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Abstract

:

To ensure the long-term success of a dental implant, it is imperative to understand how chewing loads are transferred through the implant prosthetic components to the surrounding bone tissue. The stress distribution depends on several factors, such as load type, bone–implant interface, shape and materials of the fixture and quality and quantity of the bone. These aspects are of fundamental importance to ensure implant stability and to evaluate the remodelling capacity of the bone tissue to adapt to its biomechanical environment. A bone remodelling algorithm was formulated by the authors and implemented by means of finite element simulations on four different implants with several design characteristics. Internal bone microstructure and density, apposition/resorption of tissue and implant stability were evaluated over a period of 12 months, showing the influence of the geometry on bone tissue evolution over time. Bone remodelling algorithms may be a useful aid for clinicians to prevent possible implant failures and define an adequate implant prosthetic rehabilitation for each patient. In this work, for the first time, external bone remodelling was numerically predicted over time.
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1. Introduction


To achieve successful osseointegration, a direct structural and functional connection between surrounding bone and implant surface is required [1]. After implant placement within the bone site, the following biological steps take place at the bone–implant interface: blood clotting, osteoprogenitor cell migration, formation of a collagen matrix and new blood vessels and bone matrix formation [2,3]. Implant stability is the clinical manifestation of the long-term clinical success of osseointegrated implants [4,5]. However, even clinically stable implants exhibit different degrees of displacement (or clinical mobility) due to several factors, such as cortical and trabecular bone density, surgical technique, implant design and quality of the bone–implant interface [6]. Poor bone quantity and quality can increase the risk of implant failure due to excessive bone resorption or impaired healing [7]. Typically, type IV bone with very thin cortical bone and low-density trabecular bone provides minimal primary stability and limited bone-to-implant contact, with a high risk of implant failure [8,9,10]. The application of masticatory loads is a key parameter for bone remodelling, affecting the success of osseointegration [11,12]. According to Wolff [13], the deposition of bone around an implant is the biological response to a mechanical stress below a certain threshold, whereas bone loss occurs when the stress is high. Moreover, excessive loads can induce bone overload due to the high concentrations of stress at the bone–implant interface, with consequent bone resorption. This biological phenomenon determines the production of bone microfractures, allowing the formation of fibrous tissues and the accumulation of bacteria and resulting in implant failure [14,15].



The macro-design of the fixture can also affect the long-term implant success [16,17,18]. In particular, the presence of threads determines a greater contact surface between bone and implant, allowing a better distribution of stresses in the peri-implant area [19,20]. In addition, neck design and prosthetic rehabilitation may play an important role in stress distribution in the peri-implant area. Nevertheless, the presence of threads at the neck area may increase the risk of implant fracture [21]. While osseointegration of a dental implant is generally evaluated at the interface between the fixture and the trabecular bone, marginal peri-implant bone loss is influenced by different factors such as the implant neck surface and the implant–abutment connection [22,23,24]. The finite element analysis allows us to explore the biomechanical response of different macro-designs of dental implants, displaying the regions where it is possible to observe a difference in density, distribution of stresses and deformations [25,26,27,28,29]. In addition, the development of mathematical models to study bone mechanoregulatory processes helps to predict changes in bone morphology and density based on various mechanical stimuli [30]. Numerical simulations were compared with in vivo studies to indirectly correlate the stress level with apposed/reabsorbed bone tissue [31,32,33]. Some researchers, moving from the peri-implant density distribution, made an estimation of the bone remodelled tissue [34,35] and, in a recent study, only of internal bone remodelling, i.e., the change in the microstructure and density was taken into account as a remodelling process [36]. As the authors of the present work are aware, no study has been developed to directly estimate external bone remodelling, which takes into account the apposition or resorption of bone tissue.



The aim of this paper was to predict the success of some dental implants by FEA integrated to a bone remodelling algorithm created by the authors. The algorithm was applied to a series of commercial prosthetic devices with different characteristics in order to assess the influence of the implant geometry on the biomechanical behaviour of the bone–implant system, especially on internal and external bone remodelling.




2. Bone Remodelling Algorithm


The algorithm created by the authors is based on a numerical procedure able to predict the external and internal bone remodelling process for bone tissues near an implanted prosthesis. The time-dependent bone remodelling theory of Beauprè et al. [37] is based on the concept that bone remodels itself as a response to daily loads. Bone presents a proper level of mechanical stress needed for its maintenance, called attractor state stress stimulus, ΨbAS. If the bone receives an excessive mechanical stimulation compared to the reference stimulus, new tissue will be deposited; on the other hand, if the mechanical stimulus is below the attractor state, the bone will reabsorb. According to Beauprè, the rate of bone apposition/resorption can be affected by a patient’s biological limit, such as genotype, adjacent tissue interaction, age, hormones, drugs and disease. In particular, for a decreasing stress stimulus, the resorption rate can be limited by the osteoclastic speed [38,39]. The stress stimulus for an elementary part of bone tissue can be expressed by Equation (1), where the applied load history could be decomposed in several N loads, each one characterized by a number of cycles ni of applications and a stress correlated with the strain energy density U.
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In this equation, ρc is the maximum cortical bone density, ρ is the apparent bone density, and E the average elastic modulus. The term m is the stress exponent, an empirical constant that can be assumed as a weighting factor for the possible differences in the relative importance of the stress magnitude and number of load cycles. The strain energy density U = ½ σε is evaluated considering a homogenized continuous media, regardless of the pores and vacuoles typical of bone structure, with σ and ε the mechanical stress and strain, respectively. In the present algorithm, only one load type is considered (N = 1), with a number of cycle per day n = 1800 [40], and the stress exponent m = 4 is adopted [41,42]. This value is the best estimate from a least-squares fit of experimental data that minimize the residual standard deviation of a bone under normal activity [43], regardless of the several eating habits of different population groups [44].



The apposition and reabsorption process of bone tissue could be expressed by a linear relation between the adaptation velocity   r ˙   and an error function obtained as the difference of the actual stress stimulus and the attractor state stress stimulus for the bone (e = Ψb − ΨbAS). The attractor state stress stimulus may depend on local tissue interactions, genotype and metabolic status, but for sake of simplicity, here it is assumed to be independent of the previous effects. The error signal is followed by several tissue transducers which modify the recruitment rate and the activity of osteoblast and osteoclast, hence affecting the bone apposition or reabsorption process. Taking into account the literature data reported by Lin [44,45,46], the slope and the intercept, as well as the lower and upper bound for each stress stimulus area can be defined for cortical and cancellous bone (Figure 1). For low stress stimulus values, the bone is reabsorbed (resorption zone), while when the stress stimulus is approximately equal to the attractor state (50 MPa/day, as reported [41]), there is an equilibrium condition (dead zone), i.e., only a minimum amount of bone is deposited or removed. For high stress stimulus values (constant apposition zone), the bone is deposited as long as a limit value is reached, then the bone is reabsorbed (overload zone). Experimental analysis confirmed that this phenomenon takes place around an oral implant when the load is excessive [47,48,49]. The overload stress was evaluated by Crupi et al. [50] adopting the Taylor theory, as the stress value above which there is an unstable propagation of the crack under cyclic loading within the bone (35 MPa, with a corresponding mechanical stimulus of overload equal to 230 MPa/day) [51,52].



For internal bone remodelling, the change in density is described by a first-order linear differential equation (Equation (2)).
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with   r ˙   being the bone apposition/resorption rate, ρt the fully mineralized tissue density, kr the active bone surface constant (assumed equal to 0.2 [53]), and Sv(ρ) the bone surface area density, defined as the amount of bone surface area in a given bone sample divided by the bulk volume (full and empty spaces). The relationship between the bone surface area density and porosity was experimentally retrieved by Martin [54], with porosity expressed as a function of the bone apparent density (Equation (3)).
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To solve the differential equation, the Euler method was implemented: the new density for each integration step was obtained as (Equation (4)).


   ρ n     = ρ    n − 1   +   ∂ ρ   ∂ t    Δ t   



(4)







The integration step adopted in the literature is of about 10–30 days [50]. In the presented model, a daily integration step was adopted to obtain more accurate results, considering that the finite element analysis was performed for every new set of material and geometrical properties. The new obtained density was compared with the minimum and maximum allowable values for the bone (cortical bone 1.74 ÷ 2 g/cm3, cancellous bone 0.9 ÷ 1.2 g/cm3 [46]) and assumed equal to the lower or upper bound if it was out of range. The bone elastic properties could be related to its apparent density, that could be deduced from CT scan [55]. In the literature, the mechanical behaviour of bone was characterized both in the axial and in the transverse direction, but it was not possible to assess a predominant orientation. For this reason, cortical bone could be assumed to follow an orthotropic behavior [56,57,58,59], while cancellous bone could be assumed to be isotropic [60,61,62]. The relationship between the elastic modulus (in MPa) and the apparent density (in g/cm3) of cancellous bone could be modelled with the power law of Equation (5), where a = 2349, and b = 2.15 for mesio-distal bone [63], while for cortical bone Equation (6) can be used [64]:
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In order to assess the relationship between the elastic properties of cortical bone and its apparent density, the work of Jacobs et al. [65] was considered. Mechanical stress on bone microstructure not only affects the apparent density, but also leads to a reorientation of the trabeculae, which macroscopically affects the bone stiffness tensor [C], composed of 21 independent elastic constants. For an orthotropic material, the apparent density could not be directly related to the elastic properties; therefore, Jacobs developed a theoretical model based on the optimization of the stiffness tensor. For each iteration, the stiffness tensor could be obtained as the sum of the previous value and an increment quantity ΔC (Equation (7)):
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with b being the exponent of the isotropic material model (Equation (5)), σ the average equivalent Von Mises stress, and U the strain energy density.



Once the stiffness tensors in known, the elastic properties (Young Modulus Eij and Poisson ratio νij) for cortical bone could be retrieved from Equation (7), solving the linear system:
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The presented algorithm can be implemented in an iterative way. For every time step, the bone stress state could be retrieved from a finite element model of the prosthetic system, evaluating the bone apposition–resorption rate from the remodelling curve (Figure 1); hence, new density values and elastic properties could be evaluated by means of Equations (3) and (4). The initial finite element model was updated considering the new calculated bone geometry due to external bone remodelling; the material properties were also updated due to internal bone remodelling.




3. Materials and Methods


Some simplifications regarding the applied loads, geometry, materials and boundary conditions of the prosthesis–bone system were adopted. A series of 2D elastic finite element analyses was conducted adopting Ansys® APDL, while Matlab® was adopted for the implementation of the bone remodelling algorithm. The prosthesis–bone system was modelled by adopting a square of D4 bone type, with external dimensions of 20 mm × 25 mm and cortical bone thickness of 1.4 mm (Figure 2). In order to simulate external bone remodelling, the upper line of the bone square was discretized with 16 segments, which were able to change their position during the simulation process to account for deposition or removal of bone tissue. This kind of solution works at the geometry level and is independent of the adopted mesh.



Internal bone remodelling was simulated by changing the material properties of each bone finite element. Table 1 reports the initial values of bone density and of the elastic constants (Young’s Moduli E, Shear Moduli G and Poisson’s ratios ν) for cortical bone, modelled as an orthotropic material [66], and for the cancellous bone, modelled as an isotropic material according to Equation (5). The prosthodontic devices were modelled assuming the material properties of titanium Grade IV.



The prosthodontic devices were meshed by adopting the 8-node plane element PLANE183, to better follow the geometric irregularities, with a free mesh and a maximum element size of 0.2 mm. The cortical and cancellous bones were meshed with a mapped mesh by adopting the 4-node plane element PLANE182 to reduce the calculation time. The finite element model considers that a sufficient amount of bone has been created around the fixture to make it stable (delayed loading condition). The bone–fixture interface was modelled as a “frictional” contact system, with a friction coefficient of 0.2, to simulate the osseointegration of the fixture allowing the transmission of a certain amount of shear stresses. Element type CONTA172 was adopted for the fixture, and TARGE169 element for the bone surface. The cortical–cancellous bone interface was modelled as a bonded contact. A chewing force of 100 N [67] was applied as a distributed load over the top surface of the abutment, acting on the occlusal plane. The bottom surface of the square bone system was fixed against all the possible movements (Figure 2b). The automatic execution of the finite element analysis and the bone remodelling estimation were performed several times, corresponding to the number of days. The estimation of the results was performed by averaging the daily results over a period of 1 month.



Four types of prosthetic devices from Sweden and Martina were adopted in this study (Figure 3). The Global implant consists of a conical fixture and a double octagonal internal connection. PRO-Link In-Link implant exhibits a cylindrical self-tapping geometry with an internal hexagon which prevents possible abutment rotations. This kind of implant is particularly indicated in non-parallel configurations thanks to its partial conical superior shape which can overcome the anatomical limits of insertion and removal of the abutment. The Kohno implant has a conical profile in the apical direction, convex in the coronal direction, with a superior cylindrical section. Its profile reduces bone trauma after load application, enhancing the primary stability and increasing the implant anti-rotation during the screwing procedures. The Premium implant exhibits is similar in structure to the Kohno implant but has a cylindrical shape, allowing, being equal the coronal diameter, a larger bone–implant contact surface along its body. In Table 2, the number of nodes and elements for each of the four FE models of the prosthesis–bone system are reported.




4. Results


The effects of a vertical daily load of 100 N were evaluated. All the simulations were carried out up to 18 months (540 days), and the following parameters were considered:




	
Internal remodelling through a change of density in cancellous and cortical bone;



	
External remodelling by moving the points on the external surface of cortical bone;



	
Stresses on the peri-implant and crestal areas;



	
Stability of the implants by vertical and horizontal micromovements.








In all simulations, the majority of the changes happened between the first 12 months [68]; hence, the results are presented for this period. Two regions were considered (Figure 2a): peri-implant cancellous bone, near the fixture, and crestal cortical bone, near the implant neck. The results were obtained per month, by averaging the daily results over that period.



4.1. Internal Remodelling


It has been observed that the density increase is greater near the peri-implant regions compared to the regions far from the fixture, due to a higher stress concentration next to the threaded area of the fixture (Figure 4a). For all studied implant systems, a constant increment per month of 2.1% was estimated, while from the 12th month it was equal to 0.2 ÷ 0.1%. Cancellous bone density rapidly changed during the first 12 months under the action of a proper mechanical stimulus provided by the implant to the bone. As the density, and, hence the Young’s modulus, reached a certain value, the strain energy density in the peri-implant area diminished, leading to a smoother increase of the density value. Compared to cancellous tissue, the cortical bone of the crestal zone experienced a lower density increment of about 0.2% (Figure 4b). This behaviour was exhibited by all prosthetic devices, except for the Global one, which experienced a greater density increase. This can be attributed to the threaded neck of the Global implant, which was the only fixture able to stress the cortical bone of the crestal region. In fact, this region was subjected to a very low strain energy level, hence the apposition process was very slow.




4.2. External Remodelling


The geometry of a dental implant may severely affect the apposition/resorption bone process; hence, it contributes to the clinical results and the duration over time of the prosthesis. In Figure 5, the marginal bone evolution during a period of 12 months is reported. Compared to the other implant systems, the Global system was the only one to promote a very fast bone reabsorption process during the first two months, which tended to stabilize near a value of about −0.038 mm.



This behaviour can be attributed to the presence of the threaded neck that may overstress the cortical bone, leading to the reabsorption process. On the other hand, the In-Link, Premium and Kohno implants led to the apposition of new cortical bone tissue. In particular, the In-Link implant showed a rapid stabilization from the fourth month, with an apposition of bone tissue equal to 0.019 mm. The Premium and Kohno devices showed a very similar behaviour, considering that the fixture neck region was equal for both of them. Compared to the other systems, they promoted a very high apposition process during the first six months, which led to a bone variation of about 0.078 mm in the 12th month.



Figure 6 reports the comparison between the initial crestal bone level (1st month) and the level after 12 months of simulation (12th month). It is evident that the Premium and Kohno implants determined an optimal adaptive bone remodelling near the fixture neck compared to In-Link, which only promoted peri-implant bone apposition, and to Global, which caused bone resorption both in the peri-implant region and far from the fixture.




4.3. Stress on the Peri-Implant Area


The previous considerations regarding the crestal area were reflected by the stress induced in the bone by the fixtures. With regard to cortical bone (Figure 7a), the Global implant, due to its threaded neck, showed higher stress over time compared to the other implant systems, which could lead to an excessive stimulus, hence to bone reabsorption. The In-Link implant maintained a stress level over time that was slightly higher compared to that of the Premium and Kohno implants, which showed a practically equal stress trend. The cancellous bone of the peri-implant area (Figure 7b) exhibited higher stresses for the In-Link, Premium and Kohno implants, while the stress provided by the Global implant was considerably lower.



The Global implant, compared to the other ones, was not able to adequately distribute the stress in the cancellous tissue and, in addition, the excessive stress induced in the cortical bone of the crestal area led to bone reabsorption. On the other hand, the In-Link, Premium and Kohno implants stimulated in a proper way the bone tissue, ensuring internal remodelling.




4.4. Stability of the Implants


Stability was assessed by measuring the static displacement of the nodes on the upper end of the fixture after applying a vertical load. The micrometric displacements were due to the shape of the implant and the type of thread. Figure 8a reports the time evolution of the vertical displacements of the four devices. They tended to reduce over time, which indicates that, thanks to bone remodelling, the stability of the implant improved. The Global fixture showed the greater vertical displacement compared to the other fixtures, with a variation of the vertical displacement, with respect to the first moth, equal to 34.3%. On the contrary, the Premium fixture had the lowest vertical displacement, with a variation of 39.4% with respect to the first month. The In-Link and Kohno implants exhibited an intermediate behaviour, with a variation of the vertical displacement, with respect to the first month, equal to 31.9% and 34.4%, respectively. When observing the horizontal displacement trends (Figure 8b), the Global implant had the higher level of micromovements compared to the other implants that displayed a similar behaviour. The Premium implant showed the greater improvement with respect to the first month regarding horizontal micromovements (79.8%), followed by In-Link (53.1%), Kohno (22.6%) and Global (10.4%) implants. At the end of the 12 months period, considering both vertical and horizontal stability, the Global implant, despite its threaded neck, had the worst stability. On the other hand, the Premium fixture showed lower vertical and horizontal displacements, which is an index of a better stability, hence, of long-term success of the implant.





5. Discussion


The long-term durability of implant-supported prosthesis depends on a favourable osseous adaptation process to maintain osseointegration and preserve the supporting bone [69]. In this study, bone remodelling was described mathematically and was numerically simulated through a series of finite element analysis. The simulations were carried out daily for a period of 18 months on four types of dental implants, applying a load intensity of 100 N. The stresses on cancellous and cortical bone in the peri-implant areas, osseointegration in terms of density and stability and, finally, superficial bone deposition in the marginal cortical bone were evaluated. All simulations reported that the greatest changes at the bone–implant interface occurred in the first 12 months during remodelling [68]. The applied occlusal forces were discharged inside the prosthetic structure towards the fixture and were finally absorbed at the bone–implant interface [70,71,72]. The mechanical stimulus given by occlusal loads caused the release of cytokines and hormones that increased bone strength through the increase in apparent bone density, bone remodelling speed and organization of the more mineralized lamellar bone [71,73]. Predictions of internal remodelling based on the change in the initial apparent density can provide explanations for how bone responds to different dimensions and geometry of implants. The transfer of the masticatory load from the implant to the bone [27] increases bone stiffness, causing an increase in the apparent density of the peri-implant cancellous bone. However, the application of great masticatory forces is associated with lower bone densities, resulting in a higher risk of implant failure [74]. Moreover, the different thread designs in the fixtures are intended to optimize the initial contact in terms of primary stability by modifying the stress patterns in the peri-implant cancellous bone [75]. The Global implant promoted greater peri-implant bone density than all other implants, while the Kohno and Premium systems induced less similar bone growth. It is well known that the geometric properties of an implant can affect bone growth, contributing to implant duration and clinical results. Both the Global and the Kohno have a conical profile; therefore, the reason for the different final densities could be the threads design of the fixtures [24].



Several studies have underlined the influence of surface roughness or micro threads of the implant collar on the resorption of marginal bone, increasing bone resistance thanks to the presence of a greater force interlocking between the implant surface and the crestal bone [76,77]. Thus, it is reasonable to expect that no cortical bone growth occurred when using the In-Link implant due to the smooth neck. In confirmation of the scientific evidence, the Global implant with a micro-threaded neck seemed to stress the cortical bone correctly, significantly increasing its apparent density even with low-intensity loads, such as 100 N. However, the machined necks of the Premium and Kohno implants did not adequately stress the growth of cortical bone density.



Since In-Link, Premium and Kohno do not adequately stress cortical bone density, marginal bone loss and implant stability problems are expected [78]. Contrary to expectations, the machined necks of the Premium and Kohno implants induced excellent marginal cortical bone growth. The In-Link system also produced modest marginal bone apposition. Despite the excellent performances in terms of density, the Global implant was the only one causing marginal bone loss. The scientific literature reports few studies regarding the influence of different implant designs on marginal bone changes [79,80,81]. However, the results presented are difficult to interpret due to the lack of data regarding changes in bone level and the use of implants that differed in both shape and surface. Therefore, the cause is to be found in the different collar designs which could cause a different stress on cortical bone [82]. In fact, the analysis of the stresses on cortical bone showed that the Global implant resulted in higher maximum stress values than the other implants studied. Marginal bone resorption, with consequent loss of crestal height around the implant, presumably occurred thanks to cortical bone overload due to the overcoming of the physical limit of bone strength. However, it has been shown that cortical bone resorption from overload can be detected when the tensile stress exceeds 100–130 MPa [83].



It is essential to evaluate how this stress difference in cortical bone affects an implant stability. The Global system is the most unstable implant among all the implant systems studied. It is possible to state that the presence of an additional thread in the collar does not improve the mechanical behaviour of an implant, even causing crestal bone resorption. The Kohno and Premium implants differ only in the macro-geometry of the fixture, and this difference was clearly highlighted by a slight reduction in stress on the peri-implant cancellous bone, influencing internal remodelling, and by a low stability of the Kohno. Ultimately, the cylindrical geometry of the fixture and the presence of a machined collar significantly improves bone remodelling after osseointegration and the long-term probability of implant success [84,85].



Though the proposed bone remodelling algorithm is able to predict an implant performance over time, some limitations are present. The specific patient’s bone biological features were not taken into account, as they are neglected in the theory of Beauprè [37]: genotype, interaction with other surrounding tissues, patient’s age and drugs. The model could be only applied for delayed loading conditions due to the different mechanical characteristics of the collagen matrix [86]. In vivo and in vitro studies must be performed in order to have a direct correlation between the simulated and the real bone behaviour. Bone quality and patient’s chewing cycle may be, in future research, integrated into the proposed algorithm. From CT scans, it is possible to retrieve information about patients’ bone density in order to obtain a custom finite element model [87,88]. Chewing cycle and relative loads may be reconstructed from the analysis of patients’ videos [89]. In this way, it will be possible to describe in a better way the operative conditions of the implant. In particular, it will be possible to predict in a very accurate way fatigue loads (i.e., load changing over time) that may act on the implant. By analysing the stresses generated in the whole implant, it is possible to design a proper geometry able to resist against fatigue fracture [90].




6. Conclusions


A bone remodelling algorithm was created and applied to several implants in order to assess the influence of the fixture geometric parameters on the mechanical behaviour of the bone–fixture system.



Internal and, for the first time, external bone remodelling, as well as the stress field and the stability of the implants were iteratively assessed by evaluating the stress distribution near the fixture. During the first year of function, the greatest changes happened between 6 and 12 months. The apparent density of cancellous bone linearly increased during the considered period, while the cortical bone density showed an almost constant value, except for the threaded neck fixture. Bone apposition is promoted by an appropriate stimulus provided by the fixture, while reabsorption is promoted by an excessive stress field. The way by which the fixture transfers the stresses to the bone is strictly related to a proper design of the thread profile (i.e., thread pitch and implant shape), which in turn, also affects implant stability. A machined neck induced excellent marginal cortical bone growth.



Numerical algorithms, such the one adopted in the present work, to predict the bone–fixture system evolution over time, with internal and external bone remodelling, can be a useful aid to clinicians to assess the long-term success of dental implants and promote a custom prosthetic rehabilitation for each patient, based on individual bone and masticatory characteristics.
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Figure 1. Remodelling curve for: (a) cortical bone; (b) cancellous bone. Taken from [50]. 
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Figure 2. Finite element model: (a) Geometric discretization of the prosthesis–bone system; (b) Mesh and boundary conditions of the FE model. 
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Figure 3. Adopted prosthetic devices: (a) Global; (b) In-Link; (c) Premium; (d) Kohno. 
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Figure 4. Density evolution of: (a) Cancellous bone; (b) Cortical bone. 
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Figure 5. Marginal cortical bone evolution. 
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Figure 6. Comparison of the cortical bone apposition process for the prosthetic devices: (a) Global; (b) In-Link; (c) Premium; (d) Kohno. 
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Figure 7. Average stress in: (a) crestal area; (b) peri-implant area. 
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Figure 8. Stability of the implant, assessed by: (a) vertical displacement; (b) horizontal displacement of the upper node of the implant. 






Figure 8. Stability of the implant, assessed by: (a) vertical displacement; (b) horizontal displacement of the upper node of the implant.



[image: Prosthesis 03 00016 g008]







[image: Table] 





Table 1. Material properties.
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	Properties
	Cortical Bone
	Cancellous Bone
	Titanium Grade IV





	Density [g/cm3]
	1.74
	0.9
	4.51



	Exx [GPa]
	19.4
	1.87
	110



	Eyy [GPa]
	10.8
	
	



	Ezz [GPa]
	13.3
	
	



	νxx
	0.445
	0.12
	0.33



	νyy
	0.309
	
	



	νzz
	0.224
	
	



	Gxx [GPa]
	4.12
	
	



	Gyy [GPa]
	3.81
	
	



	Gzz [GPa]
	4.63
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Table 2. Finite element model dimensions.
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	Global
	In-Link
	Kohno
	Premium





	Elements
	20,187
	19,065
	17,848
	17,930



	Nodes
	21,086
	20,389
	18,892
	19,146
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