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Does 3-dimensional facial attractiveness 
relate to golden ratio, neoclassical canons, ‘ideal’ 
ratios and ‘ideal’ angles?
Roger A. Zwahlen1,2, Alexander T. H. Tang3, Wai Keung Leung4 and Su Keng Tan1,5*   

Abstract 

Background: The established recommendations and guidelines regarding ideal measurements for an attractive face 
are mostly based on data gathered among Caucasian population. The aim of this study was to examine the relation-
ship between  perception of 3-dimensional facial attractiveness and golden ratio, neoclassical canons, ‘ideal’ ratios and 
‘ideal’ angles in Hong Kong Chinese.

Methods: Thirty 3-D photographs (15 males and 15 females) were shown to 101 laypersons and 60 patients seeking 
orthognathic treatment. The photographs were rated based on a 100 mm visual analogue scale (VAS) from 0 (very 
unattractive) to 100 (very attractive).

Results: More than half of the measurements (42/77) in females and thirty-two measurements in males were found 
to be significantly different from the ideal target value (p < 0.05) upon the comparison of the attractive faces with 
golden ratio, neoclassical canons, ‘ideal’ ratios and ‘ideal’ angles. Meanwhile, correlation tests between VAS scores and 
the parameters detected significant results (p < 0.05) in only six ratios, eight angles, one neoclassical canon and one 
proportion.

Conclusions: Despite several renowned ‘ideal’ parameters of attractive faces that have been recommended in the 
literature, only a few of them were found to be significantly correlated with attractive faces in Hong Kong Chinese.
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Background
Face is known to be the key factor in the perception of 
physical attractiveness. Objective aesthetic criteria are 
important to evaluate and analyse patients who undergo 
aesthetic surgical procedures [1]. The computation of 
facial attractiveness has recently emerged as a new area 
of research. The groundwork, however, for the success 
of such technology relies on quantitative methods to 
define facial attractiveness [2]. Therefore, researchers 
have intended to quantify the perception of beauty using 

different facial parameters instead of subjective interpre-
tations or individual observations of facial attractiveness 
[3].

Recommendations and guidelines in the literature 
regarding ideal measurements for an attractive face are 
mostly based on some recommended golden ratio, neo-
classical canons, ‘ideal’ ratios and ‘ideal’ angles. Their 
ideal target values are normally based on average faces, 
faces perceived as ‘beautiful’ or authors’ preferences [4, 
5]. Such ideal target values are presumably associated 
with attractive faces regardless of age, gender and eth-
nicity. Clinically, they are aimed as reference points by 
orthodontists, oral and maxillofacial surgeons and plas-
tic surgeons for final treatment outcomes in both genders 
and all races. However, perception of facial attractiveness 
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differs with race and ethnicity resulting in the application 
of some conventional rules for ideal facial attractiveness 
inappropriate [6].

Proportional or ratio analyses are considered to be 
more suitable in facial aesthetic appreciation as the com-
parison of absolute values among ethnicities and between 
genders is difficult due to inherent variation [7]. Up to 
date, many researchers [8–11] have suggested  ‘ideal’ 
ratios or angles based on their collected data, which ulti-
mately led to a plethora of ‘ideal’ parameters related to 
facial aesthetics available nowadays in literature.

The researchers replaced the traditional cephalometric 
analysis to evaluate facial attractiveness with photographs 
some time ago. Today, the emerging 3-dimensional 
(3-D) photographic technology provides a more vivid 
and realistic appreciation of facial aesthetics. Full facial 
landscapes can be acquired quickly and accurately in a 
noninvasive manner using 3-D imaging techniques [12].

It is important to respect and appreciate the underly-
ing ethnic differences for the success of aesthetic surgery 
[1]. Therefore, the objective of this study is to examine 
the relationship between the perception of 3-dimen-
sional facial attractiveness and golden ratio, neoclassi-
cal canons, ‘ideal’ ratios and ‘ideal’ angles in Hong Kong 
Chinese.

Materials and methods
The ethical approval for this study was granted by the 
local authority (Institutional Review Board no.: UW 
12–066). The study was conducted at Prince Philip Den-
tal Hospital, The University of Hong Kong. Prior written 
informed consent was obtained from all the model vol-
unteers and judges.

3‑D photograph
Ninety Chinese dental students ranging in age from 20 
to 27 years old (mean = 22.8) have volunteered and been 
recruited as 3-dimensional (3-D) photograph models in 
this study. These 90 volunteers consisted of 30 individuals 
presenting dento-skeletal classes 1, 2, and 3 each. Each 

model obtained a 3-dimensional photograph in a neutral 
facial expression using the 3dMDface stereophotogra-
phy system (3dMD, Atlanta, USA). To reduce potentially 
extraneous aesthetic factors during the photo-shooting 
session, their hair was covered. The make-up and jewel-
lery were also removed.

The 3-D photos of the models were imported into the 
3dMDVultus software (3dMD LLC, Atlanta, GA, USA). 
Five models each for three different dento-skeletal pat-
terns (classes 1, 2, and 3) of both genders were then 
selected randomly using the random number generator 
function of Microsoft Excel (Microsoft Office Profes-
sional Plus 2016, Microsoft Corporation). This resulted 
in 15 male and 15 female 3-D photographs with diverse 
dental and skeletal patterns. A 10-s video was generated 
for each 3-D facial photograph rotating around its y-axis, 
starting from left to right face (Fig.  1). All videos were 
converted into black and white to reduce potential bias 
caused by skin colour and complexion.

Judges
Judges for this study were recruited from the pool of con-
secutive patients attending the oral and maxillofacial dis-
cipline seeking orthognathic treatment, as well as from 
those patients who have attended the Reception and Pri-
mary Care Clinic of the same hospital for reasons other 
than potential orthognathic treatment. Only Hong Kong 
Chinese between 18 to 40 years old were included.

The judges were instructed to evaluate 30 videos based 
on a 100  mm visual analogue scale (VAS) from 0 (very 
unattractive) to 100 (very attractive). No time limit was 
set for the evaluation of the 3-D photographs. The con-
secutive videos were played only after the score for the 
previous video was recorded by the judges. The mean 
VAS score of each judging panel represented the final 
facial aesthetic score for each 3-D photograph.

The soft tissue landmarks for each 3-D photograph 
were plotted using the 3dMDVultus software (3dMD 
LLC, Atlanta, GA, USA). The landmarks normally 
identified in the profile view of 2-D photographs were 

Fig. 1 3D photographs of a female model from different angles adopted from the video sequence
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plotted in the midline of the frontal 3-D photograph 
view to prevent measurement errors due to horizontal 
deviations. The soft tissue landmarks used in this study 
are shown in Fig. 2.

According to already established methodologies [4, 
5, 13–16], the golden ratio, neoclassical canons, ‘ideal’ 
ratios and ‘ideal’ angles were applied in this study 
(Figs. 3, 4, 5 and 6). The differences between the meas-
ured parameters and the ‘ideal’ reference values were 
calculated.

All 3-D photos were remeasured 2  weeks after the 
first measurement, and the technical error measure-
ment (TEM) was calculated with the Dahlberg formula 
as follows [17]:

where di is the difference between the first and the 
second measurements and N is the sample size that was 
remeasured. Subsequently, the relative TEM (% TEM) 
was calculated as follows:

where x is the sample mean. The acceptable range for 
intra-examiner % TEM is < 1.5% [18].

D =

N

i=1

d
2
i

2N

% TEM =

TEM

x
× 100%

Statistical analysis
Descriptive statistics were used to analyse the demo-
graphic parameters of the judges. Paired t-test was per-
formed to examine any differences between the mean 
VAS scores of orthognathic versus non-orthognathic 
judges.

One-sample Wilcoxon signed-rank test was used to 
examine to differences between attractive faces with the 
ideal value of recommended parameters. Five female and 
male models with the highest VAS scores were selected 
for this analysis. Subsequently, the Pearson correlations 
test was used to examine the association between the 
mean VAS scores with all the measured independent 
variables.

A p-value of < 0.05 was considered significant for all 
statistical tests. All data unless specified were analysed 
using the SPSS Statistics software version 23.0 (Armonk, 
NY: IBM Corp, USA).

Results
A total of 180 patients were recruited consecutively to be 
judges for this study; however, incomplete data was found 
in 17 of them. As a result, 163 judges (age: 27.1 ± 6.1 years 
old) were analysed for this study. Among them, 25 of 62 
orthognathic and 40 of 101 layperson judges were male. 
All intra-assessor’s measured landmarks % TEMs were 
within the acceptable range (0.12–1.23%).

While the recorded raw VAS scores ranged from 0 to 
99.5, the mean VAS scores for the 3-D photographs were 
49.76 ± 6.14 for male and 47.97 ± 7.62 for female 3-D 
photographs. No significant difference (p = 0.161) existed 
for the mean VAS score (− 0.67 ± 2.57) between orthog-
nathic and layperson judges for all 3-D photos.

Attractive faces versus recommended parameters
More than half of the measurements (42/77) were found 
to be significantly different from the ideal target value 
(p < 0.05) upon comparison of the attractive female faces 
with golden ratio (Table 1), neoclassical canons (Table 2), 
‘ideal’ ratios (Table  3) and ‘ideal’ angles (Table  4). An 
attractive female face can be interpreted as having a 
shorter (n-sn) and broader (al-al) nose, broader inter-
endocanthus and inter-exocanthus width, shorter lower 
facial third, thicker vermillion of both upper and lower 
lips, shorter upper lip, flatter labio-mental fold and retru-
sive mandible comparing to the recommended ideal faces 
by reading these results together. Majority of these find-
ings were found significant in both orthognathic and lay-
person judges.

On the other hand, 32 measurements were found to be 
statistically significant in the measured parameters for 
male faces (Tables 1, 2, 3 and 4). A shorter and broader Fig. 2 Soft tissue anthropometry landmarks
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nose, broader inter-endocanthus and inter-exocanthus 
width, shorter lower facial third, retrusive mandible, 
thicker vermillion of upper lip, shorter upper lip and flat-
ter labio-mental fold than the recommended value were 
found to be more attractive in male faces based on the 
analyses. Again, majority of the significant findings were 
found in both groups of judges.

Analyses based on VAS scores
Correlation tests between VAS scores and the param-
eters detected significant results in six ratios, eight 
angles, one neoclassical canon and one proportion 
(Table  5). These significant results were recorded at 
ratios 3, 5, 13, 17, 19 and 22, in angles 4, 7, 9, 10, 14, 15, 
19, 22 and 23, in neoclassical canon 5, as well as to pro-
portion 14. In subgroup analyses, it became obvious 
that significant correlations within the overall analysis 
of all models turned out not to be always significant 
for analyses of female or male faces and vice versa. 

The same applied to the results of the overall judges’ 
analyses when compared with the subgroup results of 
orthognathic and layperson judges respectively.

The significant findings of angles 14, 15, 19, 22 and 23 
may be interpreted as an association between increased 
VAS scores and decreased lower facial third height in 
female models (p < 0.05). As ratio 5 indicates, a signifi-
cantly positive association was observed between the 
middle facial height and VAS scores in the male mod-
els (p < 0.05). Ratio 17 denotes a significant association 
between increased VAS scores and increased alar width 
in females (p < 0.05). On the other hand, the significant 
results of angles 4, 9 and 10 in male models pointed to 
an association between an increased VAS score and 
a more retruded mandible, whereas the result of the 
canon 5 suggested a significant relationship between a 
narrower facial width at zygion level and an increased 
VAS score in females.

Fig. 3 Golden ratio-related parameters measured in this study



Page 5 of 16Zwahlen et al. Maxillofacial Plastic and Reconstructive Surgery           (2022) 44:28  

Discussion
The perception of attractiveness is subjective and not 
constant through the years. An evident observation is 
a change in trends related to the ideal body shape over 
decades. Therefore, the ideal facial parameters should not 
be assumed to be constant too. Several previous stud-
ies have demonstrated that only a few suggested ‘ideal’ 
parameters were significantly associated with attractive 
[4, 7, 19–21] or norm [13, 22] faces. Some even suggested 
that the golden proportion does not relate at all to facial 
attractiveness [7, 23]. This study has found significant 
correlations between VAS scores and deviations of the 
measured parameters from ideal target values in only 
14% of the overall investigated 77 parameters. This find-
ing points out that suggested ideal values might not be 
applicable at all times in every population.

Some [24, 25] think that the general principle of facial 
aesthetics applies to both genders, whereas others [22, 
26] noted distinct differences between genders. Signifi-
cant results in overall facial analyses do not always appear 
in gender-specific subgroup analyses and vice versa. The 
current study has found a preference for thicker upper 
and lower vermillion in females but only thicker upper 
vermillion in males. Therefore, it is worthwhile to further 
investigate and develop gender-based ideal target values 
in the future.

This study has found a preference for a shorter lower 
facial third in both genders. In accordance with this find-
ing, Mizumoto et  al. (2009) [14] reported a relatively 
shorter lower anterior facial height among Japanese 

female models and actresses compared to post-orthodon-
tic dento-skeletal class 1 patients. They further suggested 
a trend in aesthetic perception that favours small faces, 
especially small jaws. Furthermore, judges associate a 
shorter upper lip with attractiveness, a finding that cor-
roborates results of other studies in the Asian population 
[14, 22]. Interestingly, a broader or wider nose was found 
to be more attractive in both genders. It may be hypoth-
esized that this is related to the famous ‘face reading’ 
among the Chinese community which relates a round, 
fleshy and big nose to good fortune, wealth and success.

It has also been suggested that the relationship 
between 2-D ratios and angles and facial attractiveness 
is low [7]. Previous studies on facial attractiveness were 
mainly based on 2-D photographs [4, 5, 27] and silhou-
ette [28] evaluations. This study has used 3-D photo-
graphs to better appreciate facial details from multiple 
vantage points other than just frontal and profile views. 
To ensure all judges were able to assess the model faces 
at 180°, a short video clip of a rotating 3-D photograph 
from the right profile view, over the frontal to the left 
profile views, was produce for each model. This method 
reduces restriction or biases compared with show-
ing judges only 2-D frontal and profile views of pho-
tographs. It is much more realistic when compared to 
our daily life 3-D vision. It has been reported elsewhere 
[7] that the dento-skeletal pattern does not affect facial 
attractiveness, and one need not be class 1 to be attrac-
tive. Therefore, the models for this study comprised of 
dento-skeletal classes 1, 2 and 3 patterns presenting a 

Fig. 4 Neoclassical canons measured in this study
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wide range of faces with different characteristics. This 
explains the high variation (0 to 99.5) among the raw 
VAS scores recorded in this study. Additionally, only a 
total of thirty 3-D photographs were presented to the 
judges, as larger numbers might lead to their exhaus-
tion [29], potentially affecting their assessment.

The here investigated ‘ideal’ ratios and ‘ideal’ angles 
are based on the recommendations of Kiekens et al. [4], 
2008, who excluded parameters with low reproducible 
landmarks. To assess intra-assessor measurement error 
in this study, % TEMs of all landmarks were quantified, 
yielding low results, suggesting a high reproducibility 
of these landmarks.

This study has analysed the perception of facial attrac-
tiveness in layperson and orthognathic judges separately. 
It has been reported that orthognathic patients perceived 
their facial profile in a different way than orthodontists, 
surgeons and laypersons [30]. Laypersons’ perception of 
the facial profile was suggested to be superior to that of 
specialists due to the lack of any eventual professional 
and academic preconditioning [11]. It might be argued 
that therefore due to various amounts of additional spe-
cific knowledge, orthognathic patients also might differ 
from laypersons in their perception of attractiveness. 
Furthermore, as facial aesthetics is one of their main 
concerns, an emotional component within this specific 

Fig. 5 ‘Ideal’ ratio parameters measured in this study
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group of patients should not be underestimated. Low sat-
isfaction with their dento-facial appearance [30], specifi-
cally concerning certain facial features, might probably 
affect and influence their perception of attractiveness. 
Additionally, it has been reported that self-perceived 
attractiveness affects one’s aesthetical perception towards 
others [31]. Therefore, judge subgroups analyses were 

performed as it was assumed that orthognathic patients 
might present a different beauty perception than layper-
sons. Interestingly, this study revealed that orthognathic 
but not layperson judges prefer a retrusive mandible, 
a somehow anticipated outcome given that Chinese 
and Japanese are in favour of a retruded ‘soft’ mandible 
[14]. Besides, correlations tests have revealed several 

Fig. 6 ‘Ideal’ angle parameters measured in this study



Page 8 of 16Zwahlen et al. Maxillofacial Plastic and Reconstructive Surgery           (2022) 44:28 

Ta
bl

e 
1 

Co
m

pa
ris

on
 o

f a
tt

ra
ct

iv
e 

m
al

e 
an

d 
fe

m
al

e 
fa

ce
s 

w
ith

 g
ol

de
n 

ra
tio

 (1
.6

18
)

*  S
ig

ni
fic

an
t p

-v
al

ue
 <

 0
.0

5

Pa
ra

m
et

er
s

D
es

cr
ip

tio
ns

   
   

   
   

   
A

tt
ra

ct
iv

e 
m

al
e 

fa
ce

s 
(n

 =
 5

)
   

   
   

  A
tt

ra
ct

iv
e 

fe
m

al
e 

fa
ce

s 
(n

 =
 5

)

To
ta

l j
ud

ge
s

La
ym

an
 ju

dg
es

O
rt

ho
gn

at
hi

c 
ju

dg
es

To
ta

l j
ud

ge
s

La
ym

an
 ju

dg
es

O
rt

ho
gn

at
hi

c 
ju

dg
es

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

G
1

Tr
-E

x′
: E

x′
-A

l′
1.

78
0.

50
1.

78
0.

14
1.

78
0.

50
1.

88
0.

04
*

1.
88

0.
04

*
1.

89
0.

04
*

G
2

Tr
-E

x′
: C

h′
-M

e
1.

79
0.

89
1.

85
0.

35
1.

79
0.

89
1.

75
0.

35
1.

75
0.

89
1.

56
0.

35

G
3

Tr
-A

l′:
 T

r-
Ex
′

1.
56

0.
69

1.
56

0.
23

1.
56

0.
69

1.
52

0.
04

*
1.

52
0.

04
1.

52
0.

04
*

G
4

TR
-A

l′:
 E

x′
-C

h′
1.

75
0.

35
1.

75
0.

14
1.

75
0.

35
1.

7
0.

04
*

1.
7

0.
04

*
1.

66
0.

04
*

G
5

Tr
-A

l′:
 A

l′-
M

e
1.

51
0.

50
1.

55
0.

89
1.

51
0.

50
1.

53
0.

08
1.

53
0.

04
*

1.
52

0.
08

G
6

Tr
-M

e:
 T

r-
A

l′
1.

56
0.

23
1.

51
0.

08
1.

56
0.

23
1.

55
0.

04
*

1.
55

0.
04

*
1.

57
0.

04
*

G
7

Tr
-M

e:
 E

x′
-M

e
1.

67
0.

89
1.

67
0.

35
1.

67
0.

89
1.

7
0.

04
*

1.
7

0.
04

*
1.

66
0.

04
*

G
8

Ex
′-A

l′:
 A

l-C
h′

1.
4

0.
14

1.
34

0.
14

1.
4

0.
14

1.
29

0.
04

*
1.

29
0.

04
*

1.
22

0.
04

*

G
9

Ex
′-C

h′
: E

x′
-A

l′
1.

53
0.

50
1.

65
0.

89
1.

53
0.

50
1.

68
0.

35
1.

68
0.

23
1.

69
0.

35

G
10

Ex
′-C

h′
: C

h′
-M

e
1.

44
0.

14
1.

53
0.

50
1.

44
0.

14
1.

64
0.

69
1.

64
0.

23
1.

42
0.

69

G
11

M
e-

Ex
′: 

Ex
′-T

r
1.

4
0.

35
1.

4
0.

23
1.

4
0.

35
1.

38
0.

04
*

1.
38

0.
04

*
1.

45
0.

04
*

G
12

Ex
′-M

e:
 E

x′
-C

h′
1.

63
0.

89
1.

63
0.

69
1.

63
0.

89
1.

57
0.

34
1.

57
0.

50
1.

59
0.

34

G
13

Ex
′-M

e:
 A

l′-
M

e
1.

41
0.

04
*

1.
41

0.
04

*
1.

41
0.

04
*

1.
42

0.
04

*
1.

42
0.

04
*

1.
41

0.
04

*

G
14

A
l′-

M
e:

 E
x′

-A
l′

1.
81

0.
23

1.
95

0.
23

1.
81

0.
23

1.
87

0.
04

*
1.

87
0.

04
*

1.
89

0.
04

*

G
15

A
l′-

M
e:

 C
h′

-M
e

1.
71

0.
14

1.
74

0.
08

1.
71

0.
14

1.
78

0.
23

1.
78

0.
35

1.
7

0.
23

G
16

C
h′

-M
e:

 A
l′-

C
h′

1.
41

0.
08

1.
34

0.
08

1.
41

0.
08

1.
28

0.
35

1.
28

0.
35

1.
37

0.
35

G
17

X(
R)

-X
(L

): 
Ex

(R
)-E

x(
L)

1.
58

0.
22

1.
58

0.
35

1.
58

0.
22

1.
53

0.
04

*
1.

53
0.

08
1.

56
0.

04
*

G
18

Ex
(R

)-E
x(

L)
: C

h(
R)

-C
h(

L)
1.

96
0.

04
*

1.
94

0.
04

1.
96

0.
04

*
1.

87
0.

04
*

1.
87

0.
04

*
1.

87
0.

04
*

G
19

C
h(

R)
-C

h(
L)

: A
l(R

)-A
l(L

)
1.

26
0.

04
*

1.
39

0.
04

1.
26

0.
04

*
1.

39
0.

04
*

1.
39

0.
04

*
1.

39
0.

04
*



Page 9 of 16Zwahlen et al. Maxillofacial Plastic and Reconstructive Surgery           (2022) 44:28  

Ta
bl

e 
2 

Co
m

pa
ris

on
 o

f a
tt

ra
ct

iv
e 

m
al

e 
an

d 
fe

m
al

e 
fa

ce
s 

w
ith

 n
eo

cl
as

si
ca

l c
an

on
s

*  S
ig

ni
fic

an
t p

-v
al

ue
 <

 0
.0

5

Pa
ra

m
et

er
s

D
es

cr
ip

tio
ns

Id
ea

l 
ta

rg
et

 
va

lu
e

A
tt

ra
ct

iv
e 

m
al

e 
fa

ce
s 

(n
 =

 5
)

A
tt

ra
ct

iv
e 

fe
m

al
e 

fa
ce

s 
(n

 =
 5

)

To
ta

l j
ud

ge
s

La
ym

an
 ju

dg
es

O
rt

ho
gn

at
hi

c 
ju

dg
es

To
ta

l j
ud

ge
s

La
ym

an
 ju

dg
es

O
rt

ho
gn

at
hi

c 
ju

dg
es

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

C
1

O
rb

ita
l c

an
on

 (r
ig

ht
)

Ex
(R

)-E
n(

R)
: E

x(
R)

-E
x(

L)
1

1.
78

0.
50

1.
78

0.
14

1.
78

0.
50

1.
88

0.
04

*
1.

88
0.

04
*

1.
89

0.
04

*

C
2

O
rb

ita
l c

an
on

 (l
ef

t)
Ex

(L
)-E

n(
L)

: E
x(

R)
-E

x(
L)

1
1.

79
0.

89
1.

85
0.

35
1.

79
0.

89
1.

75
0.

35
1.

75
0.

89
1.

56
0.

35

C
3

O
rb

ito
-n

as
al

 c
an

on
En

(R
)-E

n(
L)

: A
l(R

)-A
l(L

)
1

1.
56

0.
69

1.
56

0.
23

1.
56

0.
69

1.
52

0.
04

*
1.

52
0.

04
1.

52
0.

04
*

C
4

N
as

o-
or

al
 c

an
on

C
h(

R)
-C

h(
L)

: A
l(R

)-A
l(L

)
1.

5
1.

75
0.

35
1.

75
0.

14
1.

75
0.

35
1.

7
0.

04
*

1.
7

0.
04

*
1.

66
0.

04
*

C
5

N
as

o-
fa

ci
al

 c
an

on
A

l(R
)-A

l(L
): 

Zy
(R

)-Z
y(

L)
0.

25
1.

51
0.

50
1.

55
0.

89
1.

51
0.

50
1.

53
0.

08
1.

53
0.

04
*

1.
52

0.
08

C
6

Th
re

e 
se

ct
io

n 
fa

ci
al

 
pr

ofi
le

 c
an

on
 (u

pp
er

 v
s 

m
id

dl
e 

fa
ce

)
Tr

-N
: N

-S
n

1
1.

56
0.

23
1.

51
0.

08
1.

56
0.

23
1.

55
0.

04
*

1.
55

0.
04

*
1.

57
0.

04
*

C
7

Th
re

e 
se

ct
io

n 
fa

ci
al

 
pr

ofi
le

 c
an

on
 (m

id
dl

e 
vs

 
lo

w
er

 fa
ce

)
N

-S
n:

 S
n-

G
n

1
1.

67
0.

89
1.

67
0.

35
1.

67
0.

89
1.

7
0.

04
*

1.
7

0.
04

*
1.

66
0.

04
*



Page 10 of 16Zwahlen et al. Maxillofacial Plastic and Reconstructive Surgery           (2022) 44:28 

Ta
bl

e 
3 

Co
m

pa
ris

on
 o

f a
tt

ra
ct

iv
e 

m
al

e 
an

d 
fe

m
al

e 
fa

ce
s 

w
ith

 ‘id
ea

l’ r
at

io
s

*  S
ig

ni
fic

an
t p

-v
al

ue
 <

 0
.0

5

Pa
ra

m
et

er
s

D
es

cr
ip

tio
ns

Id
ea

l 
ta

rg
et

 
va

lu
e

A
tt

ra
ct

iv
e 

m
al

e 
fa

ce
s 

(n
 =

 5
)

A
tt

ra
ct

iv
e 

fe
m

al
e 

fa
ce

s 
(n

 =
 5

)

To
ta

l j
ud

ge
s

La
ym

an
 ju

dg
es

O
rt

ho
gn

at
hi

c 
ju

dg
es

To
ta

l j
ud

ge
s

La
ym

an
 ju

dg
es

O
rt

ho
gn

at
hi

c 
ju

dg
es

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

R1
Tr

-N
: N

-S
to

1
0.

86
0.

14
0.

86
0.

22
0.

86
0.

14
1.

00
0.

72
1.

00
0.

72
0.

96
0.

50

R2
Tr

-N
: S

n-
M

e
1

0.
94

0.
69

0.
94

0.
69

0.
94

0.
69

1.
10

0.
23

1.
10

0.
23

0.
97

0.
68

R3
N

-S
to

: S
n-

M
e

1
1.

07
0.

04
*

1.
07

0.
04

*
1.

07
0.

04
*

1.
12

0.
04

*
1.

12
0.

04
*

1.
07

0.
04

*

R4
Tr

-S
n:

 N
-M

e
1

0.
99

1.
00

0.
99

0.
50

0.
99

1.
00

1.
09

0.
07

1.
09

0.
07

1.
02

0.
07

R5
N

-S
n:

 S
n-

M
e

0.
75

4
0.

77
0.

23
0.

77
0.

23
0.

77
0.

23
0.

80
0.

14
0.

80
0.

14
0.

79
0.

89

R6
Sn

-S
to

: S
n-

M
e

0.
33

3
0.

30
0.

22
0.

30
0.

34
0.

30
0.

22
0.

32
0.

34
0.

32
0.

34
0.

32
0.

89

R7
St

o-
M

e:
 S

n-
M

e
0.

66
7

0.
70

0.
14

0.
70

0.
14

0.
70

0.
14

0.
70

0.
14

0.
70

0.
14

0.
69

0.
23

R8
Sn

-S
to

: S
to

-M
e

0.
5

0.
43

0.
23

0.
43

0.
35

0.
43

0.
23

0.
45

0.
35

0.
45

0.
35

0.
47

0.
50

R9
Ls

-S
to

: S
n-

St
o

0.
36

0.
40

0.
04

*
0.

40
0.

06
0.

40
0.

04
*

0.
47

0.
04

*
0.

47
0.

04
*

0.
40

0.
04

*

R1
0

Ls
-S

to
: S

to
-L

i
0.

88
1.

12
0.

72
1.

12
0.

23
1.

12
0.

72
1.

01
0.

50
1.

01
0.

50
1.

13
0.

35

R1
1

En
(R

)-E
n(

L)
: X

(R
)-X

(L
)

0.
2

0.
2

0.
04

*
0.

25
0.

04
*

0.
2

0.
04

*
0.

27
0.

04
*

0.
27

0.
04

*
0.

26
0.

04
*

R1
2

En
(R

)-E
n(

L)
: E

x(
R)

-E
x(

L)
0.

33
3

0.
38

0.
04

*
0.

38
0.

04
*

0.
38

0.
04

*
0.

40
0.

04
*

0.
40

0.
04

*
0.

40
0.

04
*

R1
3

P(
R)

-P
(L

): 
Ex

(R
)-E

x(
L)

0.
7

0.
65

0.
04

*
0.

65
0.

04
*

0.
65

0.
04

*
0.

69
0.

20
0.

69
0.

20
0.

69
0.

20

R1
4

A
l(R

)-A
l(L

): 
C

h(
R)

-C
h(

L)
0.

62
5

0.
79

0.
04

*
0.

79
0.

04
*

0.
79

0.
04

*
0.

72
0.

04
*

0.
72

0.
04

*
0.

72
0.

04
*

R1
5

C
h(

R)
-C

h(
L)

: E
x(

R)
-E

x(
L)

0.
6

0.
51

0.
04

*
0.

51
0.

04
*

0.
51

0.
04

*
0.

53
0.

04
*

0.
53

0.
04

*
0.

53
0.

04
*

R1
6

C
h(

R)
-C

h(
L)

: X
(R

)-X
(L

)
0.

4
0.

32
0.

04
*

0.
32

0.
04

*
0.

32
0.

04
*

0.
36

0.
04

*
0.

36
0.

04
*

0.
36

0.
04

*

R1
7

A
l(R

)-A
l(L

): 
N

-S
n

0.
62

5
0.

64
0.

35
0.

64
0.

69
0.

64
0.

35
0.

68
0.

04
*

0.
68

0.
04

*
0.

73
0.

04
*

R1
8

Sn
-S

to
: C

h(
R)

-C
h(

L)
0.

4
0.

48
0.

22
0.

48
0.

23
0.

48
0.

22
0.

42
0.

10
0.

42
0.

10
0.

43
0.

08

R1
9

Sn
-M

e:
 C

h(
R)

-C
h(

L)
1.

33
1.

47
0.

08
1.

47
0.

10
1.

47
0.

08
1.

33
1.

00
1.

33
1.

00
1.

40
0.

50

R2
0

X(
R)

-X
(L

): 
Tr

-M
e

0.
78

3
0.

80
0.

50
0.

80
0.

50
0.

80
0.

50
0.

77
0.

69
0.

77
0.

69
0.

79
0.

50

R2
1

Sn
-S

to
: X

(R
)-X

(L
)

0.
22

5
0.

14
0.

04
*

0.
14

0.
04

*
0.

14
0.

04
*

0.
14

0.
04

*
0.

14
0.

04
*

0.
15

0.
04

*

R2
2

Sn
-M

e:
 X

(R
)-X

(L
)

0.
53

0.
48

0.
04

*
0.

48
0.

10
0.

48
0.

04
*

0.
47

0.
04

*
0.

47
0.

04
*

0.
47

0.
04

*

R2
3

N
-S

to
: X

(R
)-X

(L
)

0.
53

5
0.

52
0.

04
*

0.
52

0.
50

0.
52

0.
04

*
0.

52
0.

10
0.

52
0.

10
0.

52
0.

10

R2
4

N
-M

e:
 X

(R
)-X

(L
)

0.
86

0.
82

0.
04

*
0.

82
0.

50
0.

82
0.

04
*

0.
83

0.
07

0.
83

0.
07

0.
83

0.
07



Page 11 of 16Zwahlen et al. Maxillofacial Plastic and Reconstructive Surgery           (2022) 44:28  

Ta
bl

e 
4 

Co
m

pa
ris

on
 o

f a
tt

ra
ct

iv
e 

m
al

e 
an

d 
fe

m
al

e 
fa

ce
s 

w
ith

 ‘id
ea

l’ a
ng

le
s

*  S
ig

ni
fic

an
t p

-v
al

ue
 <

 0
.0

5

Pa
ra

m
et

er
s

D
es

cr
ip

tio
ns

Id
ea

l 
ta

rg
et

 
va

lu
e

A
tt

ra
ct

iv
e 

m
al

e 
fa

ce
s 

(n
 =

 5
)

A
tt

ra
ct

iv
e 

fe
m

al
e 

fa
ce

s 
(n

 =
 5

)

To
ta

l j
ud

ge
s

La
ym

an
 ju

dg
es

O
rt

ho
gn

at
hi

c 
ju

dg
es

To
ta

l j
ud

ge
s

La
ym

an
 ju

dg
es

O
rt

ho
gn

at
hi

c 
ju

dg
es

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

M
ed

ia
n

p‑
va

lu
e

A
1

Ls
p-

G
-P

og
6.

3
6.

0
0.

89
6.

0
0.

50
6.

0
0.

89
5.

5
0.

69
5.

5
0.

69
6.

2
0.

89

A
2

Li
p-

G
-P

og
3.

3
3.

6
0.

50
2.

9
0.

69
3.

6
0.

50
3.

2
0.

69
3.

2
0.

69
5.

3
0.

23

A
3

Ls
p-

N
-P

og
5.

9
7.

4
0.

14
7.

4
0.

23
7.

4
0.

14
7.

9
0.

08
7.

9
0.

08
8.

4
0.

04

A
4

A
-N

-B
7.

1
8.

9
0.

23
7.

0
0.

89
8.

9
0.

23
6.

2
0.

79
6.

2
0.

79
6.

2
0.

79

A
5

G
-N

-P
n

14
0.

3
14

0.
8

0.
69

14
0.

8
0.

89
14

0.
8

0.
69

14
5.

9
0.

08
14

5.
9

0.
08

14
7.

2
0.

04

A
6

Pn
-N

-S
n

22
.5

19
.5

0.
04

19
.5

0.
50

19
.5

0.
04

18
.3

0.
04

18
.3

0.
04

18
.3

0.
04

A
7

Pn
-N

-P
og

27
.5

30
.6

0.
14

30
.6

0.
35

30
.6

0.
14

26
.4

0.
35

26
.4

0.
35

27
.2

0.
89

A
8

N
-P

n-
Po

g
12

9.
5

13
1.

1
0.

69
13

3.
3

0.
89

13
1.

1
0.

69
13

8.
2

0.
08

13
8.

2
0.

08
13

4.
6

0.
08

A
9

G
-S

n-
Po

g
17

0
16

3.
5

0.
04

16
4.

4
0.

08
16

3.
5

0.
04

16
7.

2
0.

35
16

7.
2

0.
35

16
7.

2
0.

04

A
10

N
-S

n-
Po

g
16

3
16

1.
5

0.
04

16
2.

4
0.

50
16

1.
5

0.
04

16
0.

8
0.

89
16

0.
8

0.
89

16
0.

8
0.

68

A
11

Li
p-

B-
Po

g
12

5.
5

15
6.

6
0.

04
15

6.
4

0.
04

15
6.

6
0.

04
16

2.
4

0.
04

16
2.

4
0.

04
15

5.
1

0.
04

A
12

N
-P

o-
Pn

23
.6

19
.8

0.
04

19
.7

0.
04

19
.8

0.
04

20
.4

0.
04

20
.4

0.
04

19
.5

0.
04

A
13

N
-P

o-
Sn

28
.5

24
.8

0.
04

25
.0

0.
04

24
.8

0.
04

25
.2

0.
04

25
.2

0.
04

25
.1

0.
04

A
14

N
-P

o-
Po

g
54

.4
47

.3
0.

04
47

.3
0.

04
47

.3
0.

04
46

.6
0.

04
46

.6
0.

04
46

.4
0.

04

A
15

N
-P

o-
G

n
57

51
.5

0.
04

51
.5

0.
08

51
.5

0.
04

51
.5

0.
04

51
.5

0.
04

51
.1

0.
04

A
16

Pn
-P

o-
Sn

7
7.

1
0.

69
7.

1
0.

50
7.

1
0.

69
7.

4
0.

69
7.

4
0.

69
7.

0
1

A
17

Pn
-P

o-
Ls

14
.5

11
.7

0.
08

12
.4

0.
69

11
.7

0.
08

11
.9

0.
04

11
.9

0.
04

12
.0

0.
04

A
18

Sn
-P

o-
Ls

7
5.

0
0.

08
6.

6
0.

23
5.

0
0.

08
5.

2
0.

04
5.

2
0.

04
5.

5
0.

08

A
19

Sn
-P

o-
G

n
36

.5
27

.5
0.

04
27

.5
0.

04
27

.5
0.

04
26

.3
0.

04
26

.3
0.

04
26

.5
0.

04

A
20

Ls
-P

o-
St

o
2.

8
3.

6
0.

04
3.

3
0.

04
3.

6
0.

04
4.

4
0.

04
4.

4
0.

04
4.

3
0.

04

A
21

Ls
-P

o-
Li

7.
1

7.
7

0.
69

7.
5

0.
69

7.
7

0.
69

8.
1

0.
04

8.
1

0.
04

8.
1

0.
14

A
22

Ls
-P

o-
Po

g
17

.1
16

.9
0.

69
16

.7
0.

23
16

.9
0.

69
16

.6
0.

35
16

.6
0.

35
16

.6
0.

35

A
23

Li
-P

o-
Po

g
12

.5
9.

9
0.

04
9.

5
0.

04
9.

9
0.

04
8.

1
0.

04
8.

1
0.

04
8.

7
0.

04

A
24

(S
n-

Ls
p)

-(P
og

-L
ip

)
15

7.
3

16
8.

5
0.

14
16

8.
5

0.
23

16
8.

5
0.

14
15

4.
0

0.
35

15
4.

0
0.

35
15

4.
0

0.
35

A
25

(G
-P

og
)-(

N
-P

n)
35

31
.0

0.
14

27
.8

0.
07

31
.0

0.
14

29
.0

0.
04

29
.0

0.
04

29
.0

0.
04

A
26

(B
-L

ip
)-(

Ls
p-

A
)

12
5

14
8.

0
0.

04
14

8.
0

0.
04

14
8.

0
0.

04
14

2.
0

0.
14

14
2.

0
0.

14
13

9.
0

0.
23



Page 12 of 16Zwahlen et al. Maxillofacial Plastic and Reconstructive Surgery           (2022) 44:28 

Ta
bl

e 
5 

Th
e 

co
rr

el
at

io
ns

 b
et

w
ee

n 
th

e 
m

ea
n 

VA
S 

sc
or

es
 a

nd
 th

e 
de

vi
at

io
ns

 o
f t

he
 m

ea
su

re
d 

pa
ra

m
et

er
s 

fro
m

 id
ea

l t
ar

ge
t v

al
ue

s

Pa
ra

m
et

er
s

A
ll 

m
od

el
s

Fe
m

al
e 

m
od

el
s

M
al

e 
m

od
el

s

O
ve

ra
ll

O
rt

ho
gn

at
hi

c 
ju

dg
es

La
yp

er
so

n 
ju

dg
es

O
ve

ra
ll

O
rt

ho
gn

at
hi

c 
ju

dg
es

La
yp

er
so

n 
ju

dg
es

O
ve

ra
ll

O
rt

ho
gn

at
hi

c 
ju

dg
es

La
yp

er
so

n 
ju

dg
es

r
p

r
p

r
p

r
p

r
p

r
p

r
p

r
p

r
p

R1
 −

 0
.0

73
0.

71
 −

 0
.1

36
0.

48
 −

 0
.0

31
0.

87
 −

 0
.1

16
0.

68
 −

 0
.1

39
0.

62
 −

 0
.0

99
0.

73
0.

07
7

0.
79

 −
 0

.0
14

0.
96

0.
13

2
0.

65

R2
0.

08
9

0.
65

0.
04

1
0.

83
0.

11
6

0.
55

0.
05

1
0.

86
0.

05
3

0.
85

0.
04

8
0.

87
0.

21
7

0.
46

0.
12

9
0.

66
0.

26
7

0.
36

R3
0.

37
9

0.
04

*
0.

39
6

0.
03

0.
35

8
0.

06
0.

33
6

0.
22

0.
38

7
0.

15
0.

29
8

0.
28

0.
42

3
0.

13
0.

39
1

0.
17

0.
43

2
0.

12

R4
0.

10
9

0.
57

0.
06

3
0.

75
0.

13
5

0.
49

0.
04

0
0.

89
0.

04
9

0.
86

0.
03

4
0.

90
0.

27
6

0.
34

0.
18

7
0.

52
0.

32
4

0.
26

R5
0.

41
3

0.
03

*
0.

41
4

0.
03

*
0.

40
3

0.
03

*
0.

27
4

0.
32

0.
28

9
0.

30
0.

25
9

0.
35

0.
57

0
0.

03
*

0.
54

1
0.

04
6*

0.
57

4
0.

03
*

R6
 −

 0
.0

01
1.

00
0.

06
1

0.
75

 −
 0

.0
38

0.
84

0.
19

3
0.

49
0.

31
1

0.
26

0.
11

7
0.

68
 −

 0
.2

31
0.

43
 −

 0
.2

27
0.

43
 −

 0
.2

28
0.

43

R7
 −

 0
.1

59
0.

41
 −

 0
.2

25
0.

24
 −

 0
.1

15
0.

55
 −

 0
.2

56
0.

36
 −

 0
.3

36
0.

22
 −

 0
.2

02
0.

47
0.

03
0

0.
92

 −
 0

.0
13

0.
97

0.
05

6
0.

85

R8
0.

08
3

0.
67

0.
14

7
0.

45
0.

04
2

0.
83

0.
24

7
0.

37
0.

35
5

0.
19

0.
17

7
0.

53
 −

 0
.1

37
0.

64
 −

 0
.1

24
0.

67
 −

 0
.1

42
0.

63

R9
 −

 0
.0

39
0.

84
 −

 0
.1

38
0.

47
0.

02
3

0.
91

 −
 0

.0
17

0.
95

 −
 0

.0
96

0.
73

0.
03

1
0.

91
 −

 0
.0

31
0.

92
 −

 0
.1

48
0.

61
0.

04
3

0.
89

R1
0

0.
12

0
0.

54
0.

10
0

0.
61

0.
12

9
0.

50
0.

11
3

0.
69

0.
14

5
0.

61
0.

09
1

0.
75

0.
10

6
0.

72
0.

03
4

0.
91

0.
14

9
0.

61

R1
1

0.
01

4
0.

94
0.

04
4

0.
82

 −
 0

.0
04

0.
98

0.
43

7
0.

10
0.

47
4

0.
07

0.
40

5
0.

13
 −

 0
.4

79
0.

08
 −

 0
.4

47
0.

11
 −

 0
.4

87
0.

08

R1
2

0.
12

9
0.

51
0.

15
8

0.
41

0.
10

8
0.

58
0.

48
2

0.
07

0.
51

3
0.

05
0.

45
2

0.
09

 −
 0

.5
10

0.
06

 −
 0

.4
69

0.
09

 −
 0

.5
23

0.
06

R1
3

0.
37

5
0.

05
*

0.
30

7
0.

11
0.

40
8

0.
03

*
0.

44
0

0.
10

0.
38

8
0.

15
0.

46
1

0.
08

0.
34

6
0.

23
0.

27
4

0.
34

0.
38

2
0.

18

R1
4

0.
26

5
0.

16
0.

30
9

0.
10

0.
23

2
0.

23
0.

27
6

0.
32

0.
32

0
0.

25
0.

24
3

0.
38

0.
18

0
0.

54
0.

19
2

0.
51

0.
16

9
0.

56

R1
5

0.
24

1
0.

21
0.

22
9

0.
23

0.
24

2
0.

21
0.

41
9

0.
12

0.
38

6
0.

16
0.

42
8

0.
11

0.
10

2
0.

73
0.

18
1

0.
54

0.
05

0
0.

87

R1
6

0.
16

7
0.

39
0.

16
8

0.
38

0.
16

3
0.

40
0.

49
0

0.
06

0.
47

4
0.

07
0.

48
8

0.
07

 −
 0

.1
35

0.
65

 −
 0

.0
71

0.
81

 −
 0

.1
71

0.
56

R1
7

0.
29

4
0.

12
0.

35
7

0.
06

0.
24

8
0.

19
0.

52
6

0.
04

*
0.

59
0

0.
02

*
0.

47
5

0.
07

 −
 0

.2
98

0.
30

 −
 0

.2
11

0.
47

 −
 0

.3
45

0.
23

R1
8

 −
 0

.3
52

0.
06

 −
 0

.3
28

0.
08

 −
 0

.3
58

0.
06

 −
 0

.4
55

0.
09

 −
 0

.4
15

0.
12

 −
 0

.4
68

0.
08

 −
 0

.3
18

0.
27

 −
 0

.3
26

0.
26

 −
 0

.3
05

0.
29

R1
9

 −
 0

.4
55

0.
01

*
 −

 0
.4

88
0.

01
*

 −
 0

.4
24

0.
02

*
 −

 0
.6

44
0.

01
*

 −
 0

.7
07

 >
 0

.0
1*

 −
 0

.5
92

0.
02

*
 −

 0
.2

34
0.

42
 −

 0
.2

60
0.

37
 −

 0
.2

13
0.

47

R2
0

0.
27

0
0.

16
0.

37
5

0.
04

5*
0.

19
8

0.
30

0.
34

8
0.

20
0.

45
4

0.
09

0.
27

6
0.

32
0.

08
5

0.
77

0.
17

8
0.

54
0.

02
5

0.
93

R2
1

 −
 0

.2
86

0.
13

 −
 0

.2
64

0.
17

 −
 0

.2
93

0.
12

 −
 0

.2
58

0.
35

 −
 0

.2
17

0.
44

 −
 0

.2
77

0.
32

 −
 0

.3
62

0.
20

 −
 0

.3
45

0.
23

 −
 0

.3
64

0.
20

R2
2

 −
 0

.3
83

0.
04

*
 −

 0
.4

28
0.

02
*

 −
 0

.3
45

0.
07

 −
 0

.3
88

0.
15

 −
 0

.4
72

0.
08

 −
 0

.3
29

0.
23

 −
 0

.3
55

0.
21

 −
 0

.3
39

0.
24

 −
 0

.3
56

0.
21

R2
3

 −
 0

.1
17

0.
55

 −
 0

.1
48

0.
45

 −
 0

.0
95

0.
63

 −
 0

.2
29

0.
41

 −
 0

.2
92

0.
29

 −
 0

.1
86

0.
51

0.
00

9
0.

98
0.

00
6

0.
99

0.
01

1
0.

97

R2
4

 −
 0

.3
07

0.
11

 −
 0

.3
65

0.
05

 −
 0

.2
64

0.
17

 −
 0

.3
43

0.
21

 −
 0

.4
47

0.
10

 −
 0

.2
72

0.
33

 −
 0

.2
43

0.
40

 −
 0

.2
29

0.
43

 −
 0

.2
47

0.
40

A
1

 −
 0

.0
48

0.
80

 −
 0

.0
53

0.
79

 −
 0

.0
44

0.
82

 −
 0

.2
03

0.
47

 −
 0

.1
90

0.
50

 −
 0

.2
07

0.
46

0.
21

5
0.

46
0.

19
7

0.
50

0.
22

1
0.

45

A
2

 −
 0

.2
79

0.
14

 −
 0

.2
96

0.
12

 −
 0

.2
62

0.
17

 −
 0

.3
13

0.
26

 −
 0

.3
28

0.
23

 −
 0

.2
97

0.
28

 −
 0

.2
49

0.
39

 −
 0

.2
58

0.
37

 −
 0

.2
37

0.
41

A
3

 −
 0

.0
61

0.
75

 −
 0

.0
84

0.
66

 −
 0

.0
45

0.
82

 −
 0

.2
21

0.
43

 −
 0

.2
21

0.
43

 −
 0

.2
16

0.
44

0.
16

1
0.

58
0.

11
3

0.
70

0.
18

8
0.

52

A
4

0.
52

3
 <

 0
.0

1*
0.

57
3

 <
 0

.0
1*

0.
48

0
0.

01
*

0.
25

7
0.

36
0.

35
8

0.
19

0.
19

0
0.

50
0.

80
3

 <
 0

.0
1*

0.
78

5
 <

 0
.0

1*
0.

79
5

 <
 0

.0
1*

A
5

0.
05

7
0.

77
0.

06
9

0.
72

0.
04

8
0.

80
0.

10
5

0.
71

0.
13

0
0.

65
0.

08
8

0.
76

0.
20

9
0.

47
0.

27
4

0.
34

0.
16

3
0.

58

A
6

0.
09

7
0.

62
0.

13
9

0.
47

0.
06

8
0.

72
0.

24
8

0.
37

0.
25

3
0.

36
0.

24
0

0.
39

 −
 0

.2
77

0.
34

 −
 0

.1
83

0.
53

 −
 0

.3
29

0.
25

A
7

0.
20

2
0.

29
0.

25
7

0.
18

0.
16

3
0.

40
0.

04
4

0.
88

0.
09

8
0.

73
0.

01
1

0.
97

0.
32

8
0.

25
0.

36
5

0.
20

0.
29

8
0.

30

A
8

 −
 0

.3
08

0.
10

 −
 0

.3
57

0.
06

 −
 0

.2
70

0.
16

 −
 0

.1
26

0.
66

 −
 0

.1
70

0.
54

 −
 0

.0
96

0.
73

 −
 0

.4
64

0.
10

 −
 0

.4
96

0.
07

 −
 0

.4
33

0.
12



Page 13 of 16Zwahlen et al. Maxillofacial Plastic and Reconstructive Surgery           (2022) 44:28  

Ta
bl

e 
5 

(c
on

tin
ue

d)

Pa
ra

m
et

er
s

A
ll 

m
od

el
s

Fe
m

al
e 

m
od

el
s

M
al

e 
m

od
el

s

O
ve

ra
ll

O
rt

ho
gn

at
hi

c 
ju

dg
es

La
yp

er
so

n 
ju

dg
es

O
ve

ra
ll

O
rt

ho
gn

at
hi

c 
ju

dg
es

La
yp

er
so

n 
ju

dg
es

O
ve

ra
ll

O
rt

ho
gn

at
hi

c 
ju

dg
es

La
yp

er
so

n 
ju

dg
es

r
p

r
p

r
p

r
p

r
p

r
p

r
p

r
p

r
p

A
9

 −
 0

.2
26

0.
24

 −
 0

.2
82

0.
14

 −
 0

.1
86

0.
33

0.
09

0
0.

75
0.

01
1

0.
97

0.
13

5
0.

63
 −

 0
.6

53
0.

01
*

 −
 0

.6
80

0.
01

*
 −

 0
.6

21
0.

02
*

A
10

 −
 0

.2
29

0.
23

 −
 0

.2
62

0.
17

 −
 0

.2
03

0.
29

0.
11

9
0.

67
0.

06
1

0.
83

0.
15

1
0.

59
 −

 0
.5

98
0.

02
*

 −
 0

.5
87

0.
03

*
 −

 0
.5

90
0.

03
*

A
11

 −
 0

.2
13

0.
27

 −
 0

.2
11

0.
27

 −
 0

.2
08

0.
28

 −
 0

.1
45

0.
61

 −
 0

.1
64

0.
56

 −
 0

.1
30

0.
64

 −
 0

.4
58

0.
10

 −
 0

.4
26

0.
13

 −
 0

.4
67

0.
09

A
12

 −
 0

.0
25

0.
90

 −
 0

.0
64

0.
74

0.
00

1
1.

00
 −

 0
.1

79
0.

52
 −

 0
.2

35
0.

40
 −

 0
.1

42
0.

61
0.

33
6

0.
24

0.
32

6
0.

26
0.

33
5

0.
24

A
13

0.
01

4
0.

94
 −

 0
.0

35
0.

86
0.

04
5

0.
82

 −
 0

.1
74

0.
54

 −
 0

.2
34

0.
40

 −
 0

.1
34

0.
63

0.
51

7
0.

06
0.

48
9

0.
08

0.
52

2
0.

06

A
14

 −
 0

.3
89

0.
04

*
 −

 0
.4

02
0.

03
*

 −
 0

.3
72

0.
04

7*
 −

 0
.5

71
0.

03
*

 −
 0

.6
13

0.
02

*
 −

 0
.5

32
*

0.
04

*
0.

00
5

0.
99

0.
05

9
0.

84
 −

 0
.0

29
0.

92

A
15

 −
 0

.3
71

*
0.

05
 −

 0
.3

90
*

0.
04

 −
 0

.3
50

0.
06

 −
 0

.5
49

0.
03

*
 −

 0
.5

82
0.

02
*

 −
 0

.5
16

*
0.

04
9*

0.
00

1
1.

00
0.

01
6

0.
96

 −
 0

.0
09

0.
98

A
16

0.
09

1
0.

64
0.

08
3

0.
67

0.
09

3
0.

63
0.

01
3

0.
96

 −
 0

.0
06

0.
98

0.
02

4
0.

93
0.

24
1

0.
41

0.
24

8
0.

39
0.

23
1

0.
43

A
17

0.
04

7
0.

81
0.

15
0

0.
44

-0
.0

18
0.

93
-0

.0
52

0.
86

0.
05

1
0.

86
-0

.1
12

0.
69

0.
12

2
0.

68
0.

22
3

0.
44

0.
05

7
0.

85

A
18

 −
 0

.1
20

0.
54

 −
 0

.0
08

0.
97

 −
 0

.1
85

0.
34

 −
 0

.1
54

0.
58

 −
 0

.0
53

0.
85

 −
 0

.2
10

0.
45

 −
 0

.1
06

0.
72

0.
01

6
0.

96
 −

 0
.1

79
0.

54

A
19

 −
 0

.4
33

0.
02

*
 −

 0
.4

14
0.

03
*

 −
 0

.4
34

0.
02

*
 −

 0
.5

80
0.

02
*

 −
 0

.5
61

0.
03

*
 −

 0
.5

78
*

0.
02

*
 −

 0
.2

15
0.

46
 −

 0
.1

92
0.

51
 −

 0
.2

24
0.

44

A
20

 −
 0

.1
91

0.
32

 −
 0

.2
50

0.
19

 −
 0

.1
51

0.
44

 −
 0

.1
34

0.
63

 −
 0

.1
63

0.
56

 −
 0

.1
14

0.
69

 −
 0

.2
07

0.
48

 −
 0

.2
83

0.
33

 −
 0

.1
55

0.
60

A
21

 −
 0

.1
66

0.
39

 −
 0

.2
24

0.
24

 −
 0

.1
27

0.
51

 −
 0

.1
15

0.
68

 −
 0

.1
54

0.
58

 −
 0

.0
89

0.
75

 −
 0

.1
57

0.
59

 −
 0

.2
13

0.
47

 −
 0

.1
18

0.
69

A
22

 −
 0

.4
50

0.
01

*
 −

 0
.4

89
0.

01
*

 −
 0

.4
15

0.
03

*
 −

 0
.5

96
0.

02
*

 −
 0

.6
45

0.
01

*
 −

 0
.5

53
*

0.
03

*
 −

 0
.2

39
0.

41
 −

 0
.2

57
0.

38
 −

 0
.2

22
0.

45

A
23

 −
 0

.4
88

0.
01

*
 −

 0
.4

65
0.

01
*

 −
 0

.4
91

0.
01

*
 −

 0
.6

45
0.

01
*

 −
 0

.6
64

0.
01

*
 −

 0
.6

19
*

0.
01

*
 −

 0
.2

52
0.

39
 −

 0
.1

77
0.

55
 −

 0
.2

92
0.

31

A
24

0.
28

4
0.

14
0.

32
1

0.
09

0.
25

5
0.

18
0.

12
8

0.
65

0.
14

5
0.

61
0.

11
4

0.
69

0.
41

6
0.

14
0.

45
9

0.
10

0.
38

0
0.

18

A
25

0.
08

0
0.

68
0.

13
5

0.
48

0.
04

4
0.

82
 −

 0
.0

37
0.

90
0.

01
4

0.
96

 −
 0

.0
67

0.
81

0.
23

2
0.

42
0.

25
9

0.
37

0.
21

0
0.

47

A
26

0.
05

1
0.

79
0.

08
3

0.
67

0.
03

1
0.

88
 −

 0
.1

06
0.

71
 −

 0
.1

02
0.

72
 −

 0
.1

06
0.

71
0.

29
1

0.
31

0.
35

0
0.

22
0.

24
7

0.
39

C
1

 −
 0

.1
61

0.
41

 −
 0

.1
76

0.
36

 −
 0

.1
47

0.
45

 −
 0

.4
63

0.
08

 −
 0

.4
83

0.
07

 −
 0

.4
39

0.
10

0.
40

4
0.

15
0.

37
4

0.
19

0.
41

3
0.

14

C
2

 −
 0

.1
21

0.
53

 −
 0

.1
45

0.
46

 −
 0

.1
04

0.
59

 −
 0

.4
59

0.
09

 −
 0

.4
82

0.
07

 −
 0

.4
34

0.
11

0.
51

2
0.

06
0.

48
2

0.
08

0.
51

8
0.

06

C
3

0.
26

6
0.

16
0.

28
0

0.
14

0.
25

1
0.

19
0.

13
5

0.
63

0.
13

2
0.

64
0.

13
4

0.
64

0.
46

8
0.

09
0.

50
0

0.
07

0.
43

6
0.

12

C
4

 −
 0

.2
89

0.
13

 −
 0

.3
33

0.
08

 −
 0

.2
55

0.
18

 −
 0

.3
38

0.
22

 −
 0

.3
86

0.
16

 −
 0

.3
02

0.
27

 −
 0

.1
37

0.
64

 −
 0

.1
44

0.
62

 −
 0

.1
30

0.
66

C
5

0.
41

0
0.

03
*

0.
44

4
0.

02
*

0.
38

0
0.

04
*

0.
49

2
0.

06
0.

52
6

0.
04

*
0.

46
1

0.
08

0.
25

7
0.

38
0.

29
1

0.
31

0.
23

0
0.

43

C
6

0.
13

0
0.

50
0.

18
2

0.
35

0.
09

5
0.

62
0.

14
9

0.
60

0.
16

7
0.

55
0.

13
4

0.
63

0.
07

7
0.

79
0.

14
6

0.
62

0.
03

3
0.

91

C
7

 −
 0

.0
61

0.
75

 −
 0

.0
14

0.
94

 −
 0

.0
89

0.
65

 −
 0

.0
48

0.
86

 −
 0

.0
48

0.
86

 −
 0

.0
47

0.
87

 −
 0

.1
36

0.
64

 −
 0

.0
61

0.
84

 −
 0

.1
80

0.
54

C
8

0.
00

6
0.

98
0.

05
6

0.
77

 −
 0

.0
25

0.
90

0.
00

0
1.

00
0.

00
5

0.
99

 −
 0

.0
02

0.
99

 −
 0

.0
48

0.
87

0.
02

5
0.

93
 −

 0
.0

92
0.

76

G
1

 −
 0

.1
63

0.
40

 −
 0

.1
52

0.
43

 −
 0

.1
66

0.
39

 −
 0

.1
79

0.
52

 −
 0

.1
40

0.
62

 −
 0

.1
99

0.
48

 −
 0

.0
68

0.
82

 −
 0

.0
55

0.
85

 −
 0

.0
75

0.
80

G
2

0.
18

4
0.

34
0.

17
2

0.
37

0.
18

7
0.

33
0.

14
4

0.
61

0.
17

1
0.

54
0.

12
4

0.
66

0.
28

1
0.

33
0.

23
5

0.
42

0.
30

2
0.

29

G
3

0.
16

8
0.

38
0.

16
2

0.
40

0.
16

7
0.

39
0.

12
0

0.
67

0.
08

3
0.

77
0.

13
9

0.
62

0.
14

9
0.

61
0.

13
7

0.
64

0.
15

3
0.

60

G
4

0.
07

2
0.

71
0.

05
4

0.
78

0.
08

1
0.

68
 −

 0
.0

25
0.

93
 −

 0
.0

32
0.

91
 −

 0
.0

21
0.

94
0.

24
5

0.
40

0.
22

6
0.

44
0.

25
1

0.
39

G
5

0.
20

7
0.

28
0.

16
2

0.
40

0.
23

0
0.

23
0.

13
7

0.
63

0.
11

5
0.

68
0.

14
7

0.
60

0.
28

6
0.

32
0.

21
2

0.
47

0.
32

5
0.

26



Page 14 of 16Zwahlen et al. Maxillofacial Plastic and Reconstructive Surgery           (2022) 44:28 

Ta
bl

e 
5 

(c
on

tin
ue

d)

Pa
ra

m
et

er
s

A
ll 

m
od

el
s

Fe
m

al
e 

m
od

el
s

M
al

e 
m

od
el

s

O
ve

ra
ll

O
rt

ho
gn

at
hi

c 
ju

dg
es

La
yp

er
so

n 
ju

dg
es

O
ve

ra
ll

O
rt

ho
gn

at
hi

c 
ju

dg
es

La
yp

er
so

n 
ju

dg
es

O
ve

ra
ll

O
rt

ho
gn

at
hi

c 
ju

dg
es

La
yp

er
so

n 
ju

dg
es

r
p

r
p

r
p

r
p

r
p

r
p

r
p

r
p

r
p

G
6

 −
 0

.2
78

0.
14

 −
 0

.2
47

0.
20

 −
 0

.2
90

0.
13

 −
 0

.1
28

0.
65

 −
 0

.1
25

0.
66

 −
 0

.1
27

0.
65

 −
 0

.4
38

0.
12

 −
 0

.3
80

0.
18

-0
.4

64
0.

10

G
7

0.
04

0
0.

84
0.

01
7

0.
93

0.
05

4
0.

78
0.

00
7

0.
98

0.
02

0
0.

94
 −

 0
.0

01
1.

00
0.

16
1

0.
58

0.
11

7
0.

69
0.

18
4

0.
53

G
8

0.
21

8
0.

26
0.

15
0

0.
44

0.
25

5
0.

18
0.

13
4

0.
64

0.
05

0
0.

86
0.

18
0

0.
52

0.
25

5
0.

38
0.

15
7

0.
59

0.
31

0
0.

28

G
9

 −
 0

.3
37

0.
07

 −
 0

.2
96

0.
12

 −
 0

.3
54

0.
06

 −
 0

.2
04

0.
47

 −
 0

.1
41

0.
62

 −
 0

.2
37

0.
40

 −
 0

.4
68

0.
09

 −
 0

.4
15

0.
14

 −
 0

.4
89

0.
08

G
10

0.
34

0
0.

07
0.

33
2

0.
08

0.
33

7
0.

07
0.

31
9

0.
25

0.
35

7
0.

19
0.

28
9

0.
30

0.
36

1
0.

21
0.

28
0

0.
33

0.
40

3
0.

15

G
11

 −
 0

.0
64

0.
74

 −
 0

.0
46

0.
81

 −
 0

.0
74

0.
70

 −
 0

.0
43

0.
88

 −
 0

.0
64

0.
82

 −
 0

.0
29

0.
92

 −
 0

.1
57

0.
59

 −
 0

.1
21

0.
68

 −
 0

.1
76

0.
55

G
12

 −
 0

.3
16

0.
10

 −
 0

.2
77

0.
15

 −
 0

.3
32

0.
08

 −
 0

.2
60

0.
35

 −
 0

.3
08

0.
27

 −
 0

.2
26

0.
42

 −
 0

.4
06

0.
15

 −
 0

.2
66

0.
36

 −
 0

.4
83

0.
08

G
13

0.
24

9
0.

19
0.

19
3

0.
32

0.
27

8
0.

15
0.

30
4

0.
27

0.
25

3
0.

36
0.

32
7

0.
23

0.
14

0
0.

63
0.

03
9

0.
89

0.
20

0
0.

49

G
14

 −
 0

.3
64

0.
05

 −
 0

.3
11

0.
10

 −
 0

.3
88

0.
04

*
 −

 0
.3

27
0.

23
 −

 0
.2

84
0.

31
 −

 0
.3

45
0.

21
 −

 0
.3

72
0.

19
 −

 0
.2

73
0.

35
 −

 0
.4

26
0.

13

G
15

0.
25

6
0.

18
0.

31
0

0.
10

0.
21

7
0.

26
0.

24
9

0.
37

0.
33

1
0.

23
0.

19
4

0.
49

0.
33

1
0.

25
0.

36
3

0.
20

0.
30

4
0.

29

G
16

 −
 0

.1
96

0.
31

 −
 0

.2
45

0.
20

 −
 0

.1
61

0.
40

 −
 0

.1
51

0.
59

 −
 0

.2
24

0.
42

 −
 0

.1
03

0.
72

 −
 0

.3
25

0.
26

 −
 0

.3
50

0.
22

 −
 0

.3
01

0.
30

G
17

0.
10

5
0.

59
0.

10
1

0.
60

0.
10

5
0.

59
 −

 0
.0

30
0.

92
 −

 0
.0

62
0.

83
 −

 0
.0

10
0.

97
0.

22
4

0.
44

0.
23

8
0.

41
0.

20
9

0.
47

G
18

 −
 0

.2
45

0.
20

 −
 0

.2
35

0.
22

 −
 0

.2
44

0.
20

 −
 0

.4
72

0.
08

 −
 0

.4
33

0.
11

 −
 0

.4
84

0.
07

 −
 0

.0
78

0.
8

 −
 0

.1
66

0.
57

 −
 0

.0
22

0.
94

G
19

 −
 0

.3
07

0.
11

 −
 0

.3
50

0.
06

 −
 0

.2
72

0.
15

 −
 0

.3
44

0.
21

 −
 0

.3
90

0.
15

 −
 0

.3
09

0.
26

 −
 0

.1
77

0.
54

 −
 0

.1
85

0.
53

 −
 0

.1
67

0.
57

*  S
ig

ni
fic

an
t p

-v
al

ue
 <

 0
.0

5



Page 15 of 16Zwahlen et al. Maxillofacial Plastic and Reconstructive Surgery           (2022) 44:28  

different significant results between these two groups. 
These results suggested that orthognathic patients apply 
different facial attractiveness criteria when compared 
to laypersons. Generally, it might be speculated that 
orthognathic patients put more emphasis on facial attrac-
tiveness than others. Based on self-perceived own ‘short-
coming’ facial features, they might have a specific interest 
related to certain facial ratios or angles. All these fac-
tors together with specific emotional and psychological 
components might serve to explain the different results 
recorded between orthognathic patient and non-orthog-
nathic layperson judges. Therefore, patients’ wishes are 
of utmost importance during the orthodontic, orthog-
nathic and/or plastic surgery treatment planning, instead 
of relying completely on stereotypical so-called ideal val-
ues and/or measurements. Recommended ideal values 
should only serve as a rough guideline in the clinical daily 
work. Furthermore, unique ethnic facial characteristics 
must be considered during all facial aesthetic treatment 
planning.

Conclusion
Despite several renowned ‘ideal’ parameters of attractive 
faces that have been recommended in the literature, only 
a few of them were found to be significantly correlated 
with attractive faces in Hong Kong Chinese. In general, 
a broader inter-endocanthus and inter-exocanthus width, 
shorter and broader nose, shorter lower face, shorter 
upper lip, flatter labio-mental fold and retrusive mandi-
ble comparing to the recommended ideal faces were per-
ceived as attractive by the judges.

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Authors’ contributions
Research concept and methodology, SKT, RAZ, ATH and WKL; data collec-
tion, SKT. Data analysis, SKT and ATH. Manuscript write-up, SKT, WKL, and 
RAZ. Supervisor of the project, RAZ. The authors read and approved the final 
manuscript.

Funding
None declared.

Availability of data and materials
All data generated or analysed during this study are included in this published 
article.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
The ethical approval for this study was granted by the local authority (Institu-
tional Review Board no.: UW 12–066). The study was conducted at the Prince 
Philip Dental Hospital, The University of Hong Kong. Prior written informed 
consent was obtained from all the model volunteers and judges.

Consent for publication
Consent for publication of photograph was obtained from all photograph 
models.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details
1 Discipline of Oral and Maxillofacial Surgery, Faculty of Dentistry, University 
of Hong Kong, Hong Kong SAR, People’s Republic of China. 2 Unità Di Chirurgia 
Maxillofacciale E Orale, Ospedale Regionale Lugano Ente Ospedaliero Canton-
ale (EOC), Via Tesserete 46, 6903 Lugano, Switzerland. 3 Private Practice, 503 Tak 
Shing House, 20 Des Voeux Road, Central, Hong Kong SAR, People’s Republic 
of China. 4 Discipline of Periodontology, Faculty of Dentistry, Prince Philip 
Dental Hospital, The University of Hong Kong, 34 Hospital Road, Sai Ying Pun, 
Hong Kong SAR, People’s Republic of China. 5 Center of Oral and Maxillofacial 
Surgery Studies, Faculty of Dentistry, Universiti Teknologi MARA Sungai Buloh 
Campus, Jalan Hospital, Selangor Darul Ehsan 47000 Sungai Buloh, Malaysia. 

Received: 25 July 2022   Accepted: 26 August 2022

References
 1. Gao Y, Niddam J, Noel W, Hersant B, Meningaud JP (2018) Comparison of 

aesthetic facial criteria between Caucasian and East Asian female popula-
tions: an esthetic surgeon’s perspective. Asian J Surg 41(1):4–11

 2. Liu S, Fan Y-Y, Guo Z, Samal A, Ali A (2017) A landmark-based data-driven 
approach on 2.5D facial attractiveness computation. Neurocomputing 
238:168–178

 3. South J, Blass B (2001) The future of modern genomics. Blackwell, London
 4. Kiekens RMA, Kuijpers-Jagtman AM, van ’t Hof MA, van ’t Hof BE, 

Straatman H, Maltha JC (2008) Facial esthetics in adolescents and its 
relationship to “ideal” ratios and angles. Am J Orthod Dentofacial Orthop 
133(2):188e1–188e8.

 5. Malkoc S, Fidancioglu A (2016) The role of ideal angles, ratios, and divine 
proportions in aesthetic evaluation of adolescents. Aesthetic Plast Surg 
40(1):1–12

 6. Rhee SC (2018) Differences between Caucasian and Asian attractive faces. 
Skin Res Technol 24(1):73–79

 7. Akan S, Torgut A, Oktay H (2017) Effects of malocclusions on facial 
attractiveness and their correlations with the divine proportion. J Orofac 
Orthop 78(5):427–436

 8. Fernandez-Riveiro P, Smyth-Chamosa E, Suarez-Quintanilla D, Suarez-
Cunqueiro M (2003) Angular photogrammetric analysis of the soft tissue 
facial profile. Eur J Orthod 25(4):393–399

 9. Cox NH, van der Linden FP (1971) Facial harmony. Am J Orthod 
60(2):175–183

 10. El-Mangoury NH, Mostafa YA, Rasmy EM, Salah A (1996) Faciometrics: a 
new syntax for facial feature analysis. Int J Adult Orthodon Orthognath 
Surg 11(1):71–82

 11. Peck H, Peck S (1970) A concept of facial esthetics. Angle Orthod 
40(4):284–317

 12. Hatch CD, Wehby GL, Nidey NL, Moreno Uribe LM (2017) Effects of objec-
tive 3-dimensional measures of facial shape and symmetry on percep-
tions of facial attractiveness. J Oral Maxillofac Surg 75(9):1958–1970

 13. Vivier Mandrano NA, TY, Sato N, Kuroki T, Yoshimoto S, (2017) Facial char-
acteristics in Malagasy adults: a pilot study with 64 volunteers. J Cleft Lip 
Palate Craniofac Anomal 4:S98-104

 14. Mizumoto Y, Deguchi T Sr, Fong KW (2009) Assessment of facial golden 
proportions among young Japanese women. Am J Orthod Dentofacial 
Orthop 136(2):168–174

 15. Ricketts RM (1982) Divine proportion in facial esthetics. Clin Plast Surg 
9(4):401–422

 16. Ricketts RM (1982) The biologic significance of the divine proportion and 
Fibonacci series. Am J Orthod 81(5):351–370

 17. Dahlberg G (1940) Statistical Methods for Medical and Biological Stu-
dents. George Allen and Unwin Ltd., London.

 18. Talita Adão P, Lameira G, de O, Juliana Dos Santos O, Fátima Palha de 
O, (2005) Technical error of measurement in anthropometry. Revista 
Brasileira de Medicina do Esporte 11(1):81–85

 19. Rossetti A, De Menezes M, Rosati R, Ferrario VF, Sforza C (2013) The role of 
the golden proportion in the evaluation of facial esthetics. Angle Orthod 
83(5):801



Page 16 of 16Zwahlen et al. Maxillofacial Plastic and Reconstructive Surgery           (2022) 44:28 

 20. Mantelakis A, Iosifidis M, Al-Bitar ZB, Antoniadis V, Wertheim D, Garagiola 
U, Naini FB (2018) Proportions of the aesthetic African-Caribbean face: 
idealized ratios, comparison with the golden proportion and perceptions 
of attractiveness. Maxillofac Plast Reconstr Surg 40(1):20

 21. Chen C, Chen Y, Li Q, Kau CH (2019) The esthetic difference of Chinese 
beauty evaluated by two different human races based on three-dimen-
sional average face analysis. J Craniofac Surg 30(5):1435–1440

 22. Kawakami S, Tsukada S, Hayashi H, Takada Y, Koubayashi S (1989) 
Golden proportion for maxillofacial surgery in orientals. Ann Plast Surg 
23:417–425

 23. Marques APL, P, Imara Castro M, Keila Rodrigues C, Ricardo M, Eros P, 
(2012) Photometric study of divine proportion and its correlation with 
facial attractiveness. Dental Press Journal of Orthodontics 17(2):124–131

 24. Keim RG (2002) A new paradigm of facial analysis. J Clin Orthod 
36(6):317–318

 25. Jefferson Y (2004) Facial beauty–establishing a universal standard. Int J 
Orthod Milwaukee 15(1):9–22

 26. Khan N, Nagar A, Tandon P, Singh G, Singh A (2016) Evaluation of facial 
divine proportion in North Indian population. Contemporary Clinical 
Dentistry 7(3):366–370

 27. Dantcheva A, Dugelay J-L (2015) Assessment of female facial beauty 
based on anthropometric, non-permanent and acquisition characteris-
tics. Multimed Tools Appl 74(24):11331–11355

 28. Jahanbin A, Basafa M, Alizadeh Y (2008) Evaluation of the divine 
proportion in the facial profile of young females. Indian J Dent Res 
19(4):292–296

 29. Honn M, Dietz K, Godt A, Goz G (2005) Perceived relative attractiveness of 
facial profiles with varying degrees of skeletal anomalies. J Orofac Orthop 
66(3):187–196

 30. Johnston C, Hunt O, Burden D, Stevenson M, Hepper P (2010) Self-
perception of dentofacial attractiveness among patients requiring 
orthognathic surgery. Angle Orthod 80(2):361–366

 31. Little AC, Burt DM, Penton-Voak IS, Perrett DI (2001) Self-perceived attrac-
tiveness influences human female preferences for sexual dimorphism 
and symmetry in male faces. Proc Biol Sci 268(1462):39–44

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.


	Does 3-dimensional facial attractiveness relate to golden ratio, neoclassical canons, ‘ideal’ ratios and ‘ideal’ angles?
	Abstract 
	Background: 
	Methods: 
	Results: 
	Conclusions: 

	Background
	Materials and methods
	3-D photograph
	Judges
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Attractive faces versus recommended parameters
	Analyses based on VAS scores

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	References


