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Branemarkell 93l 234 YEJEV} Had
ol E AL ASTUEE Yo A7} JAH AL
< B3 TS AR AL AN XX
24 9 shirt HATHY, HFAHQA YZIE
ARE 3t 7] AFAF Fod FoR S/
(ossecintegration)< 713t FA1817] Hst] YE&
Eo| 78Rl = 35T E5uke 2ol Fasit}
1 F &5 dE 23 JESTE AWM AE
4 whg-2 g ¥ 2719 ARAY L £, B4
OAel 23 9@ fA B Fa3dith ol aF
o tig & whgol B AFE 1892l Wolffrh
‘Z WY YA olgte XA 7T 9
B g o)y W3E doA “FHL o] g@rin B
DIP. ol 9} BRI Frost: 198330 4%
< FEI] 9 HAFENH S G F
Aol B3 Y982 B4 E “mechanostat the-
ory & ABsHy.

351 JEHE FHS g B AT
£ Hoshaw$} Isidor/} #5=3 mgEoe] HdZ &
A F7HE 7HHete AMLE BEAYEE SiA
BEAAN?. [sidore A5o]oA] YSZHE A6
£ AN 23 H=F wFEE e ez ¥
FojA A% A, AHE AN TAE ¥

FE S T JEFE TGS TS B

fu

RS A
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W gt S 7 Tl s Fi-Ee] A
3 AAHAY BEFoE AMHS ZAH o
FHATY. =G JAAL HIERT olg} fAlgH
A3E FAEk ok &, AEJE H73t 7t
A ofn| ZfFo] Aol FYME HMAE &
Ao|1} osseointegrationol $A3] A4E £ glE0]
B3R o AAole AV AHEHD ANE 7
FIAAME olejst el dojd F UsS Hudt
1 95}\‘:]'9_15).

oleigh del AN HY S & o A= uFY
o] YEHE FHIEZ 7R YEE 4HFH, B
AR, AAFTAQ 227} F8sich ebs x5}
& AEHEE B3l 7IejAlE stFol AAsHA A7
Ha 24 & e 2] Hojok 27]d A4
Zf3o] A7 fXE). AAd R 214 S
A7) sk B AYoMe vEEHos &8
BEXE dolE + e 33 FIFSAEAEE o]
431 AZUE nj4dolq w2 W3} a2
M2 o Fdd ngste U 2 4ZFee) ot
2 $guigls dFet.

I. Az i
1. REA

27 4mme JAFE implant(Nobel Biocare,

"ol @FE FIAYAD YYANE A7H) A Uo] oJ3te] 9591 (1998-2000).
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Gothenberg, Sweden) &3¢} 21 $lo A2 5= Ao
F 2 Fdokag 3314 Aoz At

AZTE nj4] Zole A HA YAlite] e 53
T3 JA 29 AR AAR=E }AL FS
A Z 339 e YSHE BAVl HAE st
ol n@Eolo} stu g WA Ze] AJetolA 7R
o ZAolg YEPE EA Holo] 2 WA
ol Yalate] 7147 g Zol| DA #ct.
AYL guxjo} YEFE FEETYA HaiA
o}

D 42 23 (Fig. 1
¥, 433 71479 03T TAE Inm2 A2
A 148 $AE 05mmE 433k AH4€ o

ZYEE A4 4mm /M BE 9IF 13 2l
e AR HAZ YZJE ddAlolo] Imme
e Zo] ZASHES FBUoE ¥ YT, IF
A 9AE 313 2ddMe 7R Y A9 oz
YRS oF dolE At

2) et 28 (Fig. 2)

3, A2 YA Z FAE 2mm, 71A ¥ HAF
A€ 3mm, A2 L 1.5mmz AA39. S
H3Z 7% BddA e AEXNZA ¥o]& 20mm,
4% WA 13 2ddHe YEFE T lmm
7t A Zo) 2FHA FEAZA S FolE 2
Aot

Unicortical Bicortical

HT

= =

Fig. 1. Ao 239 2 :

-
1008
50N-mm E l 5
480N

Fig. 3. Zet2A 9] ®st & A=A -
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Table 1-A. =2 E4%|

=4

Table 1-B. AERE FEE2|

Young®] A&+  Poisson®] ¥]
AL 13.7GPa 0.3
HHE 1.37GPa 0.3

3) AHEE YESTFE EAHo]

& 94Z 33 2dAe 7, 10, 13mm ¥Z 7
242 232N 5, 7, 10, 13mm Zo)e Y=
E7} AHSE AT

2. Meshing

@ 84 (element)7t 20708 AH o= o]FolH
Solid 95 3D ElementZ ¥ei& ¥oi3l%ch 2t 84
% AAH s 2dd @ zo)rt dAot A
926470901 A 1444871¢] 829} 383387] <A 58270
Mo} Aol AHEHU.

3. #olet FAl=A

78R 3ol F71+ 43 8/480N, 9 E1/100N,
E3Ee 50N-mmel™ e} Wakd 31etEL Y3
M dEFog AdEE FAEIA o2 AYS
A AFFdE BARIIL. 35 YERE &
A5 8mmolA 718, AAZRHL 4, stetEe]
A E 57t IFHEESA ol o7 MY
7t e Aoz ch(Fig. 3, 4).

4. W29} 2o £

AFoA ALRE UESVE AR
Table 19 EAI3IY .

¥ 2 ByAE

5.80 4

ftad T2 Ansys 5.5 sA4stgoH

#1487 & Pentium 266MHz, 256Mbite memory

computerE AHE-Fl o 24 9 2 2.9~ 4,847k
A8 5A
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Young®] A4 Poisson®] H]
YEIE 117GPa 0.3
A=t B 100GPa 0.3
A F 117GPa 0.3
Iz o
1. 218 /8 Y YE2E Zolol| mE stz
SHEZ Y4

sebgol B3 932 A 942 ¥ oas
oA FeAE Hhsde JEIE oI} 37
Bl met gasgon 9% NYE 13 AfE
sH4olel thg el Aolzh HlulSHATH Table
2).

2.
=

% % AEUE o|of ME Mot

0z o

olo
HE mH
o,, m

FetEelq B3 JAE 234 gAE 2 A
d 7hiAlE e dERE w47t 37t
Foll wet Ay FF YA 3y A=
uj- 4z ool wa} Hh3-H o] 43Ut Table 3).

34t siefgel 30| we geteE

1) Zojdl W& ¥ 3

(D= AWM 2 H-&¥ ¥l m(Table 4)

Haey 9AE 235249 2% TmmolA 7}’3
2 #X 8 2gon 13mmelA 714 e £42
Aok =3 FokEor 18.8-30.1% A= s}@fﬂi
t} i3] A Jebgh(Fig. 5).

*2y HAF P rde F4, sdIeiMe 2
old] W P ol AA YUY AdoiME 2
o17} AR &, Smmell A 71 E $8 & Ko
13mmoiA 71 AL ¢83E BTk 4, dgE
ZHlle 33.1- 104.8% A= AotZe] Hrjggol =
A Jdehtn JEFES] Holrt HEFE Aol B
A} Fig. 6).



(2)H 2Rl <] HHEF B (Table 5)
HZ 242 agede 2 TmmilM 7t £
A8 BFor 13mmely 7P 22 A8 23
ot a2y 4, sketE Ael9] Wil M & Tmme] ¢
ETUEE A YA FAZolA gtetZolA Bt 3.8%
o 2 H33HE 2o 10mms 13mmolA e
23] stetZolA FdEEY 144-150% ©f € 3
882 B (Fig. 7). ’

4o

M

%% 924 F 1P RDE 5 stetESM Y SYH#
£ Aol7l g oyt AAZdME g dEREES
AR 7347 21 JERERD HUlS¥o] %2
o] A, 8tehE Bl A] AdetEedA dtetE Rt 1134
- 177.8% A= HAN-gYo| A veisteon &
B9 Ho|7l HEFE 1 -Aole A UERT
(Fig. 8).

Table 2. ZDAYH Y of4{Zolof| mE stetZoliM Table 3. Zn&WH U ojAZolof wE aetZolM
o SHEL o S¥FEL
Ao 5mm 7mm 10mm 13mm Zo] 5mm 7mm 10mm 13mm
922 Unicortical -  134.1 1228 117.3 942 Ur-licorFical - 1745 150.2 1394
Bicortical 108.7 102.4 104.3 105.3 Bicortical 222.6 164.9 148.9 140.1
3 Unicortical - 266 206 18.2 N Unicortical - 26,9 175 156
G ki dqag
Bicortical 8.6 7.2 7.3 7.3 Bicortical 229 184 16.5 15.7
Table 4. TEZUHol|lM2] FTiSH
Maxilla Mandible Aol
orAialn:y
Tmm - 174.5 134.1 30.1% (+)
Unicortical 10mm 150.2 122.8 22.3% (+)
- 13mm 139.4 117.3 18.8% (+)
5mm 222.6 108.7 104.8% (+)
Bicortical 7Tmm 164.9 102.4 61.1% (+)
10mm 148.9 104.3 42.8% (+)
13mm 140.1 105.3 33.1% (+)
Table 5. sHHZUollAM2] ZtHE=
Maxilla ‘Mandible BEAAS
Kovd kil
7mm 26.9 26.6 3.8% (+)
Unicortical 10mm 175 20.6 15.0% -)
13mm 15.6 18.2 14.4% =)
5mm 22.9 8.6 177.8% (+)
Bicortical ' Tmm 184 7.2 155.3% (+)
10mm 16.5 7.3 127.5% (+)
13mm 15.7 7.3 113.4% (+)
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ZerEolA 10mm ©de] dSHEE vi4e 7
S Ao wE A xto)7t AY flA L
1 7Tmm oAM= zHe] ZolE HYHTable 3). Bt
W sl e 2
& G54 2ol fEl8ltHTable 2).

Vg ¢

o 2EYL 19564 olF2 37
gl S B3] A8l g3
ofoll A} T}galA o] §Eo) ). of Wy
a1z e BAE #3379 242 FE3
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ojg3ta] 1 HE FIHQ WHoE Fat=
1=

7 fFE8AhE AR U2 A8F B4 X8+
A B2 71ekety Rekd vwA A geiA 4
& 4 gl7] dio YA & X HI A &
T e 7igelvp?, dutAd o g SHEN S 95
2297} 33t EAo] AtgHo] gtom Unthog
33 e s B4l 231 ¥R} o Fo)
gajrsen 3atdyel e o A
A4 (node)H L4 (element)d] ol B ZCPY,
oWl ¥ 75 24H 24 FE I8 A

FrE £ 339 FELLTAEE ol &dd &Y
X 3 oY =20 AHEsiath 23 /3%
I AEZTE Holo] M2 FHEXE F¥E A, ate
oA Hlwg A3t g, stehE RFelAM AvEE



e 7AW, JEIE oja oo BAGle) ATE
AerolA et ol Hdlgdo] ASPES A
nol M 2d Aok g2 A7 Xy
o,

213 PHo BE Fo|E JuEH HZ A2
TR AL JEZIE Ho|7} F71E4EE 24 7}
A= Hupeee] £AE Bashe FAE B
a2y EE A5 glojA YERES] Zoj7t F7t
St A4 HolgAo] FasAE skt o9F
oz selZoA ALHE s} 8% 1A 2
71A 2R 23S SEZo|M S| 9zt 27}
e AL 1y ole FAZo| YUIx} 10
AT SAAST) 27 g2 JSVES} 9AZ
o 7MA SA"EE A7)E whagt BB e
229y, A9 1 $A2Hel YR e R I
2l2)7} glo] Kol & et}

J24 A2 nAe A$ et JEBVE o
AZo] Z7ld ute HigYe] Wi A glge
U, 4, steta g vjmstd, dAlz AotBdN B
#X2 Bgld YSTES Lo|7t #E4E 1 3}
o7} A8t} £3] 5mms} 7mme) A F2A 94
2 149 7% U] AR E AU st}
2| v]3] 150%0°]¢ Adetde] & Aoz Yehge
o 9224 7Exe ANSAE 5mme] 3¢ A4
otZolA] sttBEY 100%°14 ASHE FIL
Bt} ol A, sotZdN 22 $98 e A
2| 7, 9%, %A et A2 ez 4
o}2oM gdo] BS FAZH ol Uehd Aoz 1l
o,

59 chjjeld nAWY) wE Huige) s
£ Avud AotZo)A o] 10mm ©14e] Y=
7} A sE A9 BEY nAUH P24 24
¥ Apolo] ajojrt gt wHe] selZoNE 2
Aupgo] e 982 2 HH I 7HRE g2
oizre] Zol7} UL}, ol EAHoZ 7 A=Y
E7} $FENG s s TN 94X
A FSteh.

o] AYolA AL4E AT 2L AU YSJE
o T A7t FA2AL o5t BAho] FA ¥
& Aobgd] Tmm Zole) #e YEVEY Avg
o] Ht}? o] AYIME Tmm Zolo] & B4
£ ¥ Ao NAIoA st HATRT W2
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29 A% 30.1%, ¥34 23 4§ 61.1%9
Hu$¥ 9 F7HE Bk

E4A o2 JEHEY YFEL YSTUES Ao
o vl gk sFH o Mejjer 572 o3l
FQAEMHE o] 43 AYNA stetEe] HF S
sl AP A YSAE Zo|Rtie Ad
ZE stetEe] Fol &4 3134 djetZe] Mol
JEFE FHF $¥HE ¢ Bl Rtz st
o} E O AN AF Aolel 27) & 4749l
UEZZFE A 51 Fol7t SHER ofH F
&S FEA golEsitt 28A R YETJE 7}
FHIE F ¢34 Zae glov sitEe o7t
22 wel 38 277 234 AX e AFS
B ol FREY AFEHQ Jert SHE
¥ol ¥ 2 9%E vA £ Y5 AR 2 4
PolME A& 29 e € 727t Y EX 3
g2 n3 £+ e 238 By

d24 ¥AF 14 (Bicortical fixation)& T
o A7le $HAFTS dslsty WIS YA WA
P& ZA2AYP | o] stetzto] BA o] T
11 o] B Ao BT} lo] Ho|r}, AotE
o] WA Zo] gron o] BA @& A4 1 &F
7} e} Ao Aoz Azts) B o FL& 2
A9 sHF o] FE3ITIA 7AR gF A7
AZHUEE Yol 4¥T "oyt itk YU F Fe3t
A 7 ZHEE A3 FeFAel HI)
oy ¢, Fo] dag A5 HdsHo] F AHt
$o] Wajiutr] gt

0E uAS Bo] 48R 22 VIAH A
A& 7RA gethe Aelt). kel A7l 3t
o & AAT AEFEE 7HA o e dride
Z 9] 33383 % (mineralization)”} F2 58 3
319 % (mineral density)7F #2H L2 315 &
AAgo] vkt Bt F7HEE 4=t A
Ag® o) 7|AH §4& A8t AAES 9
77 QEd 934, B3x, 2k, fHEH 92
Z9 7=, a94F 1713 Tl

otZo &3 E2l3, 7IAAQ AEE AA 9 g
29 24 vlal nlulsic}, Misch®} Bidez(1999)¢] #
=AY osE AA ] stetE HESN BF
%, eAA S (elastic modulus)St Hdl ¢&EA=
(ultimate compressive strength) 7+2] #AE A X



B, AFIR, o5l EdE 2ARE A3
AAFlA 272G dFARED o & FUE
o} @AS, FNFEREE Jepion SASH
ol gl AH I eA s Tagthn SFHP.
& Goldsteing IA ATE AP ENA o F-3t4
AR & 7)o qE AU Ee) EEld AFFd) H o
7t Ueg BT, ASHET} vjiHE 9
o] 2429 FUEY AT e 3Jol7t o dEHO
2 H7lely] ofe $2E og dFAtEe] 448
2 oo FUEE EF3YY. Linkows
Chercheve®+ o}8oxe] FEEE 3FFZ 7]1&3
H 3 Lekholm¥} Zarb™& &F9] F4 & 4252 7]
a3ttt B3 Misch?e FUxd] 7|28 4,
alotE A o2 BHhe AAE e

T YEHE AW BT ATE A¥EE 2
71 215808 717 A Lol 7FE (callus) @l B4
I JEHVE-ZAR N2} B 712 A
< FAEI JEHESL] Y H o] 27] A F8
drta P,

Johansson# Albrektsson®] E7]9|A ALY &
YEE 0|23 F AAEZ (removal torque) F 3
Z59| AAE AT ulo) o3l o]d T A @&
Aol Az oz ojfojzon AAEIE 10 -
15Nem® WA YEF O Ajzho] 2]l wha} Al
o 4&E F #EE ¢ AU, JEFEY A
A SAHAME WE A 4L Boja® ¢
EYE FHEY VAR 244 J3id JEdE
o 2H¢ 2L Fe "ozl 99 fAFH vlw
Al g3 g 7IAF JAE EHAYP, ol= dE
PE FAZo| Z K} T A2 g B
A2E 7 AzH 1 a5t FH9) 4%, F 3t
Fol od Q&S du sl A GAIPT} £ 8
HES B3l HBH e 352 FaFo| AAu
7 #3ol lom Hm 88 W (peak principal
stress directions)2 AA 2 AFASE webA e}
v SiH 29 FZ(architecture) & 23 Ty,

5 Z-UEUE o HEL vl § 1Y) o Eo
USHE 7l Fote A2 Zo AY
HH ofofl mE Fo| WEEF whgol T YEIE
9] FHE FITED = SR & st 2R
ozt T-UZHE AR ZHo| YZUE F99
SHEXY v ¢ Z gL |3},
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ol Yo g Fo WS Frost7}
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ABSTRACT

EFFECTS OF BONE ENGAGEMENT TYPE&IMPLANT LENGTH ON
STRESS DISTRIBUTION: A THREE DIMENSIONAL FINITE
ELEMENT ANALYSIS

Jeong-Hwa Choi, Ki-Youl Seo*, Joo-Ho Choi*, Jung-Suk Han

Department of Prosthodontics, College of Medicine, Ewha Womans University
*Department of Aeromautical & Mechnical Engineering, Hankook Aviation University

A finite element analysis has been utilized to analyze stress and strain fields and design a new
configuration in orthopedics and implant dentistry. Load transfer and stress analysis at implant
bone interface are important factors from treatment planning to long term success.

Bone configuration and quality are different according to anatomy of expecting implantation site.
The purpose of this study was to compare the stress distribution in maxilla and mandible accord-
ing to implant length and bone engagement types. A three dimensional axi-symmetric implant
model(Nobel Biocare, Gothenburg, Sweden) with surrounding cortical and cancellous bone
were designed to analyze the effects of bone engagement and implant length on stress distribution.
ANSYS 5.5 finite element program was utilized as an interpreting tool.

Three cases of unicortical anchorage model with 7, 10, 13 mm length and four cases of bicor-
tical anchorage model with 5, 7, 10 and 13 mm length were compared both maxillary and mandibu-
lar single implant situation.

Within the limits of study, following conclusions were drawn.

1. There is a difference in stress distribution according to cortical and cancellous bone thickness
and shape.

2. Maximum stress was shown at the top of cortical bone area regardless of bone engagement types.

3. Bicortical engagement showed less stress accumulation when compared to unicortical case over-
all.

4. Longer the implant fixture length, less the stress on cortical bone area, however there is no dif-
ference in mandibular bicortical engagement case.

Key words : Implant, FEA, Stress, Implant length, Bone type
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