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o] AF oA+ Brinemark U ZZE (Nobel
Biocare AB, Goteborg, Sweden)& AR-5}40 1,

Table 1, Distribution of implant-supported fixed prostheses by patient gender and age

Age(years)
Group* Gender -40 41-50 51-60 61-65 Total
RP F

3 4 7 3 17 2

M 1 3 3 1 8

WP F 1 3 6 5 15
M 2 5 4 11 2%
Total 7 15 20 9 51

*RP: regular-platform implants; WP: wide-platform implants
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MKII @3.75, @4.0, 5.0, @5,5mm7} o]-& =T}

St A HE A+ AZHEE Branemark

2, g

MKII wide-platform(@5.0, @5.5mm)o|H, EF ¢ 1) 2ie) HAt
ZZE = Brdnemark MKII regular-platform(@3.75, Bt ) R-9) o] A=A QT EE wNE AHs
04.0mm)o|th, YLAE Aol BF YTAE P} BF YTAE 32 AP Fo2 Rtk
10mmol 4, F27 JEAE ImmolFoR 39 o] FAEL Holw 1o 13] ol F711 A
o} sot AR FE7 due sl BE Ael2uT o g BARIA AAE Uik
JZHE 7570, & 1387 9] YZHES A3t =23} gk g o= 9] H7ke Lekholm3t
APE JEFeY HPH Aol thed} Bk Zabe] 7% o) AlEATH, g 2 A 2A Y
(Table 2). FHA SHES H7RL AL YZHE AJEA]
YEUE S5 20 YTUE oIBEHA NG ) Uekl of3) ek, o] g
< skSinh 1Ak el JEZIE iAAE 4| gol wet S 7 2o ' IR F o,
S S SIIST), SERE e v B W ) 2R R 49
FA0IE AZLEE o) 43tel dNE Ssi. et 2] 7k
WA 46 o) Aol AhEE ABE A B2l AL P A
Aok AN GAF 260 WA ARINEE B oR B2l S B
AR 9 BAAgEE ddekn BARS AN CFFE AT 20| Qe AS
o o) s Aot gl Ade AQAT B D AAEE Qe A
A BB, 94 ALIE A B0l £B E AT 240G HOEAS
= 3ie.
Table 2, Distribution of placed implants with regard to implant length and width
Group* Implant width Implant length(mm)
(mm) 7 8.5 10 115 13 15 Total
RP 3.75 14 4 17 6 41
4 13 10 11 34
WP 5 2 12 12 12 8 46
5.5 1 2 3 6
Total 3 14 42 26 36 6 127
*RP: regular-platform implants; WP: wide-platform implants
Table 3, Distribution of implants with respect to bone quality and quantity
Bone Quantity RP/WP* (75/52)
Bone Quality A B C D E
I - 3/2 3/2 - -
1 3/4 24/14 19/8 - -
11 - 7/8 10/12 - -
v - 3/2 3/0 - -

*RP: regular-platform implants; WP: wide-platform implants
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2o AAOIL A S0l AT 9l 9 EHMES
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Polished neck abutment

[T T1

reference point

measurement of bone loss

“— baseline of marginal bone

Figure 1, Schematic drawing for the amount of marginal bone loss in Implant
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Table 4, Distribution of implant-dupported fixed prosthodontics by patient follow-up periods

Follow-up period(month)

Group* 0-12 13-24 2536 37-48 Mean
RP 9 9 7 28
WP 8 10 8 255

*RP: regular-platform implants; WP: wide-platform implants
Table 5, Placed and failed implants with respect to bone quality and quantity
RP* Wp*
Placed Failed Placed Failed
Bone quality
I 6 4
I 46 2 26 1
I 17 20
v 6 2 2
Total 75 2 52
Bone quantity
A 3 4
B 37 2 26 2
C 35 22
D
E
Total 75 2 52 3

*RP: regular-platform implants; WP: wide-platform implants
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Table 6. Distribution of implant failures with respect to implant length and location, bone quality and quantity

Group* Position Bone type Bone quality Length(mm) Comment
RP 47 B I 13 Observed the failure of osseo-
integration in 2nd surgery
48 B il 13 Fixture removed at 11 months after
prosthodontic restoration because of
increased fixture mobility
WP 46 B v 13 Observed the failure of osseo-
integration in 2nd surgery
47 B v 13 Observed the failure of osseo-
integration in 2nd surgery
36 C il 10 Fixture removed at 1 month after

installation because of pus discharge

*RP: regular-platform implants; WP: wide-platform implants

Table 7, Life table analysis of implants for implant success

Implants at start No. of failed Cumulative
Group Interval . . .
of interval implants Success rate(%)

RP Placement - loading 75 1 98.8
Loading - lyear 74 1 97.6

lyear - 2years 73 0 97.6

2years - 3years 51 0 97.6

3years - 4years 30 0 97.6

WP Placement - loading 52 3 94.5
Loading - lyear 51 0 94.5

lyear - 2years 51 0 94,5

2years - 3years 32 0 94.5

3years - 4years 12 0 94.5

*RP: regular-platform implants; WP: wide-platform implants
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Table 8, Meam marginal bone level(mm) for implants(calculated as a mean of mesial and distal values)

Group 1 year follow-up 2 year follow-up 3 year follow-up
Regular implants*
No. of implants 27 26 20
Mean 1.81 1.79 1.85
SD 0.28 0.29 0.29
Wide implants}
No. of implants 17 18 14
Mean 1.82 1.85 191
SD 0.21 0.29 0.29
*regular-platform implants
iwide-platform implants
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The comparison between 2 wide implants and 3 regular
implants in mandibular posterior area
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Osseointegrated implants have been established as the standard treatment modality for full/partial edentu-
lous patients since the 1960's, and the long term results for full edentulous patients have proven to be success-
ful, Based on these results osseointegrated implants are now widely used for partial edentulous patients.

There has been an increased interest towards the efficacy of wide implants, despite many reports mentioning
the lower success rate of wide implants compared to regular implants, Recently, mandibular molar area defects
are commonly restored using 2 wide implants, but it is not determined whether which treatment modality-3
regular implants or 2 wide implants-shows superior success rate,

In this study, 2 wide implants and 3 regular implants used for the restoration of mandibular molar area are
used to compare the survival rate of 1-4 years, and to analyze and compare the failure factors, The following

conclusions could be drawn from this study,

1. Wide implants and regular implants showed 94.5% and 97,6% of survival rate respectively, After prostho-
dontic work, the survival rate was 100% and 98.1% for wide implants and regular implants respectively.

2. 5 failed implants have been removed, 2 wide implants and 1 regular implant have been removed due to
failure of osseointegration, 1 wide implant was removed due to abscess formation caused by over-heating,
and 1 regular implant was removed due to mechanical failure caused by over-loading within the first year
of function,

3. No statistically significant difference was observed with respect to the amount of marginal bone loss of

wide and regular implants, (P)0,05)

In conclusion, restoration of the mandibular molar area using 3 regular implants was found to be a good
treatment modality, and 2 wide implants could be considered a good treatment modality when success factors

are taken into account,

Key words : Wide implant, regular implant, success rate, marginal bone loss
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