -0.75 0.80 1.00

to 1l

NBto1 0.44 0.49 C 0.7 0.73 0.84 1.00

Table 7. Simple correlation coefficient between soft tissue measurements.

St. convex. H- SnPog’ SnPog’ E-line E-line
angle angle -UL -LL UL LL
St. Convex. 1.00
angle
H-angle 0.74 1.00
SnPog’ ‘
UL 0.19 0.76 1.00
SnPog’
LL 0.20 0.63 0.76 1.00
© E-line UL 0.45 0.85 0.87 0.69 1.00
E-line LL 0.40 0.74 0.74 0.94 0.81 1.00

Table 8. Simple correlation coefficient between Soft and Hard tissue measurements.

Hard T. _ _ _
ANB N-A-Pog l1tol Apogto 1l Apogto ] NBtol
Soft T. -
St. Convex 0.62 0.63 -0.04 0.14 -0.01 0.27
angle
H-angle 0.60 0.67 -0.33 0.47 0.32 0.55
SnPog™-UL 0:30 0.40 -0.42 0.57 0.52 0.60
SnPog”-LL 0.26 0.40 -0.59 0.68 0.68 0.71
E line-UL 0.41 0.49 -0.37 0.55 0.51 0.64
E line-LL 0.37 0.50 -0.53  0.65 - 0.66 0.74
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Table 9. Simple Correlation Coefficient between Table 11. CLo,mp arison between Author and
Horizontal thickness Measurements. 4’ study.
S s
A-Sn  Is-UL IrLL  PogPog’ Mean S.D. Mean S$.D. Z-Value
ASn 1.00 St 89.53 2.95 887 5.02 0.921
IsUL 020 1.00 facial A.
Ii-LL 0.09 0.48 1.00 H-angle 14.07 3.87 14.19 3.01 -0.180
Pog-Pog’ 0.07 0.21 0.32 1.00
*: P <0.05, ** p< 0.01
Table 10. Comparison between Author and #’s study.
X u
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Z-Value
SNA 81.46 3.43 81.41 2.73 0.097
SNB 77.99 3.50 78.80 3.06 -1.476
ANB 3.47 1.75 2.70 1.74 2.631%*
Downs facial A. 86.77 2.89 89.78 3.00 -6.083%*
Facial Convex. A 5.37 4.38 4.17 4.48 1.613
SN-MP 34.92 4.67 34.31 4.65 0.780
FH-MP (FMA) 27.00 4.36 23.95 5.05 3.833**
OP-MP 16.89 3.81 15.18 3.51 2.792%*
Ar-Go-Me 119.49 5.51 118.95 5.41 0.590
1to SN 104.80 6.53 105.73 5.22 -1.048
1to FH 112.65 7.06 115.65 4.77 -3.012%%*
1to1 126.22 9.84 126.30 6.55 0.058
IMPA 9451 6.48 94.06 5.17 0.462
NBto1 6.46 2.40 6.36 2.27 0.256
NB to Pog 1.95 1.14 1.46 0.99 2.751%%
E-line-UL -2.70 2.17 -0.70 2.15 2.209%
E-line-LL -0.75 2.12 0.63 2.10 2.342%*
*: P <0.05, **: P <0.01

-133-



Table 12. Comparison between Author and °]’s study.

e o]
-Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Z-Value
N-O-A 142.18 7.67 147.4 6.20 -4.316**
Wits app. -0.50 2.99 -2.80 2.50 5.842%*
Nasolabial A, 105.01 7.51 97.8 10.30 4.420%*
S$n-Gn'-C 98.71  1.36 99.1 5.30 -0.354
Sn-Pog'-UL 5.04 1.79 5.40 1.30 -1.338
Sn-Pog’-LL 414 195 470 150 -1.864
Inc. Stm-Dist, 243 1.67 2.50 1.50 -0.252
Sn-Gn'/Gn'-C 147 017 140  0.10 2.966%*
*: P < 0.05, **: P <0.01
Table 13. Comparison between Author and Burstone's study.
i Burstone
Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Z-Value
Nasal convexity angle 18.53 2.06 24.9 2.00 -16.174**
Nasolabial A. 105.01 7.51 102.0 8.00 1.971*
Sup. Sul.depth 1.71 0.60 1.5 0.42 2.203*
Inf. Sul. depth 4.92 0.97 4.3 1.22 2.789%*
SnPog™-UL 504 1.79 1.9 1.18 11.359**
SnPog'-LL 4.14 1.95 1.8 1.33 7.648**
E line-UL -2.70 2.17 -5.6 1.81 14.806**
E line-LL -0.75 2.12 -3.9 2.29 8.960**
A-Sn (//FH) 13.42 1.78 15.3 1.56 -5.887%*
Is-UL (//FH) 11.17 1.81 10.9 1.62 0.821
Ii-LL (//FH) 12.64 1.30 12.9 1.84 20.796
Pog-Pog’ (//FH) 12:63 1.54 11.1 1:.81 4.557%*
Inc.-Stm. Dist. 2.43 1.67 3.1 0.74 -2.999%*
*: P <0.05, ** . P <0.01
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Y, & dFolME N'-Sn—Pog'2 e 27
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Ae e 424 ASEEde w2 404 1B
oA kAvt & ol uls NB to TAZ %
#ovlad w2 AHAAE Jebd o (Table 8).
ARG FAH AL 2 i YA AM ks
Autch A A7 QA £ ATl N~Me'2
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A3 stz Y vlE 47 (54324 slebHnA
ok 2 uge Hooh SebULAG 4R 5
o vl 32.5:67.584 o 1:2.19 ®F vglo
°] -2 Burstone*'®9] ¥ 19} ¢33t}
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Fol A4 2ot F AL X2
= = Gummy smile$ w8 & 4 9lov,
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oo o]lE J|Foz AdARY Intru510n°lb}
Extrusionov] % A & 4 9u, AT Adds
J4EAds Aotde 444 whl“
Ao = 1 geh £ AFolA 1 AN E 2,435
5 67mmi%] Burstone] 3.10+0.74nm 2.t} 22 43|
E 2ol Fort.
tmahel AHk HAA] o EAHL o
i1y &g %’43& hze] AFY ojy4 (Antero
4w AEAE 53 8

rulo

m dlstance-c

€ A2E AF 8 £ Sn—Gn-C#A3 Sn—
Gn/Gn'—Cu]7} <kmabiol 7 fote] 3A 4o
£8¢ Zn Burstone® 77 100+7° % 1.2#41% %
2AZEA 2 B3 & upglel. Sn—Gn'-Czto] AR Y
t} 23 Sn—Gny/Gn-CH]&o| ) stz $ub
AA 442 ngHojof k. £ d7olA Sn—
Gn-C7& 98.71+7.36° 24 o] 7} B33k 99.1+45.
0° At ¢iged, Sn—Gn/Gn—Cul &2
14712 0.172.8 o]9] 1.40+0.102 ¢ 2 #& et

W} (Table 12).

sabed ol 4 24% dz27 S g 494
EAoA Is-UL % ILi~-LLe SAE Azts
Burstone & 773} A7t vehtAl @k
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nn X o} 2A) L}F/}‘;ku}‘(Table 13). =3 dx3 F4
g2 A5 & AudAE Holx gy
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— ABSTRACT —

A CEPHALOMETRIC ANALYSIS ON FACIAL ESTHETICS OF
KOREAN YOUNG ADULT FEMALE

Joon-Row, Young-Kyu Rhu
Department of Orthondontics, College of Dentistry, Yonsei University.

Esthetic is one of the prime goal of the orthodontic treatment. It is represented by the word
of harmony or balance. '

There is no absolute esthetic norm but it is important to study about it in orthodontic and
orthognatic surgical treatment planning.

The purpose of this study is to obtain the norm of Korean female adolescents who were
candidates of 1986, 1987 Miss Korea Beauty Contest.
The 77 individual samples were selected and studied by cephalometric analysis.
Obtained results were as follows:
Korean esthetic norm was obtained.
Simple correlation coefficient was obtained between each measurements.

Holdaway ratio of Korean beauty was 3.3 : 1.

> WD~

To compare with caucasian, profile of Korean beauty had less prominant nose, more promi-
nant lip and deeper sulcus depth.
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