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[Abstract] Objective To evaluate the effect of a new oral impression cleaning-disinfection process
on the accuracy of dental impressions made of silicone rubber materials. Methods Silicone rubber oral
impressions were made on 16 young volunteers (upper and lower jaws for each person twice) , and the

dentition was scanned using an intraoral scanner (upper and lower jaws for each person twice). The
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obtained scanning data were used as reference data. The two pairs of silicone rubber impressions of each
volunteer were numbered as Group 1 and Group 2. The impressions in Group 1 were not disinfected, and
those in Group 2 were treated by the new silicone rubber impression cleaning and disinfection process. All
the oral impressions of the subjects were perfused with plaster and demolded in the standard way, and the
plaster models were scanned using a laboratory scanner to obtain test data. Registration and comparative
analysis were carried out for the test and reference data of each volunteer separately, and the root mean
square (RMS) of the error was taken as an indicator parameter to evaluate the deviation between the test
and reference models. The numerical deviation between the two groups was compared. Visual analysis on
the three-dimensional deviation chromatogram was performed, and the difference in model accuracy from
multiple dimensions was analyzed. Results The RMS deviations of the models before and after
disinfection of the maxillary dentition were (0.41+0.21) mm and (0.49 +0.19) mm. The RMS deviations
of the models before and after disinfection of the mandibular dentition were (0.46 +0.26) mm and (0.38 +
0.13) mm. There was no significant difference in the accuracy of the model of the upper and lower
dentitions made from the silicone rubber impression before and after disinfection (Zuperjuw==1.139, Puyperjun =
0.2725 tipwer juw = 1113, Piyyer 1w = 0.283). Conclusions The new silicone rubber oral impression cleaning-
disinfection process had no significant impact on the accuracy of model. This new disinfection process had
good feasibility in clinical practice.

[Key words] Dental impression; Disinfection process; Model accuracy; Silicone rubber
impression
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