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Objective

This study compared the implant stability and clinical outcomes obtained with two types of non-submerged
dental implant that have different thread designs and surface treatments.

Materials & Methods

A randomized clinical trial with one year of follow-up was performed on 56 participants with 75 implants
(control group, 36 implants in 28 subjects; experimental group, 39 implants in 28 subjects). The experimental
group received the Osstem SSII Implant system; the control group received the Standard Straumann Dental
Implant System. The diameter and length of the fixture were uniform at 4.1 mm and 10 mm and all the
implants restored the unilateral loss of one or two molars from the mandible.
To compare implant stability, the peak insertion torque, implant stability quotient (ISQ), and periotest value
(PTV) were evaluated during surgery, and at 4 and 10 weeks after surgery. To compare marginal bone loss,
standard periapical radiographs were obtained during surgery, and at 10 weeks and one year after surgery.

* The p values were calculated using Mann - Whitney test. 
Area means the radiographic measurement area for calculation of marginal bone loss.
Avg means the average value of proximal and distal bone loss. 

Type of Implant

Standard Straumann
Dental Implant system

During the 10
weeks after
surgery

One year
follow-up 

Duration Area

N Mean SD (mm) N Mean SD (mm)

Proximal 25 0.96 0.64 28 0.75 0.49 .273

Distal 25 0.62 0.44 28 0.60 0.51 .722

Avg 25 0.79 0.51 28 0.67 0.43 .624

Proximal 24 1.21 0.57 26 0.92 0.68 .066

Distal 24 0.93 0.39 26 0.65 0.37 .013

Avg 24 1.07 0.46 26 0.79 0.42 .048

Table 1. Comparison of marginal bone loss between the two implants

Osstem SSII
Implant system p value*

Results

This study showed statistically significant differences between the two groups in peak insertion torque (p= .009)
and ISQ (p= .003) but not in PTV (p= .097) at surgery. In contrast, there was no statistically significant difference in
the pattern of change of ISQ during the 10 weeks after surgery (p= .339).
For marginal bone loss, no significant difference was observed between the control and experimental groups
before functional loading (p= .624), but after one year of follow-up, a borderline difference was noted (p= .048).

Conclusions

The success rate after one year of follow-up was 100% for both systems of implant, despite there being
significant difference in implant stability during surgery. 
There was a borderline difference in marginal bone loss after one year of follow-up.


