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Fig. 1. One pair picture of good and poor profile selected by evaluating group.
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Fig. 2. Angular measurements
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1. Glabella (G) : The most prominent or anterior
point in the midsagittal plane of the forehead
2. Soft tissue Nasion (N’) : The most concave po-
int in the tissue overlying the area of the
frontonasal suture

3. Pronasale (Pn) : The most anterior point of the
nose tip

4, Subnasale (Sn) : The point at which the colum-
ella merges with the upper lip in the midsagi

H-line
Sn
Ls N
Li

A0|H 0 gthof o= Yat 230 &

Sn-Pg’ H angle

E-line 2 Sn perp

D

L
Ls _'j' s

[ Li
L
¢ pg’

Fig. 3. Linear measurements

ttal plane

5. Labrale superius (Ls) : The most anterior point
of the upper lip

6. Stomion (St) : The median point of the oral em-
brasure when the lips are closed

7. Labrale inferius (Li) : The most anterior point of
the lower lip

8. Soft tissue Pogonion (Pg’) : The most anterior
point of the soft tissue chin

9, Soft tissue Menton (Me') : The most inferior p-
oint of the soft tissue chin

Lt A&E&=(Fig. 274)
(1) & A=

1. G-Sn-Pg’ (")
2. Naso-labial angle (°)
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Table 1. Soft tissue analysis of preferred profiles by 4 groups.

CHX| 2 & X| 314 35, 20014

G-Sn-Pg’' () 862 468

868 400 8.76 4383 8.62 454
Naso-labial (* ) 9.33 1493 90.76 13.90 98.90 12.56 97.38 13.37
Labio-mental (* ) 10191 15.80 103.81 14.83 102.71 1561 105.05 16.15
N'-Pg’'~5n () 6.82 2.23 7.04 2.20 7.06 225 6.87 2.21
N’-Pg'~Nose tip (" ) 1783 2.00 1734 2.19 1792 2.30 17.82 223
G-Sn / G-Me' 0.52 0.02 052 0.02 052 0.02 0.52 0.02
Sn-Me' / G-Me' 048 0.02 0.48 0.02 0.48 0.02 048 0.02
Na'-Sn / Na'-Me' 044 - 002 0.44 0.02 044 0.02 0.44 0.02
Sn-St / Na'-Me' 018 0.01 017 0.01 017 0.01 0.17 0.01
St-Me' / Na'-Me' 0.38 0.02 0.38 0.02 0.38 002 - 0.38 0.02
Ls to Sn-Pg’ (mm) 6.91 159 6.69 1.24 6.31 1.33 6.24 1.28
Li to Sn-Pg’ (mm) 5.23 162 511 1.62 514 145 5.05 153
H angle " ) 15.24 327 15.07 3.04 14.72 3.36 14.54 328
Sn to H line (mm) 9.73 2.16 9.65 183 9.25 211 9.09 2.05
Ls to S line (mm) 2.29 176 2.15 148 1.9 1.52 172 1.39
Li to S line (mm) 241 170 2.26 171 2.3 147 218 1.55
Ls to E line (mm) -1.08 195 -115 163 -1.28 1.57 -1.45 1.58
Li to E line (mm) 041 1.83 0.35 1.83 0.0 1.69 0.33 174
Sn perp. Ls (mm) 6.05 1.7 583 147 5.57 1.48 563 1.46
Sn perp. Li (mm) 329 241 318 2.25 343 2.19 3.95 2.29
Sn perp. Pg’ (mm) -2.98 388 -3.05 397 -2.81 417 -2.36 401

3. Labio-mental angle ( °)
4. N'-Pg'-Sn ()
5 N'-Pg’-Pn ()
6. H angle (°)

2 A ASZE
. Ls to Sn-Pg’ (mm)
. Li to Sn-Pg’ (mm)
Sn to H line (mm)
Ls to S line (mm)
. Li to S line (mm)
. Ls to E line (mm)
. Li to E line (mm)
. Ls to Sn perp. (mm)

0O =1 O U A W o
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9. Li to Sn perp. (mm)
10. Pg’ to Sn perp. (mm)

(3) HI& ASTE

1. G-Sn / G-Me'

2. Sn-Me’ / G-Me'
3. Na'~Sn / Na'-Me'
4. Sn-St / Na'-Me’
5. St-Me' / Na'-Me'

ol ARl 438 FE SR Fo Bjg W%,
AAZ, W AZE NPstel AZAY BT EE
4 9]
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Table 2. Comparisons between good profile group and remaining group.

A0j3 &2 gthof Ojxls 4dgnt E8lo I8

G-Sn-Pg’ (

561

gt SE o uig 7k Jagt
9] Hrld] zol7t A= Ae] ¥ = Bonferroni's
multiple comparison(after McNemar's test) & She-
ffe's testell &t AFstATh T3 Ul Jd BF
A EFL YRR MU NP FL 2R Fog B
T3, o] 50] ¢ £L FEE AU vty FEEE
542 %ol AERE= randomized block designed
ANOVAE &3t9 AFstAth

) 775 876 *E¥
Naso-labial (* ) 95.93 11.80 91.9 12.33 *k
Labio-mental (* ) 10563 15.30 106.39 1892 NS
N'-Pg'~Sn (* ) 6.45 2.29 716 2.89 Hokk
N'-Pg’~Nose tip (* ) 17.25 2.22 17.99 213 *okk
G-Sn / G-Me’ 051 0.02 051 0.02 NS
Sn-Me’ / G-Me’ 0.49 0.02 0.49 0.02 NS
Na'-Sn / Na'-Me' 0.44 0.02 0.44 0.02 NS
Sn-St / Na'-Me’ 017 0.01 0.18 0.01 NS
St-Me' / Na'-Me’ 0.39 0.01 0.39 0.02 *kk
Ls to Sn-Pg’ (mm) 6.70 126 754 195 ook
Li to Sn-Pg’ (mm) 49 147 6.79 2.37 koK
H angle (" ) 1443 3.30 1627 485 *k
Sn to H line (mm) 9.38 164 1060 262 ok
Ls to S line (mm) 1.9 154 3.36 212 *okk
Li to S line (mm) 2.00 153 435 262 ok
Ls to E line (mm) -143 158 0.10 247 ok
Li to E line (mm) 0.05 1.72 2.38 2.8 ook
Sn perp. Ls (mm) 6.18 143 6.31 172 *
Sn perp. Li (mm) 348 2.36 427 2.57 ok
Sn perp. Pg’ (mm) -240 429 -4.19 491 Hokok
* p<0.05  xx p<0.01  *+x p<000l NS non-significant .

A Brhshed QoiX B4 2 el A 2R . o1y

o & R 7 A4 /MAX7 QEAE Fried-

man testE 53 AFIAT the 2 FalA 21 108 ] B7HAZ R Aol HFE Foto] 49 30 %

ot HFE 4L FE T U, EE 4T J = FEES FL FE FoF AFI}AT

o] AL 47 EFA Alds An, T FA T,
g oy 2, Al = 94 7, 283 AY] g o
R Z%Z}f 2274, 214, 257, 28)a 253 o]/del 3
e, Zh2h 339, 379, 369, 1)1 9Ho| T
25 7o AZ3Ak 4T MY £ FEE 7
Ao Az7 BE4E APl ﬂﬂ%)cﬁr EFHAE T
S QTHTable 1). 47 Z50A] 22 222 G713
e 209eH, o|EF U A R 7] Hug RFE
HAR= Table 290 A= Qi
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Table 3. Inter-examiner Differences on Judging Good Fac-
ial Profile. (Friedman test)

CHA| A X| 313 35, 20014

Table 4. Inter-group Differences on Judging Good Facial
Profile. {Bonferroni’s muitiple comparison)

Prvalue Sig. Comparing : groups _ Pvalue W Slg e
0.0238 * KAF vs. KAM 1.00 NS
0.0001 o KAF vs. KNF 0.02 *
0.0073 ** KAF vs. KNM 0.80 NS
RAF 08520 NS KAM vs. KNM 0.60 NS
* p<0.05 *+ p<00l *x+ p<0.001 NS non-significant
KNM : Korean male KAM vs. KNF 0.02 *
KNF : Korean female KNM vs. KNF 1.00 NS

KA : Korean-American male
KAF : Korean-American female

Table 5. Inter-group differences based on the selection of
upper 30% good profiles. (Scheffe’s test)

N Mem  Scheffe Grouping
KAF 18 2900 A
KAM 18 274000 A
KNM 18 233500 B
KNP 18 242500 B

* p<0.05 ** p<0.01 ##*x p<0.001 NS non-significant

Table 6. Inter-group differences based on the grading.
(Scheffe's test)

TKAF 18 212w A

KAM 18 268889 A B
KNM 18 249444 B C
KNF 18 24.6667 C

Means with the same letter are not significantly different.

Zzte] 2 Yol HAAE 1ho) £

= oA QA eAE AT 2

3lMet o] A 3= 4 BAAES AL B
< W7t 2 el B Aol BAH LR fojgt

Aol el gl

2 :‘LLQE 47 0} Eﬂ"ﬂ"i e Z_°ﬂ 7+ z}o
7} 4=A Bonferroni’s multiple comparison< A] 3}
3 A3} 4T F T AT AN = 3y, @ o
A} Ae] gkt of A Abeldl= BAIASZ {23 2
o)(p<0.02)7F LAHNL Y, S FAdH A9 3=
o4, = G4 An e 3, 3 g gt
o4 23 An g Jd AloloiM e BAIHeR
frof gt i}"]ﬂ WAER] FATHTable 4). 4 F 74l
ArE 3 A A e Aolrt e Ae
Sheffe’s testoﬂ A A=Y= 2o AFS
< YRAEY vZol| AFsts HIEAE Alojd] %
AZHSE Fogt zol7h WA UATHTable b). =3

FR9 Au9L WG Bt 218 o)) e
$e 2R2 A4S BOH 4T P AE 217 o

|78

06

Means with the same letter are not significantly different.
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- ABSTRACT -

The Influence of gender or culture on determining esthetic facial profile

Su-Jin Ko, Hyun-Soon Kim, Young-dJin Kim

Department of Orthodontics, Kangnam St. Mary’s Hospital, The Catholic University of Korea.

Because many of patients seeking orthodontic treatment worry about the facial appearance and their chief motivation
for orthodontic treatment is facial esthetics, it is critical to understand the influence of gender or culture on the evaluation
of profile esthetics. v

The purpose of this study was to find out any influence of gender or culture on judging good facial profile. 4 different
groups were asked to evaluate 133 facial profiles to test the influence of gender or culture on judging good facial profiles.
Those 4 groups consisted of 10 Korean males, 10 Korean females, 10 Korean American males, and 10 Korean American
females. 2 evaluation systems were introduced, absolute and relative. Soft tissues of selected good profile group were
analyzed and statistic analysis was performed. Conclusions were as follows :

1. Inter-evaluator difference for judging good facial profile was statistically significant, even if there was general agree-
ment for the best profile among 40 raters.

2. Gender difference under the same cultural environment was not significant statistically.

3. The same ethnic groups with different cultural backeround showed statistically different preference on judging good
profile.

4. Good facial profile group had their own characteristics compared to remaining group in several soft tissue measure-
ments which were vertical facial ratio, soft tissue facial convexity, and antero-posterior relative lip position.
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