ALY dlxo

o i

Yaa6 YAy (115 :174q

3 Scalost 18 JU S g Jlwous (6 B Slo gy Slash 0 (Sl

Ol a5 )y oDl oI5 oSl ¢ K3 i (GoaSElS ¢ Kb |50 (5 97eils 1 g gamo 0y g5 .\ ‘gsm S0
Email: ddsmehdiarticles@gmail.com X
Ol e e (ool SI3T oKzl S pyyis gouSils ¢ s (slajigy 09,5 Y "G bl

Gl Sl a7 ylas 5 g Lhd] 0dd it (bjlee o el (655 CIB > (oolel Wik 4 dvg5 b s0E0
sl gy (oolal Bl sauslio Baa b adllas (pl )l (o505 (golnl il s Yleas! a5 sy 3
g plsl s lacilial > JLisgls 5 Jloms x5 I8

Amann Girbach, ) ,lel Y Sl Sl oalizal b bl .ab plosl 503 Vo g5y p ppxuaddllas ol il gy g Slgo
03wl b (6 S B ¢ JLis gl (6 S B 09,5 13 b as ol Jo 5l Sl S Ceramill (Austria
Jlowd Jis )l ¥ Sl o 3l oslizal b e (550 5| 3 4585 &)90 OpEN tray S5 |
JL Y- (Dentsplay Sirona, USA) Slas J3b ySul il esltel b Jluows (555 B 09,8 55 .0 ans
2 ez 5 Jisgls 65l 0g)S 5l ool s 4 Jluous o bl 51 o s Sl Jutl Jio
Oliee 5 00 joreul ysgw GeOMagic® Studio (3D Systems, Rock Hill, SC, USA) l;éls 5 oo
3350 S1o0g)S (ool Dk (line gy e b dnlre g2ye Jlo & Cund b ] (oolel s
9 455 .(p value < +/-0) w5 oolizwl (One-way-ANOVA) aé,b s wibly 36T 9051 5l anlllas
88 ploul YO (gaswns SPSS jlj8le 5 il eslawl b laosls Julos

oy 4 s g JUiSgl pSCIB 69,5 o (oolal Bl e a8 b LS ddlllae opl @l lpedidL
D ValUE < +/+0) 393 Jo_sine (6 )lel Blod | sglis (] & 393 +/\V+ F +/FY 5 +/\VA £ +/-0Y
51 pYL S Job sl Sl oolawl b ecalizee (sbls; j0 cilias) ooy sl 55 IB cés L5J-‘S°3:!'”
ML’UA ‘5).5&15 leo )‘ oalaiuw! l: (5)59‘.“5 J}o.:w Lglbu.as)

B (oolal e ( (S las (65 B ST (Sl cilia]  ilave flg aals

WA/ 1 by b WA E/VF Mol WA 1l 6

Syl saSiasls ala s sl o JLtigls 5 Jiuous 65l slasg, solal Blymil samlia Lo zob wsoge soase :alio 4 3Ll
YRR - YAY ()P YA sl



mailto:ddsmehdiarticles@gmail.com

sl Sl golal 35 il Ollllas IS b o

(Y Q) Wlos S aslin Jsane 6,8 IB LT, Slas s
S g3 ol om 1) Golsgre Ssls Slallae S
Sl Sldlas s & bl (W AY) W ST 518
0 OF) Col 22l 5 g 5 S 93 ) (5515 xe
e aallle oyl 030 SN SIS & 4 L 1D
5 dloms (5,86 Sl by, @slal Ol il (samlin
bl Ly bl Glis glacihal 5o JLis SIS
bodems @SB Ch e io a3

sy el LSS S8 6

Ly 99 9 Slgo

53 WA Jle s (aRalT - g pw adles o
ek oot 05 Dl 31T o8l (S 5015 (oSl
S o b aslaopls o IS 4 rad Jia oSS Lot
CMI (Neobiotech, South korea) Dummy .l 55
b i) 65 ¢ il Jts s 2 3 508 (B (54 )
S 43 YO (S0 515 b K3 Cilal 5 45310 (5515
E e e URE S IP R WP

(O JSK8) s )l byl Jsls oo ST

Lacsilial (5,3l 1) Jsub

ol Sl &Kl eslimal b oJsl gl e 5o

o3> o YL L Ceramill (Amann Girbach, Austria)

d%ad»&c(d;&b}\ﬁf)u&o\}ya;vfj

Yay

JUigils g Jliazmd 305G slosg) ol Syl gamalia

40Nk

(o> slaFyp Goie )3 WSk > e Bl u-ii
bl Ol b ol 1Y 4 Sdasl (glags S I s
& sl gl s 6,86 S0 Wb ol
358 0o gms S5 9 S (pled 53 38 90 Oy
@ 6;@\5 sosle 53 Lol J1 s eolal O s (Y)
S LIS 5 (ol ol gn 5L Ol s ey ST e
65 B ST mman 5 5,5 G (Kbﬁ 03,15 (55
dy 6,8l s Wil g e Jale i (F) Sl Lo e
Sl 13 3T o Cilal g 0o 53 o s 4
pde (O F) (8B (55 5 5 6,8 B ST e
ol 5y G Sl OT w5 @5 G 6,5
E O il JSUSU L 2,15 4 e Ll 5 s
Gl 5> (SauSs s, «(Screw loosening) ol
o) s S dsle S5 sm olse b kel b 5
(8) 53 8 Ol gl Qi jlo ko 5 o Kt st

03 ® 4 e (Glas 2 LgLajlgwl sk
LT O P PP ST V-5 RPN DU P Y3 P
g3 3 GOl Sy 4 B gars 53 (Gl &b
et 5 sb 4y ) Sladla 53 0T o sme Lol i 5
V) Sl sl il 53

Loy VA dle s gl s Sl ass
Jbus 6,56 (A) s S s e Francois Duret
Qo i Sk comse (Glas Johs gla Sl Lo g
5 G5B gosle 1 L sl i s talS
O Q) 358 0 6,8 B Ol rals

Jo1s sla Sl g Qi s (6,8 B Ko sl
Ol (6, SV o sy S Say5T Jols Slas
Ll GOl (Sl Gams s w586 sl S
b e bl o s B Jll g 1513 L 0lT
S 55 dleat g 5 (b SIS o 2l Ol
) il o ST 8y o 035 Sl i

199 Job o ol <1 § 69 (ylginal Sul joylaos 65Su8sls odzo



NPlp 5 53 o o oo & L OT (gl 3l il O30

sl oS 3 S elyad g food Joe

LIRS

I el Jao 3,5 (Sl

Jaa b0t Auglin 433 A 5!

Color map jl soliz I Ly z2ye

docu g8 Juienl Jas ayS (pSeal g, 51 SldA Y IS
Slas Jals sl

(G4dems SPSS ,\}\@; 53 odeT s 0 glaenls (gl T JIUT
5 (version 25, IBM Corporation, Armonk, NY) Yo
pvalue < +/:8) ws & owv b S byl 50T

(acsly

3l glad s Ol a5 3ls QLS anlllas ol o
6 s 5 Jlis 557 6,8 IB oy s (Trueness)
R SFYRVAR DI SV o SRPIRVANZNE SRRV PN
(pvalue < +/40) 55 s sme LT Lld 51 sl
Sl Sl (s 5 JLii 5 (5,8 IB
Lsls sy galul Ol sl Ol ys golT Ll
G S (§ b @3l Ol el Jlti S (g, S I
Cils glas Jsls Sl jleslizal b 5,8 6

(F U2 (pvalue < +/+0)

1199 job o ojlosb 1§ 695 cylganal Sl o135 035wkl s edzo

JUigls 5 Jliamss (535 slaiia bl Syl s lio

WJows Jue opl i 45 (STL) 318 sl g ml C s L
S Plp s Sl S o5l o o Ol e 4 adlllas (saalsl 5
(3D Systems, Rock Hill, SC, USA) ,1 3l ;i Lo 55
3kl Ol Ol e s S GEOMaAQIC® Studio
09) 23 5 ) 5 oslinad 3 o canlllas o (5,86 sla i,
Jel Jae 51 s 5187 (6,8 B ol gl e 8

Jesidh sl 0w gosle S edlizal b L Y
.5 I Panasil (Kellenbach, Germany) oL.s” sbLa
51 oslizul b odd slowl oS I a3 8 &) g0
IScan D104i, Porretruy, ) ,lglN Sl &
0 5l juS) JSla= slas O ;e L Imetric (Switzerland
(STL) (15 5 g ol o b Jlirs oo 5 (05,
S ol Lsy 3l glasdls b o D 5 ag
Y U 5 odstes 8 s (Open tray «SGSG) Juss 5187

o) ol 03l OLES

JUats 318 (5 S llS Ja yo g5 Y Sk

Sas sl Sl 5l eslizel L Jiows 6,8 J6 g
Jeel o o J4e 51 ,L Ve «(Dentsplay Sirona, USA)
mW Olse 4 STL Cu b b 0T laesls 5 ag oSl
GlaoMs ¥ S s 0,53 Y 05 5 4 by e slad s
S s Sl Lo 5 1y izl Jue 0587 oSl Wy
SledaT Caws 4 Jzw s sla b6 51 e n . das o OLES
3D Systems, ) ,j3lp 5 Les )3 canlllae Lo Sy S
ol 5413 Geomagic® Studio (Rock Hill, SC, USA

Ya¥



dalest ol Gde gl (V) Wb 2S5 S
S pBan s e Jems lacs S IB p sgie
WOs 5 S 5 Ol oSS gl iy, o
5o 4 S B L amlie s Jis lags S G
“ft’b“ﬂ“‘ﬁﬁ"(*')“"";"?”«‘ Ly &y b ¢ yana
(YN) &S o G 35l o)l (sla

Dy B rals 4 s 56 2 S
W Ll (ol odiidns 3 5o ) DI (S Glaes 5
OT ol Cds (Slus o gab dsb 5 5l K o
Sy )3 6.;5 Oladss 5 g dalgs Oylae Oloran
S JelST s ol Slas s sla Sl szl
ROWPRUYIES!

28 Jee &5l izl L (YY) 0, 5 Patzelt
Sler Cds g eny s 5 O NF gl oS SG
oSle 35 55 G 1 Gl sl Sl g
35 Ol s a5 (golal 55 (gbaadd go 5 SO) oleil o
G dhe s oz 350 Jhe SN 4 a5 L (g3l
S o 30 0s S TV B YA fpo (US o ) 5
C3s Ol alal S35 glaad 4o ) _}‘iﬂ" GQ_) O 2
$lacs S B )3 3 po N Ol e 4y 4 5 L (g3l
A 6PV S OT (U5 o gbisl cde 531 sdaze
S bbb o 3l Ol andlls ol gl 3y e ey See
Gy Ol 1, (Lava C.O.8) b sl Sl
..s; eslitsl Ol o S ¢§1 B L;J,;f;',ﬂé

pkiz ((Y¥) Mehl 5 Ender Ly Ko anllas s
oroen 3 Jgann by 4 (58 6 sl 6,8 B esle
G, Sl s Lyl Sl sl sls Sl
s odd g (S JS e & IS
PY GV O 5 s S FO L YA 0 Sl s
& dgens a5 4 (55 B 4 i o czils 2y S
358 S ol S O 50

WJooms lags ;S B 4 sl 0l adlllae oyl il

Yao

JUisgls g Jlom s o 5B oy ol Slyauil ams lie

Sl Sl IS gulaa) G il (gdwslo i) Jgua
JLdih gils g Jlasao

Trueness (mm) CS I ST
SN E Y Jd 656
JAYA £ o/.0Y Juisgls S B

< ./ed p value

-300-]

T

200+

100+

T T
Conventional impression Digital impression

Groups

L

o Cudds (galaal G ol JUuds LS (6 a8 ll8 ¥ s
Sl 3 ouldiel b (g a8l

—

3 f 13 gme ) s 4 Jims (68 B 285 Ol e
.;;:)ljwbpdwjéf:ﬁdwylfdﬁf%JG
23 1) oot Dl B ccmlie S b Sl g S
3 Olabl cimman 5 Oleys 3l dn (oslse 1 6,8 sl
OLT ol ool a4y glaws caz ST sjls Olays K wike
Y G

Cis ( (Sapolks s CADICAM 51 eslicl
S oy 4 6 S IB samlin 53 1) a5 6
AWY) Sl odiide 5 a0

Samb Jsb Ol 4w dals iy opl 5 b
2N sl 5 S Sl YA L (Sl
b e ol 0ile 3L .OA) Sl ot )18 Cilas
sl o8s imen 5 (6,5 B o slalls s UL

199 Job o ol <1 § 69 (ylginal Sul joylaos 65Su8sls odzo



3k oSl o AT a7 AL sl 4 5
svan der Meer Sldlas ;s dlas ol 55 ol oSl
a5 o anlllas 53 LOT.Conl ol b5 (YA) 0, Ken
Ok il s 4 Uas Ol e calols il 31 L &S ai &
ORIB ks (Sl ol o 2T s (Sl glales
6328 s clo AL Ladlllan il ST oo
st Ol (o, 3 (Sl pSia Ll (il
l.fwuﬁjbblb}'@\C,{Mauu);&i.ul..:)b;ﬁ-)
() US55 Sslize Laoee s 4 Jbe &S5 Sl
05,5 oSl 035 N VItI0 50N Vivo -y K5 ooslis
Ky Sl San Dlos S 8L o0 Sl ebaw (65104
Sl Gty b U5 o (S5 w
( AEal3T Jlo 55 & o AS o oo |y 035
S o 5 Sl (AU e BB 4 il L 03 57 S
b Ssp bl doadlas H3 (F0) 3,00 Sl
o il 1855 5 3005 e 8515 S
b Fl 53 03,5 (Sl Gy 055 245 il
as JralS 1y 6,8 IB Cds Wiy e el ol oS
6 Olg o adlas ol Glacyssdome 5 NSt
S OS5 5B ol & S
shawi b andllas cpl 548 e slgiin .55 o)Ll bl
03 35 e Calie (gl Sl Sl eslinal b 5 5V (64 500

IR LE T

5 ez 68 IB o) o pliles Ol )
cQU&A‘Q)}.ﬂ):.:)bJﬁ}LS)\JGMQ}\E:"JM
S gl Sl s gl Sl Sl g
B 55 dens 5516 (25 S es 3 oslinl il

.L&L;GA oslaral

199 jols o 6 jlosis <15 6395 cylgaual (SSui joyl 39 63SE3ls olzo

JUeigils g Jliazmd 305G slasg) ol Syl gamalia

Sl w0l e (YF) SUN 5 SU (6 St andllas s
awlie gl 51N Sl oL, Trios glas Jstls
Oy Olsen g5 &5 001> 0L 0T (ganlllas ol s S
Sy S (Gl gan Sy a Sl il Sl
slaw Sl (21531 b Sl s galal S ol sl
b e il 158 Lol

Gl Ses g (Cibal s slag , SIB
5wl i > oS boles sl S0, Ml
K 05,8 Kl (sl ads onls Ol 3550 Gla SIS
3 ke S e YL gl ShB L L5 e 03 jite Zilas
sdaze Slalikas| 03,87 Sl o8l cJl 4l L L(YF (YO)
1o sd sl @3&» ol uﬁu Ol ¢S oS s
b e olizael wlin @b Sl i I &S 0T
s Sl by (KKl sl oSKul Lasis
S5 53 15 85 o O 5 Ll g Sl 5 Slas
(YY) Sl lsds cdas jadels

o puallas 43 (YA) o, 5 Papaspyridakos
G5B S ki L1, Trios las Jotls Sl
R R P  CRENCEN W PPN RGN W R D R PO
T andlas mb 55 awlis b &6 s Sl
5 Summs SISl Dl
EA IS BT s 5 3K BNF Jsens
6 K s il (6,856 ¢l Olg o (b
Sl sl galal ol il Kk 3 S eslizl Olis g
Sl S &S sp ges See VA O Trios Slas s
el cpl As edalin Luasdllas js oS Conl (6 polas
Cileasl & glite Jlasl ooyl 3lims 53 Sisls L Ol 5 oo
BS e b

Oy 3 @bty Uljn (2 505 ¢ pblomanlllan o
dls ol s 5515 a5 YO (ool (Sl (samb o

Yag



JUigils g Jliazmd 305G slosg) ol Syl gamalia

References

1. Alikhasi M, Siadat H, Nasirpour A, Hasanzadeh M. Three-dimensional accuracy of digital impression
versus conventional method: Effect of implant angulation and connection type. Int J Dent 2018; 62(3):
247-54.

2. Basaki K, Alkumru H, de Souza G, Finer Y. Accuracy of digital vs conventional implant impression
approach: a three-dimensional comparative in vitro analysis. Int J of Oral Maxillofa Implants 2017;
32(4): 360-66.

3. Balouch F, Jalalian E, Nikkheslat M, Ghavamian R, Toopchi S, Jallalian F, et al. Comparison of
dimensional accuracy between open-tray and closed-tray implant impression technique in 15 angled
implants. J Dent 2013; 14(3): 96-102.

4. Sorrentino R, Gherlone EF, Calesini G, Zarone F. Effect of implant angulation, connection length, and
impression material on the dimensional accuracy of implant impressions: an in vitro comparative study.
Clinical Implant Dentistry and Related Research 2010; 12(Suppl 1): e63-76.

5. Lee HJ, Lim YJ, Kim CW, Choi JH, Kim MJ. Accuracy of a proposed implant impression technique
using abutments and metal framework. J Adv Prosthodont 2010; 2(1): 25-31.

6. SimJY,JangY, KimWC, Kim HY, Lee DH, Kim JH. Comparing the accuracy (trueness and precision)
of models of fixed dental prostheses fabricated by digital and conventional workflows. J Prosthodont
Res 2018; 63(1): 25-30.

7. Andriessen FS, Rijkens DR, van der Meer WJ, Wismeijer DW. Applicability and accuracy of an
intraoral scanner for scanning multiple implants in edentulous mandibles: a pilot study. J Prosthet Dent
2014; 111(3): 186-94.

8. Birnbaum NS, Aaronson HB. Dental impressions using 3D digital scanners: virtual becomes reality.
Compend Contin Educ Dent 2008; 29(8): 494.

9. Joda T, Bréagger U. Patient-centered outcomes comparing digital and conventional implant impression
procedures: a randomized crossover trial. Clin Oral Implants Res 2016; 27(12): e185-e189.

10. Giménez B, Ozcan M, Martinez-Rus F, Pradies G. Accuracy of a digital impression system based on
active wavefront sampling technology for implants considering operator experience, implant angulation,
and depth. Clini Implant Dent R 2015; 17(S1): e54-64.

11. Imburgia M, Logozzo S, Hauschild U, Veronesi G, Mangano C, Mangano FG. Accuracy of four
intraoral scanners in oral implantology: a comparative in vitro study. BMC Oral Health 2017; 17(1): 92.

12. Basaki K, Alkumru H, de Souza G, Finer Y. Accuracy of digital vs conventional implant impression
approach: a three-dimensional comparative in vitro analysis. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants 2017; 32(4):
619-24.

13. Alshawaf B, Weber HP, Finkelman M, El Rafie K, Kudara Y, Papaspyridakos P. Accuracy of printed
casts generated from digital implant impressions versus stone casts from conventional implant
impressions: A comparative in vitro study. Clin Oral Implants Res 2018; 29(8): 835-42.

14. Papaspyridakos P, Gallucci GO, Chen CJ, Hanssen S, Naert I, Vandenberghe B. Digital versus
conventional implant impressions for edentulous patients: accuracy outcomes. Clin Oral Implants Res
2016; 27(4): 465-72.

15. Ribeiro P, Herrero-Climent M, Diaz-Castro C, Rios-Santos J, Padrés R, Mur J, Falcdo C. Accuracy of
implant casts generated with conventional and digital impressions—an in vitro study. Int J Environ Res
Public Health 2018; 15(8): 1599.

16. Hayama H, Fueki K, Wadachi J, Wakabayashi N. Trueness and precision of digital impressions obtained
using an intraoral scanner with different head size in the partially edentulous mandible. J Prosthodont
Res 2018; 62(3): 347-52.

17. de Franga DG, Morais MH, das Neves FD, Barbosa GA. Influence of CAD/CAM on the fit accuracy of
implant-supported zirconia and cobalt-chromium fixed dental prostheses. The Journal of Prosthetic
Dentistry 2015; 113(1): 22-8.

18. Katsoulis J, Miller P, Mericske-Stern R, Blatz MB. CAD/CAM fabrication accuracy of long-vs. short-
span implant-supported FDP s. Clinical Oral Implants Research 2015; 26(3): 245-9.

Y4v¥ 1199 jobs < ol <1 § 69 ylgiual (Sul joylaos 65Sudsls od=o


https://moh-it.pure.elsevier.com/en/publications/effect-of-implant-angulation-connection-length-and-impression-mat

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

JUeigils g Jliazmd 305G slasg) ol Syl gamalia

Heckmann SM, Karl M, Wichmann MG, Winter W, Graef F, Taylor TD. Cement fixation and screw
retention: parameters of passive fit: An in vitro study of three-unit implant-supported fixed partial
dentures. Clinical Oral Implants Research 2004; 15(4): 466-73.

Ng J, Ruse D, Wyatt C. A comparison of the marginal fit of crowns fabricated with digital and
conventional methods. The Journal of Prosthetic Dentistry 2014; 112(3): 555-60.

e Silva JS, Erdelt K, Edelhoff D, Arajo E, Stimmelmayr M, Vieira LC, et al. Marginal and internal fit
of four-unit zirconia fixed dental prostheses based on digital and conventional impression techniques.
Clinical Oral Investigations 2014; 18(2): 515-23.

Patzelt SB, Emmanouilidi A, Stampf S, Strub JR, Att W. Accuracy of full-arch scans using intraoral
scanners. Clinical oral investigations 2014; 18(6): 1687-94.

Ender A, Mehl A. In-vitro evaluation of the accuracy of conventional and digital methods of obtaining
full-arch dental impressions. Quintessence International 2015; 46(1): 9-17.

Su TS, Sun J. Comparison of repeatability between intraoral digital scanner and extraoral digital
scanner: An in-vitro study. Journal of Prosthodontic Research 2015; 59(4): 236-42.

Lee SJ, Gallucci GO. Digital vs. conventional implant impressions: efficiency outcomes. Clinical Oral
Implants Research 2013; 24(1): 111-5.

Lin WS, Harris BT, Morton D. The use of a scannable impression coping and digital impression
technique to fabricate a customized anatomic abutment and zirconia restoration in the esthetic zone. The
Journal of Prosthetic Dentistry 2013; 109(3): 187-91.

Joda T, Bragger U. Complete digital workflow for the production of implant-supported single-unit
monolithic crowns. Clinical Oral Implants Research 2014; 25(11): 1304-6.

Papaspyridakos P, Gallucci GO, Chen CJ, Hanssen S, Naert I, Vandenberghe B. Digital versus
conventional implant impressions for edentulous patients: accuracy outcomes. Clinical Oral Implants
Research 2016; 27(4): 465-72.

van der Meer WJ, Andriessen FS, Wismeijer D, Ren Y. Application of intra-oral dental scanners in the
digital workflow of implantology. PloS One 2012; 7(8): e43312.

Fluegge T, Att W, Metzger M, Nelson K. A novel method to evaluate precision of optical implant
impressions with commercial scan bodies—An experimental approach. Journal of Prosthodontics 2017;
26(1): 34-41.

199 July o 0l 15 6393 coylgiual oS jul 333 63861 alzo YaA



JUigils g Jliazmd 305G slosg) ol Syl gamalia

Comparison of Dimensional Changes of Digital and Conventional
Impression Techniques in Dental Implants

Mehdi Mohammadi! 1. Corresponding Author: Dental Student, School of Dentistry, Islamic Azad University of
. 2 Tehran, Tehran, Iran.  Email: ddsmehdiarticles@gmail.com
Fariba Balouch 2. Department of Prosthodontic, School of Dentistry, Islamic Azad University of Tehran,
Tehran, Iran.

Abstract

Introduction:  Given the dimensional changes in implant impressions and its complications, and the
introduction of intraoral scanners that are likely to result in less dimensional changes,
this study aimed to compare the dimensional changes of digital and conventional
impression techniques in dental implants.

Materials The experimental study was conducted on 20 samples. First, a Ceramill laboratory
scanner (Amann Girbach, Austria) was used to scan a stainless steel model. In the
conventional impression group, an impression was taken with the open tray technique,
and after pouring the cast, a digital model was prepared using a laboratory scanner. In
the digital impression group, an intraoral scanner (Dentsplay Sirona, USA) was used
to scan the stainless steel model 10 times. Each digital file obtained from groups 1 and
2 was superimposed on the Studio software environment (Geomagic® Studio 3D
Systems, Rock Hill, SC, USA), and their dimensional changes were calculated. One-
way ANOVA was used to evaluate dimensional changes of the two groups. Data were
analyzed with SPSS 25.

Results: The results showed that the dimensional changes in conventional and digital
impression groups were 0.178 + 0.057 and 0.110 + 0.43, respectively, with a
significant difference.

& Methods:

Conclusion: The impression accuracy for implant prostheses at different angles, using an intraoral
scanner, was higher than the conventional impression technique using an impression
material.

Key words: Dental implants, Dental impression technique, Impression dimensional accuracy.
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