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Age
group
11~20 21~30 31~40 41~50 51~60 61~70 71~80
lay people(500) 13 63 59 163 143 50 9
dental professionals(240) 0 173 41 22 4 0 0




Figure 1. Gingival margin level of the lateral incisor
(A) gingival margin level of the lateral incisor is same level to the

gingival margin of the cental insicor

(B) gingival margin level of the lateral incisor is 0.5mm incisal to the

gingival margin of the cental insicor

Figure 2. Gingival margin shape
of the central incisor
-1/9 horizontal component of
the crown width(from 5.3 to 6.3)

(C) gingival margin level of the lateral incisor is 1.0mm incisal to the

gingival margin of the cental insicor

A

Figure 3. Gingival margin shape of the central incisor

-1/9 horizontal component of the crown width

A from 4.3 to 5.3, B : from 4.8 to 5.8, C : from 5.3 to 6.3, D : from 5.8 to 6.8, E : from 6.3 to 7.3
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Figure 4. Gingival margin shape of the cen-
tral incisor —2/9 horizontal component of

the crown width

F @ from 4.3 to 6.3
G : from 4.8 to 6.8
H: from 5.3 to 7.3

Figure 6. Interproximal contact length

A 1 1/3 of the crown length
B : 1/2 of the crown length
C : 2/3 of the crown length
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Figure 5. Gingival margin shape of the cen-

tral incisor =1/9, 2/9, 3/9 horizontal com-
ponent of the crown width

C : from 5.3 to 6.3
G ! from 4.8 to 6.8
1: from 4.3 to 7.3
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Table 2. Preference of the gingival margin level of the lateral incisor
Lay people dental professionals p—value
Omm incisal 178(35.6%)" 45(18.7%)" 0.000
0.5mm incisal 221(44.2%)" 111(46.25%)" 0.000
1mm incisal 101(20.2%)" 84(35%)" 0.000
total 500(100%) 240(100%)
" p< 0.05
Table 3. Preference of the gingival margin shape of the central incisor
- 1/9 horizontal component
Lay people dental professionals p—value
4.3~5.3(A) 73(14.6%)" 9(3.8%)" 0.000
4.8~5.8(B) 205(41%)" 65(27.1%)" 0.000
5.3~6.3(C) 178(35.6%)" 153(63.7%)" 0.000
5.8~6.8(D) 39(7.8%) 10(4.2%) 0.063
6.3~7.3(E) 5(1%) 3(1.3%) 0.758
total 500(100%) 240(100%)
“p< 0.05
Table 4. Preference of the gingival margin shape of the central incisor
- 2/9 horizontal component
Lay people dental professionals p—value
4.3~6.3(F) 213(42.6%) 93(38.8%) 0.319
4.8~6.8(G) 228(45.6%)" 129(53.8%)" 0.038
5.3~7.3(H) 59(11.8%) 18(7.5%) 0.073
total 500(100%) 240(100%)
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(Table 6).

Table 5. Preference of the gingival margin shape of the central incisor
- comparison of 1/9, 2/9, 3/9 horizontal component

Lay people dental professionals p—value
5.3~6.3(C) 179(35.8%)" 147(61.3%)" 0.000
4.8~6.8(G) 223(44.6%)" 83(34.6%)" 0.010
4.3~7.3(D) 98(19.6%)" 10(4.2%)" 0.000
total 500(100%) 240(100%)
“p< 0.05
Table 6. Preference of the interproximal contact length
Lay people dental professionals p—value
1/3 of the crown length 116(23.2%) 69(28.8%) 0.103
1/2 of the crown length 187(37.4%)* 164(68.3%)* 0.000
2/3 of the crown length 197(39.4%)+ 7(2.9%)%* 0.000
total 500(100%) 240(100%)
“p< 0.05

Table 7. Prevalence of the gingival margin level of the lateral incisor

number percentage
apical to cental incisor 35 14.6
same level as central incisor 62 25.9
incisal to cental incisor 143 59.4
total 240 100
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Table 8. Prevalence of the gingival margin shape of the central incisor

A B © D E I G H 1 total
number 0 6 31 33 9 19 62 47 33 240
percentage 0 2.5 12.9 13.9 3.9 7.7 25.9 19.4 13.8 100

Table 9. Prevalence of the interproximal contact length

number percentage
1/3 of the crown length 18 15.0
1/2 of the crown length 54 45.0
2/3 of the crown length 48 40.0
total 120 100
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- Abstract -

Perception of maxillary anterior esthetics by dental
professionals and lay people and topographical
tooth—gingiva interface

Ki—Yeon An, Ju—Youn Lee, Sung—Jo Kim, Jeom—Il Choi

Department of Periodontology, School of Dentistry, Pusan National University

Purpose : This study was designed 1) to compare the perception of dental professionals and lay
people with respect to minor variations in maxillary anterior tooth size and alignment and their re—
lation to the surrounding soft tissues, and 2) to evaluate the normal tooth—gingiva topographical re—
lationships in periodontally healthy young subjects.

Materials and methods : Maxillary anterior teeth were intentionally diagrammed in varying degree
of deviation with respect to one of three common anterior esthetic discrepancies including variations
in crown length, shape of gingival margin, and length of interproximal contact. 17 images were gen—
erated to be preferentially selected by 2 groups consisting of dental professionals and lay people
(total of 740). Smiling photographs of 120 dental students who had healthy periodontium were taken
and the photographic images were analyzed to be classified as 17 kinds of altered image groups.

Results : The results demonstrated noticeable difference between the varying levels of
discrepancy. Both group preferred gingival margin of lateral incisor to be 0.5mm lower than that of
central incisor. Lay people preferred the gingival margin shape that has 2/9 horizontal component of
the crown width, while dental professionals preferred the gingival margin shape that has 1/9 hori—
zontal component of the crown width. Lay people preferred longer length of the interproximal con—
tact (two thirds of the crown length), whereas dental professionals preferred shorter length of the
interproximal contact (half of the crown length). Photographic analysis of normal esthetic gingival
topography revealed 2/9 horizontal component and short length of the interproximal contact which

was of the hybrid nature of the preferences shared by lay people and dental professionals.

Conclusion : The results of this study show that dental professionals and lay people demonstrated
significant difference in their preference of dental esthetic components, which may then influence
the decision making process by dental professionals with respect to designing the anterior esthetic
gingival line.

Key words : gingival esthetic line, gingival topography, tooth alignment
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