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The use of dental implants in oral rehabilitations has become increasingly common, thanks to the safety and predictability of these
rehabilitations. Unfortunately, dental implants, being alloplastic devices, are not free from biomechanical complications, especially
in the case in which the connections are complex and involve several components. The aim of the study is to highlight what could
be surface alterations using different screwing torques, or by repeating the screwing process several times. In this study, 40 passant
screws (Osstem®, South Korea Dental Implant Ebony Gold®) were examined under a Zeiss EVO LS 10 scanning electron
microscope (SEM), operating with an accelerating voltage of 20 kV. Passant screws were subdivided into 4 groups: 30 Nmm
tightening torque; maximum tightening torque; 2 times 30 Nmm tightening torque; no screwing, new ones (control group).
There are no significant differences in the surfaces of the passant screws in SEM images, and the 100% of the passant screws is
free of defects or fractures. Surely, further studies and investigations will certainly be needed to allow improvement of these

devices.

1. Introduction

The use of dental implants has several advantages in den-
tistry. Additionally, the efficiency and clinical success of
osseointegration have been reported by numerous articles,
reporting that dental implants have become a common treat-
ment for tooth/teeth loss [1, 2]. Going back in time, problems
associated with tooth loss since in ancient times could be
mentioned. On the contrary, in modern times, aesthetic fac-
tors have acquired importance in the maintenance of one’s
teeth and with the evolution of contemporary dental tech-
niques, the replacement of missing teeth has become possible
and enforced. Over hundreds of centuries, methods of man-
aging tooth loss have evolved, in which initial attempts were
made to transplant teeth from one individual to another; and
different strategies for designing an anchored tooth root

shape or other substructure have been tested [3]. Advances
in technology allowed efficient assistance with the position-
ing of the implant, with high accuracy and precision for
each patient. Nevertheless, the need for a thorough physical
examination of patients to provide them with a solution to
their problems has been constant over time [4]. During
the 1980s and 1990s, threadless cylindrical implants were
designed and incorporated, based on plasma sprayed tita-
nium surface coatings or hydroxyapatite ones. On the other
hand, in a group of patients has been reported a crestal
bone loss resulting in implant failure [5, 6]. While, cur-
rently, most implants inserted have a threaded design rather
than a cylindrical “press-fit” design [7].

Meanwhile, over the last decade, an evolution of dental
implants has been observed due to the development and
research for improving of patient care [8]. As a success of
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the implant, osseointegration has been always considered a
fundamental and priority factor [9].

Interestingly, there have been indicated different compli-
cations after several years of follow-up on a single implant
prosthesis. Despite the high clinical success of the implant,
various complications should be considered, such as fracture
of the abutment screw, inflammation of the mucosa, and
penetration of soft tissues, and the most common complica-
tion was abutment screw loosening [10-12]. Shortly, it could
be emphasized that the cause of a screw loosening is, first of
all, fatigue, an inadequate tightening torque, a settling effect,
a microvibratory movement, and/or an excessive flexion
[13]. Other studies have stated that the application of a tight-
ening torque to the abutment screw was aimed at obtaining
an elongation of the screw and ensuring stability through a
compressive force between the abutment system and the
fixture [14]. It is important to underline that the dental
implant abutments must be made of biocompatible mate-
rials with adequate mechanical properties to meet biological,
functional, and aesthetic needs [15]. In particular, they must
fit accurately and passively on their implants to prevent the
unwanted complications, such as screw loosening, abutment
fractures, and bone loss during implant surgery. For optimal
mucogingival esthetics, dental implant abutments also
require the appropriate emergence profile needed to support
the surrounding soft tissue [16].

As well known, removable and fixed prostheses have
been—and still are—used to restore chewing function and
aesthetics as well. For this, dental implants have become an
additional treatment option to replace missing tooth/teeth
and the respective treatment concepts have reported high
success rates of 99.7% and 89.5% in 10 [17] and 20 years
[18], respectively. As in any medical intervention, biological
complications could occur, which could ultimately lead in
this case to complete implant failure and consequently, in
the worst case, the implant’s removal. Implant failure, in
general, can be described as an early or late event depending
on the characterization of the time point [18].

Surely, these success rates, especially in recent years, tend
to be higher. This is because there has been an evolution in
the materials and biomechanics of dental implants. It is
enough to consider, for example, the large differences
between dental implants, which provided for cemented
abutments, and those which provided for screwed. Already
in this there are big differences from a clinic and survival
point of view. Also, with regard to the passing screws them-
selves, the subject of this study, it is said that rescrewing of a
loosened abutment should not be done because it can
increase the risk of a fracture of the abutment [12-18].

In addition, early failures can have multiple causes, i.e.,
overheating of the bone during implant site preparation, lack
of primary stability due to excessive site preparation or poor
bone quality, overload, or parafunctions [16], reported in
this way, before the implants are functionally loaded and
then mainly represent inadequate healing and osseointegra-
tion in the initial phase. Consequently, the implants are clin-
ically mobile and easy to be removed. Therefore, late failures
after loading and function may be reported for biological
reasons, such as bone loss due to peri-implantitis or implant
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fractures. Sometimes, even a healthy and osseointegrated
implant is considered a failure due to extreme malposition-
ing and prosthetic reasons. It is better, that in this case, the
removal of the implant is recommended. Not so pleasant,
is the case in which a late failure of the nonmobile and par-
tially osseointegrated implant is highlighted in the apical
region. It is important to underline that the attempt to
remove this type of implant can be very challenging, and
the removal must necessarily be less invasive as possible to
prevent the teeth and adjacent structures from being dam-
aged [17, 18].

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Geometries of Dental Implants, Abutments, and
Connection Screws. With the evolution of implant types, dif-
ferent designs of the implant-abutment connection have
been introduced [19]. According to the literature [20, 21],
the first osseointegrated implants had an external hexagonal
design on their platform. A lot of cases with bone loss, due
to chronic inflammation of the implant-abutment interface,
have been reported, hypothesizing on the distribution of ten-
sions in the marginal bone crest and on the presence of
micromovements at the implant-abutment interface [22, 23].

To exceed some design limitations and bone loss of the
external hex connection, internal connections were intro-
duced, with the aim to provide better esthetics, joint
strength, microbial sealing, and long-term stability [22-24].
One type of internal connection is the Morse taper one,
which creates friction between surfaces through cold weld-
ing [25]. So, this connection provides a greater surface area
of the implant-abutment interface, producing a good seal
between its components and fewer microinfiltrations, giving
superior joint stability and less marginal bone loss [26].

Notwithstanding by the geometric configuration type,
the prosthetic abutment will be fixed to the implant through
a screw, leading an interface between the implant-abutment
junction, while the inevitable gap that can be created
between implant and abutment can cause biological compli-
cations by the bacteria infiltration and/or their metabolic
products towards the connection [27]. In addition, this pres-
ence of the gap can incorrectly transmit the forces from the
abutment to the implant, provoking constant micromove-
ments, which over the time can cause biomechanical compli-
cations, such as loose abutment screw, screw or abutment
rotation, and/or fracture and a reduction of the prosthetic
screw preload [28].

Mostly, the filtration degree between the implant and its
prosthetic components depends on several factors, such as
the geometry connection, an accurate fit between the com-
ponents, the freedom of abutment rotation on the implant,
the applied torque load to tighten the abutment, and the
micromovements between the components of the implant-
abutment complex [24, 26, 29]. In this study, 40 passant
screws were examined (Osstem®, South Korea Dental
Implant Ebony Gold®). These screws are subjected to the
“E.LIL Electric Low Interstitial” treatment. This is a treat-
ment that eliminates the surface irregularities due to the
turning process, thanks to which, it increases the resistance



BioMed Research International

200 pm EHT=19.63kV

— Mag=7 WD=6.5 mm

Signal A=SE1
Photo no.=1829

Date: 12 Feb 2021 zx1ss]
Time: 12:19:00

200 um

EHT=19.63 kV

Signal A=SE1
1 Mag WD=15.5 mm

Photo no.=1837

Date: 12 Feb 2021 zE1xy]
Time: 12:36:43

(a)

EHT=19.63kV
WD=25.0 mm

Date: 12 Feb 2021
Time: 13:01:38

Signal A=SE1
Photo no.=1844

100 pm EHT=19.63 kV

(b)

Date: 12 Mar 2021 ]
Time: 11:33:16

— Ma WD=24.5 mm Photo no.~1848

()

(d)

FIGURE 1: SEM detail of the head of the connection screw. (a) A force of 30 Nmm (screwed); (b) Max torque (screwed); (c) Two times 30 N

(screwed); (d) Control screw (not screwed).

of the screw to yield and therefore to fracture. Screw thread
evaluation was performed under SEM after washing (all
retrieved specimens were washed) for 10 minutes using
ultrasonic cleaning equipment.

All samples were subdivided into 4 groups of 10 screws
each (Figures 1-4(a)-(d)).

(i) Group 1 with 30 Nmm tightening torque
(ii) Group 2 with max tightening torque
(i) Group 3 with 2 times 30 Nmm tightening torque

(iv) Group 4 the control group

Tightening force was assessed manually with the use of
an Osstem®, South Korea Dental Implant dynamometric key.

2.2. SEM Study. The samples were examined under a Zeiss
EVO LS 10 scanning electron microscope, operating with
an accelerating voltage of 20KkV, after first visualization
and analysis with an optical microscope, with the aim of
highlighting large surface defects. The same samples were
evaluated under scanning electron microscopy, in order to
observe and/or evaluate the metal microstructure and the
cracks. This type of scanning electron microscope does not
need any metallization of the surface.

3. Results

3.1. Tightening. Tightening the through screws of the abut-
ments, MUASs, and turrets allows a perfect coupling between

abutment and fixture. Ensuring to minimize the micromove-
ments of the abutment or MUA on the implant.

These incongruous movements can lead to repeated
implant trauma and therefore the onset of peri-implantitis,
or even in the early phase of immediate loading, the loss of
osseointegration and therefore the loss of the implant.

Therefore, it is important during the prosthetic phase, in
deferred loading or in the immediate loading phase, to
tighten the through screws with a torque between 20/35
Newton. Consequently, it is essential to know the diameter
of the through screw, the thread, and the length of the screw
to ensure optimal tightening.

To avoid errors, it is important to use a dynamometric
key. Skipping these steps could lead to early or late implant
failure.

3.2. The Connecting Screw. The union of the abutments and/
or the prosthesis on the dental implant takes place via the
connection or passant screw. In the case of the screwed pros-
thesis, the connection screw is used either for direct fixing of
the prosthesis on the implant or for fixing the abutment on
the implant and then (via a second screw) for fixing the
prosthesis on the abutment. On the other hand, in the
cemented prosthesis, the connection screw is used only to
fix the abutment on the implant and then the prosthesis is
cemented on the abutment.

In any case, the problem that often arises in the use of
the connection screw is to guarantee the reliability of the
tightening, preventing it from breaking in use or unscrew-
ing over time. The tightness of the screw depends on many
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FIGURE 3: SEM detail of the head of the connection screw. (a) A force of 30N (screwed); (b) Max torque (screwed); (c) Two times 30 N
(screwed); (d) Control screw (not screwed).
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FIGURE 4: SEM detail of the top of the connection screw. (a) A force of 30N (screwed); (b) Max torque (screwed); (c) Two times 30 N

(screwed); (d) Control screw (not screwed).

mechanical aspects. Firstly, the screw is initially inserted into
its housing and then screwing is initiated during which the
rotation motion of the screw is transformed into a feed
motion, which allows the screw to enter the threaded hole.
This phase takes place without significant friction and there-
fore applying a very low torque. As for Figures 1-4 no macro-
or microfracture of the passant screw can be observed in the
groups, so is possible to state a 100% of success rate of these
passant screw with different protocols.

4. Discussion

4.1. Dental Implant Failures. Substantially, the accuracy of fit
at the implant-abutment interface is an important key for
long-term osseointegration and the success of dental
implants. Mainly, maladjustment at the implant-abutment
interface can produce biological (microbial colonization,
bone loss, and loss of implant osseointegration) and
mechanical complications (screw loose/fracture and abut-
ment fracture) [1, 3, 7, 12, 13, 15]. Several authors have
pointed out that the presence of microgaps in the implant-
abutment connection depends on various factors, such as
the imprecise mechanization of the implant connection,
inadequate implant-abutment adaptation, or the applied tor-
que load, leading in this way the implant failure [30-39].

4.2. Fractures of Dental Implants. In the literature, dental
implant has been described in a lot the implant fracture,

including, here, possible causes, such as bruxism, large
occlusal forces, mechanical trauma, small implant diame-
ter, material fatigue, and advanced bone loss, leading to
reduced mechanical support of the implant. Other authors
have described the risk of implant fractures with a low prev-
alence of 1%, thus considering a risk especially in the molar
region [40].

Recently, dental implant was published on implant frac-
tures, evaluating 19,087 implants in 8,501 patients and
observing fractures in 70 implants (0.4%), whereas, for zir-
conia implants, less data is available, and for the latter, some
authors evaluated the fracture rate of zirconia implants in a
systematic review [41]. Principally, the focus is directed on
implants available on the market, where the fracture rate
has again dropped to 0.2%.

In the daily clinic, different methods of implant removal
are encountered, including, here, the use of the implant
ratchet [12], piezoelectric surgery [42], high-speed drills
[40], elevators, forceps, trephine burs, and laser surgery.

4.3. Fractures of the Connecting Screws. Frequently, connect-
ing screw is discussed in the fracture of prosthetic connect-
ing screw that years ago was considered a fairly common
complication in implantology [4, 12]. While, according to
some other authors, the most common reasons highlighted
were inadequate or excessive preload, loosening of screws,
and unfavorable forces on implant components [6, 8].
When the head of the screw reaches the stop, it cannot



move forward and it becomes difficult to screw it further. If
a high torque is applied, the screw rotates again, and part of
the screw descends inside the threaded hole, but the head
remains in contact with the abutment, without following
the thread. This produces an elongation of the shaft of the
screw (the shaft is that part between the head and the first
thread in the grip). This elongated shaft is subjected to a
state of stress that is greater than the small resistant section
(diameter of the screw). However, the increase in the tight-
ening torque increases the pulling force and the strain in the
shaft. It is important that the stress remains in the elastic
range of the material from which the screw is made. If the
torque is excessive, the effort exceeds the elastic limit, and
therefore, a plastic deformation of the shaft of the screw is
produced, but, above all, the screw is in contact with the
threads. In this way, there is a reduction in the contact force
and damage to the screw itself: it is no longer able to main-
tain the correct tightening. Both insufficient and excessive
tightening can therefore lead to unscrewing of the screw.
In the first case, the screw is progressively unscrewed
because the friction opposing the rotation is insufficient
with respect to the torsional torques randomly deriving
from the chewing loads. Then, in the second case, the screw
is unscrewed because its plasticization reduces its sealing
capacity, as previously described.

In general, however, the ideal load is the one that allows
to obtain the average effort and this depends on the material,
the section of the screw, and the initial length of the screw.

Gear errors must also be considered. These usually are in
relation to the manufacturing that can be classified into

(i) pitch errors
(ii) eccentricity
(iii) errors in the profile (normal or modified)

A single pitch error consists of incorrect spacing between
two consecutive teeth. For high-performance gears produced
with advanced technologies, the maximum pitch error
between adjacent teeth can be quantified in the order of a
deviation of few microns of the pitch from the nominal
value.

The eccentricity of a gear determines a behavior similar
to that of a series of pitch errors. Eccentricity for high per-
formance gears should not exceed 20 um. In practice, the
effect of eccentricity is to generate, in the absence of “real”
pitch errors, an “apparent” pitch error which varies cyclically
at each rotation. The magnitude of the maximum “apparent”
pitch error can be easily evaluated geometrically and is equal
to 2ecsin (1t/Z).

In the errors in the geometry of the profile, we can say
that with the current technologies for high performance
gears, there are deviations from the “drawing” geometry of
the order of the measurable quantities of the verification
tools; therefore, in a study that neglects the effects of profile
errors, it can be considered exhaustive (at least in the context
of high-level design). How to solve and overcome the inac-
curacy between thread and threaded pitch in order to reach
a window that engages the whole screw and is not expressed
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only in a “traction” between the head and the first turn of the
thread passing through the shaft of the screw itself?

A first hypothesis is to increase the thickness of the
thread, making fewer turns and, therefore, a larger pitch.
This would increase the tightness of the screw as in reality
it is only the first thread to enter into traction and guarantee
the seal between the abutment and fixture and/or abutment
and prosthesis (crown). Having a long screw with many
turns, if “precision” is not guaranteed, does not actually
favor sealing.

A second hypothesis is to increase the precision between
the thread of the screw and the threaded cable of the implant
or abutment, by inserting “thread-locking” pastes or other
gasket materials inside the threaded cable or on the screw
thread before screwing. These could also play an important
occluding function.

In the third hypothesis, the tightening torque varies
according to the engagement of the screw, increasing from
15N to 35N. Furthermore, the screw, once tightened to a
maximum of 35N, should be replaced at each check-
unscrewing, because it loses its original capacity.

In practice, they should be disposable so always change
at each unscrewing or disassembly in the various controls.
Furthermore, the screw should be tightened to the torque
imposed by the manufacturers, on average between 65 and
75% of the yield strength of the screw, which must be
reached in tightening, but never exceeded.

It is also important to wait 10 minutes after the first
tightening and repeat the locking operation. This is at least
three times.

Thus, Kreissl et al. found that the incidence of screw
fracture over a 5-year period was up to 3.9%.

Additionally, a screw fractures before any irreversible
damage to the implant or prosthesis, serving as a safety sys-
tem. Anyway, several studies have described techniques to
save or remove fractured screws. About this issue, various
dental implant companies have their own screw recovery
kits, but most of these systems use aggressive motorized
devices that increase the risk of implant damage, achieving
a nonrestorable implant. The first step is the removal of
the coronal portion of the fractured screw, gaining a visual
access to see the remaining screw fragment. In cases when
the fracture is sufficiently coronal, an explorer and a hemo-
stat can be used; otherwise, an ultrasonic scaler with a blunt
tip, without damaging the internal threads of the implant. It
is important to use a flathead screwdriver to insert the cre-
ated groove and attempt to rotate the screw fragment coun-
terclockwise. Unfortunately, in cases when the internal
threads of the implant are damaged during the removal of
the fractured screw, the implant will become useless and
not restorable, with the fate to be removed.

Knowing in depth the behavior of these materials will
certainly help to optimize their performance and improve
their duration and therefore the predictability over time of
rehabilitations in the biomedical field. This study aims to be
preliminary for further analysis of this kind. Precisely for this
reason, a fracturographic analysis was not carried out, which
will be the result of subsequent studies. It could be interesting
to test these screws under dynamic masticatory loads.
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5. Conclusion

This study brings to light a series of information regarding
implant components, especially prosthetic ones. Once, it is
possible to clarify what the protocols are as follows: they
are clear protocols on how an implant failure or failures
linked to prosthetic components that could be derived from
materials. This observational study did not show any defect
or fracture through SEM analysis in different groups, stating
a 100% success rate. Surely, thanks to this study and to
others who follow. It will be possible to optimize these mate-
rials, so as to make them more performing and guarantee
greater safety and predictability in implant-prosthetic oral
rehabilitation.

Data Availability

Data is available upon request to the corresponding authors.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Authors’ Contributions

G.C. contributed to the conceptualization; A.G. contributed
to the methodology; F.A. contributed to the software; G.C.
and A.G. contributed to the investigation; L.F. and C.D.A.
contributed to the writing—original draft preparation; L.F.
contributed to the writing—review and editing; M.C. and
F.A. contributed to the supervision; A.G. contributed to the
project administration of the study. All authors have read
and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

References

[1] A.Schmitt and G. A. Zarb, “The longitudinal clinical effective-
ness of osseointegrated dental implants for single-tooth
replacement,” The International Journal of Prosthodontics,
vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 197-202, 1993.

[2] S. Kourtis, M. Damanaki, S. Kaitatzidou, A. Kaitatzidou, and
V. Roussou, “Loosening of the fixing screw in single implant
crowns: predisposing factors, prevention and treatment
options,” Journal of Esthetic and Restorative Dentistry,
vol. 29, no. 4, pp. 233-246, 2017.

[3] M. E. Ring, “A thousand years of dental implants: a definitive
history-part 1,” Compendium of Continuing Education in
Dentistry, vol. 16, no. 10, pp. 1060-1064, 1995.

[4] M. M. Weinreb and Y. Sharav, “The immunobiology of tooth
transplantations,” International Dental Journal, vol. 21, no. 4,
pp. 488-500, 1971.

[5] G. Greenstein and J. Cavallaro, “Failed dental implants: diag-
nosis, removal and survival of reimplantations,” The Journal
of the American Dental Association, vol. 145, no. 8, pp. 835-
841, 2014.

[6] J. H. Lee, Y. T. Kim, S. N. Jeong, N. H. Kim, and D. W. Lee,
“Incidence and pattern of implant fractures: a long-term
follow-up multicenter study,” Clinical Implant Dentistry and
Related Research, vol. 20, no. 4, pp. 463-469, 2018.

[7] H. Borges, A. R. M. Correia, R. M. Castilho, and G. V. de Oli-
veira Fernandes, “Zirconia implants and marginal bone loss: a

(8]

(10]

(11]

(12]

(13]

(14]

(15]

(16]

(17]

(18]

(19]

systematic review and meta-analysis of clinical studies,” Inter-
national Journal of Oral & Maxillofacial Implants, vol. 35,
no. 4, pp. 707-720, 2020.

A. M. Messina, L. Marini, and E. Marini, “A step-by-step tech-
nique for the piezosurgical removal of fractured implants,” The
Journal of Craniofacial Surgery, vol. 29, no. 8, pp. 2116-2118,
2018.

S. R. Arias, F. A. Rueggeberg, D. Mettenburg et al., “Heat gen-
eration during removal of an abutment screw fragment from
dental implants,” The Journal of Prosthetic Dentistry,
vol. 119, no. 4, pp- 620-625, 2018.

W. R. Laney, T. Jemt, D. Harris et al, “Osseointegrated
implants for single-tooth replacement: progress report from
a multicenter prospective study after 3 years,” The Interna-
tional Journal of Oral & Maxillofacial Implants, vol. 9, no. 1,
pp. 49-54, 1994.

Y. Huang and J. Wang, “Mechanism of and factors associated
with the loosening of the implant abutment screw: a review,”
Journal of Esthetic and Restorative Dentistry, vol. 31, no. 4,
pp. 338-345, 2019.

J. H. Lee and H. S. Cha, “Screw loosening and changes in
removal torque relative to abutment screw length in a dental
implant with external abutment connection after oblique
cyclic loading,” The Journal of Advanced Prosthodontics,
vol. 10, no. 6, pp. 415-421, 2018.

G. Siamos, S. Winkler, and K. G. Boberick, “Relationship
between implant preload and screw loosening on implant-
supported prostheses,” The Journal of Oral Implantology,
vol. 28, no. 2, pp. 67-73, 2002.

A. S. Vinhas, C. Aroso, F. Salazar, P. Lopez-Jarana, J. V. Rios-
Santos, and M. Herrero-Climent, “Review of the mechanical
behavior of different implant-abutment connections,” Interna-
tional Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health,
vol. 17, no. 22, p. 8685, 2020.

T. Jarmar, A. Palmquist, R. Branemark, L. Hermansson,
H. Engqvist, and P. Thomsen, “Characterization of the surface
properties of commercially available dental implants using
scanning electron microscopy, focused ion beam, and high-
resolution transmission electron microscopy,” Clinical
Implant Dentistry and Related Research, vol. 10, no. 1,
pp. 11-22, 2008.

R. A. Boyce and G. Klemons, “Treatment planning for restor-
ative implantology,” Dental Clinics of North America, vol. 59,
no. 2, pp. 291-304, 2015.

E.J. van Velzen, R. Ofec, E. A. Schulten, and C. M. Ten Brug-
genkate, “10-year survival rate and the incidence of peri-
implant disease of 374 titanium dental implants with a SLA
surface: a prospective cohort study in 177 fully and partially
edentulous patients,” Clinical Oral Implants Research, vol. 26,
no. 10, pp. 1121-1128, 2015.

V. Chappuis, R. Buser, U. Bragger, M. M. Bornstein, G. E.
Salvi, and D. Buser, “Long-term outcomes of dental implants
with a titanium plasma-sprayed surface: a 20-year prospective
case series study in partially edentulous patients,” Clinical
Implant Dentistry and Related Research, vol. 15, no. 6,
pp. 780-790, 2013.

B. Sinjari, G. D'Addazio, T. Traini et al., “A 10-year retrospec-
tive comparative human study on screw-retained versus
cemented dental implant abutments,” Journal of Biological
Regulators and Homeostatic Agents, vol. 33, no. 3, pp. 787-
797, 2019.



(20]

(21]

(22]

(23]

[24]

(25]

[26]

(27]

(28]

(29]

(30]

(31]

(32]

(33]

(34]

A. Scarano, G. Murmura, B. Sinjiari, V. Sollazzo, G. Spinelli,
and F. Carinci, “Analysis and structural examination of screw
loosening in oral implants,” International Journal of Immuno-
pathology and Pharmacology, vol. 24, supplement 2, pp. 77-81,
2011.

T. Traini, M. Pettinicchio, G. Murmura et al., “Esthetic out-
come of an immediately placed maxillary anterior single-
tooth implant restored with a custom-made zirconia-ceramic
abutment and crown: a staged treatment,” Quintessence Inter-
national, vol. 42, no. 2, pp. 103-108, 2011.

S. Noumbissi, A. Scarano, and S. Gupta, “A literature review
study on atomic ions dissolution of titanium and its alloys in
implant dentistry,” Materials, vol. 12, no. 3, p. 368, 2019.

A. Bowkett, D. Laverty, A. Patel, and L. Addy, “Removal tech-
niques for failed implants,” British Dental Journal, vol. 220,
no. 3, pp. 109-114, 2016.

T. Nguyen-Hieu, A. Borghetti, and G. Aboudharam, “Peri-
implantitis: from diagnosis to therapeutics,” Journal of Investi-
gative and Clinical Dentistry, vol. 3, no. 2, pp. 79-94, 2012.

Y. Sasada and D. L. Cochran, “Implant-abutment connections:
a review of biologic consequences and peri-implantitis impli-
cations,” International Journal of Oral & Maxillofacial
Implants, vol. 32, no. 6, pp. 1296-1307, 2017.

P. 1. Branemark, B. O. Hansson, R. Adell et al., “Osseointe-
grated implants in the treatment of the edentulous jaw. Expe-
rience from a 10-year period,” Scandinavian Journal of Plastic
and Reconstructive Surgery. Supplementum, vol. 16, pp. 1-132,
1977.

L. F. Cooper, D. Tarnow, S. Froum, J. Moriarty, and 1. J. De
Kok, “Comparison of marginal bone changes with internal
conus and external hexagon design implant systems: a pro-
spective, randomized study,” International Journal of Peri-
odontics & Restorative Dentistry, vol. 36, no. 5, pp. 631-642,
2016.

Y. Liu and J. Wang, “Influences of microgap and micromotion
of implant-abutment interface on marginal bone loss around
implant neck,” Archives of Oral Biology, vol. 83, pp. 153-160,
2017.

S. D. Park, Y. Lee, Y. L. Kim, S. H. Yu, J. M. Bae, and H. W.
Cho, “Microleakage of different sealing materials in access
holes of internal connection implant systems,” The Journal of
Prosthetic Dentistry, vol. 108, no. 3, pp. 173-180, 2012.

T. Koutouzis, S. Wallet, N. Calderon, and T. Lundgren, “Bacte-
rial colonization of the implant-abutment interface using an
in vitro dynamic loading model,” Journal of Periodontology,
vol. 82, no. 4, pp. 613-618, 2011.

M. Alikhasi, A. Monzavi, S. H. Bassir, R. B. Naini,
N. Khosronedjad, and S. Keshavarz, “A comparison of pre-
cision of fit, rotational freedom, and torque loss with copy-
milled zirconia and prefabricated titanium abutments,”
International Journal of Oral & Maxillofacial Implants,
vol. 28, no. 4, pp. 996-1002, 2013.

A. M. Greenberg, “Dental implants and evolving discipline,”
Issue of Oral and Maxillofacial Clinics of North America,
vol. 27, no. 2, pp. ix-x, 2015.

L. F. Rose, “Dental implants,” The Compendium of Continuing
Education in Dentistry, vol. 29, no. 4, p. 193, 2008.

M. Hajji, R. Franzen, S. Griimer et al., “Removal of dental
implants using the erbium, chromium: yttrium-scandium-gal-
lium-garnet laser and the conventional trephine bur: an

(35]

(36]

(37]

(38]

(39]

(40]

[41]

[42]

BioMed Research International

in vitro comparative study,” Photomedicine and Laser Surgery,
vol. 34, no. 2, pp. 61-67, 2016.

M. E. Kreissl, T. Gerds, R. Muche, G. Heydecke, and J. R. Strub,
“Technical complications of implant-supported fixed partial
dentures in partially edentulous cases after an average observa-
tion period of 5 years,” Clinical Oral Implants Research, vol. 18,
no. 6, pp. 720-726, 2007.

W. J. Nicholson, “Titanium alloys for dental implants: a
review,” PRO, vol. 2, no. 2, pp. 100-116, 2020.

M. Cicciu, L. Fiorillo, A. S. Herford et al., “Bioactive titanium
surfaces: interactions of eukaryotic and prokaryotic cells of
nano devices applied to dental practice,” Biomedicine, vol. 7,
no. 1, p. 12, 2019.

L. Fiorillo, C. D’Amico, P. Campagna, A. Terranova, and
A. Militi, “Dental materials implant alloys: an X-ray fluores-
cence analysis on Fds 76,” Minerva Stomatologica, vol. 69,
no. 6, pp. 370-376, 2020.

L. Fiorillo, S. Bocchieri, C. Stumpo et al., “Multicenter clinical
trial on dental implants survival rate: a FDS76® study,”
Minerva Dental and Oral Science, vol. 70, no. 5, pp. 190-195,
2020.

M. Ciccit, G. Cervino, A. Terranova et al., “Prosthetic and
mechanical parameters of the facial bone under the load
of different dental implant shapes: a parametric study,”
Prosthesis, vol. 1, no. 1, pp. 41-53, 2019.

R. Scrascia, L. Fiorillo, V. Gaita, L. Secondo, F. Nicita, and
G. Cervino, “Implant-supported prosthesis for edentulous
patient rehabilitation. From temporary prosthesis to definitive
with a new protocol: a single case report,” Prosthesis, vol. 2,
no. 1, pp. 10-24, 2020.

P. Iovino, A. Di Sarno, V. De Caro, C. Mazzei, A. Santonicola,
and V. Bruno, “Screwdriver aspiration during oral procedures:
alesson for dentists and gastroenterologists,” Prosthesis, vol. 1,
no. 1, pp. 61-68, 2019.



	Passant Connection Screw of Dental Implants: An In Vitro SEM Preliminary Study
	1. Introduction
	2. Materials and Methods
	2.1. Geometries of Dental Implants, Abutments, and Connection Screws
	2.2. SEM Study

	3. Results
	3.1. Tightening
	3.2. The Connecting Screw

	4. Discussion
	4.1. Dental Implant Failures
	4.2. Fractures of Dental Implants
	4.3. Fractures of the Connecting Screws

	5. Conclusion
	Data Availability
	Conflicts of Interest
	Authors’ Contributions

