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Table 1, Distribution of age and gender of patient group

ZHE 1709 ITI QI ZSBEE

ez st

Group 1 Group 2 Total
Age(yrs) Female Male Female Male
20-29 5 3 1 - 9
30-39 3 1 - 1 5
40-49 2 - 2 4 8
50-59 1 4 2 7 14
60-69 1 - 1 3 5
70-79 - - 1 2 3
Total 12 8 7 17 44
Group 1 : patients who were treated with single implant replacing mandibular first molar
Group 2 : patients who were treated with single implant replacing mandibular second molar
Table 2, Distribution of implants according to length and diameter
Implant Implant length(mm) Total
diameter 10 11,5 12 13 15
Group 1
(n=20) 37 ' ’ ’ ' : '
4 - 1 - 1 - 2
5 1 3 - 10 - 14
5.5 - - - 3 - 3
Group 2
(0=27) 35 ’ ' ' . ] :
4 1 1 - 1 -
41 - - 1 - -
5 10 5 - 3 - 18
5.5 - 2 - 1 - 3
Total 12 12 1 21 1 47

Group 1 : patients who were treated with single implant replacing mandibular first molar
Group 2 : patients who were treated with single implant replacing mandibular second molar
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Table 3, Bone quality and quantity

Bone Quality Bone Quantity Total
A B C D E

Group 1 I - 1 - - - 1
(n=20) I 1 1 9 1 - 12
it - 4 3 - - 7

v - B _ - - ;

Group 2 1 - - - - - -
(n=27) I - 8 1 - - 9
I 1 8 6 - - 15

v - 2 1 - - 3
Total 2 24 20 1 47

Group 1 : patients who were treated with single implant replacing mandiibular first molar
Group 2 : patients who were treated with single implant replacing mandibular second molar

Figure 1. A, Radiograph taken at implant surgery. B, Radiograph taken at 1-year evaluation,
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Table 4, Distribution of implant by follow-up periods (included only success implant)

follow-up periods (yrs)
place to loading loadingto1 12 23 34 45 5-6 67 total
Group 1 - 5 6 4 1 2 1 1 20
Group 2 - 1 6 5 4 2 1 0 19

Group 1 : patients who were treated with single implant replacing mandibular first molar
Group 2 : patients who were treated with single implant replacing mandibular second molar

7 Bone height
measurement
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Figure 2, Schematic drawing for the amount of marginal bone loss in implant
(a) Brinemark implant (b) IT] impalnt
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Zr it 24 QRS 7ok JERE L}
(thread) & 7|50 2 WAPI3T 45018 dof v]F
210 2 ST (Figure 2).

3 EWEm By

B AtdMe AR A 5 1d o 9=
HE o] HAF LAHS FA5T). Wilcoxon rank
sum testE o|-&-3te] 153} 279 7+ 7|17HE &A%
S92 AXBFITH (P(0.05).

. &= A}

1. 58 458
S okl w2 AFEL 17 100%3.0.H 2
TAAE 70.37%HTHTable 5),

A7) AR 717 Bk 1T M A gigleH 2
oA & 27709 JZTE F 871(29.63%)2] Af7}
dolutrt. 879 Aufl T 270 e EHE 2 Hel Yo
o 670 BAEE 2 Fof dojyuttt (Figure 3).

HAE Az Ao dofd 27 9] Auf) Fofl 171= 2
Y A% $x7} 7L oS s EG o AY

Table 5, Life table analysis of implants for implant success

Group Period No, of implants at No, of failed Cumulative
(yrs) start of interval implants success rate (%)
1 place - loading 20 0 100.00
loading - 1 20 0 100.00
1-2 15 0 100.00
2-3 9 0 100.00
3-4 5 0 100.00
4-5 4 0 100.00
5-6 2 0 100,00
6-7 1 0 100,00
2 place - loading 27 2 92.59
loading - 1 25 4 77.78
1-2 19 0 77.78
2-3 14 1 74.07
3-4 8 1 70.37
4-5 3 0 70.37
5-6 1 0 70.37

Group 1 : patients who were treated with single implant replacing mandibular first molar

Group 2 : patients who were treated with single implant replacing mandibular second molar

Number of

failed impla
o = N W~ 0o O N

prloading ‘
phase

Postioading
phase

Figure 3, Number of implants regarding to time
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Table 6, Details of failed implants

No. age gender diameter bone length comment complication PTV*at2nd  duration periods
(mm) type (mm) surgery (months)

1 52 M 5 3 10 recently hard diet mobility -4 29
2 67 M 5 2 10 infection

37 M 5 2 10 mobility 0 7
4 53 M 3.75 3 13 fixture fracture 3 47
5 43 F 5 3 1.5 paresthesia 3 24
6 77 F 5 4 10 mobility “4 11
7 45 M 3.75 2 13 mobility 2 4
8 72 M 5 2 10 mobility 6 6

PTV* : Perio test value

Table 7. Marginal bone loss(mm) during the first & second year in function (calculated as a mean of mesial

and distal values)

Group 1 Group 2

Follow-up periods(yrs) Mean S.D, Mean S.D,
1 0.30 = 0.30 0.27 £0.16
2 0.38 £ 0,08 0.45 £ 0.24

$.D. ; Standard deviation
Group 1
Group 2
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: patients who were treated with single implant replacing mandibular first molar
: patients who were treated with single implant replacing mandibular second molar

2 HiE &
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E T 2% Py FRUXE T3 (Table 7).
RHAE AHAIE 7O R 8t 1TdAE 1d &
0.30mm, 2'd ¥ 0.38mme] F &A1& BT 279
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-Abstract-

The Comparison between the success rates of single
implants replacing the mandibular first and second molar

Hang-Bin Lee, Jung-Won Paik, Chang-Sung Kim, Seong-Ho Choi, Keun-Woo Lee*, Kyoo-Sung Cho

Department of Periodontology, Department of Prosthodontics®,

College of Dentistry, Yonsei University, Oral Science Research Center

Osseointegrated implnats have proven to be successful in both full and partial edentulous patients since the
1960s and recently have shown successful results when used to restore single tooth missing, However, in most
studies reporting the success of single implants, single implants replacing anterior teeth are more frequently
mentioned than posterior single implants, Moreover, in studies regarding posterior single implants, the
replaced region seemed to be variable; the maxilla, mandible and areas from the first premolar to the second
molar were mentioned, However, considering the difference in bone quality in the mandible and maxilla, and
the increased occlusal force in the posterior region, the success rates in each region may be different,

In this study, the cumulative success rates and amount of bone loss of single implants replacing the
mandibular first and second molar, respectively, were compared and analyzed to come to the following con-
clusion,

1. The 20 (20 persons) single implants that were placed in the mandibular first molar region were all success-
ful and showed a 100% 5 year cumulative success rate, Among the 27 (24 persons) single implants replac-
ing the mandibular second molar, 8 failed (27.63%) showing a 5 year cumulative success rate of 70,37%.

2. Among the 8 failed implants, one showed symptoms of postoperative infection and one complained of
parenthesia. 6 implants failed after functional loading; S showed mobility and one resulted in fixture frac-
ture,

3. After the attachment of the prosthesis, there was no significant statistical difference regarding the marginal
bone loss in group 1 and group 2 during the checkup period (P)0.05).

In conclusion, restoration of the mandibular first molar using single implants was found to be an excellent
treatment modality, and when replacing mandibular second molars with single implants, poor bone quality

and risk of overloading must be considered,

Key words : Single implant, success rate, posterior single implant,
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