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Abstract 

The selection of the impression technique is an essential process that must be carried out according 
to the needs of each patient and the complexity of each clinical case. Impression methods have 
specific advantages, and their selection can directly influence the quality of the final result, the 
stability and long-term success of the prosthetic restoration, but also the patient’s comfort. 
Objectives: The purpose of this study was to compare conventional and digital impression 
techniques, highlighting the advantages and limitations of each and their clinical implications. 
Materials and Methods: The study was conducted based on the results of an online questionnaire 
comprising 16 items, distributed to dentists in the Oltenia region of Romania. The collected data 
were statistically analyzed, and correlations among variables were established. Results: The study 
highlights a high acceptance rate of digital impression techniques among dentists in Oltenia, with 
preference among doctors from urban areas and the 36-45-year age group. Digital impression 
techniques are associated with superior clinical accuracy, increased patient comfort, and high levels 
of professional satisfaction despite their high initial costs. The results confirm that direct experience 
with digital technologies significantly influences doctors’ willingness to adopt and recommend this 
method. Conclusions: Although digital impression techniques are increasingly adopted, 
conventional techniques remain indispensable in numerous clinical scenarios owing to their proven 
reliability and adaptability. 

Keywords: conventional impression techniques; digital impression techniques; intraoral scanner; 
questionnaire 

 

1. Introduction 

Dental impressions are an essential stage in the planning and execution of dental treatments, 
directly influencing the adaptation, stability, and functionality of the restorations [1–3]. Technological 
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advances in dentistry have led to significant transformations in impression techniques, which are 
essential for achieving high-precision prosthetic restorations and optimal functional adaptability [4–
10]. Dental impression techniques play a crucial role across multiple branches of dentistry, including 
dental prosthetics, implantology, and orthodontics, and directly affect the long-term success of 
treatments [11–14]. The accuracy of the impression influences the fidelity of the replication of dental 
arches and adjacent structures and represents a determining factor in achieving optimal clinical 
outcomes [15–24]. 

The choice of impression technique should be based on each patient’s needs and the complexity 
of each clinical case. Both conventional and digital impression techniques play essential roles in 
contemporary dentistry. Each method has specific advantages and can directly influence the quality 
of the final result. The traditional impression technique has been the gold standard in dentistry, with 
materials such as alginate, polyvinyl siloxane, and polyether used to capture the anatomical details 
of the oral cavity [25–31]. These materials have been improved over time to provide greater 
dimensional stability and increased accuracy, but their physicochemical characteristics impose 
certain limitations [32,33]. In contrast, the development of digital impression techniques has opened 
new perspectives in modern dentistry. This method employs high-precision intraoral scanners that 
generate three-dimensional models of dental arches, thereby eliminating the need for conventional 
impression materials. The integration of this technology into dental practice has led to workflow 
optimization, including reduced execution time and improved patient comfort. In addition, digital 
impression techniques enable electronic data storage, facilitating rapid communication with dental 
laboratories and reducing the risk of degradation or loss of conventional impressions [1–3]. 

In a medical context characterized by accelerated digitization, understanding the impact of these 
technologies on dental practice is essential for determining optimal use scenarios and assessing the 
degree to which digital innovations can replace or complement traditional methods. A detailed 
analysis of these techniques is necessary to develop a scientific, evidence-based framework that 
facilitates informed decision-making in everyday clinical practice [34–40]. Therefore, it is essential to 
identify the advantages and limitations of each method in order to develop optimal clinical strategies 
tailored to the characteristics of each case [32,33,41–53]. 

Comparing the two methods, the choice between conventional and digital impression 
techniques depends on several factors, including the complexity of the clinical case, available 
resources, and the preferences of the patient and clinician. While digital methods are increasingly 
adopted for their obvious advantages, conventional impression techniques remain a valuable and 
indispensable option in many clinical contexts, owing to their proven effectiveness over time [1–
3,22,54,55]. 

The impact of digitization on modern dentistry extends beyond impression taking. Still, it 
extends to aspects of diagnosis and various treatments, including digital design in specialized CAD 
software, the performance of dental restorations using dental CAM software and dedicated 
production equipment, and the analysis of the quality of these restorations before clinical use [56–
58]. In this context, an in-depth study of the differences between conventional and digital impression 
techniques is essential to optimize therapeutic strategies and improve the patient experience. Thus, 
the present study aims to compare conventional and digital impression techniques, highlighting the 
advantages and limitations of each and their implications for the clinical and long-term success of 
prosthetic restorations. Through this analysis, the study seeks to deepen understanding of the 
efficiency and applicability of each method, providing a solid scientific basis for the optimal selection 
of the impression technique according to each patient’s particularities. 

2. Materials and Methods 

2.1. Study Design 

The present study evaluated the frequency of use of conventional versus digital impression 
techniques and dentists’ confidence in their use of modern technologies. The study was approved by 

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 26 January 2026 doi:10.20944/preprints202601.1819.v1

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202601.1819.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 3 of 15 

 

the Ethics Committee of the University of Medicine and Pharmacy of Craiova, Romania (approval 
reference no. 65/29.01.2024), in accordance with the ethical guidelines for research with human 
participants from the University of Medicine and Pharmacy in Craiova, Romania. Informed consent 
was obtained from all participants via voluntary access to the link provided in the online 
questionnaire. 

  
(a) (b) 

Figure 1. (a) Digital impression technique (b) Conventional impression technique. 

The data were collected by distributing an online questionnaire to dentists practicing in the 
Oltenia region of Romania. The questionnaire included both single-answer questions and multiple-
choice questions. Participant selection was designed to reflect demographic and professional 
characteristics, thereby enabling a rigorous comparative analysis. Respondents were aged 18-65 years 
and practiced dentistry in urban, rural, or both areas. 

Participation in the study was voluntary, and anonymity and data confidentiality were 
guaranteed. The questionnaire included the following questions and response options: 

1. What is your age? (18-23/24-35/36-45/46-55) 
2. In which environment do you practice dentistry? (Rural/Urban/Both) 
3. What is your professional degree? (Dentist/Resident dentist/Specialist dentist /Primary dentist) 
4. Which impression technique do you use most frequently? (Conventional impression/Digital 

impression /Both methods) 
5. What advantages do you think digital impression techniques offer compared to conventional 

impression techniques? (Efficient communication and increased patient comfort/Higher 
accuracy/Shorter working time/Reduced risk of impression distortion/More efficient 
communication with the dental laboratory) 

6. What are the disadvantages of digital impression techniques? (High initial equipment 
costs/Need for a learning curve/Technical problems (software compatibility)/Limited 
accessibility in some dental offices/None) 

7. What advantages do you consider that conventional impression techniques offer compared to 
digital impression techniques? (Lower initial costs/Accessibility in any dental office/Possibility 
to use preferred materials/Familiarity with traditional techniques/None) 

8. In which situations do you prefer conventional impression techniques over digital impression 
techniques? (Complex prosthetic cases/Situations in which digital impression techniques are not 
available/Patients unfamiliar with digital technology/Limited clinical space /Never) 

9. Have you experienced significant difficulties when using impression techniques? (Yes/No/if 
yes, specify the challenges) 

10. Do you think digital impression techniques will completely replace conventional impression 
techniques in the future? (Yes/No/Not sure) 

11. In your opinion, which method provides more accurate clinical results? (Conventional 
impression techniques/Digital impression techniques/Both approaches are equally 
accurate/Depends on the clinical case) 
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12. Would you recommend digital impression techniques to other colleagues? (Yes/No /if yes, 
please specify why/if not, please specify why) 

13. What impact do you think digital impression techniques have on patient comfort and 
satisfaction? (Increase patient comfort and satisfaction/Decrease patient comfort and 
satisfaction/Has no significant impact/I don’t know) 

14. Which digital technologies are you currently using in your practice? (Intraoral 
scanner/computer-aided design (CAD) software/3D printer/I do not use digital 
technologies/All of the above) 

15. To what extent are you satisfied with the results obtained using digital impression techniques? 
(Very satisfied/Satisfied/Dissatisfied/Very dissatisfied) 

16. Do you think that specialized training is necessary for the effective use of digital impression 
techniques? (Yes/No) 

2.2. Statistical Analysis 

The data obtained from this questionnaire were collected and organized using Google Forms, 
and the statistical analysis was performed using Microsoft Excel 365, version 2503 (San Francisco, 
CA, USA) and SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) version 20 (SPSS Inc., Armonk, NY, 
USA), platforms that allowed the application of relevant statistical tests and the generation of detailed 
graphical representations for an optimal interpretation of the results. For data analysis, appropriate 
statistical methods were used, tailored to the type of variables and their distributions. The chi-square 
test was applied to examine relationships between categorical variables, including the association 
between professional specialization and the predominantly used impression technique. The choice 
of this test was motivated by the need to identify significant associations among these variables. To 
establish the relevance of the results, a significance threshold of p < 0.05 was used, in accordance with 
biomedical standards. 

3. Results 

The questionnaire was distributed to a representative sample of dentists in the Oltenia region of 
Romania, and the results provide a detailed perspective on the degree of implementation and 
acceptance of digital impressions in daily practice. Statistical correlations were performed between 
the data obtained from the 16 questions (Table 1). 

Table 1. Statistical correlations. 

 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5_1 Q5_2 Q5_3 Q5_4 Q5_5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13 Q14 Q15 Q16 
Q1 1 0.017 0.090 0.007 0.072 0.696 0.010 0.015 < 0.0 0.029 0.133 0.050 0.074 0.033 0.123 < 0.0 0.038 0.142 0.033 0.686 
Q2  1 0.004 0.005 0.016 0.030 0.100 0.524 0.150 0.242 1.136 0.031 0.949 0.349 0.151 < 0.0 0.094 0.091 0.452 0.478 
Q3   1 0.060 0.381 0.074 0.675 0.064 0.021 0.371 0.957 0.274 0.629 0.496 0.819 0.003 0.195 0.756 0.852 0.741 
Q4    1 0.285 0.004 0.110 0.625 0.438 0.160 0.422 0.897 0.188 0.299 < 0.0 0.113 0.087 0.633 0.375 0.496 

Q5_1     1 0.567 0.161 0.313 0.023 0.269 0.986 0.913 0.212 0.738 0.879 0.415 0.306 0.058 0.413 0.759 
Q5_2      1 0.480 0.629 0.437 0.225 0.013 0.228 0.719 0.368 0.047 0.118 0.801 0.254 0.091 0.642 
Q5_3       1 < 0.0 0.016 0.837 0.709 0.830 0.199 0.189 0.395 0.401 0.463 0.912 0.581 1 
Q5_4        1 < 0.0 0.133 0.361 0.188 0.110 0.027 0.268 0.705 0.598 0.770 0.650 0.178 
Q5_5         1 0.649 0.244 0.378 0.012 0.136 0.018 0.184 0.404 0.105 0.672 0.457 
Q6          1 0.056 0.376 0.117 0.164 0.076 < 0.0 0.219 0.552 0.162 0.226 
Q7           1 0.007 0.234 0.022 0.898 0.348 0.102 0.196 0.310 0.843 
Q8            1 0.127 0.964 0.016 0.771 0.360 0.672 0.226 0.049 
Q9             1 0.058 0.257 0.371 0.186 0.445 0.325 0.069 
Q10              1 0.008 0.069 0.319 0.307 0.027 0.065 
Q11               1 0.227 0.646 0.393 0.116 0.067 
Q12                1 0.071 0.042 0.264 0.443 
Q13                 1 0.073 0.004 0.974 
Q14                  1 0.412 0.360 
Q15                   1 0.085 
Q16                    1 
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The age group distribution indicates that the majority of respondents were aged between 24 and 
35 years (18.8%) (Table 2). Most respondents practiced dentistry in urban areas (70.3%), whereas 
16.8% practiced in rural areas; the remaining participants practiced in both settings (Table 2). 

Table 2. Demographic data. 

Parameter 
Age group Total p 

24-35 Years 36-45 Years 46-65 Years   

Area of 
practice 

Rural 
46 (63.89%) 9 (12.5%) 17 (23.61%) 72 (100%) 0.017 

79.31% 47.37% 68%   

Urban 
5 (29.41%) 8 (47.06%) 4 (23.53%) 17 (100%)  

8.62% 42.11% 16%   

Both 
7 (53.85%) 2 (15.38%) 4 (30.77%) 13 (100%)  

12.07% 10.53% 16%   

Total 58 (100%) 19 (100%) 25 (100%)   

Digital impression techniques were preferred by 52.5% of respondents, while conventional 
impression techniques were used by 23.8%. In addition, 27% of respondents reported using both 
methods. The statistical correlation between Question 1 and Question 4 showed distinct preferences 
across age groups. Conventional impression techniques were mainly preferred in the 24-35 age group 
(76.19%). Digital impression techniques were predominantly preferred by dentists aged 36-45 years 
(84.21%). Dentists aged 46-65 years most frequently reported using both impression techniques 
(36%). Statistical analysis indicated that the preference for digital impression techniques differs 
significantly between age groups (p = 0.007), confirming a more pronounced tendency among 
younger dentists to adopt this technology (Table 3). 

Table 3. Impression technique used according to the age group. 

Parameter 
Age group 

Total p 
24-35 Years 36-45 Years 46-65 Years 

Impression 
Technique 

Conventional 
16 (76.19%) 2 (9.52%) 3 (14.29%) 21 (100%) 

0.007 

27.59% 10.53% 12%  

Digital 
22 (43.14%) 16 (31.37%) 13 (25.49%) 51 (100%) 

37.93% 84.21% 52%  

Both methods 
20 (66.67%) 1 (3.33%) 9 (30%) 30 (100%) 

34.48% 5.26% 36%  

There was also a statistically significant difference (p = 0.005) between urban and rural areas in 
the use of digital impression techniques, indicating greater use in urban areas (Table 4). 

Table 4. Impression technique used according to the practice area. 

Parameter 
Practice area 

Total p 
Urban Rural Both 

Impression 
Technique 

Conventional 
14 (66.67%) 1 (4.76%) 6 (28.57%) 21 (100%) 

0.005 

19.44% 5.88% 46.15%  

Digital 
35 (68.63%) 14 (27.45%) 2 (3.92%) 51 (100%) 

48.61% 82.35% 15.38%  

Both methods 
23 (76.67%) 2 (6.67%) 5 (16.67%) 30 (100%) 

31.94% 11.76% 38.46%  

Total 72 (100%) 17 (100%) 13 (100%)  

About digital impressions, the advantages listed by respondents included: greater accuracy 
(56.4%), efficient communication and increased patient comfort (48.5%), reduced working time 
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(33.7%), more efficient communication with the dental laboratory (31.7%), and finally, reduced risk 
of re-impressing (27.7%) (Figure 2a). The disadvantages listed by respondents were primarily related 
to the high cost of the equipment (47.5%), followed by limited accessibility in some practices (22.8%), 
technical problems (21.8%), and the need for a learning curve (6.9%) (Figure 2b). 

 
(a) 

 
(b) 

Figure 2. (a) Advantages of the digital impression method. (b) Disadvantages of the digital impression 
method. 

Regarding conventional impressions, respondents reported the following advantages: 
availability in any dental office (40.6%), lower initial costs (28.7%), the option to use preferred 
materials (16.8%), and familiarity with traditional techniques (12.9%) (Figure 3). 

Conventional impressions are primarily used when digital methods are unavailable (43.6%), in 
complex prosthetic cases (30.7%), and in situations where patients are unfamiliar with digital 
technology (23.8%). These responses reflect a pragmatic approach by dentists, who choose the 
optimal method depending on the circumstances (Figure 4). 

Preprints.org (www.preprints.org)  |  NOT PEER-REVIEWED  |  Posted: 26 January 2026 doi:10.20944/preprints202601.1819.v1

© 2025 by the author(s). Distributed under a Creative Commons CC BY license.

https://doi.org/10.20944/preprints202601.1819.v1
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


 7 of 15 

 

 
Figure 3. Advantages of the conventional impression method. 

 
Figure 4. Cases in which the conventional impression method is chosen. 

On the other hand, most respondents (74.3%) reported no significant difficulties with impression 
techniques, whereas 20.8% reported problems. This relatively small percentage indicates that the 
technology is generally well accepted and used without significant complications. 59.4% of 
respondents believe that digital impression provides more accurate results; 75.2% believe that digital 
impression techniques improve patient comfort and satisfaction; 61.4% are very satisfied with the 
results obtained with digital impression techniques; and 36.6% are satisfied. This result confirms the 
effectiveness of the digital method and its high level of acceptance in practice. 

Regarding the accuracy and precision of the two impression techniques, more accurate clinical 
results were obtained with the digital impression technique (67.65%), whereas 17.65% of responding 
physicians reported that conventional impression techniques yielded accurate clinical results. The 
degree of satisfaction among dentists with digital impression techniques is favorable, with 63% 
satisfied and 37% dissatisfied (Table 5). 
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Table 5. Impression method with accurate clinical results. 

Parameter 
Responses  p 

Yes No Not sure   

Impression 
method  

Conventional 
impression 

12 (66.67%) 4 (22.22%) 2 (11.11%) 18 (100%) 0.008 

  17.65% 23.53% 11.76%    

Digital impression 46 (75.41%) 8 (13.11%) 7 (11.48%) 61 (100%)   
  67.65% 47.06% 41.18%     

Both methods 6 (60%) 3 (30%) 1 (10%) 10 (100%)   
  8.82% 17.65% 5.88%     

Depending on the 
case 

4 (30.77%) 2 (15.38%) 7 (53.85%) 13 (100%)   

  5.88% 11.76% 41.18%    

  68 (100%) 17 (100%) 17 (100%)     

Regarding dentists’ satisfaction with the use of the digital impression technique, the correlation 
analysis indicates that most respondents among those who are very satisfied (72.06%) believe that 
the digital impression technique has the potential to replace the conventional impression technique 
entirely. At the same time, only satisfied dentists show a lower percentage (26.47%) in this direction, 
whereas dissatisfied dentists constitute a very small proportion. These data clearly show that 
satisfaction levels influence dentists’ confidence in the widespread adoption of digital technology 
(Table 6). 

Table 6. Degree of satisfaction among physicians based on the impression method. . 

Parameter 
Responses   P 

Yes No Not sure     

Degree of 
satisfaction 

Very satisfied 49 (77.78%) 6 (9.52%) 8 (12.7%) 63 (100%) 0.027 
  72.06% 35.29% 47.06%     

Satisfied 18 (48.65%) 10 (27.03%) 9 (24.32%) 37 (100%)   
  26.47% 58.82% 52.94%     

Dissatisfied 1 (50%) 1 (50%) 0 (0%) 2 (100%)   
  1.47% 5.88% 0%     
  68 (100%) 17 (100%) 17 (100%)     

Regarding the association between the perceived impact of digital impression techniques on 
patient comfort and dentists’ satisfaction, the data show a strong correlation between these variables. 
Among dentists who believe that digital impression techniques increase patient comfort and 
satisfaction (71.43%), a similar proportion (71.43%) also reports being very satisfied with the results 
obtained using this technique. In contrast, among those who believe the impact of digitization is not 
significant, only 44.44% report being very satisfied, and dentists who believe that the digital 
impression technique reduces patient comfort report an average level of satisfaction (100%). These 
results indicate that a positive perception of the patient experience directly influences dentists’ 
satisfaction with digital technology, confirming the correspondence between patients’ clinical 
benefits and dentists’ professional assessments (Table 7). 

Regarding the relationship between the use of digital technologies in dental practice and the 
recommendation of digital impressions, the results show a clear trend: dentists who frequently use 
digital technologies are also those who most often recommend this method to their colleagues. 
Among intraoral scanner users, 70.79% would recommend digital impressions, whereas the 
percentages are lower among those who use 3D printers (10.11%) or CAD software (19.1%). These 
data show that direct and consistent experience with digital technology, particularly the intraoral 
scanner, is associated with greater confidence in this method and a stronger inclination to promote it 
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to other professionals. Thus, the extent of integration of digital technologies into daily practice 
significantly influences dentists’ willingness to recommend this technique (Table 8). 

Table 7. The degree of satisfaction of doctors in terms of patient comfort and satisfaction. 

Parameter 

Responses   P 
Increase patient 

comfort and 
satisfaction 

Decrease patient 
comfort and 
satisfaction 

Has no 
significant 

impact 

I don’t 
know 

    

Degree of 
satisfactio

n 

Very satisfied 55 (87.3%) 0 (0%) 8 (12.7%) 0 (0%) 63 (100%) 0.004 
  71.43% 0% 44.44% 0%     

Satisfied 20 (54.05%) 3 (8.11%) 10 (27.03%) 4 (10.81%) 37 (100%)   
  25.97% 100% 55.56% 100%     

Dissatisfied 2 (100%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 0 (0%) 2 (100%)   
  2.6% 0% 0% 0%     
  77 (100%) 3 (100%) 18 (100%) 4 (100%) 102 (100%)   

Table 8. The correlation between the use of digital technologies in dental practice and the recommendation of 
digital impressions. 

Parameters 
Responses P 

Da Nu     

Digital technologies  

3D printers  9 (69.23%) 4 (30.77%) 13 (100%) 0.042 
  10.11% 30.77%     

Intraoral scanner 63 (92.65%) 5 (7.35%) 68 (100%)   
  70.79% 38.46%     

CAD software  17 (80.95%) 4 (19.05%) 21 (100%)   
  19.1% 30.77%     
  89 (100%) 13 (100%) 102 (100%)   

4. Discussion 

After analyzing the questionnaire responses, a clear trend toward the use of digital impressions 
in dental practice was observed, but with the conventional method being retained in certain specific 
situations. Most study participants fall within the 36-45 age group (24.8%), followed by those aged 
24-35 (18.8%). A significant proportion (70.3%) practices in urban areas, suggesting easier access to 
modern technologies. In terms of specialisation, 49.5% of respondents are dentists and 34.7% are 
resident doctors, indicating a growing interest in new technologies among both experienced 
professionals and those at the beginning of their careers. 

In the study conducted by Lee et al., it was found that the group represented by students rated 
digital impression techniques as the most effective impression technique, while the group 
represented by clinicians showed a uniform distribution in their choice of impression techniques. 
Their study concluded that, from the operator’s perspective, digital impressions are easier to perform 
for inexperienced clinicians [59]. Other studies in the literature have also obtained the same results 
[60–62]. Digital impressions were the most frequently selected method, selected by 52.5% of 
respondents. On the other hand, 23.8% continue to use conventional impressions, and 27% combine 
both techniques, suggesting that there are still situations where the traditional method remains a 
viable option. 

Among the main benefits of digital impressions are greater accuracy (56.4%), efficient 
communication and increased patient comfort (48.5%), reduced working time (33.7%), and decreased 
risk of re-impression (27.7%). Another important advantage mentioned by 31.7% of respondents is 
improved communication with the dental laboratory, which can lead to better results in prosthetic 
work. The main obstacle to the adoption of digital impressions is the high initial cost of the 
equipment, as mentioned by 47.5% of respondents. Other issues identified include limited access to 
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the technology in certain practices (22.8%) and technical difficulties, such as software 
incompatibilities (21.8%). These issues may limit the widespread implementation of digital 
technology, especially in smaller practices. Although digital impressions are gaining ground, the 
traditional method remains popular due to its accessibility (40.6%), lower initial costs (28.7%), and 
the option of using preferred materials (16.8%). These aspects suggest that the traditional method 
remains a valid option, particularly in settings without advanced digital technology. Digital 
impressions are considered more accurate by 59.4% of respondents, confirming the technological 
advantages of this method. In addition, 78.2% of participants would recommend digital impressions 
to colleagues, indicating high confidence in this technology. A total of 75.2% of respondents believe 
that digital impressions improve patient comfort and satisfaction, which may contribute to greater 
acceptance of this method. In addition, 61.4% of respondents reported being very satisfied with the 
results, and 36.6% were satisfied, indicating a high level of satisfaction with this technology. Other 
studies in the literature have also found that digital impression techniques offer greater time 
efficiency and fewer sources of error than conventional methods. The technology is a more 
comfortable and less invasive method for patients, facilitating rapid and cost-effective information 
transmission and simplifying data storage [63–72]. 

Respondents indicated that conventional impression techniques are used primarily when the 
digital option is unavailable (43.6%), in complex prosthetic cases (30.7%), or when patients are 
unfamiliar with digital technology (23.8%). This indicates that, although technology is advancing, 
there are still situations in which the traditional method remains preferable. A large proportion of 
respondents (74.3%) reported no significant difficulties with using digital impressions, indicating a 
high level of adaptability to this technology. However, 20.8% reported difficulties, suggesting that 
more training or improvements in the equipment and software used are needed. Regarding the 
possibility of digital impression techniques permanently replacing the traditional method, only 6.3% 
of respondents believe this will occur, whereas 16.8% believe the conventional method will continue 
to be used. These results indicate that, although digital technology is becoming increasingly popular, 
the conventional method will not disappear completely. 
Only 16.3% of respondents believe specialized training is required to use digital impression 
techniques, suggesting that most dentists adapt to this technology relatively easily. However, 
perception may vary with each user’s experience and the complexity of the system used. 

This study presents limitations for interpreting the results: it was conducted exclusively in the 
Oltenia region, which may limit the generalizability of the findings at the national level. A larger and 
more diverse sample would have allowed a broader analysis of how digitization is being adopted in 
different regions of the country; since the data were collected through a self-administered 
questionnaire, there is a risk of self-reporting biases, such as subjectivity of responses, overestimation 
of digital skills or a tendency to provide socially acceptable answers; given that the majority of 
participants practice in the urban environment, the results may overestimate the acceptance and use 
of digital technologies, since urban cabinets generally have easier access to modern; the study is based 
strictly on the perception of doctors and does not include objective assessments of the accuracy of the 
two types of impression techniques, not analyzing concrete clinical results, such as marginal 
adaptation or recovery rate of prosthetic works; respondents use different models of intraoral 
scanners and CAD software, which can generate significant variations in reported experiences (the 
study does not differentiate results according to brands or technological generations); although high 
costs were cited as a disadvantage, a detailed cost-benefit analysis comparing the two techniques 
from a financial and profitability perspective was not carried out. 

Based on the identified results and limitations, the following future research directions can be 
proposed: expanding the research in several regions of Romania or in other countries would allow a 
broader understanding of the level of digitization and the factors influencing the adoption of digital 
impression technologies; it is necessary to assess under controlled conditions the accuracy of 
impression, the adaptation of restorations and the long-term success rate in order to validate the 
perceptions reported by dentists; investigate how dentists’ attitude and competencies towards evolve 
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over time, with the accumulation of experience and the acceleration of digitization; future studies 
should compare initial costs, maintenance costs, cost-effectiveness and the impact; since the current 
study is based only on the perspective of dentists, future research could examine the satisfaction, 
convenience and acceptance of digital technologies from the perspective of patients; evaluating the 
performance of existing models on the market would provide helpful information on optimal 
investments and support the standardization of the use of impression techniques; a study focused on 
the efficiency of full digital flow, from intraoral scanning to prosthetic production in the laboratory, 
would clarify how new technologies optimize communication and reduce laboratory errors. 

5. Conclusions 

The questionnaire results indicate a clear trend toward digitization in dental impression 
techniques, with the majority of respondents reporting appreciation for the accuracy, efficiency, and 
increased patient comfort offered by digital methods. However, specific barriers to the full adoption 
of this technology persist, such as high equipment costs and accessibility issues in some dental offices. 
Although digital impression techniques are considered superior in terms of accuracy and patient 
satisfaction, conventional impression techniques are still used in some situations due to their 
accessibility and lower cost. In this context, it can be concluded that the two methods will continue 
to coexist, at least in the medium term, depending on the available resources and the needs of each 
dental office. 
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