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GIiRiS

Dental estetigin hem yiiz hem de sosyal ¢e-
kiciligi etkilemesi (1) cogunlukla hastalarin en
buyuk kaygisi olmus ve dis hekimlerine bagvur-
malarindaki baglica sebeplerden birini teskil et-
mistir. Ayni sekilde, hastalarin biten ortodontik
tedavilerini degerlendirdikleri en 6nemli kriter-
lerden biri de giilimseme estetigidir. Buna rag-
men ortodontik tedaviler sonrasinda elde edi-
len gulimseme estetigini tanimlayan ve bu ko-
nuyu aragtiran yayinlar literatirde siklikla yer
almamaktadir. Gulimseme estetigi ile ilgili
aragtirmalarda, st diglerin alt dudak kavsi ile
uyumunun énemi (2,3) goriinen diseti miktar
(2,4,5) ve bukkal koridorlarin minimal olmala-
rinin fazla olmalarina gore olumlu etkisi (6,7),
orta hatlarin yuziin orta hatti ile gakismasinin
(8) ve dis renginin daha acgik olmasinin (7) gu-
limseme estetigine katkilari belirtilmistir. Trans-
versal kriterler goz 6niine alindiginda, bukkal
koridorlarin varhgi hem ortodontistlerin hem de
prostodontistlerin  6zellikle Gstiinde durdugu
konulardan biri olmustur. 1958 yilinda Frush ve
Fisher (9), gilimseme estetigini inceledikleri
calismalarinda, bukkal koridorlarin eksiklikleri-
nin dogal olmayan bir giilimseme yaratacagini
belirtmislerdir. Ama gecen yillar icerisinde este-
tik anlayisinda meydana gelen degisiklikler
sonrasinda, Dunn ve ark. (7) yaptiklari calisma-
larinda daha fazla sayida dis gériinmesinin es-
tetigi olumlu yonde etkileyecegini bildirmisler-
dir. Benzer sekilde, Moore ve ark. (6) bukkal
koridorlarin estetige olan etkisini inceledikleri
calismalarinda, bu koridorlarin varliginin mini-
mal olmasinin estetik tizerinde olumlu bir etki-
si oldugunu ve genis bukkal koridorlarin tedavi
basinda mutlaka problem listesine eklenmeleri
gerektigini belirtmislerdir. Buna karsilik Johnson
ve ark. (10), bukkal koridorlarin varliginin gui-
limseme estetigi lzerinde herhangi bir olum-
suz etkiye sebep olmayacagini, ancak ortodon-
tistlerin daha genis ark formlarini tercih ettikle-
rini bildirmislerdir.

Ancak biittin bu kriterler tizerinde ¢ekimli ve
cekimsiz tedavi planlarinin etkilerini inceleyen
calisma ¢ok azdir. Stirekli dis cekimi yapilan or-
todontik tedavilerin incelendigi arastirmalarda
dental arkin genisliginin azalmasi ile beraber
bukkal segmentlere komsu olan karanlik kori-
dorlarin ortaya ¢iktigi ve bu bogluklarin estetik
olmadigi iddia edilmigtir (11,12). Kim ve Gi-
anelly’nin (13) modeller tizerinde, Johnson ve
Smith’in (14) ise fotograflar tizerinde ve anket-
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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 yaptiklari calismalarinda, tedavinin gekim-
li ya da cekimsiz olmasinin giilimseme estetigi
tzerinde etkisinin olmadigi iddia edilmistir.
Johnson ve Smith’in ¢ekimli ve ¢ekimsiz orto-
dontik tedavilerde giilimseme estetigini deger-
lendirdikleri calismada, ti¢ ayrn muayenehane-
den alinan 60 giilimseme fotografi 10 kisiden
olusan bir panel tarafindan skorlanmgtir. Skor-
lama yapan panel, dishekimligi ile ilgili olma-
yan mesleklerden segilmistir. Calismada, gu-
limsemeye ait en 6nemli kriterin gortinen dise-
ti miktart oldugu ve bunun da Sinif Il lastiklerin
asirt kullanimi ile kotilesebilecegi belirtilmistir
(15). Yazarlar, bircok degisken oldugu halde ba-
z1 calismalarda sadece ark genisliklerinin dik-
kate alinmasinin yeterli olmadigini ve gekimli
tedavilerin glilimseme estetigine ait bir fark ya-
rattigina dair bir kanit bulunmadigini bildirmis-
lerdir.

Johnson ve Smith’in (14) yayininda giiliimse-
me estetigi, cekim kriteri gbz 6niinde bulundu-
rularak degerlendirildiyse de, bu ¢alismada az
sayida hakem bulunmaktadir. Ayrica calisma-
nin yaratildiaga g klinikte hastalarin orofasiyal
yapilarindaki farkhliklar g6z 6ntine alinmaksi-
zin, Gg klinigin sonuglari arasinda istatistiksel
fark yaratacak sekilde her bir klinikte ayri sekle
sahip standart preforme arklar uygulanmuistir.

Calismamizda tek bir tniversite kliniginde
doktora 6grencileri tarafindan her hastaya 6zel
bukilen ark telleri ile tedavi edilmis hastalar-
dan cekilen standart giiliimseme fotograflar
kullanilarak, dishekimleri ve dishekimligi ile il-
gili olmayan mesleklerin de ¢ekimli ve gekim-
siz tedaviler arasinda fark goriip goremedigini
incelemek amaciyla, fotograflar tizerinde orto-
dontistler, ortodonti 6grencileri, dis hekimleri
ve bu meslek gruplari disindaki bireylerden
olusan dort farkli grup tarafindan degerlendiril-
mesi amaglanmistir.

GERECLER ve YONTEM

Bu arastirmanin materyalini ortodontik teda-
vi sonrasinda kontrol igin gelen hastalar arasin-
dan rotasyon, bosluk, overjet, capraz kapanis,
derin kapanis ve orta hat kaymasi gibi dental
problemlerin gozlenmedigi 50 (25 premolar
cekimli ve 25 ¢ekimsiz tedavi) hastanin fotogra-
fik kayitlari olusturmaktadir. Calismaya dabhil
edilen ve vyaglari 15-20 yil arasinda degisen
hastalarda, gelisimsel veya travmaya bagli yiiz
anomalisi ya da tctinci molar haricinde konje-
nital dis eksikligi bulunmamasina, bitim okliiz-
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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 Il
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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Resim 1: Calismada kullanilan
giilimseme fotografi 6rnegi.
Figure 1: An example of the

smile photographs used in the
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yonlarinda ise diastema ve caprasiklik olmama-
sina dikkat edilmistir. Biitin hastalar sabit Edge-
wise teknigi ile tedavi edilmiglerdir.

Verilerin toplanmasinda Johnson ve Smith’in
(14) kullandigr yonteme benzer bir yol izlen-
mistir. Her hastadan dogal bir sekilde gtilimse-
mesi istenmis ve Camedia C-3000 (Olympus,
Japan) markal flagh dijital fotograf makinasi ile
ayni arastirici tarafindan cepheden standart
uzakliktan alt ytiz bélgesinin ti¢ pozu ¢ekilmis-

tir. Her poz icin siyah-beyaz fotograf kagidina

basilmig (10x15 cm) fotograflar hazirlanmustir.
Cekilen ti¢ pozdan en dogal olani aragtirmaci-
lar tarafindan degerlendirme icin secilmistir
(Resim 1).

Yirmi ortodontist, 20 ortodonti 6grencisi, 20
dis hekimi ve bu meslek gruplarina dahil olma-
yan 20 birey olmak tizere 20-40 yas araliginda
bulunan toplam 80 yetiskin hakem gllimseme
estetigini birbirlerinden bagimsiz olarak deger-
lendirmistir. Gruplardan her fotografa, 1 ile 5
arasinda (1: en kotu estetik; 5: en iyi estetik ol-
mak tzere) skor vermeleri istenmistir. Grup
tyelerine tim fotograflara arka arkaya ve za-
man kisitlamasi olmaksizin en dogru karari ve-
recekleri sekilde bakmalari igin izin verilmisgtir.

Fotograflar tizerinde her bir gilimsemeye
ait kriterlerin belirlenmesi amaciyla Johnson ve
Smith” in (14) yaptigi calismadan yola ¢ikarak,
asagidaki veriler tek bir aragtirmaci tarafindan
olgllmastir:

1.Gulumseme genisligi: Agiz koselerinde
dudaklarin en medial noktalari arasindaki
uzaklik (Sol agiz kosesinden sag agiz kosesine,
CHR’den CHL'e).

2.Guliimseme yiiksekligi: Ust orta keserlerin
arasindaki embrasur hizasindaki tist dudagin en
alt noktasi ile ayni dikey hat tizerindeki alt du-
dagin en uist noktasi arasindaki mesafe (Ust sto-
miondan alt stomiona, UST’ den LST’ ye).

3.Gorulen dentisyon genisligi: Maksiller
dentisyonda en sol ve en sag bukkal noktalar

Isik, Nalbantgil, Tabakoglu, Sayinsu, Arun

(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
a-Cronbach, indicated that all groups

Tiirk Ortodonti Dergisi 2005;18:243-251
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arasindaki uzaklik.

4. Maksiller interkanin genigligi: Kaninlerin
gorilen en distal noktalan arasindaki mesafe.

Yukaridaki tanimlar, asagidaki oranlarin he-
saplanmasinda kullanilmigtir:

Oran 1: Maksiller interkanin genisligi / gu-
limseme genisligi

Karglerin tnp13MI

showed homogeneity within groups. The le-
ast homogen group was consisted of lay per-
sons with 0.899 as a-Cronbach value and the
most homogen group was consisted of post
graduate orthodontics students with 0.924 as
a-Cronbach value.

The effect of different panels and treatment

arialama Kare Tablo I Iki yonlii varyans

fill F
Sum af squares Mzab square P analizi sonuglari.
Table I: The results of two

; way variance analysis.
Kasism - -

L 1102 5ay 1 “1L2 444 797 543 U, u2d
Intarsaction A L2 S48 i
Dis32-ana rici » aup 3 cuid 5c// s
Judgzs < o AN e HH
ekim
: _ 1,301 1 1,54° . A2E U, Ll
Extractian S S 478 HRTIRS
Heta

28 32 - ST

Errar 25,321 55 2170

Oran 2: Gulimseme ytiksekligi / glilimseme
genisligi (gulimseme sirasinda vertikal dudak
agihs miktari)

Oran 3: Goriilen dentisyon genisligi /gtlim-
seme genisligi (bukkal koridor genisligi)

Oran 4: Maksiller interkanin genisligi /goru-
len dentisyon genisligi

BULGULAR

a-Cronbach testi ile tayin edilen gruplar ara-
si tutarhlik, her grubun kendi icinde homojeni-
te gosterdigini belirtmistir. En az homojen grup,
a-Cronbach degeri 0,899 ile dis hekimi olma-
yan bireyler olurken, degeri 0,924 olan orto-
donti ogrencileri en homojen grubu olustur-

modalities on the scores given to the photog-
raphs was evaluated by a two way analysis of
variance (Table 1), 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 1l. 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 Il: Degerlendiricilerin

Sm< M1siz Cekimli gekimli ve ¢ekimsiz gruplara
N-on-~x:ractiun Ext-4cti-n verdikleri skorlarin ortalama
R ve standart sapmalar.
X=5T (r:du) X=8M (~:84)
Table II: Mean and standard
Ort_de~tiss (n:20) T R deviations of scores the judges
Lirtnudntist R TR Tt have given to extraction and
Drledu-l G (r:24) 5 7240 5 2 5rend non-extraction groups.
Drlhadanlic rasidzn. ' ' T
Diz hakimi (n:2:) 2 r1nd 5 1827 2M
D=nrist - ’ T
Diz hakimi d winads (n:2n) 3,713+0.52 271N 48
_4yDEISEN
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Tablo HI: Cekimli ve ¢ekimsiz

gruptaki gilimseme

fotograflarinda o6lciilen

oranlarin ortalama ve standart

sapmalari.

Table lll: Mean and standard

deviations for the ratios

calculated from the extraction
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and non-extraction groups.
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1Z=kimsiz Cakimli
Nan-=xiresctian Extractian

X+SD (n:25) XS (n:25) P
E;‘:i'; 11 JErbeD,aba LT R 1,4 3,24
E;T{;zz 32522361 12241055 21 4482
DOran 3

aage. . b LA/ . .
Ratia 3 5,834 -0, 258 U, 8s3+L,u8 7,83 0,6
Oran 4 R - i .
Ratin 4 C787 U, 78&1L,U55 7,81 0,923

mustur. maxillary inter-canine width / visible dentiti-

Gruplar ve tedavi sekillerinin verilen skorlar
tzerinde etkileri iki yonlu varyans analizi ile in-
celenmis; her iki degiskenin de giilimseme es-
tetigi lzerine etkisi oldugu anlasiimigtir (Tablo
).

Cekimli ve gekimsiz gruplara verilen skorla-
rin ortalama ve standart sapmalan Tablo II'de
gorilmektedir. Ortodontist / dis hekimi, orto-
donti 6grencisi / bu meslek gruplari haricindeki
bireyler ve dis hekimleri / bu meslek gruplari
haricindeki bireyler arasindaki ikili degerlendir-
melerde istatistiksel olarak anlamli degisikler
oldugu gorulmistir. Elde edilen bu bulgulara
gore, en yuksek skorlari dig hekimligi disindaki
mesleklere sahip bireyler verirken, bunlari sira-
styla ortodontistler ve ortodonti 6grencileri izle-
misgtir.

Gortlen dentisyon genisligi / giiliimseme ge-
nisligi ve maksiller interkanin genisligi / gorilen
dentisyon genisligine dair oranlar, cekimli ve
cekimsiz tedavilerin giilimseme fotograflari
arasindaki anlamli degisiklige isaret etmistir
(Tablo 1l1). Oran 3'te ¢ekimsiz tedavi grubunda
daha yiksek deger olmasi giilimseme icinde
gorilen dentisyonun daha fazla olduguna isaret
ederken, oran 4'te gekimli tedavi grubunda da-
ha ytiksek deger olmasi posterior diglerin daha
az gozuktigine isaret etmektedir.

TARTISMA

Bu calismada ¢ekimli ve ¢ekimsiz ortodon-
tik tedavi gormus olan hastalarin gilimseme
estetikleri dort hakem grubu tarafindan deger-
lendirilmistir. Gilimseme fotograflarinin segi-
minde hastalar cesitli malokliizyon tiplerinden
secilmis, maksillanin ileri ve geri konumunun
dislerin dudak perdesine olan konumunu ve
dolayist ile transversal 6lguimleri etkileyebilece-

on width ratios indicated a significant diffe-
rence between extraction and non-extraction
smile photographs (Table Ill). 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-
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gi goz ardi edilmistir. Baslangic kesici dis egim-
leri ve capragsiklik derecesi ¢ekim kararini etki-
lemekle beraber bu yonde bir degerlendirme
yaptlmamistir. Calismada kullanilan hasta fo-
tograflarinda cinsiyete ait bir degerlendirme de
yapilmamistir. Moore ve ark. (6) fotograflar tize-
rinde gtilimseme estetigi ve bukkal koridorlarin
degerlendirildigi calismalarinda, gerek fotografi
cekilen hastalar gerek degerlendiriciler arasin-
da cinsiyet agisindan bir fark olmadigini belirt-
miglerdir.

Degerlendirmeyi yapan dort grubun da ce-
kimsiz tedavilere cekimli tedavilerden daha
ylksek skor verdikleri izlenmistir. Elde edilen
bu sonucun nedenini analiz edebilmek ama-
cryla fotograflar tizerinde hesaplanan oranlar
degerlendirilmistir. Oran 3'teki ¢ekimli ve ge-
kimsiz gruplar arasinda gorilen anlamli fark,
cekimli gruptaki karanlik bukkal koridorlara
baglanabilir. Buna ek olarak, oranlarin deger-
lendirilmesi sonrasinda kaninlerden sonra ark
tzerindeki posterior diglerin gozikmesinin gi-
limseme estetiginde 6nemli oldugu ortaya ¢ik-
mustir. Benzer sekilde, Moore ve ark. (6) ve
Dunn ve ark. (7) dis hekimleri disindaki birey-
lerin, daha ¢ok sayida disin goriindtGgu giltim-
semeleri, daha az goriinenlere oranla daha es-
tetik bulduklarini ortaya ¢ikarmistir.

Bukkal koridorun giliimseme estetigi tze-
rindeki etkisini inceleyen az sayidaki calismaya
bakildiginda ise, bazi aragtirmacilar bukkal ko-
ridorun giiliimseme estetigine etkisi olmadigini,
digerleri ise estetigi olumsuz yonde etkiledigini
savunmustur. Frush ve Fisher (9), 1958’de yap-
tiklari aragtirmada bukkal koridor varliginda gu-
|imsemenin daha estetik oldugunu, bunun ya-
ninda bukkal koridorun olmadigi hastalarda
dogal olmayan ‘protez’ gériinimiinde bir gii-
limseme oldugunu 6ne surmustir. Hulsey (2),
Johnson ve ark. (10), ve Rigsbee ve ark. (15)
bukkal koridorun giilimseme estetigi Gzerinde
etkisi olmadigini bildirmislerdir. Hulsey (2), ay-
rica bukkal koridor genisligindeki farkliliklarin
dis hekimleri disindaki bireyler tarafindan de-
gerlendirilmedigini ve gilimseme estetigi aci-
sindan g6z 6niinde bulundurulmadigini soyle-
mistir. Son yillarda hakim olan goriste ise buk-
kal koridor varliginin estetigi olumsuz etkiledigi
bildirilmektedir (3,16-18).

Cekimin kriter alindigi calismalara bakil-
diginda, Gianelly (18), cekimli tedavilerin buk-
kal koridora neden olmadigina deginmistir. Isik
ve ark. (19) ise cekimli tedavilerin maksiller
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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.
However, 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, Isik 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 bolge genisliklerinin ¢ekim-
siz tedavilere kiyasla daha dar oldugunu,
bunun da cekimsiz tedavilerde cogunlukla eks-
pansiyon yapilmasina bagl olabilecegini bildir-
mislerdir. Hulsey (2), Mackley (4), Johnson ve
Smith (14), Rigsbee ve ark. (15) ve Peck ve ark.
(20) ise bukkal koridora ya da gulimseme
genigligine ait diger estetik o©lctimlerdeki
degisiklikleri ortodontik tedavilerde ¢ekim ile
iliskilendirmemislerdir.

Bu calismada en dustk skor sirasiyla dis
hekimleri, ortodonti 6grencileri ve ortodontist-
ler tarafindan verilmistir. En yiksek skor dis
hekimleri digindaki bireyler tarafindan verilmig-
tir. Bu bulgu, Moore ve ark.’'nin (6) sonuclari ile
uyumludur. Degerlendirmeyi yapan gruplar
arasinda estetige ait ayrintilarin tespiti ve
yorumlanmasina ait farkhliklar olabilecegi daha
once de belirtilmistir (5,21-25). Kokich ve ark.
(5) ve Brisman (22) ortodontistlerin estetigi dis-
hekimlerine oranla, dishekimlerinin de dis
hekimleri disindaki bireylere oranla daha ayrin-
tili inceledigini ve algiladigini, dolayisiyla da
dis hekimleri disindaki bireylerin ve dishekim-
lerinin glilimseme estetigini yorumlamalarinda
fark olduguna deginmistir. Bunlara ek olarak,
Prahl-Andersen ve ark. (21), Brisman (22),
Tedesco ve ark. (23), Lundstrom ve ark. (24), ve
Kerr ve O’Donnell (25) dishekimleri ve dis
hekimleri disindaki bireylerin yiiz estetigini
farkli yorumladiklarini belirtmislerdir. Diger
yandan Romani ve ark. (26) ve Schlosser ve ark.
(27), ortodontist ve dis hekimleri digindaki
bireylerin benzer estetik goriise sahip oldugunu
bildirmislerdir. Romani et al. (26) galismalarin-
da ortodontistler ile dis hekimleri digindaki
bireylerin  maksiller pozisyondaki ktgtik
horizontal degisimlere benzer sekilde ve 3 mm
ya da daha fazla degisikliklere ise tamamen ay-
ni sekilde hassas olduklarini gostermistir.

SONUCLAR

1. Calismamizda kullanilan metodoloji ile
cekimli ve ¢ekimsiz ortodontik tedavilerde
glltimseme estetigi arasinda fark bulunmusgtur.

2. Bu fark, ¢ekimli tedavilerde bukkal karan-
lik koridor varhigi ve posterior dis materyalinin
yeterince goziikmemesine bagh olarak ortaya
citkmaktadr.

3. Cekimli tedavilerde posteriorda ark genis-
liginin daraltilmamasina ve hatta uygun oldugu
durumlarda genis tutulmasina dikkat etmek
gerekir.

Isik, Nalbantgil, Tabakoglu, Sayinsu, Arun

(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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KAYNAKLAR/REFERENCES

1. Shaw WC, Rees G, Dawe M, Charles CR. The influence
of dentofacial appearance on the social attractiveness of
young adults. Am J Orthod 1985;87:21-26

2. Hulsey CM. An esthetic evaluation of lip-teeth
relationships present in the smile. Am ] Orthod
1970;57:132-144

3. Sarver D. The importance of incisor positioning in the
esthetic smile: The smile arc. Am J Orthod Dentofacial
Orthop 2001;120:98-111

4. Mackley RJ. An evaluation of smiles before and after
orthodontic treatment. Angle Orthod 1993;63:183-189

5. Kokich VO Jr, Kiyak HA, Shapiro PA. Comparing the
perception of dentists and lay people to altered dental
esthetics. ] Esthet Dent 1999;11:311-324

6. Moore T, Southard KA, Casko JS, Qian F, Southard TE.
Buccal corridors and smile esthetics. Am ] Orthod
Dentofacial Orthop 2005;127:208-213

7. Dunn W, Murchison DF, Broome JC. Esthetics: Patients’
perceptions of dental attractiveness. ] Prosthodont
1996,5:166-171

8. Tjan AH, Miller GD, The JG. Some esthetic factors in a
smile. J Prosthet Dent 1984;51:24-28

9. Frush JO, Fisher RD. The dynesthetic interpretation of
the dentogenic concept. J Prosthet Dent 1958;8:558-581

10. Johnson DR, Gallerano R, English J. The effects of
buccal corridor spaces and arch forms on smile esthetics.
Am J Orthod Dentofacial Orthop 2005;127:343-350

11. Dierkes JM. The beauty of the face: An orthodontic
perspective. ] Am Dent Assoc 1987,;89E-95E

12. Spahl TJ, Witzig JW. The clinical management of basic
maxillofacial orthopedic appliances. Vol. 1. Mechanics.
Littleton, Massachusetts: PSG Publishing Co., 1987

13. Kim E, Gianelly AA. Extraction vs Nonextraction: Arch
widths and smile esthetics. Angle Orthod 2002;73:354-
358

14. Johnson DK, Smith R]. Smile esthetics after orthodontic
treatment with and without extraction of four first
premolars. Am ] Orthod Dentofacial Orthop
1995;108:162-167

Turkish Journal of Orthodontics 2005;18:243-251

15. Rigsbee OH lll, Sperry TP, BeGole EA. The influence of
facial animation on smile characteristics. Int ) Adult Orthod
Orthognath Surg 1988;3:233-239

16. Lombardi RE. The principles of visual perception and
their clinical application to denture esthetics. J Prosthet
Dent 1973;29:358-382

17. Blitz N. Criteria for success in creating beautiful smiles.
Oral Health 1997;87:38-42

18. Gianelly AA. Arch width after extraction and
nonextraction treatment. Am J Orthod Dentofacial Orthop
2003;123:25-33

1. Isik F, Sayinsu K, Nalbantgil D, Arun T. A comparative
study of dental arch widths in extraction and non-
extraction patients. Basimda/In press Eur ) Orthod

20. Peck S, Peck L, Kataja M. The gingival smile line. Angle
Orthod 1992;62:91-100

21. Prahl-Andersen B, Boersma H, van der Linden FP,
Moore AW. Perceptions of dentofacial morphology by
laypersons, general dentists, and orthodontists. ] Am Dent
Assoc 1979;98:209-212

22. Brisman AS. Esthetics: A comparison of dentists’ and
patients’ concepts. ] Am Dent Assoc 1980;100:345-352

23. Tedesco LA, Albino JE, Cunat JJ, Green LJ, Lewis EA,
Slakter MJ. A dental-facial attractiveness scale. Part 1.
Reliability and validity. Am ] Orthod 1983;83:38-46

24. Lundstrom A, Woodside DG, Popovich F. Panel
assessments of facial profile related to mandibular growth
direction. Eur ) Orthod 1987;9:271-278

25. Kerr WJS, O’'Donnell JM. Panel perception of facial
attractiveness. Br ] Orthod 1990;17:299-304

26. Romani KL, Agahi F, Nanda R, Zemik JH. Evaluation of
horizontal and vertical differences in facial profiles by
orthodontists and lay people. Angle Orthod 1993;3:175-
82

27. Schlosser JB, Preston CB, Lampasso J. The effects of
computer-aided  anteroposterior maxillary incisor
movement on ratings of facial attractiveness. Am J Orthod
Dentofacial Orthop 2005;127:17-24

251



