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INTRODUCTION RESULTS

/The proportional relationship between the different craniofacial regions is th) KI'able 1 shows the characteristics of the study population. Overall of 54%\

key to judge the individual attractiveness.ltl Many of the studies impressed were males and 46% were females. Among laypersons and
the need of the set standards for the facial attractiveness.!2-’] orthodontists, males were more in comparison to females who judged
The concept of beauty is subjective, and it has evolved since from ages.!?! the profile silhouette.
The requirement of the day is to check the perception of the beauty Comparison for the different modified profiles by the orthodontist is
of the faces by the laypersons and the professionals dealing with the facial depicted in Table 2. There existed a significant difference for all the pairs
attractiveness in their day-to-day life.[3.6,10-12] of silhouettes except for the pair 2, pair 3, and pair 4.
h d k . h h . I h . f Table 2: Comparison of various profile silhouettes by orthodontists
The present study was taken up with the aim to evaluate the perception o P — : — P
facial attractiveness when the lower vertical proportion of face was altered Mean sp SEM 5% CI of the
using a series of silhouettes of varying lower facial vertical proportion among - Lower Upper
![he |ndian population, / Decreased 6 mm-increased 2 mm —1.36508 1.72553 0.21740 —1.79965 —0.93051 —8.279 62 0.000*
Pair 2
Decreased 6 mm-increased 4 mm —0.22222 1.54966 0.19524 —0.61250 0.16805 —1.138 62 0.259
Pair 3
M E T H O D S & NI AT E R I A L Decreased 6 mm-increased 6 mm 0.44444 1.83846 0.23162 —0.01857 0.90745 1.919 62 0.060
Pair 4
Decreased 4 mm-increased 2 mm —0.14286 1.80373 0.22725 —0.59712 0.31141 —0.629 62 0.532
Pair 5
. . L . Decreased 4 mm-increased 4 mm 1.00000 1.94273 0.24476 0.51073 1.48927 4.086 62 0.0007
m this cross-sectional study, the sample of 123 participants judged the total\ Pair 6
. . . . . Decreased 4 mm-increased 6 mm 1.66667 2.17018 0.27342 1.12011 2.21322 6.096 62 0.0007
seven silhouette photographs with varying degree of lower vertical facial Pair 7
. . . Decreased 2 mm-increased 2 mm 0.65079 1.60803 0.20259 0.24582 1.05577 3.212 62 0.002
proportion. The sample included 63 laypersons and 63 orthodontists. Pair &
A” the profeSSIOnaI Orthodontlsts WhO EIther WOI’ked as g faculty |n dlfferent Pa?re:reasedZmm—increased4mm 1.79365 2.05692 0.25915 1.27562 2.31168 6.921 62 0.0007
IayperSOnS were Selected from the Outpatient Depa rtment Of OrthOdOntiCS. QD}D.D[H. SD: Standard deviation, SEM: Standard error of mean, Cl: Confidence interval //
For the profile photographs, dental students were evaluated manually for the - ~
vertical proportion, and inclusion criteria included a normal occlusion with In Table 3, There was a significant difference for all the pairs except for
minor or no crowding, all teeth present except third molars, and competent the pair 2 where the comparison was for the anterior lower facial height
lips. Individuals who have undergone orthodontic treatment and any (ALFH) decreased by 6 mm with the ALFH increased by 4 mm, and pair 4
\ prosthetic replacement of teeth were excluded from the study. -/ where the comparison was between the ALFH increased by 4 mm with
ALFH decreased by 2 mm.
/ . \ Table 3: Comparison of various profile silhouettes by laypersons
The procured lateral cephalograms were traced, and the different soft and Paired differences f ar P
. . Mean SD SEM 95% CI of the
hard tissue measurements were made [Table 1]. The cephalogram which fell difference
. . Lower Upper
under the normal cephalometric reading was chosen for the study. Pair 1
Decreased 6 mm-increased 2 mm —1.22222 1.70809 0.21520 —1.65240 —0.79205 —b5.680 62 0.000"
Pair 2
. . . . Decreased 6 mm-increased 4 mm —0.12698 1.67035 0.21044 —0.54766 0.29369 —0.603 62 0.548
The SeIeCted CephaIOgram Was COnverted IntO a prOfIIe Sllhouette USIng Corel Palillreireasedﬁmm—increasedﬁmm 0.57143 1.84666 0.23266 0.10635 1.03650 2.456 62 0.017
SOftwa re' This Was COnSidered aS the maSter SiIhOUEtte [Figure 1]' Pa[i]reireased4mm—increased2mm —0.33333 1.65588 0.20862 —0.75036 0.08369 —1.598 62 0.115
PaEi.'lr::reased 4 mm-increased 4 mm 0.76190 1.75714 0.22138 0.31937 1.20444 3.442 62 0.0017
Table 1: Frequency distribution of gender among laypersons and Palillreireased4mm—increasedEmm 1.46032 1.88239 0.24976 0.95106 1.95957 5.847 62 0.000%
orthodontists Pair 7 |
Decreased 2 mm-increased 2 mm 0.61905 1.47483 0.18581 0.24762 0.99048 3.332 62 0.001+7
Groups Total (%) P Pair 8 |
Decreased 2 mm - increased 4 mm 1.71429 1.68894 0.21279 1.28893 2.13964 8.056 62 0.000"
Laypersons (%)  Orthodontist (%) Pair 9
Decreased 2 mm - increased B mm 2.41270 1.80175 0.22700 1.95893 2.86646 10.629 62 0.000%
SEK \ *P=0.001. SD: Standard deviation, SEM: Standard error of mean, Cl: Confidence interval /
Male 33 (52.4) 35 (565.6) 68 (54.0) 0.721 / \
Female 30 (47.6) 28 (44.4) 58 (46.0) Comparative data for the judgment between orthodontists and the
Total 63 (100.0) 63 (100.0) 126 (100.0) _ _ laypersons are depicted in Table 4. Statistically significant difference was
kF}D.DDI Figure 1: Master sHhouetty ] .
noted for the normal profile, where normal profile was preferred more
. . . by the layperson than the orthodontist.
ﬁl’he master silhouette was manipulated as per the recommendation of the \ Y s . . . .
, rudv 23] keeping SN and ME’ as reference boints In Tables 5 and 6. There existed no significant difference in judgment between
revious s : . . S .
ph | y,. | P g. duced and i P b 9 male and female orthodontists. However, there existed a significant difference
The ower vertical proportions were re uced andincrease : y2,4,and 6 between male and female laypersons for the lower face decreased by 4 mm
mm which generated a total of seven profile silhouettes [Figure 2]. and 6 mm silhouettes when the P value was set for P = 0.05.
o e of prfile sihoueties by Table 5: Gender-wise comparison of judgment of profil Table 6: Gender-wise comparison of judgment of various profile
Silhouette Group n Mean so P silhouettes by orthodontists silhouettes by Laypersons
et fgft::dontistsl v e Silhouette Sex N Mean SD P Silhouette Sex n Mean SD P
lopperany M oemsedbmm Mk 3 AW L4 029 Demsedbmm M 3 A3 LI 004"
e et 0 Femle 28 47143 124097 Fomale 30 50000 131306
E:;E::‘::n';t}s 63 55558 136521 Decreased dmm ~ Male 35 55714 153940 0343 Decreaseddmm  Male 33 52121 129319 0.0%*
Decreased 2mm  Expert 63 65238 141258  0.946 Female 28 59286 138587 Female 30 59333  1.36289
e 5 s 11008 Deorsasd2nm Mae % B3 LA 0190 DeemedZmm Mde 3 63D 12E 01K
Normal 2:;::80[18} 63 67778 159074  0.006 Femele 28 67857  1.3153 Female 30 67338  1.14268
‘;::"::;‘::::‘ o a1 Normal Mle 35 67420 15974 0847 pNormal Mde 3 T4 0882 019
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Increased 2 mm Eiy:p:mns} 63 5.3730 1.22454 0.941 a1 BRI AT femee 30 1000108
- - - - - - - - - {orghodontists] ' ' ' Increased 2mm  Male B 57429 13399 0350 jnereased2mm Male 13 59807 101504 (568
k Figure 2: Various silhouette profiles by increasing or decreasing lower facial height / Peponterts 63 S3889 11659 e B GUET 0T .
A et n RO et dmm Mele 3% AT LT OB peddnm Mde %0 OB6T 13 040
. . . u“a?pi"riﬂﬁiis 83 47937 13391 Female 28 46786 127812 e 30 49333 128475
The profile silhouettes were randomly arranged on a Microsoft ottt o s s ows bt e B A UMD U0 s g 45 L 00
i I Respondents 63 40952 143363 Female 28 39286  1.274%0
PowerPoint which were shown to a group of laypersons and the e PP - G
Qmm deviton  landard Gevaton #P={,05. $D: Standad devition /

orthodontists. Each slide was displayed for a span of 20s.

They were asked to record their perception on a visual analog scale of 10
cm length with 1 cm denoting as least attractive and 10 cm as most
attractive score.

CONCLUSION

After recording the perception score, the data were subjected to s Both the orthodontists and the laypersons considered the normal N
statistical analysis. ALFH was most attractive.

Independent t-test and paired t-test were used to determine the * The increased ALEH was considered least attractive by both the
difference between the scores of various profile silhouette photographs laypersons and the orthodontists.

and difference of perception among laypersons and orthodontists, * There was a significant difference between female and male
respectively. laypersons in judging the ALFH.

The P value equal or less than 0.001 was considered as statistically

significant. For the gender wise difference, the P value equal to or less The results of the present study will help the clinician to consider
than 0.05 was considered as statistically significant. the patient preference of the facial profiles in the vertical dimension

and to plan the treatment accordingly.
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