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Commentary: An evaluation of smiles

Sheldon Peck, DDS, MScD

etrospective evaluation of patient treat-
R mentrecordsisastudy method commonly

employed by clinical orthodontists. Al-
though some aspects of posttreatment analysis
require the eye of a specialist, the evaluation of
attractiveness in faces or smiles may be better left
to the general public, as indicated in many studies
on perception published over the years by orth-
odontists and by psychologists. Dr. Ronald
Mackley appropriately incorporates judgments
of nonprofessionals (“parents”) with those of the
professionals in his retrospective study of appear-
ances and esthetic preferences.

Pretreatment and posttreatment facial photo-
graphs of a large sample of orthodontic patients
were examined by six parents and five orthodon-
tists. Each was asked tc rate four aspects of treat-
ment outcome: (1) smile attractiveness; (2)
maxillary incisor torque; (3) dental protrusive-
ness; and (4) facial profile attractiveness. The au-
thor concluded that crthodontic and parental
judges alike rated finished appearances better
than initial looks in all four visual-judgment cat-
egories. In other words, orthodontic treatment
was judged to improve a person’s smile and den-
tal and facial appearance.

Whileoftenbelievable intuitively, theseand other
conclusions are not backed up by sufficient hard
evidence, which either is preserited too loosely or
has been omitted altogether from the report. For
example, the paperlacks detailsabout the selected
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sample — age, sex, extraction/nonextraction fre-
quencies among the four subgroups — which could
have significant bearing on the posttreatment dif-
ferences under scrutiny. I missed an explanation
of why a three-quarter profile photograph was
used for smile evaluation rather than a more de-
scriptive frontal view of the smile. I missed the
statistical testing generally associated with data
comparisons. And I missed a table of the
cephalometric data with tests for statistical sig-
nificance and a discussion of the error of the
measuring methods.

Any new investigation of this type would be
materially strengthened with a research protocol
formulated to include these missing elements.
Nevertheless, evaluation of static photographs in
studies of facial preferences may soon beamethod
of the past. Advances in computer imaging now
enable us to see the whole range of facial possibili-
ties, using patient photographs as the starting
point. Evaluation of aspects of the animated face
which, as Dr. Mackley stresses, isimportant, would
be easily achievable with the new technology.
Computer-generated digitized revision of facial
features will allow a degree of precision, control
and comparability unattainable in earlier studies
involving esthetic judgment.
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