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Evaluation of the proximal contact and comparison of
methods for measuring in normal dentition
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Purpose. The aim of this study was to evaluate the proximal contact with a dental
floss compared to a celluloid strip and a metal strip in normal dental arch and in-
vestigate what the most effective method for measuring is. Materials and meth-
ods. The subjects of this study was consisted with 20 healthy adults (10 males
and 10 females) who had normal dentition. A dentist with more than 5 years of
clinical experience evaluated the proximal contacts using a dental floss method,
a celluloid strip method, and a metal strip method. Statistical analysis were per-
formed by the use of Mann-Whitney U test. A P-value < .05 was considered statis-
tically significant in all analysis. In addition, in the evaluation of proximal contact
using a dental floss, the measurement of proximal contact using a celluloid strip
and a metal strip was compared. Results. 80 % of all proximal contact was proper.
Proper proximal contact was observed at the posterior area compared to the ante-
rior area (P < .05). And male had proper proximal contact at the anterior area, fe-
male had proper proximal contact at the posterior area (P < .05). The consistency
analysis between the results of the celluloid strip and the metal strip experiment
on the results obtained from the floss using the consistency scale Kappa index
shows that using celluloid strip is more advantageous than using the metal strip.
Conclusion. Only 80% of all proximal contact was proper. Using celluloid strips
with various thickness for evaluating of proximal contact is considered to be
helpful for accurate measuring of proximal contact. (J Korean Acad Prosthodont
2023;61:198-203)
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Fig. 1. Insertion of a celluloid strip to interdental space.
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Table 1. Dental floss evaluation of proximal contact in normal
young males and females

Gender

Post. Ant.
0 114 94 97 114 419
Score 1 20 22 39 6 87
2 6 4 4 0 14
100
80
60
40
20 D
0 D [ l:] = -
Ant. Male Post. Male  Ant. Female Post. Female
EOEN]lm2

Fig. 2. Schematic drawing of dental floss evaluation in
normal young males and females (P <.05).
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Table 2. Celluloid strip evaluation according to dental floss
degree

Strip
4
0 255 164 0 0 0
Floss 1 5 22 60 0 0
2 0 1 3 8 2

Table 3. Metal strip evaluation according to dental floss degree
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