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Table 1. Subjects for study

ANB angle No. Age
Class I 0~ 4" 32 18Y IM(13M 5M-24Y 11M)
Class 1. 5° ~ 31 18Y 7M(13Y IM-29Y 5M)
Class I ~0° 32 15Y 5M(13Y 7M-23Y 11M)
Total %

Fig. 1. Cephalometric landmarks
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N'(nasion) : A% A" A 8] Z(nose root)
o] 7} ¥Ed A

Prn (pronasale) : A% Ald@olA 29 A
WA

Sn (subnasale) : A5 Al3HAA F& £
9} ¥ FF(nasal septum)e] Fbe=

Al (ala) 1 |29 WMdog Az JdF2
T4

A

CHX|MBEX] 243 45, 1994

+ U2 g AS 5 (Fig. 2 - 6)

NFrA (nasofrontal angle) : G - N’ - P

NFaA (nasofacial angle) : (G-Pog’) 2«
(N'-Prn)

NLaA (nasolabial angle) : Prn - Sn - Ls

UNL (upper nose length) : nasion®lA] soft
tissue nasionZ7bA| FH planeo] 33} Azl

ANSL (nose depth) : ANS9|A FH plane®l
BEstA AxA7NA dFE A

N’- Sn (vertical nose length) :

D / A ratio : dorsal length(N'-Prn) / ala
length (Prm-Al)

T3, Robinson$'"e] 71&4) o3 vl ¥ Fu)
€ concave, straight, convex® 73}, 7+ &
A 2T ol FAE AU

Concave - H]3 (nose tip)®} H]Z(nose root)
£ 9l A4 B} (dorsum)¥-9 o] 2 el
(concavity)7} &4 &

Straight - ®]3 (nose tip)® B]Z(nose root)
£ ol Ao vlv] (dorsum)¥9lol T8 Hel
(concavity)t} T2 (hump)o] S0l

Convex - Y& (nose tip)# B](nose root)
g o& A4 ul¥} (dorsum)¥9o] T
(hump)°] &7} &

+ 27 39 AS 3=

APDI(anteroposterior dysplasia indicator),
SNA, ANB, Facial convexity, SN-GoMe, FMA
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Fig. 4. Nasolabial angie ( NLaA )
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Fig. 6. Vertical nose length ( N-Sn ) &

Dorsal length ( N'-Prn ) / Ala length
( Prn-Al ) ratio
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Fig. 3. Nasofacial angle ( NFaA )

L

Fig. 5. Upper nose length ( UNL ) & Nose
depth ( ANSL )
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Nasofrontal angle®Hp < 0.05) nasofacial
angle (p < 0.001)°] 0§ ¥4 a@dAANA 7173
Axn, MFE aFAAN 718 2k

@8 D/ A ratioe 1§ 54 AN 7}
ZF 3mn, 9 53 3agAelA 713 2%thp <
0.01).
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Table 2. Measurements of nose shape in each malocclusion group

Class 1 Class IT Class Il
F - value
mean SD mean SD mean - SD
NFrA 14353 468 14595 587 142.01 6.19 392"
NFaA 26.82 2.84 2859 196 2471 2.58 19.06™
NLaA 106.75 12.53 107.30 9.73 102.78 10.06 1.64
UNL 6.53 0.87 6.30 1.13 6.39 1.12 0.37
ANSL 19.07 321 1832 350 20.23 281 2.88
N’-Sn 5251 3.39 53.30 3.26 51.67 358 1.80
D/A ratio ‘ 194 0.20 185 0.13 1.78 0.15 7.16%%
*:p <005
*» . p < 001
*xx 1 p < 0,001
Table 3. Correlationship in measurements of nose shape
NFrA NFaA NLaA UNL ANSL N'-Sn D/A ratio
NFrA ' —0.247* 0.279%x
NFaA —0.247% 0.218+
NLaA —0.299%*
UNL 0.218*
ANSL
N'-Sn 0.279++ 0.218+ —0.209%x* 0.281*
D/A ratio 0.218+ 0.281*
* . p <005
** . p <001
Table 4. Correlationship between measurements of nose shape and skeletal pattern
APDI SNA ANB FC SN-GoMe FMA
NFrA ~(.352%x% —0.206%* 0.315%x* 0.303%* 0.333%* 0.319%*
NFaA —0.502%x 0.201* 0.521%#x 0.518%xx 0.256*
NLaA
UNL
ANSL —0.410%xx —0.242%
N'-Sn 0.239% 0.213* 0.232+
D/A ratio 0.244x 0.266%%
*:1p <005
*x . p < 001

*kx | p < 0,001
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Table 5. Regression equation between measurements of nose shape and skeletal pattern

X\Y NFrA NFaA
APDI 16493 + (-0.25) x APDI 4198 + (-0.18) x APDI
ANB 14251 + (0.49) x ANB 2560 + (042) x ANB
FC 14281 + (0.22) x FC 2582 + (0.19) x FC

Table 6. Distribution of nose shapes in each malocclusion group

Nose shape Class I Class I Class I

Straight 20 (62.5%) 9 (29.0%) 10 (31.2%) 39 (41.1%)

Convex 6 (188%) 20 (64.5%) 0(0%) .26 (274%)

Concave 6 (18.8%) 2 ( 65%) 22 (68.8%) 30 (31.5%)
N 32 31 32 9%

Table 7. Measurements in each nose shape

Straight Convex Concave 9
F-value R
mean SD mean SD mean SD
APDI 84.40 6.94 7127 5.02 90.04 7.14 2556 %% 0.366
SNA 80.58 331 81.36 218 81.18 312
ANB 2.87 321 563 2.04 -0.33 310 2954 4% 0.391
FC 487 756 1061 519 -1.06 6.58 21,33 0.317
SN-GoMe 3552 495 3887 6.37 3368 484 6.69%x* 0.127
FMA 30.38 431 3488 6.86 2952 425
NFrA 143.92 4.27 146.90 5.80 140.98 6.28 B.44xxx 0.155
NFaA 26.65 270 2183 2.56 25.77 327 3.62% 007
NLaA 105.99 11.85 107.62 991 103.33 1048
UNL 6.36 1.02 6.50 1.17 6.40 0.99
ANSL 19.09 343 19.37 369 19.27 2.64
N’-Sn 52.60 321 5360 2.95 51.38 3.88
D/A ratio 192 0.18 1.86 0.16 1.77 0.15 7 59 0.142
*:p <005
*»* 1 p < 001

k% 1 p < 0,001
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-~ABSTRACT-

A STUDY ON THE NOSE PROFILE WITH RESPECT
TO THE SKELETODENTAL PATTERN

Ki-Chul Tae - Sang-Cheol Kim
Dept. of Orthodontics, College of Dentistry, Wonkwang University

The purpose of this study was to investigate the relationship of nose profile with respect to skeletodental pattern,
by measured and analyzed statistically the lateral cephalograms of 95 females (13 to 30 years old ).

The results were summerized as follows ;

1. The antero-posterior factors of the nose - nasofrontal angle, nasofacial angle, and dorsal length / ala length ratio
were different among the malocclusion groups

2. There were no significant correlation between the the vertical nose factors and the skeletal factors

3. The Class I groups had a straight nose profile ; the Class II groups had a convex profile ; the Class I groups
had a concave profile.

KOREA J. ORTHOD. 1994 ; 24(4) : 861-869
Key words : Nose Profile, Nose-Nasofrontal angle, Nasofacial angle, Dorsal/Ala length Ratio.




