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——Abstract

The use of a rubber dam is a useful technique for protecting patients and operators, producing good results
when treating children and adolescent patients. Despite its many advantages, some children and adolescent
patients have negative feelings and sometimes express its discomfort. The purpose of this study was to evaluate
the patients preferences for rubber dam use and the associated factors that may affect it. A survey was
conducted targeting patients aged 4-18 years old who visited the pediatric dental clinic, the restorative dental
clinic, or the student treatment dental clinic of OO University Dental Hospital, and were treated using a rubber
dam without sedation. We collected questionnaires through electronic medical records. Most children and
adolescent patients showed positive attitudes towards using rubber dams. The group with a short treatment
time and the group with past knowledge or experience of rubber dam use showed more positive attitudes
towards rubber dams (p < 0.05), while no significant difference was found among factors such as gender, age,
procedure, anesthetics, treatment site, and operator (p > 0.05).
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Fig. 1. Self-questionnaire about overall dental treatment and rubber dam use.
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Table 1. Distribution of patients according to each subsection
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Subsection Number of patients (%) Total (%)
Gender Male Female
89 (48.1) 96 (51.9)
Age Early childhood School age Adolescent
25(13.5) 117 (63.2) 43(23.2)
Procedure Seal Fill Endo
31(16.8) 127 (68.6) 27 (14.6)
Anesthesia None Infiltration Block
88 (47.6) 51(27.6) 46 (24.9)
Time < 20 min < 40 min 40 min <
30(16.2) 80 (43.2) 75 (40.5)
Treated tooth Anterior Posterior Both 185 (100)
11(5.9) 170 (91.9) 4(2.2)
Primary Permanent Both
63 (34.1) 110 (59.5) 12 (6.5)
Maxillary Mandibular Both
78 (42.2) 70 (37.8) 37(20.0)
Knowledge None Known
100 (54.1) 85(45.9)
Experience None Experienced
65(35.1) 120 (64.9)
Operator Dentist Student
101 (54.6) 84 (45.4)
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Fig. 2. Preference of patients and parents regarding rubber dam use.
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Table 2. Comparison of Mean Preference Score between attitude to rubber dams and each subsection

Subsection Mean Preference Score p value
Gender Male Female
Today RD Exp. 2.46 22 0.126
Willing to RD next 2.54 244 0.557
Age Early childhood School age Adolescence
Today RD Exp. 1.96 2.34 249 0.191
Willing to RD next 1.96 2.58 2.53 0.054
Procedure Seal Fill Endo
Today RD Exp. 252 235 2 0.228
Willing to RD next 2.55 2.54 2.19 0.358
Anesthesia None Infiltration Block
Today RD Exp. 2.39 2.04 252 0.099
Willing to RD next 2.55 2.2 2.7 0.092
Time < 20 min < 40 min 40 min <
Today RD Exp. 2.83 228 2.17 0.028+
Willing to RD next 297 249 229 0.030+
Treated tooth Anterior Posterior
Today RD Exp. 2.36 231 0.887
Willing to RD next 2.36 248 0.748
Primary Permanent
Today RD Exp. 2.02 249 0.020*
Willing to RD next 2.32 2.58 0.190
Maxillary Mandibular
Today RD Exp. 224 24 0.435
Willing to RD next 2.35 2.61 0.181
Knowledge None Known
Today RD Exp. 2.01 2.69 0.000*
Willing to RD next 2.23 2.79 0.001*
Experience None Experienced
Today RD Exp. 1.98 251 0.003*
Willing to RD next 2.17 2.66 0.007*
Operator Dentist Student
Today RD Exp. 244 2.19 0.149
Willing to RD next 2.61 233 0.108
T-test, significant at p < 0.05 (*)
One-way ANOVA, significant at p <0.05 (+)
o) oA 7) Ao} 29
wi o 9 gl mhE BRO wAE AdE e 1 A fAs 97R, AR 7R, et Ackst shef Aoke
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A o2 Fo g 2kl = gl tH(Table 2). atal A% W Ao ek A molA F214 72| 15
A 747} 2.02, 2498 BT A AR We AFA
6) A& Azt Folgk Aol & HH o SHAY Bee Bk 1 99 AE
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o gk F AfolM 24 o] d& HolH 2iH e Wl e & THTable 2).
BAQ BES 291 5 th(Table 2). 21H Wl of
g7 ARl A7 AREe] Foldes vE SHA) AdE 8) EM“J“’H gk 24
BT, 53] 202 oleh 1EF 40% 237 25 Aolel fo el o AbgakeAel el 9n gt T 28
gk zpo]7F AATH A p = 0.023, p = 0.022, Tukey test). e It el g oIk 7 AR BRolA] BAIEA
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Table 3. Comparison of Mean Preference Score to rubber dams between patients and parents
Patients Parents p value
Today rubber dam experience 232 2.99 0.000*
Willing to rubber dam next 249 3.10 0.000*
T-test, significant at p <0.05 (¥)
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Fig. 4. Satisfactory aspects of rubber dam use.
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