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Abstract: Introduction: Esthetic dentistry aims to create a harmonious smile that is well integrated with 

the facial architecture of the patient. A good understanding of the patient’s esthetic perception is 

important when designing a smile. Materials and methods: 106 subjects, 51 patients 54 dental students 

took part in the study. Each subject was asked to evaluate 10 pictures showing frontal aspect of real 
cases. They were asked to rate the aesthetics of the clinical cases on a scale from 1 to 5. An open 

question was associated with each picture, where the subjects were asked to describe what they like and 

what they do not like about the picture. Results and discussions: The overall mean esthetic rating of 

dental students was 2,68, while the laypersons’ rating was 2,98. Crowded teeth are more often criticized 
by patients, while dental students consider that slight crowding give a more natural appearance and 

individualize the teeth. The presence of diastema is observed by dental students even when it is discrete. 

The discrepancy between maxillary and mandibular dental midline is more easily observed by dental 

students. Discolored teeth lead to low aesthetic scores for both groups of subjects. Dental students gave 
lower esthetic scores to restorations with uniform colour, while laypersons appreciate white restorations. 

The limited height of papillae is considered unattractive by dental students, while laypersons hardly 

notice this aspect. Conclusions: This study showed several differences in the aesthetic perception of 

dental students and laypersons. Students were generally more critical and gave lower scores than 
laypersons. They also observed and criticized more aspects regarding the smile. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Esthetic dentistry aims to create a harmonious smile 
that is well integrated with the facial architecture of the patient. 

Smile design relies on several facial and dental parameters that 

need to be accounted for in order to obtain consistent esthetic 

outcomes.(1) The difference in aesthetic perception of dental 
professionals as compared to laypersons has been observed 

throughout several studies. Most of them involve digitally 

modified images that change several parameters of the smile 

aesthetics.(2-4) 
In a study where 96 subjects (dentists, dental 

technicians and laypersons) analyzed the ideal proportion of the 

maxillary central incisor, a preference for 82% ratio has been 

reported. Extreme values have been unanimously been 
considered non-aesthetic. Differences have been noticed 

between laypersons’ perception of tooth wear and late eruption, 

which was overlooked, while dental professionals gave a lower 

score.(5) The wear of the canine cuspid did not influence the 
aesthetic perception. The deviation of the midline was 

noticeable to the groups of subjects in a different degree: 

orthodotists noticed a 1 mm shift of the midline, prosthodontists 
observed a 2 mm shift, while the patients did not notice the shift 

at all.(6) A vertical axial midline angulation of 3,5° can be 

perceived by laypersons. If the canting was in the same direction 

as the asymmetry of the face, it was rated more attractive than 
the instance where the canting was in the opposite direction.(2) 

Another study found that a tilt of 2 mm of the vertical axis of the 

maxillary central incisor is visible for all groups of subjects.(7) 

A 2° deviation of the occlusal plane from a transversal 

perspective is noticeable for laypersons, when the vertical 
landmarks of the face present a deviation up to 3 mm. The 

transversal occlusal plane should be parallel to the interpupillary 

line, or an angulation of less than 2° is preferable.(3) A step of 

1mm between the incisal margin is considered by dentists as 
non-aesthetic, while patients considered a step of at least 3mm 

unacceptable. When the maxillary central incisor’s gingival 

margin symmetry was observed, dentists noticed a 0,5mm 

discrepancy, while patients only noticed a 2mm difference.(6) 
The gingival exposure of 2 mm was considered non-

aesthetic from the orthodontists’ perspective, while the rest of 

the dentists and the patients found it unpleasant when a 4mm 

exposure was present.(7) Dentists consider the shortening of the 
height of the papillae as unattractive, even for small 

discrepancies.(8,9) 

 

AIM 
This study aims at comparing the personal aesthetic 

perception of dental students with that of laypersons’ using 

images of real cases. 
 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

106 subjects took part in the study. 51 were randomly 

selected patients from a private practice in Bucharest, Romania. 
54 subjects were dental students in the 6th year at the Faculty of 

Dentistry, “Carol Davila” University of Medicine and Pharmacy 

Bucharest, Romania. 
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Each subject was asked to evaluate 10 pictures 

showing frontal aspect of real cases, with different tooth and 
gingival configurations, according to their own notions of 

beauty. They were asked to rate the aesthetics of the clinical 

cases on a scale from 1 to 5, with 1 representing the least 

attractive and 5 the most attractive. An open question was 
associated with each picture, where the subjects were asked to 

describe what they like and what they do not like about the 

picture.  

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

The results of the study are included in table no 1. 

 
Table no 1. Mean esthetic score of dental students and 

laypersons and the corresponding images selected for 

evaluation 
No  Dental 

students 

Lay 

persons  

 Image 

 

1. 

 
Mean esthetic score 2,1 1,9 

 

2. 

 
Mean esthetic score 1,8 2,4 

 

3. 

 
Mean esthetic score 3,3 3,4 

4. 

 
Mean esthetic score 3 4,1 

 

5. 

 
Mean esthetic score 3,3 3,9 

 

6. 

 
Mean esthetic score 2,3 2,2 

 

7. 

 
Mean esthetic score 2,9 2,8 

 

8. 

 
Mean esthetic score 3,3 4,1 

 

9. 

 
Mean esthetic score 3,4 3,2 

 

10. 

 
Mean esthetic score 1,4 1,8 

 Overall mean values for the 

aesthetic score 
2,68 2,98 

Our findings showed that dental students were 

generally more critical and gave lower scores than laypersons. 

Students generally offered more information about the case than 
laypersons, which suggests dental education provides more 

aspects to take into consideration when assessing a smile. 

Some of the images received comparable scores from 

both groups of subjects, such as image no 6. Dental students 
criticized the canted occlusal plane, the presence of diastema 

and the bulky appearance of the restorations. Both groups of 

subjects noticed the inflammatory aspect of the papillae, the 

gingival retraction of the right mandibular canine and the 
edentulous space left unrestored in the 3rd quadrant. 

Other images were rated differently by laypersons and 

students, suggesting that dental education can alter the 

perception about dental esthetics, gingival appearance and 
harmonious smile. 

An example is the image no 4, where dental students 

rated significantly less the aesthetic characteristics of this case 
as compared to laypersons.  

Dental students considered the colour of the 

restorations unnatural. The students also criticized the canting of 

the axial midline and a discrepancy between the maxillary and 
mandibular dental midline. The asymmetry of the centrals, both 

in form and in proportions was observed. The visible soldering 

of the teeth also caused lower rating scores. Gingival 

inflammation and the colour and volume change were noticed. 
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For the lower restorations, the greyish tint of the soft tissue 

compromised the aesthetic result. 

 
Figure no. 1. The distribution of the esthetic scores for 

Image no 6 given by dental students and laypersons 

 
Laypersons, on the other hand, appreciated the colour 

of the restorations. Both groups criticized the bulking of the 
maxillary teeth and the uneven position of the gingival margin.  

This image received a mean score of 3 out of 5 from 

dental students and 4,1 out of 5 from laypersons’ perspective.  

 

Figure no. 2. The distribution of the esthetic scores for 

Image no 4 given by dental students and laypersons 

 
Our results confirmed that tilting of the axial midline 

is visible to all groups of subjects, just as stated in previous 
studies.(2,7) Laypersons were less receptive about the 

discrepancy in position of the incisal edge of maxillary central 

incisors than dental students. Small deviation of the axial dental 

midline goes frequently unnoticed by laypersons, a result that is 
in accordance with other studies.(6,7)  

Crowded teeth are more often criticized by patients, 

while dental students consider that slight crowding give a more 

natural appearance and individualize the teeth. The presence of 
diastema is observed by dental students even when it is discrete. 

Visible discoloured teeth lead to low aesthetic scores 

for both groups of subjects. Dental students gave lower esthetic 
scores to restorations with uniform colour, while laypersons 

appreciate white restorations. Laypersons are more focused on 

dental parameters like colour and shape and generally oversee 

the gingival appearance. They pay less attention on the amount 
of gingival display or the height of papillae, just as described in 

previous studies.(8,9) The limited height of papillae is 

considered unattractive by dental students, while laypersons 

hardly notice this aspect. A small discrepancy of the position of 

the gingival margin was also overlooked by patients. However, a 

change in colour caused by inflammation can be visible to 

laypersons.(10-14) 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

This study showed several differences in the aesthetic 
perception of dental students and laypersons. 

Students were generally more critical and gave lower 

scores than laypersons. They also observed and criticized more 

aspects regarding the smile. 
 Acknowledgement: In this article, all the authors 
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