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igs 4a and 4b  Distribution of gingival thickness from direct measurement versus gingival biotype (thick or thin) by (3) visual assessment
and (b} periodontal probe.
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Gingival biotype (VA) Gingival biotype (PP)
Gingival biotype (DM) Thick Thin Gingival biotype (DM) Thick Thin
Thick (> 1.0 mm) 24 0 Thick (> 1.0 mm) 21 3

Gingival biotype (VA) |
Gingival biotype (PP) Thick Thin

Thin (£ 1.0 mm) 15 9 Thin (1.0 mm) 9 15
Predictive value of VA 24/39 (62%) 9/9 (100%) Predictive value of PP 21/30(70%)  15/18(83%)

P=0001. P=_146.
DM = direct measurement; VA = visual assessment. DM = direct measurement; PP = periodontal probe.
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P=.0117.
PP = perlodontal probe; VA = visual assessment
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