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Table 1. Materials used in this study
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#

Soft Liner Composition Manufacturer Powder/Liquid
(polymer/monomer) {gm:ml)
Coe-Soft Poly(ethyl methacrylate) / Coe Laboratories, Inc. 11:8.0
di-n-butyl phthalate + Chicago, IlI, U.S.A.
benzyl salicylate ethyl alcohol
Soft-Liner Poly(ethyl methacrylate) / G-C Dental Industrial 22:18
Butylphthalyl butylglycollate + Co., Tokyo, Japan
ethanol
Coe-Comfort  Poly(methyl methacrylate) / Coe Laboratories, Inc. 6:5

Butylphthalate + benzyl benzoate +

ethyl alcohol

Chicago, Ill, U.S.A.
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Table 2. Mean resiliency of tested materials (10°*mMN/m?®)

CS MCS SL MSL CC MC

lday 8.38 7.46 8.02 9.59 6.63 7.02
1wk 5.39 5.38 8.88 12.00 5.45 6.27
2wks 5.28 7.96 10.89 13.26 5.02 4.94
4wks 5.50 7.89 9.17 16.23 4.14 7.90

CS © Coe-Soft , MCS : Monopoly coated Coe-Soft ., SL * Soft-Liner, MSL : Monopoly coated Soft-Liner , CC
: Coe—Comfort , MCC : Monopoly coated Coe-Comfort.

Table 3. Mean resiliency of tested materials at 4 weeks (10°mMN/m?®)
mono-poly uncoated mono-poly coated al
Mean SD Mean SD b vaiue
Soft-Liner 9.16 ‘ 1.12 16.23 4.92 *
Coe-Soft, 55 l 0.49 7.89 1.8 ns
Coe-Comfort 4.14 0.756 7.9 2.69 ns

* denotes significant difference found between mono-poly coated and mono-poly uncoated soft iners(p{0.05).
Connected vertical lines denotes no significant difference found among materials(p<0.05).
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Fig. 1. Comparison of mean resiliency by the time
scale.
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Fig. 2. Comparison of mean resiliency at 4 weeks.

Table 4. Mean elastic modulus of tested material (10° MPa)
CS MCS SL MSL cC MCC
1day 3.25 3.20 4.71 453 3.03 2.37
1wk 5.11 3.75 7.68 8.55 3.55 3.46
2wks 3.90 4.63 8.14 841 3.93 2.07
4wks 5.52 481 8.15 9.06 3.41 3.49

CS : Coe-Soft , MCS : Monopoly coated Coe-Soft , SL : Soft-Liner, MSL : Monopoly coated Soft-Liner , CC
¢ Coe~Comfort , MCC : Monopoly coated Coe-Comfort.

Table 5. Mean elastic modulus of tested material at 4wks (10° MPa)
mono—poly uncoated mono-poly coated p value
Mean SD Mean SD
Soft-Liner 8.15 0.67 9.06 0.98 *
Coe-Soft 5.52 0.64 4.81 0.63 *
Coe-Comfort 3.41 0.78 3.49 0.43 *

* denotes significant difference found between mono-poly coated and mono—poly uncoated soft iners(p<0.05).
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Fig. 3. Comparison of mean elastic modulus by
the time scale.
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Fig. 4. Comparison of mean elastic modulus at 4
weeks.



Table 6. Mean weight change rate of tested materials

(%)

Cs MCS SL MSL CcC MCC

initial 100 100 100 100 100 100
lday 97.04 97.72 98.75 98.91 97.63 97.94
1wk 94.70 95.82 96.97 97.78 94.74 95.72
2wks 93.98 95.30 97.09 97.68 92.71 93.711
4wks 93.32 94.99 96.95 97.57 92.36 192.49

CS : Coe-Soft , MCS : Monopoly coated Coe-Soft , SL : Soft-Liner, MSL : Monopoly coated Soft-Liner , CC

: Coe~Comfort , MCC : Monopoly coated Coe-Comfort.

Table 7. Mean weight change rate of tested materials (%)
mono-poly uncoated mono-poly coated
Mean sD Mean SD p value
Soft-Liner 96.95 0.25 97.98 0.54 ns
Coe-Soft 93.33 1.19 94.98 0.54 *
Coe-Comfort 92.38 1.06 92.50 0.63 ns

* denotes significant difference found between mono-poly coated and mono-poly uncoated soft iners(p<0.05).
Connected vertical lines denotes no significant difference found among materials(p<0.05).
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Fig. 5. Comparison of mean weight change rate
by the time scale.
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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECTS OF MONO-POLY ON THE SOFT DENTURE LINERS

Ji-Hyun Heo, Tai-Ho Jin, Hye-Won Cho

Department of Prosthodontics, College of Dentistry, Wonkwang University

Soft denture liners or conditioners may be valuable therapeutic materials. The life of these lin-
ers is short and varies, but it can be extended by the use of a mono-poly(polymethyl methacry-
late coating material). This study determined whether coating three temporary soft denture lin-
ers with mono-poly affected the resiliency of soft liners, and evaluated the ability of mono-poly
to prevent water absorption and alcohol loss from the underlying soft liners. 20X 12mm cylin-
drical specimens of Coe-Soft, Soft-Liner, Coe~Comfort soft lining materials were made and divid-
ed into two groups of mono-poly uncoated(control) and mono-poly coated specimens. Specimens
were immersed in water and compressed on an instron universal testing machine and weighed
at initial, 24 hours, 1 week, 2 weeks, and 4 weeks. Resiliency was determined by measuring the
energy absorbed by the soft liners when stressed to a specific yield point. Mono—poly coating sig-
nificantly increased the resiliency of the Soft-Liner, but had no effect on the other soft liners. Among
the 3 soft liners, Soft-Liner showed the hightest resiliency and modulus of elasticity. The weight
loss in Soft-Liner was the least among the 3 liners, and the weight loss in Coe-Soft was decreased
by monopoly coating.

Key Words : Mono-poly
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