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ÖZET

Bu çal›flman›n amac›, premolar çekimli
ve çekimsiz ortodontik tedavi görmüfl hasta-
lar›n gülümseme esteti¤inin foto¤raflar üze-
rinde ortodontistler, ortodonti ö¤rencileri,
difl hekimleri ve bu meslek gruplar› d›fl›nda-
ki bireylerden oluflan dört grup taraf›ndan
d e ¤ e r l e n d i r i l m e s i d i r. Araflt›rman›n materya-
lini 15-20 yafl aral›¤›nda bulunan 50 (25
premolar çekimli ve 25 çekimsiz tedavi)
hastan›n fotografik kay›tlar› oluflturmaktad›r.
Her hastadan do¤al bir flekilde gülümseme-
si istenmifl ve cepheden gülümseme pozu
ç e k i l m i fl t i r. Siyah-beyaz fotograf ka¤›d›na
bas›lm›fl (10x15 cm) foto¤raflar haz›rlanm›fl
ve 20 ortodontist, 20 ortodonti ö¤rencisi, 20
difl hekimi ve bu meslek gruplar›na dahil ol-
mayan 20 bireyin gülümseme esteti¤ini bir-
birlerinden ba¤›ms›z olarak de¤erlendirme-
leri istenmifltir. Gruplardan her foto¤rafa, 1
ile 5 aras›nda skor vermeleri istenmifltir. Fo-
to¤raflar üzerinde tan›mlay›c› veriler ölçül-
m ü fl t ü r. Gruplar ve tedavi flekillerinin veri-
len skorlar üzerindeki etkileri iki yönlü var-
yans analizi ile incelenmifl, her iki de¤iflke-
nin de gülümseme esteti¤i üzerine etkisi ol-
du¤u anlafl›lm›flt›r. Bu bulgulara göre, en
yüksek skorlar› difl hekimli¤i d›fl›ndak› mes-
leklere sahip bireyler verirken, bunlar› s›ra-
s›yla ortodontistler ve ortodonti ö¤rencileri
i z l e m i fl t i r. Görülen dentisyon geniflli¤i / gü-
lümseme geniflli¤i, ve maksiller interkanin
geniflli¤i / görülen dentisyon geniflli¤ine da-
ir oranlar, çekimli ve çekimsiz tedavilerin
gülümseme foto¤raflar› aras›ndaki anlaml›
de¤iflikli¤e iflaret etmifltir. De¤erlendirmeyi
yapan dört grubun da çekimsiz tedavilere
çekimli tedavilerden daha yüksek skor ver-
dikleri izlenmifltir. Bu sonucun nedenini
analiz edebilmek amac›yla fotograflar üze-
rinde hesaplanan oranlar de¤erlendirilmifl-
t i r. Çekimli ve çekimsiz gruplar aras›nda
görülen anlaml› fark, çekimli gruptaki
karanl›k bukkal koridorlara ba¤lanm›flt›r.
Buna ek olarak, oranlar›n de¤erlendirilmesi
sonras›nda kaninlerden sonra ark üzerin-
deki posterior difllerin gözükmesinin gülüm-
seme esteti¤inde önemli oldu¤u ortaya ç›k-
m › fl t › r. (Türk Ortodonti Derg i s i
2 0 0 5 ; 1 8 : 2 4 3 - 2 5 1)

Anahtar Kelimeler: Gülümseme esteti¤i,
Bukal koridor,  Çekimli tedavi, Çekimsiz
t e d a v i

SUMMARY

The purpose of this study was to evalu -
ate smile esthetics on photographs of ortho -
dontic patients treated with or without ext -
raction of premolars, by four different pa -
nels of orthodontists, orthodontic residents,
dentists and lay people. The material for
this investigation was obtained from 50 pa -
tients (25 extraction and 25 non-extraction)
between 15-20 years of age. Each subject
was asked to give a pleasing and natural
smile for a standardized frontal view. Smile
esthetics was evaluated by a panel of 20
orthodontists, 20 orthodontic residents, 20
dentists and 20 laypeople on black and
white photographs (10x15 cm). The judges
were asked to give each photograph a who -
le number score between 1 and 5. Additi -
onal descriptive data were calculated from
each photograph. The effect of different pa -
nels and treatment modalities on the scores
given to the photographs was evaluated by
a two way analysis of variance, which reve -
aled that both variables had an impact on
the scores. The judges who gave the highest
scores were the lay people, followed by ort -
hodontists and orthodontic residents. Visib -
le dentition width/smile width, and maxil -
lary inter-canine width/visible dentition
width ratios indicated a significant differen -
ce between extraction and non-extraction
smile photographs. The non-extraction smi -
le photographs were rated higher than the
extraction photographs by all of the judge
groups. When the ratios were evaluated in
order to analyze this outcome, the signifi -
cant difference between the extraction and
non-extraction groups in Ratio 3 pointed to
the presence of dark buccal corridors in the
extraction group. Additionally, the evaluati -
on of the ratios emphasized the importance
of the visibility of the posterior maxillary te -
eth on smile esthetics. (Turkish J Orthod
2005; 18:243-251)

Key Words: Smile esthetics, Buccal corri -
dor, Extraction treatment, Non-extraction
treatment
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G ‹ R ‹ fi

Dental esteti¤in hem yüz hem de sosyal çe-

kicili¤i etkilemesi (1) ço¤unlukla hastalar›n en

büyük kayg›s› olmufl ve difl hekimlerine baflvur-

malar›ndaki bafll›ca sebeplerden birini teflkil et-

m i fl t i r. Ayn› flekilde, hastalar›n biten ortodontik

tedavilerini de¤erlendirdikleri en önemli kriter-

lerden biri de gülümseme esteti¤idir. Buna ra¤-

men ortodontik tedaviler sonras›nda elde edi-

len gülümseme esteti¤ini tan›mlayan ve bu ko-

nuyu araflt›ran yay›nlar literatürde s›kl›kla yer

a l m a m a k t a d › r. Gülümseme esteti¤i ile ilgili

araflt›rmalarda, üst difllerin alt dudak kavsi ile

uyumunun önemi (2,3) görünen difleti miktar›

(2,4,5) ve bukkal koridorlar›n minimal olmala-

r›n›n fazla olmalar›na göre olumlu etkisi (6,7),

orta hatlar›n yüzün orta hatt› ile çak›flmas›n›n

(8) ve difl renginin daha aç›k olmas›n›n (7) gü-

lümseme esteti¤ine katk›lar› belirtilmifltir. Tr a n s-

versal kriterler göz önüne al›nd›¤›nda, bukkal

koridorlar›n varl›¤› hem ortodontistlerin hem de

prostodontistlerin özellikle üstünde durdu¤u

konulardan biri olmufltur. 1958 y›l›nda Frush ve

Fisher (9), gülümseme esteti¤ini inceledikleri

çal›flmalar›nda, bukkal koridorlar›n eksiklikleri-

nin do¤al olmayan bir gülümseme yarataca¤›n›

b e l i r t m i fl l e r d i r. Ama geçen y›llar içerisinde este-

tik anlay›fl›nda meydana gelen de¤ifliklikler

sonras›nda, Dunn ve ark. (7) yapt›klar› çal›flma-

lar›nda daha fazla say›da difl görünmesinin es-

teti¤i olumlu yönde etkileyece¤ini bildirmifller-

d i r. Benzer flekilde, Moore ve ark. (6) bukkal

koridorlar›n esteti¤e olan etkisini inceledikleri

çal›flmalar›nda, bu koridorlar›n varl›¤›n›n mini-

mal olmas›n›n estetik üzerinde olumlu bir etki-

si oldu¤unu ve genifl bukkal koridorlar›n tedavi

bafl›nda mutlaka problem listesine eklenmeleri

gerekti¤ini belirtmifllerdir. Buna karfl›l›k Johnson

ve ark. (10), bukkal koridorlar›n varl›¤›n›n gü-

lümseme esteti¤i üzerinde herhangi bir olum-

suz etkiye sebep olmayaca¤›n›, ancak ortodon-

tistlerin daha genifl ark formlar›n› tercih ettikle-

rini bildirmifllerdir.

Ancak bütün bu kriterler üzerinde çekimli ve

çekimsiz tedavi planlar›n›n etkilerini inceleyen

çal›flma çok azd›r. Sürekli difl çekimi yap›lan or-

todontik tedavilerin incelendi¤i araflt›rmalarda

dental ark›n geniflli¤inin azalmas› ile beraber

bukkal segmentlere komflu olan karanl›k kori-

dorlar›n ortaya ç›kt›¤› ve bu boflluklar›n estetik

olmad›¤› iddia edilmifltir (11,12). Kim ve Gi-

anelly’nin (13) modeller üzerinde, Johnson ve

Smith’in (14) ise foto¤raflar üzerinde ve anket-

INTRODUCTION

Dental esthetics affects not only facial but

also social attractiveness (1), therefore esthe-

tics in dentistry has increasingly become a

major concern for patients and often serves

as a primary reason for seeking dental care.

By the same way, one of the most impor-

tant criteria in judging the orthodontic treat-

ment results is smile esthetics. However, stu-

dies about the smile esthetics which is gained

by orthodontic treatment are limited. In the

papers about smile esthetics, the importance

of relation between upper teeth and lower lip

curvature (2,3), gingival exposure (2,4,5),

buccal corridors (6,7), relation between faci-

al and dental midline (8) and colour of the te-

eth (7) was stated.

Among the transversal criteria, both the

prosthodontists and orthodontists are interes-

ted in buccal corridors. In 1958, Frush and

Fisher (9) stated in their study about smile est-

hetics that the absence of buccal corridors

creates an artificial smile. But in years, after

the changes in esthetic considerations, Dunn

et al. (7) reported in their study that exposure

of more teeth would improve the esthetics of

the smile. Similarly, Moore et al. (6) found

that minimal buccal corridors affected esthe-

tics positively and large buccal corridors sho-

uld be added to the problem list at the begin-

ning of the treatment. On the other hand,

Johnson et al. (10) reported that even though

buccal corridors did not have any negative

effect on smile esthetics, orthodontists still

preferred broad arch forms.

However, there have been few studies in-

vestigating the effects of extracted and non-

extracted treatment protocols on these crite-

ria. In the studies which evaluate orthodontic

treatments with extraction, it is reported that

as a consequence of the decrease in the

width of the dental arch, dark buccal corri-

dors appeared that were considered as unest-

hetic (11,12). Kim and Gianelly (13) in their

model study, and Johnson and Smith (14) in

their study on photographs concluded that, it

is not effective on smile esthetics whether the

treatment includes extraction or not. In their

study, Johnson and Smith investigated the

smile esthetics in extraction and nonextracti-

on treatment protocols where 60 smiling

photographs which are taken from three dif-

ferent clinics were scored by a panel of 10
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lerle yapt›klar› çal›flmalar›nda, tedavinin çekim-

li ya da çekimsiz olmas›n›n gülümseme esteti¤i

üzerinde etkisinin olmad›¤› iddia edilmifltir.

Johnson ve Smith’in çekimli ve çekimsiz orto-

dontik tedavilerde gülümseme esteti¤ini de¤er-

lendirdikleri çal›flmada, üç ayr› muayenehane-

den al›nan 60 gülümseme foto¤raf› 10 kifliden

oluflan bir panel taraf›ndan skorlanm›flt›r. Skor-

lama yapan panel, diflhekimli¤i ile ilgili olma-

yan mesleklerden seçilmifltir. Çal›flmada, gü-

lümsemeye ait en önemli kriterin görünen difle-

ti miktar› oldu¤u ve bunun da S›n›f II lastiklerin

afl›r› kullan›m› ile kötüleflebilece¤i belirtilmifltir

(15). Ya z a r l a r, birçok de¤iflken oldu¤u halde ba-

z› çal›flmalarda sadece ark geniflliklerinin dik-

kate al›nmas›n›n yeterli olmad›¤›n› ve çekimli

tedavilerin gülümseme esteti¤ine ait bir fark ya-

ratt›¤›na dair bir kan›t bulunmad›¤›n› bildirmifl-

l e r d i r.

Johnson ve Smith’in (14) yay›n›nda gülümse-

me esteti¤i, çekim kriteri göz önünde bulundu-

rularak de¤erlendirildiyse de, bu çal›flmada az

say›da hakem bulunmaktad›r. Ayr›ca çal›flma-

n›n yürütüldü¤ü üç klinikte hastalar›n orofasiyal

yap›lar›ndaki farkl›l›klar göz önüne al›nmaks›-

z›n, üç klini¤in sonuçlar› aras›nda istatistiksel

fark yaratacak flekilde her bir klinikte ayr› flekle

sahip standart preforme arklar uygulanm›flt›r. 

Çal›flmam›zda tek bir üniversite klini¤inde

doktora ö¤rencileri taraf›ndan her hastaya özel

bükülen ark telleri ile tedavi edilmifl hastalar-

dan çekilen standart gülümseme foto¤raflar›

kullan›larak, diflhekimleri ve diflhekimli¤i ile il-

gili olmayan mesleklerin de çekimli ve çekim-

siz tedaviler aras›nda fark görüp göremedi¤ini

incelemek amac›yla, foto¤raflar üzerinde orto-

d o n t i s t l e r, ortodonti ö¤rencileri, difl hekimleri

ve bu meslek gruplar› d›fl›ndaki bireylerden

oluflan dört farkl› grup taraf›ndan de¤erlendiril-

mesi amaçlanm›flt›r.

GEREÇLER ve Y Ö N T E M

Bu araflt›rman›n materyalini ortodontik teda-

vi sonras›nda kontrol için gelen hastalar aras›n-

dan rotasyon, boflluk, overjet, çapraz kapan›fl,

derin kapan›fl ve orta hat kaymas› gibi dental

problemlerin gözlenmedi¤i 50 (25 premolar

çekimli ve 25 çekimsiz tedavi) hastan›n fotogra-

fik kay›tlar› oluflturmaktad›r. Çal›flmaya dahil

edilen ve yafllar› 15-20 y›l aras›nda de¤iflen

hastalarda, geliflimsel veya travmaya ba¤l› yüz

anomalisi ya da üçüncü molar haricinde konje-

nital difl eksikli¤i bulunmamas›na, bitim oklüz-

laypeople. They reported that the most im-

portant criterion concerning smile esthetics

was the amount of gingival exposure that co-

uld worsen by the excessive use of Class II

elastics (15). Investigators stated that even

though there were other variables, it was not

enough to evaluate smile esthetics only with

arch width dimensions like in some studies

and there is no evidence showing that treat-

ment with extractions created a difference on

smile esthetics.

In the study of Johnson and Smith (14),

smile esthetics was evaluated by taking into

consideration the extraction criterion, howe-

ver, the number of the judges was limited.

Moreover, in three of the clinics which the

study was carried out, different standard pre-

formed arches were used without considering

the differences between the orofacial structu-

res of the patients that could lead to statisti-

cally different results between the clinics.

The purpose of this study was the evaluati-

on of the posttreatment smile photographs of

the patients who were treated with individu-

al arches formed by orthodontic residents in

a university clinic, by four different panels

consisting of orthodontists, orthodontic resi-

dents, dentists and lay people, in order to find

out if dentists and laypeople recognized a dif-

ference between the smile esthetics reached

at the end of extraction or nonextraction tre-

atment protocols.

MATERIAL and METHODS

The material for this investigation was ob-

tained from the records of 50 patients who

underwent orthodontic treatment. Patients

appearing for retention visits were examined

to insure that they had no distracting dental

features (no visible spaces, rotations, overjet,

crossbite, deepbite or midline discrepancy).

The smile itself was not evaluated. 25 extrac-

tion and 25 non-extraction patients who we-

re included in the study, were between 15-20

years of age, had no developmental or tra-

umatic abnormalities of the face, no congeni-

tally missing teeth other than third molars

and received orthodontic treatment with full

fixed edgewise appliances.

Several aspects of data collection were si-

milar to the methods used by Johnson and

Smith (14). Each subject was asked to give a

pleasing, very natural smile. A digital camera
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yonlar›nda ise diastema ve çaprafl›kl›k olmama-

s›na dikkat edilmifltir. Bütün hastalar sabit Edge-

wise tekni¤i ile tedavi edilmifllerdir.

Verilerin toplanmas›nda Johnson ve Smith’in

(14) kulland›¤› yönteme benzer bir yol izlen-

m i fl t i r. Her hastadan do¤al bir flekilde gülümse-

mesi istenmifl ve Camedia C-3000 (Olympus,

Japan) markal› flafll› dijital foto¤raf makinas› ile

ayn› araflt›r›c› taraf›ndan cepheden standart

uzakl›ktan alt yüz bölgesinin üç pozu çekilmifl-

t i r. Her poz için siyah-beyaz fotograf ka¤›d›na

bas›lm›fl (10x15 cm) foto¤raflar haz›rlanm›flt›r.

Çekilen üç pozdan en do¤al olan› araflt›rmac›-

lar taraf›ndan de¤erlendirme için seçilmifltir

(Resim 1).

Yirmi ortodontist, 20 ortodonti ö¤rencisi, 20

difl hekimi ve bu meslek gruplar›na dahil olma-

yan 20 birey olmak üzere 20-40 yafl aral›¤›nda

bulunan toplam 80 yetiflkin hakem gülümseme

esteti¤ini birbirlerinden ba¤›ms›z olarak de¤er-

l e n d i r m i fl t i r. Gruplardan her foto¤rafa, 1 ile 5

aras›nda (1: en kötü estetik; 5: en iyi estetik ol-

mak üzere) skor vermeleri istenmifltir. Grup

üyelerine tüm foto¤raflara arka arkaya ve za-

man k›s›tlamas› olmaks›z›n en do¤ru karar› ve-

recekleri flekilde bakmalar› için izin verilmifltir. 

Foto¤raflar üzerinde her bir gülümsemeye

ait kriterlerin belirlenmesi amac›yla Johnson ve

S m i t h ’ in (14) yapt›¤› çal›flmadan yola ç›karak,

afla¤›daki veriler tek bir araflt›rmac› taraf›ndan

ö l ç ü l m ü fl t ü r :

1.Gülümseme geniflli¤i: A¤›z köflelerinde

dudaklar›n en medial noktalar› aras›ndaki

uzakl›k (Sol a¤›z köflesinden sa¤ a¤›z köflesine,

CHR’den CHL’ e ) .

2.Gülümseme yüksekli¤i: Üst orta keserlerin

aras›ndaki embrasür hizas›ndaki üst duda¤›n en

alt noktas› ile ayn› dikey hat üzerindeki alt du-

da¤›n en üst noktas› aras›ndaki mesafe (Üst sto-

miondan alt stomiona, UST’ den LST’ y e ) .

3.Görülen dentisyon geniflli¤i: Maksiller

dentisyonda en sol ve en sa¤ bukkal noktalar

(Olympus Camedia C-3000, Japan) was used

throughout the study and three exposures

were taken of each subject from a standardi-

zed frontal view. Black and white glossy pho-

tographs (10x15 cm) were produced for

every exposure and a single "best smile" was

selected for each subject by the investigators

based primarily on the extent to which the

smile appeared natural (Figure 1).

Smile esthetics was evaluated by a panel

of 20 orthodontists, 20 orthodontic residents,

20 dentists and 20 laypeople. The judges,

working independently and with no consul-

tation with each other were asked to give

each photograph a whole number score bet-

ween 1 and 5, with 1 being the least esthetic

and 5 the most esthetic. The panel members

were allowed to view any and all photog-

raphs simultaneously, with no time restriction

and to make changes until they reached a fi-

nal categorization to their satisfaction.

The following additional data were obta-

ined from each photograph with landmarks

as defined by Johnson and Smith (14) by one

investigator:

1- Smile width: the distance between the

most medial points on the lips at the angles of

the mouth (left to right cheilion, CHR to CHL)

2-Smile height: distance from the most in-

ferior point on the upper lip between the ma-

xillary central incisors to the most superior

point on the lower lip on a perpendicular ver-

tical line from the upper point (upper stomi-

on to lower stomion, UST to LST).

3- Visible dentition width: distance betwe-

en the most lateral left and right buccal points

of the maxillary dentition.

4- Maxillary inter-canine width: distance

between the most distal visible points on the

canines.

Measurements 1 to 4 were used to define

the following:

Ratio 1: Maxillary inter-canine width / smi

le width

Ratio 2: Smile height / smile width

Ratio 3: Visible dentition width / smile 

width

Ratio 4: Maxillary inter-canine width / vi

sible dentition width

RESULTS

The inter-group consistency as assessed by

α-Cronbach, indicated that all groups

Resim 1: Çal›flmada kullan›lan

gülümseme foto¤raf› örne¤i.

Figure 1: An example of the

smile photographs used in the

study.
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aras›ndaki uzakl›k.

4.Maksiller interkanin geniflli¤i: Kaninlerin

görülen en distal noktalar› aras›ndaki mesafe.

Yukar›daki tan›mlar, afla¤›daki oranlar›n he-

saplanmas›nda kullan›lm›flt›r:

Oran 1: Maksiller interkanin geniflli¤i / gü-

lümseme geniflli¤i 

Oran 2: Gülümseme yüksekli¤i / gülümseme

geniflli¤i (gülümseme s›ras›nda vertikal dudak

aç›l›fl miktar›)

Oran 3: Görülen dentisyon geniflli¤i /gülüm-

seme geniflli¤i (bukkal koridor geniflli¤i)

Oran 4: Maksiller interkanin geniflli¤i /görü-

len dentisyon geniflli¤i 

B U L G U L A R

α-Cronbach testi ile tayin edilen gruplar ara-

s› tutarl›l›k, her grubun kendi içinde homojeni-

te gösterdi¤ini belirtmifltir. En az homojen grup,

α-Cronbach de¤eri 0,899 ile difl hekimi olma-

yan bireyler olurken, de¤eri 0,924 olan orto-

donti ö¤rencileri en homojen grubu olufltur-

showed homogeneity within groups. The le-

ast homogen group was consisted of lay per-

sons with 0.899 as α-Cronbach value and the

most homogen group was consisted of post

graduate orthodontics students with 0.924 as

α-Cronbach value.

The effect of different panels and treatment

modalities on the scores given to the photog-

raphs was evaluated by a two way analysis of

variance (Table I), which revealed that both

variables had an impact on the scores. 

Means and standard deviations of the sco-

res for the extraction and non-extraction gro-

ups given by the judges are presented in Tab-

le II. Pair-wise comparison of the judge gro-

ups indicated statistically significant differen-

ces between orthodontist/dentist, ortho-stu-

dent/lay people and dentist/lay people. The

judges who gave the highest scores were the

lay people, followed by orthodontists and

orthodontic residents. 

Visible dentition width / smile width, and

Tablo I: ‹ki yönlü varyans

analizi sonuçlar›.

Table I: The results of two

way variance analysis.

Tablo II: De¤erlendiricilerin

çekimli ve çekimsiz gruplara

verdikleri skorlar›n ortalama

ve standart sapmalar›.

Table II: Mean and standard

deviations of scores the judges

have given to extraction and

non-extraction groups.
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m u fl t u r. 

Gruplar ve tedavi flekillerinin verilen skorlar

üzerinde etkileri iki yönlü varyans analizi ile in-

celenmifl; her iki de¤iflkenin de gülümseme es-

teti¤i üzerine etkisi oldu¤u anlafl›lm›flt›r (Ta b l o

I ) .

Çekimli ve çekimsiz gruplara verilen skorla-

r›n ortalama ve standart sapmalar› Tablo II’de

g ö r ü l m e k t e d i r. Ortodontist / difl hekimi, orto-

donti ö¤rencisi / bu meslek gruplar› haricindeki

bireyler ve difl hekimleri / bu meslek gruplar›

haricindeki bireyler aras›ndaki ikili de¤erlendir-

melerde istatistiksel olarak anlaml› de¤iflikler

oldu¤u görülmüfltür. Elde edilen bu bulgulara

göre, en yüksek skorlar› difl hekimli¤i d›fl›ndaki

mesleklere sahip bireyler verirken, bunlar› s›ra-

s›yla ortodontistler ve ortodonti ö¤rencileri izle-

m i fl t i r.

Görülen dentisyon geniflli¤i / gülümseme ge-

niflli¤i ve maksiller interkanin geniflli¤i / görülen

dentisyon geniflli¤ine dair oranlar, çekimli ve

çekimsiz tedavilerin gülümseme foto¤raflar›

aras›ndaki anlaml› de¤iflikli¤e iflaret etmifltir

( Tablo III). Oran 3’te çekimsiz tedavi grubunda

daha yüksek de¤er olmas› gülümseme içinde

görülen dentisyonun daha fazla oldu¤una iflaret

ederken, oran 4’te çekimli tedavi grubunda da-

ha yüksek de¤er olmas› posterior difllerin daha

az gözüktü¤üne iflaret etmektedir. 

TA R T I fi M A

Bu çal›flmada çekimli ve çekimsiz ortodon-

tik tedavi görmüfl olan hastalar›n gülümseme

estetikleri dört hakem grubu taraf›ndan de¤er-

l e n d i r i l m i fl t i r. Gülümseme foto¤raflar›n›n seçi-

minde hastalar çeflitli maloklüzyon tiplerinden

seçilmifl, maksillan›n ileri ve geri konumunun

difllerin dudak perdesine olan konumunu ve

dolay›s› ile transversal ölçümleri etkileyebilece-

maxillary inter-canine width / visible dentiti-

on width ratios indicated a significant diffe-

rence between extraction and non-extraction

smile photographs (Table III). The higher va-

lues regarding ratio 3 indicate larger amount

of visible dentition seen in the smile in non-

extraction groups, whereas, the higher values

in ratio 4 indicate that less teeth material is

displayed in the posterior region in extraction

treatments. 

DISCUSSION

In this study the smile esthetics of ortho-

dontic patients who were treated with or wit-

hout extractions were evaluated by 4 panels.

The effect of different types of malocclusions

the patients had and the effect of the sagittal

position of the maxilla on the localization of

the lips relative to the supporting teeth and

thus the possible effects to the transversal me-

asurements were not considered while selec-

ting patients in this study. The initial inclina-

tion of the anterior teeth and the amount of

crowding were also not taken into account in

spite of the fact that this could have affected

the extraction decision in these patients. The

gender of the patients was not included in the

evaluation criteria. In their studies regarding

the smile esthetics and buccal corridors on

photographs, Moore et al. (6) found that the-

re were no differences between the gender of

the judges or the patients. 

The non-extraction smile photographs we-

re rated higher than the extraction group by

all of the panels. When the ratios were evalu-

ated in order to analyze the reason for this

outcome, the significant difference between

the extraction and non-extraction groups in

Ratio 3 pointed to the presence of dark buc-

Tablo III: Çekimli ve çekimsiz

gruptaki gülümseme

foto¤raflar›nda ölçülen

oranlar›n ortalama ve standart

sapmalar›.

Table III: Mean and standard

deviations for the ratios

calculated from the extraction

and non-extraction groups.



Turkish Journal of Orthodontics 2005;18:243-251
249

Çekimli Tedavi ve Gülümseme Esteti¤i 
Extraction Treatment and Smile Esthetics

¤i göz ard› edilmifltir. Bafllang›ç kesici difl e¤im-

leri ve çaprafl›kl›k derecesi çekim karar›n› etki-

lemekle beraber bu yönde bir de¤erlendirme

y a p › l m a m › fl t › r. Çal›flmada kullan›lan hasta fo-

to¤raflar›nda cinsiyete ait bir de¤erlendirme de

y a p › l m a m › fl t › r. Moore ve ark. (6) foto¤raflar üze-

rinde gülümseme esteti¤i ve bukkal koridorlar›n

de¤erlendirildi¤i çal›flmalar›nda, gerek foto¤raf›

çekilen hastalar gerek de¤erlendiriciler aras›n-

da cinsiyet aç›s›ndan bir fark olmad›¤›n› belirt-

m i fl l e r d i r.

De¤erlendirmeyi yapan dört grubun da çe-

kimsiz tedavilere çekimli tedavilerden daha

yüksek skor verdikleri izlenmifltir. Elde edilen

bu sonucun nedenini analiz edebilmek ama-

c›yla foto¤raflar üzerinde hesaplanan oranlar

d e ¤ e r l e n d i r i l m i fl t i r. Oran 3’teki çekimli ve çe-

kimsiz gruplar aras›nda görülen anlaml› fark,

çekimli gruptaki karanl›k bukkal koridorlara

b a ¤ l a n a b i l i r. Buna ek olarak, oranlar›n de¤er-

lendirilmesi sonras›nda kaninlerden sonra ark

üzerindeki posterior difllerin gözükmesinin gü-

lümseme esteti¤inde önemli oldu¤u ortaya ç›k-

m › fl t › r. Benzer flekilde, Moore ve ark. (6) ve

Dunn ve ark. (7) difl hekimleri d›fl›ndaki birey-

lerin, daha çok say›da diflin göründü¤ü gülüm-

semeleri, daha az görünenlere oranla daha es-

tetik bulduklar›n› ortaya ç›karm›flt›r.   

Bukkal koridorun gülümseme esteti¤i üze-

rindeki etkisini inceleyen az say›daki çal›flmaya

bak›ld›¤›nda ise, baz› araflt›rmac›lar bukkal ko-

ridorun gülümseme esteti¤ine etkisi olmad›¤›n›,

di¤erleri ise esteti¤i olumsuz yönde etkiledi¤ini

s a v u n m u fl t u r. Frush ve Fisher (9), 1958’de yap-

t›klar› araflt›rmada bukkal koridor varl›¤›nda gü-

lümsemenin daha estetik oldu¤unu, bunun ya-

n›nda bukkal koridorun olmad›¤› hastalarda

do¤al olmayan ‘protez’ görünümünde bir gü-

lümseme oldu¤unu öne sürmüfltür. Hulsey (2),

Johnson ve ark. (10), ve Rigsbee ve ark. (15)

bukkal koridorun gülümseme esteti¤i üzerinde

etkisi olmad›¤›n› bildirmifllerdir. Hulsey (2), ay-

r›ca bukkal koridor geniflli¤indeki farkl›l›klar›n

difl hekimleri d›fl›ndaki bireyler taraf›ndan de-

¤erlendirilmedi¤ini ve gülümseme esteti¤i aç›-

s›ndan göz önünde bulundurulmad›¤›n› söyle-

m i fl t i r. Son y›llarda hakim olan görüflte ise buk-

kal koridor varl›¤›n›n esteti¤i olumsuz etkiledi¤i

bildirilmektedir (3,16-18). 

Çekimin kriter al›nd›¤› çal›flmalara bak›l-

d›¤›nda, Gianelly (18), çekimli tedavilerin buk-

kal koridora neden olmad›¤›na de¤inmifltir. Ifl›k

ve ark. (19) ise çekimli tedavilerin maksiller

cal corridors in the extraction group. Additi-

onally, the evaluation of the ratios emphasi-

zes the importance of the visibility of the pos-

terior maxillary teeth on smile esthetics. Like-

wise, Moore et al. (6) and Dunn et al. (7) re-

ported in their studies that, lay persons found

smiles more esthetic where larger amount of

dentition is visible.

The influence of the buccal corridors on

smile esthetics has been noted by some in-

vestigators to be of no esthetic consequence,

whereas others stated that it is unattractive. In

1958 Frush and Fisher (9) suggested that the

presence of buccal corridors was valuable in

creating a more esthetic smile, in that the ab-

sence of buccal corridors would give the pa-

tient an unnatural, denture like appearance.

Hulsey (2), Johnson et al. (10) and Rigsbee et

al. (15) stated that buccal corridors do not ha-

ve any effect on smile esthetics. Hulsey (2) al-

so reported that lay persons had no preferen-

ce regarding buccal corridor widths and that

width variations seemed to be of no signifi-

cance in determining smile attractiveness.

H o w e v e r, more recent opinion describes

buccal corridors as unattractive on smile est-

hetics (3,16-18).

When the studies were evaluated where

extraction was taken as a criterion, it was se-

en that Gianelly (18) noted that extraction did

not produce buccal corridors. On the other

hand, Ifl›k et al. (19) have concluded that in

extraction treatments, premolar and molar re-

gions of the maxillary arch is narrower than

in non-extraction treatments, presumably due

to the expansion which is done frequently in

the non-extraction treatment modality. Hul-

sey (2), Mackley (4), Johnson and Smith (14),

Rigsbee et al. (15), and Peck et al. (20) have

not related the changes of the variables regar-

ding the buccal corridors or other esthetics

measures of the width of the smile to extrac-

tion treatment. 

In this study it was found that the judges

who gave the lowest scores were the dentists

followed by orthodontic residents and ort-

hodontists. The highest scores were given by

lay people. These results are in accordance

with those of Moore et al. (6). Previous

studies have shown that there may be dif-

ferences among judge groups in the

evaluation of dental and facial esthetics

(5,21-25). Kokich et al. (5) and Brisman et al.
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premolar ve molar bölge geniflliklerinin çekim-

siz tedavilere k›yasla daha dar oldu¤unu,

bunun da çekimsiz tedavilerde ço¤unlukla eks-

pansiyon yap›lmas›na ba¤l› olabilece¤ini bildir-

m i fl l e r d i r. Hulsey (2), Mackley (4),  Johnson ve

Smith (14), Rigsbee ve ark. (15) ve Peck ve ark.

(20) ise bukkal koridora ya da gülümseme

geniflli¤ine ait di¤er estetik ölçümlerdeki

de¤ifliklikleri ortodontik tedavilerde çekim ile

i l i fl k i l e n d i r m e m i fl l e r d i r. 

Bu çal›flmada en düflük skor s›ras›yla difl

hekimleri, ortodonti ö¤rencileri ve ortodontist-

ler taraf›ndan verilmifltir. En yüksek skor difl

hekimleri d›fl›ndaki bireyler taraf›ndan verilmifl-

t i r. Bu bulgu, Moore ve ark.’n›n (6) sonuçlar› ile

u y u m l u d u r. De¤erlendirmeyi yapan gruplar

aras›nda esteti¤e ait ayr›nt›lar›n tespiti ve

yorumlanmas›na ait farkl›l›klar olabilece¤i daha

önce de belirtilmifltir (5,21-25). Kokich ve ark.

(5) ve Brisman (22) ortodontistlerin esteti¤i difl-

hekimlerine oranla, diflhekimlerinin de difl

hekimleri d›fl›ndaki bireylere oranla daha ayr›n-

t›l› inceledi¤ini ve alg›lad›¤›n›, dolay›s›yla da

difl hekimleri d›fl›ndaki bireylerin ve diflhekim-

lerinin gülümseme esteti¤ini yorumlamalar›nda

fark oldu¤una de¤inmifltir. Bunlara ek olarak,

Prahl-Andersen ve ark. (21), Brisman (22),

Tedesco ve ark. (23), Lundstrom ve ark. (24), ve

Kerr ve O’Donnell (25) diflhekimleri ve difl

hekimleri d›fl›ndaki bireylerin yüz esteti¤ini

farkl› yorumlad›klar›n› belirtmifllerdir. Di¤er

yandan Romani ve ark. (26) ve Schlosser ve ark.

(27), ortodontist ve difl hekimleri d›fl›ndaki

bireylerin benzer estetik görüfle sahip oldu¤unu

b i l d i r m i fl l e r d i r. Romani et al. (26) çal›flmalar›n-

da ortodontistler ile difl hekimleri d›fl›ndaki

bireylerin maksiller pozisyondaki küçük

horizontal de¤iflimlere benzer flekilde ve 3 mm

ya da daha fazla de¤iflikliklere ise tamamen ay-

n› flekilde hassas olduklar›n› göstermifltir. 

S O N U Ç L A R

1. Çal›flmam›zda kullan›lan metodoloji ile

çekimli ve çekimsiz ortodontik tedavilerde

gülümseme esteti¤i aras›nda fark bulunmufltur. 

2. Bu fark, çekimli tedavilerde bukkal karan-

l›k koridor varl›¤› ve posterior difl materyalinin

yeterince gözükmemesine ba¤l› olarak ortaya

ç › k m a k t a d › r. 

3. Çekimli tedavilerde posteriorda ark genifl-

li¤inin daralt›lmamas›na ve hatta uygun oldu¤u

durumlarda genifl tutulmas›na dikkat etmek

g e r e k i r. 

(22) have suggested that orthodontists have a

more sensitive view than dentists and dentists

are more sensitive than lay people in percep-

tion and evaluation of smile esthetics and

thus dentists and lay people judge smile est-

hetics differently. Likewise, Prahl-Andersen et

al. (21), Brisman (22), Tedesco et al. (23),

Lundstrom et al. (24), and Kerr and O’Don-

nell (25) have also reported that dentists and

lay people judged facial esthetics differently.

On the other hand, Romani et al. (26) and

Schlosser et al. (27) have stated that ort-

hodontists and lay people had a similar est-

hetic view. Romani et al. (26) showed that

both orthodontists and lay people were

similarly sensitive to small horizontal chan-

ges in maxillary position and almost iden-

tically sensitive to changes of 3 mm or more. 

CONCLUSION

1. There was a difference in the esthetic

outcome of extraction and non-extraction

orthodontic therapies utilizing the met-

hodology in this study.

2. This difference rised mainly from the

buccal dark corridors in the extraction

therapies and the lack of visibility of the pos-

terior teeth material in the upper buccal seg-

ments. 

3. The orthodontist should be cautious

against narrowing of the upper arch in extrac-

tion patients and even expand the posterior

segment of the upper arch where approp-

riate.
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