2

I. A4 =

n. @748 2 249

. IF+Ax

V. % 2 3¢

V. 4 &
A3ER
QERE
I. A E

&5 Az HEEY AFL deiMe AR
QAR TN Z2HE ALstn FEs8A A7]3
Aol wl$ Fodch 1B APG AIAY A
glo] RAE A oRg Hedttn &  gley
AA A AEFE BHEES AEEt7] $5ty
g 742 A A5 W 2 AsU ARSEZ g
A AIE A et TR A7 AHF
Autell A d] AMEE I o old gt AdEe
2 A7 Ak,

Craig" ¢} Phillips? & 25 Q14A9] 7123 2o
&l 71&3F92n, Gilmorg®, Schnell®t Phillips?
L5 ARAZE Z7] B8 A AL &
ga Bislgdol, o)9ell Fairhurst®& 1%
Aol &8 g A AA F A7 A T o2
312, Eames3%2 TF A4 FAd 4%
3 Azegs HE3AC.

A o] 7] <A /dol #3te] Stackhouse™
= polyether AFA7F 2 v A3A =S
71 Aol vki 3lden, Dhurus¥e Het

e o
‘2‘:'

o

1

Dok

I )
0

k=]

8)
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A3 A5l 31014 polyether V34 7} vinylpolysi-
loxane®]t} polysulfide 2t} o] Y AMgefn B
288} Goldberg”, Tjans" 23 DounisTY &
polyethers} 27} 89 silicone U347} 22 27
B3 JEMIQOE BRI A T, TjanS P ol%
ABAE AHE A Y A5 174 7 A%
AgsA 2¥e AEJn BusPch. w4
Yeh%'Y, LacyS"W& %7t £8Y silicone A7t
OE 15 AR 6 BYsita sg.em, 1991
d Moore5'92 ¥7F T8 silicone /3ol A
£4/3(hydrophobic) ©] 314723 (hydrophilic) 2.t} ¢
Aol Ackar B

3 2FS AHIA Az A3 2=
AgA L] kA, BEAH € QA 2EE Hurt
F92 o Al AT BHT FEYel)
e QA AeAE FALD. Lorrens?,
Praten® Craig® & polyether7} silicone®lv} poly-
sulfides] W& 717 AFFoiRAck RudtgeH,
199111 MooreS'¥ % polyether AAAZE 73 A4
Holny By} F=Y silicone AYFAANA 5ol
259 B} IAFFolgdr B v, olgd BT
FE2HOE polyether AFAY IFAE ZF=3Y
ch

o] 43 Zro] F Aol it B2 I Bt
A= glom Al 27] GFPL HA =
A3 Q1 A5 s A 2ty AL
Ag, Eol, A% T ¥HalE ATz 544
F gunw, A7k 0E QAAE AMSE AR
AZE ZYANA 71 FE S AFsl o] 2] WS
ol = W AT FHHH2, E QA
EAe AL QA T A4A B Aol



YA A&7 A71E ZRATLEN AR e
B agy o QA Y] FFel e 35709 vn
a7 oby BA &¥urh

B d7e da oA ARSI Q1= polyether
3, polysulfide Q1A silicone VFAF F
T, 254 ¥ 398 2 54 2 388
T 57HA 7 QA Y 27 BT A S Hn

AES7] Y8t NEHQD
., od7xfE U gy

1. 37| oM =XE st g

7h FE¥F QG ASE 717 A%

TR el Fejol FA 34 FEE A Kaisers
Nicholls®2’7} 31¢tel Wil wel ohF Hepo o
%2 5709 AUA(A B, C, D, E)E &% tA o
A AFsAHFig. 1. 579 AWAF 27(4,
E) A¥ A% 10.5mm, 4% A% 7.0mm, %°
8.0mme- Y2 Rge 2 A2 dFX 299 9%
A7z, & 270(B, D)= A¥ A% 10.0mm, FH
2173 6.5mm, £°] 8.0mmE 3t A1 27X 19
AxAZeH, Ax] C= A A% 10.0mm, 47
A7 6.5mm, ¥°) 8.0mmE HFAel AXAH .
Zpzte] AR EAL 609 HALEE AZsiPn
RE AR aPA e FUF FANL YA eE

s
8o
&

E

Fig. 1. Schematic drawing of

metal master die.
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sgon I¥ddd v 2 & 44 ¥E=
HANA O3 maAde FA9 VEHeE AU
4zl AdiAle] i3] X%E53L undercut metal
collar (X} el t) 3] 3°2] negative taper) & 8433+
A4EQ0 A PelY butt joint finish lineZ #A}
3A 3xch

FRYP AFL EF3HA AR 48 JT7E
AHgEte] AEFAEEPn®, o] 71T 379 B
33t guide post, metal rim-rock trayE IAY F
QA= FX % 3789 removable stop®] Y=
7A@z FEYol Ratg olF rled WHT F
3o g2 FAEo] glt}, Guide postS} metal stopS-
FRF A F9 A Tt ZE
BANA B2Eg 317] 98] A4 trayiol FEF o
A AXNH=E AP L, FEHL 3
AHQ 497 MAE oz QA ot 2w
288 Faz gt

) A 2 9 A5 By

£ dFxEs 84 4484 AHEEHR gle 57H
AT AFAE AHE-EFATH(Table 1).

5742 QGAE AHESte FRIPL2NE A4S
AET o3 Z QFAEE g BMn 2y
AZsF. olF QdAE BT AZ3Ake] XA)9)
ot ARgstden Y A5 dd 34 AuAE
ethyl alcohol2 RI FFHFE AT F 79

o

Fig. 2. Testing apparatus.
-Left . Master die attached to metal

plate
-Right : Specially designed impression
apparatus
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Table 1. Rubber impression materials used in this experiment

Classification Products Provided system Ctlilggg Manufacturer

Polysulfide Permlastic Two-paste system 10min. Kerr Manufacturing
-Heavy body Co, USA
~Light body

Polyether Impregum-F  Two-paste system  6min. Espe, Germany

Condensation Optosil Putty-ligid system 6min. Bayer, Germany

silicone Xantopren Two-liquid system

Addition-silicone  Blend-a-scon  Putty-paste system 6min. Blend-a-med

(Hydrophobic) Two-liquid system Germany

Addition-silicone ~ Hydrophilic Two-putty system  5min. G-C Dental

(Hydrophilic) exaflex Two-paste system 30sec. Industrial Corp.,

Japan

HRE B73E Foq3t7] 918 37°C2] Water bathol
FRYS FE o BRAA YL ASIHYT.
Optosil/Xantopren, Hydrophilic exaflex, Blend-a-
scon®] AH&-Alol putty/light body system©l AM&
HRAE ol&9 ARl 00} putty AHEF light-
bodyd A A FAIE A 37 A& FA7) 2
mm¢! resin spacerE A &3} FRHA ) X
FA9 AAAINL putty 3L ASE F AAs2
o] FZtell light bodyE FAF71Z F9438}9t}. Poly-
sulfided] WA= T2 tray o] adhesiveE Bl2 1
heavy bodyE AHZFALe] AAE EFsta] A9
Y3 AR FHl= light-bodyE A4A FA7}
¢ 2mmAE HEE FAVIZ FY3Rch Impre-
gum-F= ARl FAg3t FAY trayiol $)%)
AlFdh

QA7 B8 W7tA] A =3 Aboll A A A1E 73t
AlZE B 383 719 -2 (Table 1), U349
AAA BA & Qe gAY AL FHisay)
A3 Gl ey AASHTE AR AL FA)
78 BM (MG Crystal Rock®, Maruishi Gyp-
sum Co, Japan) 100g2 SHFF 24mid] ¥ 60%
¢ AF E§E ¥ vibratorE 083l QA e
& ZAAMEH Bk Z3E BYe 147 Fo
AASGRLr dLor CFHA] UYEF F95lo
=R 5 4= )
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h A4 284 AF

Azd AHZ 2gM g oA} A A
iz shte] H7 a8 AUAY wolE FA3)
AH(Fig. 3).

1) AR Ay &3

gole] FAd= &3 2371 +0.0005mm FE
digital profile projector(Werth, Germany)& A
slen &3 BESE At § Algel &3
3t A8 2k AR AR 23 XX
A B, C D, Edl 3loJd A~B, A—C, A-D, A—E,
B—C ¥ B—-D39 AE &3sen A|HT
E48oF & 6719 &4 Ao Wil 4z 5319
£3E ABG thg olE YA E Scheffe’s testE
o]t FAINH HAFE AldsATh

2) AuA 8 JF9 =%

AA st AL FF A7t £0.005mm A
=% digital vernier calipers(Mitutoyo, Japan)Z
ANHF 534 593 o]& &R o) tha] Scheffe’s
test2 AF3}RT.

3) AGAY Fo) &3

AR 9} ol F4 247} +£0.0005mm FEY
dial gauge(Mitutoyo, Japan) & E& Autatol Al A]
HF 534 23} ol Z2AA o W& Scheffe’s
testZ HZ3IH ).
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Intrapreparation

—

FT \\h

Fig. 3.

Schematic drawing of measurement on stone model

~Intrapreparation . Distance of two abutments
~Diameter . Diameter of lower base of abutment
-Height . Height of abutment

’l<—— 30mm—>'l

Fig. 4. Acrylic resin block with impression
material(oblique line).

die stone solution telescope

impression ! [ ]—

material

encorder

1

measuring
instrument

mounting table of
dental surveyor

Fig. 5. Measuring of contact angle.

7777 2

Fig. 6. Contact angle.
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AE

7h) AE AF

30X30X3mme] WA AHE & & acr-
ylic resin block-2 A &39H(Fig. 4)*. Block]
A S8 ofghe] HebE Fol AGA AH AZA
NAR FAHLE d=E [P =T blockd 2
Aol AAZE 2F HYE 5 U= F FEEE
Fo] AFAY #&& A&stArt. 2z blockel
A% adhesive® vl23 EFE QGAE ¥ &
o1dAlel e "HIA shF7]) Y3 Fol fe
AgHoz gAAAH AIAAG. ol ALHE
ethly alcoholZ 7AR°] R F/HFE AF ¥ 2
ZAA AT 4 Al AzEALY] AA)el
we}l AME-Eten QdAle] FRER THHY A
Azstac.

157 27

=
L=

.o
=

2]

Zt A} 82 R 7-& surveyorS) mounting table $oll
AHA AANAA 238 F CaSO, - H:09 £3}
429(0.2g/mD & wetting liquid® AHE3FIch
Q1234 23 <F 5mm H-91 ol micropippetteS LA &
o < 0.03mlS) 8 g QA A5 B
Hoj) ZA2YA BA=ZTh 18 F 1337 2,042
pulse?t W= encorder® ARS3tY 0.1%9] FE
L& Z'E telescopeZ ¥ HELE FoE FF
st cH(Fig. 5,6). Z7}2] A|B] wis) 538 S39&
A3ty o] A=Jol] 3l Scheffe’s testE o]&
sle] BA Sz APkl

= =
=2 1
=0
A5



1. 37| obNM AN 7D}

7h) At Az

A A, B, C, D, E Atole] FAA 671(A—B,
A—C A—D,A-E,B-—C¥B-D)dl tlgt =329
¥ BF AXAT Table 29 Zvh. A—-BHY A
o A= 0.018(0.092% ) ~0.057(0.291% ) mm <]
H ool A B8l oW Permlasticol A 7HF &2
¥3slE, XantoprenolA 71 & W¥3lE JeEIUL
A—-CZre] AgelME 0.029(0.078% ) ~0. 104(0.
175%)mm®] HAYNA Wsed o™ Blend-a-
sconA 714 22 WEE, Impregum-FollAl 713
T WE3E e olg el f2oist Ayt o
st A— Dz Aol A= 0.02000.045% ) ~0.
078(0.175% )mm<] HHAW A ket o™ Xan-
topren©] 7F& 2t #HIZ, Impregum-Foll4 713
& ¥3te eI A—E 9 Aol M= 0.019
(0.040%)~0.107(0.223% ymm <] F AN A ¥3}
3FS ™ Permlasticol A 7H 22 W#H3lE, Blend-

a-sconl M 71Hg & WEE YEMIAY. =% B-
Cztel Aol 0.035(0.175% ) ~0.089(0. 445
%)mme BAHNA ¥3lsl.2en, Blend-a-scon
oA 71F 2 WHEE, Impregum-FollA] 7+ 2
WS velile] o] 8 ol §93 27t Yehon,
B—Dz} Azl A& 0.002(0.006% ) ~0.075(0. 223
%)mme] FEHUlA WEsPen Hydrophilic
exaflexoll A 7b 242 =27] Wals Jehid, Xa-
ntopren®] 7Fg & A7) WEE Yehigch HA
Ao 2 Blend-a-scon® Im, regum-F 7t $-9)t
Zpel7t AR (P<0.05), S tg 95% ]
fFreFEolM g 27t Jelstti(Table 2).

W) Aoz shd AAel =4 A

Ah=] A, B, C, D, E9] 312 3 73-g &%

2
Q!
tﬂ‘*"”“ﬂ’ﬂ E o Blend-a-scon°] 713 ’—‘1‘—- Lk Ry
YEPA R Impregum-F7F 7b4 2 27) ¥k 1}
238 Fe 1=
FAAH 22+ Blend-a-scon® Impregum-F 7ol
8k 3ol AART(P<0.05) ZHzre] ZH

Table 2. Means of intrapreparation measurement{mm)

Die Per Imp Xan Ble Exa
MEANS MEANS MEANS MEANS MEANS

SD SD SD SD SD

A—B 19.582 19.600 19.611 19.639 19.605 19.605
0.017 0.015 0.013 0.032 0.036

A

A—C 37372 37441 37476 37459 37401 37414
0.036 0.040 0.034 0.022 0.043

A-D 44.529 44,551 44.607 44.509 44.469 44498
0.022 0.066 0.074 0.071 0.050

A—E 48.081 48.100 48.147 47.994 47974 48.026
0.019 0.050 0.103 0.128 0.055

r * ]

B-C 19.997 20.071 20.086 20.047 20.032 20.043
0.039 0.025 0.029 0.012 0.017

B-D 33.707 33.748 33.782 33.677 33.695 33.705
0.024 0.034 0.067 0.016 0.024

*  p0.05

SD ! standard deviation

Per © Permlastic Imp : Impregum-F Xan © Xantopren

Ble : Blend-a-scon

Exa . Hvdrophilic exaflex
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Table 3. Means of lower base diameter(mm)

Die Per Imp Xan Ble Exa
MEANS MEANS MEANS MEANS MEANS
SD SD 1)) SD SD
A 1086 10.95 10.99 11.02 1099 10.99
0.039 0024 0.060 0.060 0.047
I
B 9.72 9.81 9.82 9.75 9.72 9.74
0.023 0.051 0.053 0.027 0.041
C 9.68 9.75 9.77 9.71 9.70 9.72
0.023 0.045 0.077 0.051 0.032
D 979 9.83 9.84 9.79 9.74 9.77
0.038 0.021 0.054 0.049 0.029
E 1054 1058 10.59 10.62 10.60 10.59
0.056 0.014 0.051 0.042 0.043
* 1 pC0.05
SD : standard deviation
Per | Permlastic Imp : Impregum-F Xan : Xantopren

Ble : Blend~a-scon Exa . Hydrophilic exaflex

Table 4. Means of height(mm)

Die Per Imp Xan Ble Exa
MEANS MEANS MEANS MEANS MEANS
SD SD S SD SD
A 7851 8.044 7.995 7914 7937 7928
0.117 0.101 0.182 0.086 0.059
B 17758 7821 7.844 7.825 7.816 7.870
0.153 0.090 0.170 0.096 0.057
C 7866 7.730 7.871 7.853 7.815 7.857
0.098 0.181 0.142 0.180 0.073
D 7945 7.785 7.858 7.899 7.905 7.865
0.089 0.092 0.099 0.126 0.071
E 8002 8.139 8126 8031 8.043 8.049
0.119 0.102 0.165 0.056 0.076
SD : standard deviation
Per : Permlastic Imp : Impregum-F Xan : Xantopren

Ble : Blend-a-scon Exa . Hydrophilic exaflex

WANE 95% FolSEoA Hol@ Aol7h el W) AR ol 27 A

27(Table 3), B, D4 Blend-a-scon® Impre- AA A, B, C, D, E9] m@Hel S48% 714
gum-F Tl 95% FoAFEAN Ro8 zto]st 3 Folo] golg FAY 24 1 YIH FFUAE
Rt Table 49} 2t} AAAJ EFFE ¥ o Blend-a-



Table 5. Means of contact angle

Per Imp Xan Ble Exa
MEANS MEANS MEANS MEANS MEANS
SD SD SD SD SD
68.46° 39.49° 91.76° 84.51° 44.26°
2.72° 7.42° 2.69° 2.20° 5.25°

SD ! standard deviation
Per . Permlastic Imp : Impregum-F Xan : Xantopren

Ble : Blend-a-scon Exa : Hydrophilic exaflex

Table 6. Results of Scheffe’s test for variable of contact
angle between groups

Comparison  Per Imp Xan Bie Exa

Per —
Imp * —
Xan * * —
Ble * * NS -
Exa * NS * * -

* 1 p<0.01

NS ! not significant

Per : Permlastic Imp : Impregum-F  Xan : Xantopren

Ble : Blend-a-scon Exa : Hydrophilic exaflex

scon®| 7F& e WHIlE JEWRT, Impregum-
FelA 718 & ¥3E Jeigleoy 482309 &
98k Aol JENGA ekgtel,

A%t 23 Impregum-F7} 39.49+ 2.72°9] H&4L
Rl 74 P30 & A8 2 VER A Xantopren©|
91. 76+ 2.69°9] FEZE B 73 FgAdo] v
ekt 5744 Q4% Impregum-F Hydro-
philic exaflex7} 8h}e] #2 2, Xantopren® Blend-
a-scon®) 3o FOo2 JEREOW, permlastic®)
3ol Loz et ol FE Tl #og Ae)7t
Wb tH(P<0.01) (Table 5,6).

g AFE AS5te A& HIXEE 3

".1'[!
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EE 4A7HEAA ol F5H Y viFoln}, a8y
PANA QG ASA #Ye) YIS 2= A
A =t ol AE AA 27 A ®al ol
tray9} 2HR1E XU x| Alo)9] Fzh, A4 AF ubg,
QA 2E3E, non-rigid trayd] ARgo] )
of7lslE &89 ol¢t, trayE HEF oz 97
Ao TAEE EY a8 o sRE 94
trayE U5 AA3) AATo 24 FAHE A4 9
I EEH A QAT AHY] B trayS
AAsE T o8 24d A ofrlg &= o+
8.14-25—30).

Z Ame] E9F 547 A4S oldshe A
HAAFAGANA Az ZFHY M-S 93 IS
Zolhh23 | Polysulfide TLF FAE 339
LEAZA T-EA] ¥hg BAEQ H07 @A o
F&ol dojdta B ok, 589 silicone
QdA= e BAEE ethyl alcohol(C,H;0H) o]
AA BL FFo] dojdtia A Jon 2}



231 silicone YFA= 8- 1
1% Adzn Radich =35 polyeune ‘?l*c}zﬂ
AEg HAbEo] glo o] ¥l
a% 9\11‘;}_1,2.31).

F AE F BHARLE FYIE A7Ie Fashd
A9 A F Wale] g ADAL #HL AHEH
7 QAL Ao AF Asty diars
Al A gov, ADA specification No. 19
Al B4 ARl diE] 24A1%F Fel 0.50% 9
H B4 Hd wsE gt it 2 o
FoMe AF WakE FHA8)7] 93 AFFALY
A Al ‘ﬂr"—} ?l% iﬂ% 3? FAl AHLE FU
ezt ARl F4F
389 ﬁ"—’} ?l’t}ﬂlc’ﬂ*i AYAE 3k A4XF
AN AAH Yoz TR AZE 5 ik
ez & d7die 3430 A3 gss o
olB7] 8 Z AR ALg E4% A &
A2 s AR @ Fold sk WIE Z7
g3

Ao} A BFHAA AoiA|o} st A4 trayd]
AA7} AH wsle) v G B Shigetos™
o Aol Jatd ARy FEE dA A Aske
Art agde] Aoz Arske Re) /b
g3 282 P4 By A3 B dF
qMe A4 ASA FRIEE FAHE 49, A
AZo 2 A tray?] AT AAA T S
oz Q% AGA Y HEE H4F3Hh

FHE A trayst XA Atele] ZE 1AAY
FAo &3 A7 Eames® S 2mm, 4mm 2
6mm FA2 QEAAE At AES] g
AHEAdS AEe 23 2mm FANA F FE8S
23 YEI AT B vl B A7 A putty
AFAZA QA AFA] AR FHel 2mm FA LY
resin spacer® A1 o] Fell injection
typed] AFANE FUF2EZHN injection type A%
Aol FAE 2mm=E 3T

E AT Ao APEe 497 NS Bus B
g 2 dolMe AR Al Fio X0l loiA
&4 71 289 silicone AZAY 713 ¢4 o)
= ZeE e, AR sid A% Fold

N

i

_\E

)

flo

N

lo

m& r

XN
S

Qe A
RAAME 254 Rt F8Y silicone LA A
718 e840l AE Aoz Uehster, & Yeh¥

, Moore5®2] Bio|xs} o] =y
LR d‘ﬂ*ﬂ—‘é 7t 89 silicone 43A7}t
7 L AR Ao AAHJIY. = AR
27] Eate] B 0.002~0.089mmEN 0.006
%~0.445% o] W E-& UElNo] ADA specifica-
tion No. 19(Type I)olA #A% 0.50% 2ot HA|
UElt o5 QUFAIEL 48 ALSd o] EA)
FE S Aoz Btk =8 7 QaAd e
HEF W3 £5& #2438 ZH Blend-a-scon,
Hydrophilic exaflex, Xantoprenol A& #& A<l
A—B, A—C% B—CdAle XAt Agst &7t
Hol BF-& BAN, Unx 623 20 A2 A-D,
A—E, B—DIAE ¥%& 7k ¢} Impregum-
F9} Permlasticoll M= 28 2327} Z7l5o] 3
8 FdE el

P AFLZ EojR P de AFGE oy
08 RIFAE Fol Byl gAY o9 94
Ao BEF, AEAH 2 4Fo] F839 QA
ol2lgt Ry A ote] HF{A =gk v S Fasi). FA
g0l & A8LFE AdAT A B
71ZE A5 gowA AHn dxzd @ A
Z3A "ot AA3A ZHe] IfAL BE g9
e B9 Aleld ¥AE HE5Te aNE &3
Bl ofsf 2= HEZLE etted solidBF F
EFA X g FHT Azl A Alole) oo},
Eol wetting liquide}d 90° Bt} o & g&742
2k solidsE hydrophobicol & 319, 90° X2t} o
Ze HZ 728 28 solidsE hydrophilico] 8 012,
o M=ol FEFE F7} £89 silicone Al
F& AzZAbol 23lH hydrophilice g BIHSY
o, & 4 A€ 571A 2 J3AF A
Aol e BT 54 e F&5T &3 P
A4 polysulfide, polyether, I+4 F7t F83
silicone® 254 #7t $7¥ silicone 1A A=
90° B} A2 JEL4S vehllo] 54 Q4R
etz F589 silicone UAGNA 900 Hro}
e FE2E JEo] A4y AdAZ FrHES
o}

&9 Lorren S & A& 7to] 2m Ryabel 7| X7}
ZF A Buslg o Brukl$?, Norling
Reisbick®-& polysulfide} silicone 2134l nonio-

Ahskod ASA e WA}

W Lacy$!

nic surfactant&



st FEZ ol o] BB AAE FHAK
SRS v HI) AL AHEHT

A4A 7t 539 silicone AL AL
JAj g} 2ol HEHAA EE E4L w3l
7)€ surfactant®] H7tol] & ZHolgka daA 3
ooy, olgg L9 71W L surfactant’t BH F
gL ZAAA wettinge] F HA s e B
R PP, B APz o] AHNA AA
Ao} water sprays B F FE4L N8 2%
23, g& A ARAdAME &3d FEF
HolE ¥l Holx] ge uhd 1A 1ot Y
silicone $14471¢] Hydrophilic exaflex°l*le HZ
Zto] Ptz A3 e #EY F AU

f l

l"_, ;91 Ulo -—'
r1r > rlr to 1:4

HE2zte QA AlHEA ) 73 a4 e
ol T A|7ke] B4F rdls Aoz I3A
Ao BruklE¥2 A& 28 %C& ik 4 e g

i Busigoh ey 2 dFdae 354 &
ANNE ZAH F89 HeS Hol=d F 1E
oz den HEZ FAd U] &L I
2E 232 93 ¥ F24L RN

AR FEd Feg o=y HAEFGS F45
22 & w 8 o] QA FHE HY o
urgo] 3719 $8g9 Egu|go] #8949 HE
ztol M3LE of7|shzd] oleld HEE o7l s
B d7NME CaSO, - H08] 23} #8949 EF
&g 2H FE2Z 3L APdden &9
W89l IA7IE micropippetteE ©18-3 0.03mlZ

FEsskdch

AFAe) B3 B 479 ZTE HFEE A4
Aol thd FHn 589 g FEZ FF 4
A1A polyether AFA7E 74 AFxH 22 Yehu
LorrenS", Pratten® Craig®, Moore59¢] B3
o} e ATE et

H2o) Eojst 4R 1T AFA A auto-mixing
system©] FFEE 0] YFelx] HelstA AHEEL
Q23w w3 B2 QFA7E AEE] Abge] &
A Qo o]Ed g I ZIAx S5 A
o2 HaHD gIodd, a3 QUA wEtMe
ARG Al Aol FL& AHRE FH3E
A¥E ded B2 QA oo gt o]
o} ujE3k Aol

£ a7 4 A A=t AdA 8t

o 47 aun AU Eo| WIE HF%}x
A Ewe 27 2Fsl 3 FHAT
A5AS WS Y, 0 HEAY ATE
SN 27 A AR A4 ASA A
tray7} BRE QAo A oS AZsIA AFE
ASdor rza s AU A ASL T+ g0
AR, 244 40l YNE FY BEsE
23 79 *]’%-‘4’ A A% Age A Az
siatske] dgte] dg SEsIzke] Bl A 7Y
2 o siAbe Chere AEO) e Qs A
M 4Ys AR Wt BRY Rew A
dr}.

¢

)

v.&d E

%i%ile Algshed 495489 4

5& ﬂﬂ QA R FBA

& A48 E Goti7] & =

&0 2 UYL A3 57}11 A7 AFAE me-

tal trayS ©]&3t Q& AMEF F AHE E4Y

IE ESH1E 2A @52}8}01 FYT I Ad

ZYgN =279 WEtE FPsta, A3 A
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— Abstract—

DIMENSIONAL STABILITY AND WETTABILITY
OF RUBBER IMPRESSION MATERIALS

Choong-Hee Kang, Mong-Sook Vang
Department of Prosthodontics, College of Dentistry, Chonnam National University

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the demensioal stability and wettability of several rubber
impression materials.

Impressions were made from a metal master die machined to stimulate five full veneer crown
preparations symmetrically placed in an arch form. Cast from impressions were measured about > 1)
intrapreparation distance 2) lower base diameter 3) length.

For comparing materials were formed against a smooth surface.

The advancing contact angle of a saturated aqueous solution of CaSQO, on the impression materials
was measured after 1 minute.

Mean contact angle were calculated and results were analyzed.

Resuylts were as follows -

1. As the intrapreparation distance, hydrophilic addition-cured silicone had the smallest change and
condensation-cured silicone had the largest one.

2. As the lower base diameter, traditional addition-cured silicone had the smallest change and polye-
ther had the largest one.

3. As the height, traditional addition-cured silicone had the smallest change and polyether had the
largest one.

4. As the contact angle, polyether had the smallest change and condensation-cured silicone had

the largest one.
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