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Abstract 

Perception of smile esthetics has long been a matter of 

debate among dentists. The smile is an important aspect 

of facial esthetics. Therefore, orthodontists incorporate 

facial esthetics into their treatment planning to achieve a 

beautiful and youthful smile. However, beauty truly is in 

the eye of the beholder. The patient's personal 

experience and social environment affect their 

preference towards smile esthetics more highly than the 

‘dentists or orthodontists ’opinion does. In addition, an 

individual’s Esthetic evaluation is considerably impacted 

by factors such as education level, social status, and 

cultural differences. Mass media play an important role 

in the perception of beauty in modern culture. One of the 

contributing features to smile esthetics is a gingival 

display, hence evaluating the amount of gingival display 

in the Esthetic zone is crucial. The optimal correlation of 

the upper lip to the maxillary central incisors and 

gingiva on smiling differ significantly between 

orthodontists and patients.  

The present study assessed the impact of gingival 

display on smile attractiveness among trained dental 

professionals and laypeople. One female smiling 

photograph was digitally altered to produce a gingival 

display of 2mm increments (-4mm, -2mm, 0mm, 2mm, 

4mm, and 6mm). The altered images were then 

evaluated by a group of dental professionals and 

laypeople. The results were then compared to determine 

the smile Esthetic perception. 

Keywords: smile esthetics, perception, facial esthetics 

Introduction 

The term esthetics comes from the Greek word 

“aisthesis”, which means perception or sensation.1The 

increasing entertainment media has set Esthetic 

standards for viewers by subjecting them to wonderful 
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faces and dazzling smiles.2This has led to an emphasis 

on facial esthetics as an indicator of social worth.3 

Patients' perception and social surroundings affect their 

expectations in the direction of smile esthetics more 

exceedingly than the ‘dentists or orthodontists’ opinion.4 

Also, a person's Esthetic assessment is considerably 

affected by factors like education level, economic 

wellbeing as well as cultural differences.5 Hence, what is 

excellent and alluring for the orthodontist might not be 

what the patient comprehends as wonderful, appealing, 

and as an acceptable clinical outcome. Thereby patients' 

assumptions and expectations about their appearance 

play a vital role in orthodontic treatment planning.6 

Factors like Tooth size, shape, position, and colour along 

with the extent of gingival display and framing of the 

lips alter the smile esthetics.  All these factors should 

form a symphonious and harmonic balance for a pleasant 

smile.7 

One of the components that contribute to the esthetics of 

the smile is gingival visualization, so it is important to 

assess the extent of gingival presentation. The optimal 

correlation of the upper lip with the upper central 

incisors and the gingiva in smiling differs significantly 

between orthodontists and patients.8 

In 1992, Peck et al concluded from their study that a 

gummy smile is perceived to be unappealing for 

orthodontists9, and gingival display of more than 2mm 

was reported to be unesthetic by Frecker in 1998.10 

Numerous studies about Esthetic perceptions revealed 

that orthodontists are less tolerant than the layperson for 

some dental conditions11-15, therefore they might 

overestimate the need for orthodontic treatment.11 

Although, tremendous work has been done, no definite 

evidence has been established in the literature about the 

boundaries of facial esthetics in context to a layman’s 

perception. Therefore, this study was done to determine 

the perception of smile esthetics by laypeople, and 

dental professionals using digitally modified images, in 

relation to the amount of gingival display. In this way, 

the treatment can be planned to obtain a smile that can 

meet the patients’ expectations. 

Material and methodology 

The present study was conducted in the post-graduate 

department of Ortho don tics and Dentofacial 

Orthopedics, Maharishi Markandeshwar College of 

Dental Science and Research, Mullana, Ambala. 

A smiling photo of a 21-year-old lady was used in this 

study. The patient had no dental spacing or crowding, no 

apparent loss of tooth structure due to fracture, attrition, 

restoration, or caries, and no pathology of periodontal or 

gingival tissue. The patient had a 4 mm gingival display 

while smiling. (Fig 1) 

 

Figure 1: original smiling photograph 

The gingival presentation of the original photograph was 

digitally altered using  

Adobe Photoshop CS6 (Adobe Systems Inc, San Jose, 

CA, USA) to generate a set of 6 photographs with 

different levels of gingival presentation, ranging from 6 

mm to -4mm of the gingival display. (Fig 2) 
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Figure 2: digitally manipulated photographs. 

As the perception of esthetics is affected by eyes, chin, 

and nose these features were removed from the 

photographs to avoid confounding factors. All images 

were developed into 4x6 inch prints. 

The study included two groups of evaluators: Group 1 

laypersons (n=70), and Group 2 dental professionals 

(n=70). Group 1 consisted of people without dental 

backgrounds from Maharishi Markan deshwar 

University, Mullana, and Group 2 consisted of the 

dentist from Markan deshwar University, Mullana. Both 

groups had an equal number of male and female 

participants. The photographs were displayed in a 

predetermined sequence to the raters. The raters were 

shown the images separately and for not more than a 

minute they were also not allowed to compare between 

the images.  

Both the groups rated their perception of shown images 

using a 5-point numerical rating scale (NRS), with 0 

being the least appealing rating and 4 being the most 

appealing rating. 

Inclusion criteria  

• Participants who gave consent to be a part of the 

study. 

• Participants between the age groups of 20 to 40 years 

for both the groups. 

•  Graduating or graduated population for laypeople. 

• Individuals working in professions other than 

dentistry for the laypeople. 

Exclusion criteria 

• Participants who refused to give consent. 

• Laypeople who have undergone orthodontic 

treatment. 

• People related to dentistry were not allocated to the 

group of laypeople. 

• Dental professionals other than general and 

specialized dentists 

Statistical analysis 

Differences in ratings between photographs within a 

given set were assessed using the Friedman test and the 

Wilcoxon signed-rank test for pairwise comparisons. 

Differences in results between laypersons and dentists 

were assessed using the Mann-Whitney U test. All tests 

were performed with a significance level of 0.05.  

Results 

• There was a significant difference in the scores given 

by laypeople and dental professionals. The laypeople 

tend to give higher ratings compared to dental 

professionals. The highest rating was given to +2mm 

(fig C) gingival display by both the groups and lowest to 

+6mm (fig A). 

• There was no significant difference in rating between 

laypeople and dentists in 4mm (fig B),-2mm (fig E), 

2mm (fig C), and 6mm (fig A) gingival display. But 

there was a significant difference in rating between 

laypeople and dentists in pictures with 0mm (fig D) and-

4mm (fig F) gingival display. O mm (fig D) gingival 

display was given a higher rating by the dentist and -4 

by laypeople. 
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Table 1: 

Discussion 

According to Dale Carnegie easiest way to win friends 

and influence people is to smile.16 In the late 1990s due 

to the reemergence of the soft tissue paradigm, 

evaluation of smile esthetics became an integral part of 

orthodontics for clinical assessment.17 Therefore it is 

crucial to understand the pursuit for better appearance in 

the new age. An appealing smile is always considered as 

a precious personal asset, which further influences the 

perception of the overall personality of an individual. 

Sarver and Ackerman reported that smile analysis and 

quantification cannot be done with the standard extra-

oral facial photographs so to evaluate smile, closeup 

photographs of profile smile, oblique smile and frontal 

smile are mandatary.18 Hence for our study we preferred 

the frontal smile closeup view for analyzing smile 

perception. 

We used the Numeric Rating Scale (NRS) in our study 

to rate the smile perception. This scale is a simple, rapid, 

valid, and reliable method for raters to judge 

attractiveness.19 

This study focused on how smile esthetic perception is 

impacted by the gingival display by laypeople and dental 

professionals. Raters from different backgrounds and 

socioeconomic levels were selected to examine the effect 

of these variables on rating smile attractiveness. There 

was a significant difference between the dentist and 

layperson in their evaluation of different aspects of the 

altered gingival display the findings of our study are in 

concordance with studies done by Vercelino P et al, Taki 

et al and Kokich V et al.20-22There was a significant 

difference in the assessment of various aspects of altered 

gingival display between dentists and laypersons with 

laypeople having more acceptance rate towards the 

photograph with -4mm gingival display and dentist 

toward 0mm gingival display.  An attractive smile is an 

essential part of self-confidence and thus influences 

social interaction. In this study, laypersons rated the 

influence of gingival presentation on an attractive smile 

significantly higher than dentists. This demonstrates the 

importance that the general population places on smile 

aesthetics.  

Conclusion 

The appearance of the gingival presentation has an 

impact on the perception of smile aesthetics among 

laypersons and dentists. An ideal smile based on 

academic reasoning may not be perceived as the most 

attractive by laypeople. Due to the different aesthetic 

perceptions of each person, the involvement of dentists 

and patients in decision-making and treatment planning 

is crucial to achieving successful outcomes. 

References 

1. Motta AFJ da, Much JN, Souza MMG de. Influence 

of certain tooth characteristics on the Esthetic evaluation 

of a smile. Dent Press J Orthod. 2012 Jun;17: e1–6.  

2. Kokich VO, Kokich VG, Kiyak HA. Perceptions of 

dental professionals and laypersons to altered dental 

esthetics: asymmetric and symmetric situations. Am J 

Orthod Dentofac Orthop Off Publ Am Assoc Orthod Its 

Const Soc Am Board Orthod. 2006 Aug;130(2):141–51. 

3. Sriphadungporn C, Chamnannidiadha N. Perception 

of smile esthetics by laypeople of different ages. Prog 

Orthod. 2017 Dec;18(1):8. 

4. Flores-Mir C, Silva E, Barriga MI, Lagravere MO, 

Major PW. Lay person’s perception of smile aesthetics 



 Dr. Casius Cochikunnel, et al. International Journal of Dental Science and Innovative Research (IJDSIR) 

 

 
© 2022 IJDSIR, All Rights Reserved 

 
                                

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

P
ag

e2
9

9
 

  

in dental and facial views. J Orthod. 2004 

Sep;31(3):204–9; discussion 201. 

5. McLeod C, Fields HW, Hechter F, Wiltshire W, 

Rody W, Christensen J. Esthetics and smile 

characteristics evaluated by laypersons. Angle Orthod. 

2011 Mar; 81(2):198–205. 

6. Perception of smile esthetics among Indian dental 

professionals and laypersons - PubMed [Internet]. [cited 

2022 Feb 28]. Available from: https :// pub med. ncbi. 

nlm. nih. gov/ 22945732/ 

7. Moskowitz ME, Nayyar A. Determinants of dental 

esthetics: a rational for smile analysis and treatment. 

Comp end Contin Educ Dent Jamesburg NJ 1995. 1995 

Dec;16(12):1164, 1166, passim; quiz 1186.  

8. Espinoza-Barco KR, Ríos-Villasis K, Liñán-Durán 

C. Influencia del corredor bucal y la exposition gingival 

en la percepción estética de la son Risa. 2015;13. 

9. Peck S, Peck L, Kataja M. Some vertical lineaments 

of lip position. Am J Orthod Dentofac Orthop Off Publ 

Am Assoc Orthod Its Const Soc Am Board Orthod. 1992 

Jun;101(6):519–24. 

10. Tüzgiray YB, Kaya B. Factors Affecting Smile 

Esthetics. Turk J Orthod. 2013 Apr;26(1):58–64.  

11. Shaw WC, Lewis HG, Robertson NR. Perception of 

malocclusion. Br Dent J. 1975 Mar 18;138(6):211–6. 

12. Perceptions of dentofacial morphology by 

laypersons, general dentists, and orthodontists - PubMed 

[Internet]. [cited 2022 Feb 28]. Available from: https :// 

pub med. Ncbi. nlm. nih .gov /284066/ 

13. Beyer JW, Lindauer SJ. Evaluation of dental 

midline position. Semin Orthod. 1998 Sep;4(3):146–52.  

14. Johnston CD, Burden DJ, Stevenson MR. The 

influence of dental to facial midline discrepancies on 

dental attractiveness ratings. Eur J Orthod. 1999 

Oct;21(5):517–22. 

15. Comparing the perception of dentists and lay people 

to altered dental esthetics - PubMed [Internet]. [cited 

2022 Feb 28]. Available from: https ://pub med. ncbi. 

nlm. nih. Gov /10825866 

16. Kiani H, Bahir U, Durrani OK, Zulfiqar K. 

Comparison of difference in perception between 

Orthodontists and laypersons in terms of variations in 

buccal corridor space using Visual Analogue Scale. Pak 

Orthod J. 2013 Dec 1;5(2):67–72. 

17. Maniyar M, Kalia A, Mirdehghan N, Nene S, 

Bhagwagar P. Evaluation of the Influence of Gingival 

Display on Smile Esthetics in Indian Females-A 

Computer-Aided Photographic Analysis. J Indian Orthod 

Soc. 2018 Apr 1;52(2):100–5. 

18. Sarver DM, Ackerman MB. Dynamic smile 

visualization and quantification: part 1. Evolution of the 

concept and dynamic records for smile capture. Am J 

Orthod Dentofac Orthop Off Pub Am Assoc Orthod Its 

Const Soc Am Board Orthod. 2003 Jul;124(1):4–12. 

19. Parekh SM, Fields HW, Beck M, Rosenstiel S. 

Attractiveness of variations in the smile arc and buccal 

corridor space as judged by orthodontists and laymen. 

Angle Orthod. 2006 Jul;76(4):557–63. 

20. Kokich VO, Kiyak HA, Shapiro PA. Comparing the 

perception of dentists and lay people to altered dental 

esthetics. J Esthet Dent. 1999;11(6):311–24. 

21. Pinzan-Vercelino CRM, Costa ACS, Ferreira MC, 

Bramante FS, Fialho MPN, Gurgel J de A. Comparison 

of gingival display in smile attractiveness among 

restorative dentists, orthodontists, prosthodontists, 

periodontists, and laypeople. J Prosthet Dent. 2020 Feb 

1;123(2):314–21. 

22. Al Taki A, Khalesi M, Shagmani M, Yahia I, Al 

Kaddah F. Perceptions of Altered Smile Esthetics: A 

Comparative Evaluation in Orthodontists, Dentists, and 

Laypersons. Int J Dent. 2016; 2016:7815274.  


