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Review on the clinical outcomes of short implants in posterior regions
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Among the treatment options to overcome the reduced vertical height of atrophied ridges in both posterior
maxilla and mandible, short-length implants have been studied for the clinical outcomes compared to the stan-
dard-length implants accompanied with advanced surgeries including sinus floor elevation and vertical ridge
augmentation. In this paper, biomechanical considerations associated with short implants, clinical studies and
results including the survival rates, marginal bone resorption and complications were reviewed as well as the
treatment guidelines for the resorbed maxilla and mandible.
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Figure 1. Increased crown-to-implant ratio is observed in the first molar of left mandible where
the short-length implant was placed due to the limited bone height.
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Table 1. Randomized controlled clinical trials comparing short implant vs. standard (longer)-length implants combined with

advanced surgical approaches

TRHEE) 29| TETIZONE) AUSHE Z0| 2
Pistilli et al. (2013)° AfoF BoF 12 4x6 mm - TR[E FX200l splinted crown. BE 24
>10 mm+MSFA (42}); 4mm0f 6mm Z0| YSHE= S0[412 S5t
>10 mm+IPEBB & RM 71 YOHEL AFSH AL HY
(512
Esposito et al. (201477 Aot 5f2t 36 5mm - TR[E 2X0l| splinted crown. Zf o AO] A
>10 mm+MSFA (&2)): £8, HAE &5 5 YNZU0 RARt el
>10 mm+IPBB (512}
Thomaetal. (20182 4o 60 6 mm - o PR HYUX| =0 MES, HOUE &
11-15 mm+MSFA =, g3 S0 Rt 810] = O L8t
Gulié et al.(2019)% Aot 60 6 mm - HOIE &, 293 LM HIWOIIN RO B2
11 mm+MSFA - O FRE HUX| +=01M F 20| 2F 3
5z}
Esposito et al. (2011)*  5fo¢ 36 6.3 mm - R[5 2X|240f splinted crown. F FL0flA] B
29.3 mm+IPABB & RM = 55, ME20| Y%t Sls
Felice et al.(2018)% afet 9 6.6 mm - 8H19| Z0IM HAS S B2 UYSHETL
>9.6 mm+IPABB & RM O X LiEre
- £ 2 BE OS5 QARSI HIZ, AR ER
EHZS U A B2 YSUEI REY
MSFA: maxillary sinus floor augmentation, IPBB: vertical augmentation with interpositional bone blocks,
IPEBB: vertical augmentation with interpositional equine bone blocks, RM: resorbable membrane,
IPABB: vertical augmentation with interpositional anorganic bovine bone blocks
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