CHRII&A| 1997, 27(2) : 246-268

520l Fe owcn ADIFQ! 01 OIEX| SE 2B
B X-M HEEE oI

oA A A o9

# drore A EFatn e ZdF A ARE v FATE 6899 #e & e

sto] FRX-A AR, AR ARG SR AR ARLE A5l
FEXA ALY dz2d SRA%E AR 3 SR AFAE FH planeo] WA o] a4 Az

ARE 7S et v) e gt ZH‘—*W 793 ‘7’25 A2l 157 lA grletA stgler AR AL a gt B
7FeHA St ofF £ AFE 9H, F2 A58 74, HEU ZBFE 5H, A R AFE RoR AYUES 39
ok

S5 ARdolA w dFe ot vt Au|eizte] FadA, wA dFelrt @rie YRl FR] An)Aziel
FuaA, Wy At B S5 Aol Y 7k 54 o[l 8 FR AZYER FR Avgte
TAAE EAote] tad g FES AT

L &5 AFoM wd Hdgelet vl Avlekzte] A##AE F3UA Yebgthr=0.67, P=0.0001).

2. 17 AFest HrR Jre SR AnAzte FE#AAE FAUA FeErEh(r=0.26,P=0.0381).

3 &8 ARy A#AA7 FAUA el 5L Na-Pog to N, BNV to Pog’, BNV/B'-Pog’, Ls-Li-Pog’,
Li-B’-Pog’, Z angle®] AeHP <0.05).

4. FR ASYE] Hix @ FFHAE Tk

(EQEI) © OIFE Z0M, Z AR

.M =2 Aol uj% woly,

1803 Hunter™ o]#| & @& A 8}5o]d L8225
AL Q7o) <kmel BAH golA HE BRTTABAD g2 g 9lolA Qtre] Aln|Ae]
Fae deTE FERY, 74 NRE F2 5T 849 gelo] dFagon shne A4l 7]
el Y43 Aoje olBUE TR Auk F 2L Adld] ma AEF Ae) upe Be Wk}
o $4E BRo} AFe) FHE W Fed AT AW $93 s FEFREE AN U

& e gagoie do] de LEAWA A2 o
Lot AlmAe] AME Yot 4 X RE = Riedel™ & mA )52l nl9] 7]2g o] 24¢
47 A &2 BF Bastglon og7hEe] vld) g3 A
;2 AW R, Albert Durers "E E#3sled 7
) SR Kl AR, ARE BE norn A 8 Ao T Ao

Hefm X|
2 Agchstm X|UcHE DAEDA D, R 5
® wsmcisi ANoE DEeDA, m;. 9 Leonard Da Vinci 7}g A& w3t 42L& 1

2

- 245 -



PHE, H2H, M

E U &9 43¢ x¥stn e dEolgn
3™ Sir Joshua Reynolds® A9 ofg] ©@Ald
Ae ALY Aej7kA] Peje) Hi e F4lo] Al
i ATk, nlo gk 7zke drjel 2L v
2o} Aldolxe F43] Wsteh did n| &
dAlete ZAE Mgt ofdet BAgA @A
o o277t n1A 337he) W3}e} o] g AAE ] 3l
e A e 23

AFAA Busol b Az el 4n|Ae #
o B ATE Aotz ¥ FREH4 7|EE Fa
9o} Neger'= A4 wire ¢tmel Ange 22
A7I7] 91 g FRzdo] ofyet st Bur-
stone' Bowker'?, Subtelny®®, Cox ¢ Linden™
52 Az Aol7t A7) Wil ke Hx3tE
Brrskedl Aol FEEATS EAVELR
o] gt L My tme] AviAa WA
A e ot A2 EAL de AR
B Zrzeofol dttta sk vt

2 Ao e 23 A3 4Avtd Lt s
< EEFHEA vld] dig zte] UYL A7
= A Avetzte] FHTAAY SR F R A
n) g7kl Z@AA G S8 Avd ASFEI
FHABAE Golra, AR Y Jwy A9
A, A8 AY, dF, AHEAN mgo] He g
A F& A AvH A AxF e A
FEFAE darp 3.

0. Mz X 2
1. ¢ M=

A el Seetan e Bl AnHel <t
REE 7T FALL gL & W eE 89
o FHANRE o] Qi gummy smileo|}
ok HltlA o] §le 68 S YAtE sl A 53
FRX-A AR, AR AR 2 AR ARRE A
BE 3.

2. o4 Y

1) FHX-d &9 U

Az A5 L& Fo)7] sty PR SR
A AR 94 olgd deAAE FEe dF
A HEANA SAA2) F @] HApa T4

- 246 -

CHXIDEA 27# 25, 19974

X-4 ARl #YA] Zojste] SFHAmE el A et
T )97 leg ZIA BEA @ o FH
plane®} Aol HPelxE HAAZ F A H &
A HY X7 WA I 9l CephalometerE ©]-&
ste] S5 FRX-A ARKS #Ysith ddxde
FFD 5 feet, 85 Kvp, 1omA°|lom obH HAZ2&
A HolA &7 YA wE AE 1322 EQT}
5L AGFAAIFolH o]F F3A7} EClSlE
cassette?t gridg AHE-8ITh 1% #9 4 filme A}
TAY7INA AR

2) FAIE A4 4 A5 Y

FEX-A ARl BAle s SHUE e 3 A
233 AZYES At AFYEF chin
angle?} mentocervical angle& &R A& A}zl
A AFRE AARon AR ASYEL
AR AN ASHE AAsnt 298 FAE
o} &R AR AR AR AR Y] ASH S digiti-
zer(SUMMAGRAPHICS II¥, Summagraphics Co.,
USAE o|&38le] IBMEE7]1%9 computer(486
DX)ol d48stdem & AFE 98t 243 &4
ZRIYL o 43td ZdxE 001° 74 AolE 001
m 7HA] A&t o w&d 8L 001744 &
el gt BE A8 QYA L& T 3 o]
Fol A},

3) A&4 (Fig.l.3&=)
AzxA AEA

I. Na (Nasion); F541439] AFHE 589 A
WA

2. Gla (Glabella); 34 Glabellas}t &2 7l'do]v]
e AEge] HAWA

3. Or (Orbitale); &4 <+ (bony orbit)e] # 34

4. Po (Porion); #]o]3<] #4WH

5. A (Subspinale); Anterior nasal spine¥} Pro-
sthionAtelel] e F41749 T

6. UL (Upper incisor); %<} 8] ] X|o} %30l A
Aot el FAE A0S 71g dE] gold
2o} =wde] A

7. LI (Lower incisor); 8t} 42| 9] 2o} 73 o)A
2o} el S aSu 74 He] gzl
2o} WA A

8. B (Supramentale); Infradentale &}%3} Pogonion
ol e el FA FAAFNA HFHA



Vol 27, No. 2, 1997 Korea. J. Orthod.

2=l

o

anT

0y

2| &gl

ol oHH o

CITA| SEIOl 2EH T8 X-

Fig. 1. Reference points.
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Fig. 2. Soft tissue thickness relative to Na-Pog line.

2L

22.
23.

26.
21,

zx

A

1.
2.
3.
4
5.

- 247 -

St(Stomion); &

8
Li(Labrale inferius); &} &55d9 A=A

B’(Inferior labial sulcus); B FAAe] dtaat €

Afole] FaelA HHH

. Pog’(Soft tissue Pogonion); %3] Pogoniond]|
Al 923 lower facial plane®] & 40| A}
© 99 dx3 A

. Gn'(Soft tissue Gnathion); B9 & apholm

Az facial plane¥} manndibular plane®] ©]F

T 749 olFEAMe] Ay Ax4 A

Me' (Soft tissue Menton); &< 344

No; W Z599 S F419 54

AN FE F $9l

2~ B
'\L‘T

4) AZSE
Z2] Na-Po 3k AFRZ
)

Na-Pog linedl thdt 7} Az24 ASH7A 9 3

line<| (Fig2. #

2]

Na-Pog to Gla’ 6. Na-Pog to Ls
Na-Pog to N’ 7. Na-Pog to Li
Na-Pog to Pm 8. Na-Pog to B’
Na-Pog to Sn 9. Na-Pog to Pog’
Na-Pog to A’



A, HE, gM= CHXIAA 27 25, 19974

Fig. 3. Soft tissue thickness relative to BNV (Bow-
beer nasion vertical)line.

Fig. 5. Soft tissue vertical hieght
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. Inferior sulcus angle (Li-B’-Pog’)

. Nasolabial angle (T2-Sn-Ls)
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Fig. 6. Inclination angle. Fig. 8. Angular measurements
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Fig.10. Soft tissue measurements in frontal view
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Fig. 11. Relationship between orthodontists” esthetic

concept and artists” esthetic concept
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Fig.12. Comparision of orthodontists’ esthetic concept.
Orthodontist : Orthodontist who participated in this study
Orthodontist number . Orthodontists who had significant correlation with other orthodontists in esthetic concept

Table 1. Measurements which related with lateral
view esthetics in this study

800

3
»
E 740 "x xx . measurement r p-value
= L X % Na-Pog to N’ 0416 0009
B e LI BNV to Pog’ 0323 0048
5 ,‘”xx’“ X Z-angle 0.367 0.023
so0 . BNV/B'-Pog’ 0386 0017
§ %K ) Ls-Li-Pog’ 0540 0001
w ) S x Li-B-Pog’ -0323 0048
'g R ricorrelation coefficients
300
Y Y N YR L . Table 2-1. Soft tissue thickness relative to Na-Pog
Orthodontists’ mean score of frontal view line (Unit = mm)
Measurement Mean SD
Fig.13. Relationship between frontal view esthetics NaPog to Gla’ 8.49 178
and lateral view esthetics. Na-Pog to N’ 537 0.93
Na-Pog to Prn 28.35 1.99
- AFLzre] Alvete] AH#AE 3HAM = Na-Pog to Sn 1567 207
148 497 492 13387 742 1283 182 10 Na-Pog to A’ 1501 212
Wt AERAIE FAHUA ERTHEP 0.05) Na-Pog to Ls 1870 2.33
(Fig. 12. =), Na-Pog to Li 1634 215
-2 AF) WA el SR A3t Na-Pog to B’ 10.34 178
FBAA= FAAUA FER O (=026, P= Na-Pog 1o Pog’ 11.50 142
0.0381) AR} &R AFl& H7He Wiy
I 58 Figldoal A% uheh 2,
- SR FRBAI FAGUA dER 35 (Table 1 &%),
£ Na-Pog to N’, BNV to Pog’, Z-angle, BNV/ CAZE R WF 9 §2ERE Table 2-1~2-9
B'-Pog’, LS-Li-Pog’, Li-B’-Pog’ o] A THP<0.05) o|A] AAEH e} b}
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Table 2-2. Soft tissue thickness relative to BNV line

Table 2-6. Contour angle

CHRDER 2724 25, 1997

(Unit @ degree)

(Unit © mm}

Measurement Mean SD

Measurement Mean SD N “Pog’ 16850 5%
BNV to Gla’ 349 1.74 Ls-Li-Pog’ 174.65 3.98
BNV to Prn 22.36 247 Sn-Ls/Li-Pog’ 156.67 6.60
BNV to Sn 954 257 Sn-A" -Ls 147.87 6.59
BNV to A’ 8.79 218 Li-B" -Pog’ 136.43 8.06
BNV to Ls 12.37 311 N -Pm-Sn 9751 5.01
BNV to Li 973 350 T2-Sn-Ls 101.03 7.99
BNV to B’ 3.63 391 Gla" -Pog’ /Th-Me’ 94.13 5.42
BNV to Pog’ 453 482 Sn-Pog' /Th-Me' 94.09 9.00

Table 2-3. Soft tissue thickness (Unit . mm) Table 2-7. Angular measurements  (Unit  degree)

Measurement Mean SD Measurement Mean sp
Gla—Gla' 6.26 0.89 FH/N’ —Pog' 88.18 2.84
Na-N’ 8.57 1.88 , ,

3 -Sn-P 170. .
AA 15,94 135 (jla/ Sn og/ 70.56 3.82
UI-Ls 12.68 .19 Gla —Prn—Pog 149.43 3.50
LI-Li 13.83 1.31 V-angle 10.90 3.33
B-B’ 12.83 146 7-angle 77.41 472
Pog-Pog 1154 141 E line/BNV 1472 281
Gl’l—Gn/ 8.25 1.69 ’ ’ .

N -P | 13.70 2.64
Me-Me’ 751 141 og /H line !

Table 2-4. Soft tissue vertical height ~ (Unit . mm) Table 2-8. Linear measurements Unit ™)
Measurement Mean SD Measurement Mean <n
Gla~ N 2.8 445 E Tine to upper lip 238 162
N -Sn 5357 278 . ower 09
Sn-St 94.49 167 ine to lower lip 9 1.55
St-Me’ 48.86 2.39 Sn-Ls to A’ 191 0.80
St-UIT 271 1.35 Li-Pog'to B’ 4.45 0.80

Table 2-5. Inclination angle (Unit :degree) Table 2-9. Soft tissue measurement in frontal view
Measurement Mean sh Measurement Mean SD

BNV/N' -Tl 30.63 313 Facial width/Facial height 0.75 0.03
BNV/T2-5n 67.54 6.85 .. .

Bigonial width
BNV/Sn-Ls 18.00 517 /Bizygomatic width 0.85 0.02
BNV/B’ —Pog’ 5.37 3.96
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Table 3. Comparison of soft tissue thickness
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- ABSTRACT -

A Cephalometric Analysis on Esthetic Facial Soft Tissue
of Korean Young Adult Female

Je-Kyung WOO, Oh-Won KWON, Jae-Hyun SUNG

Department of Orthodontics, College of Dentistry, Kyungpook National university

Cephalometric radiographs, frontal photographs and profile silhouette phogographs of 68 young adult female who were
model or were recommended to have esthetic face were used in this study.

7 Students in department of Art of Kyungpook national university and 15 orthodontists estimated profile slides which
were made of 3 profile silhouettes in parallel with FH plane.

Profile silhouettes were made of soft tissue profile line of cephalometric radiograph,

Only orthodontists estimated frontal photographs.

Students and Orthodontists score 9 in excellent case, score 7 in good case, score 5 in average case, score 3 in poor
case.

Correlation analysis between orthodontists’ esthetic concept and Artists’ esthetic concept, between frontal view
esthetics and profile view esthetics which estimated by orthotontists, between profile view esthetics and profile
measurements which consisted of measurements of 38 female who were scored above 5 mean score in profile silhouette
by orthodontists were done.

And the finding in this study indicated the following

1. Correlation between orthodontists’ esthetic concept and Artists’ esthetic concept in profile silhouette was significant
(r=0.67,P=0.0001).

2. Correlation between frontal view esthetics and profile view esthetics which estimated by orthodontist was significant.
(r=0.26,P=0.0381).

3. Measurements which had significant correlation between profile measurements and profile view esthetics were Na Pog
to N’, BNV to Pog’, BNV/B’-Pog’, Ls-Li-Pog’, Li-BB'-Pog’ and 7 angle (P<0.05).

4. Mean and standard deviation of profile measurements of 38 female were obtained.
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* Key words : profile line. profile silhouottes, profile view esthetics
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