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The influence of various surface treatment methods on the surface properties and

bonding strength of acrylic resin
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[ Abstract ] Objective To study the influence of four kinds of resin surface treatment methods on the
surface properties and bonding strength of acrylic resin. Methods First, the silicone rubber /acrylic resin
overlap joint model was prepared. Acrylic resin were randomly divided into 4 groups: control group, MMA
group, Sandblasting group, MMA infiltration + sandblasting group. The change of surface properties of each resin
was observed by scan electron microscope (SEM). The roughness of each group was measured by Hommel W5
portable roughness instrument. The bonding strength between resin and silicone rubber of each group was detected
by a universal material testing machine. Results (1) SEM results showed that untreated resin surface had obvious
grinding traces, and the trace was dissolved after the infiltration of MMA, and the surface was rough and uneven
after sandblasting. (2) The roughness was as follows: the sandblasting group (3.12£0.02) , MMA infiltration +
sandblasting group (3.1140.01) >the control group (0.73%0.01) , MMA infiltration group (0.710.01) .
The difference was statistically significant (P < 0.05). (3) The bonding strength was as follows: MMA infiltration
+ sandblasting group(2.34 20.03) > sandblasting group(2.0240.01) >MMA infiltration group(1.81£0.02) >
control group(1.50+0.01). The difference was statistically significant (P < 0.05). Conclusion MMA monomer
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