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RETENTION AND STRESS DISTRIBUTION INDUCED IN MANDIBU-
LAR IMPLANT-RETAINED COMPLETE OVERDENTURE WITH DIF-
FERENT INTERIMPLANT DISTANCE
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ABSTRACT

Objective: The loss of retention or adjustment of overdentures was the most commonly reported complication type in the 
dental office. So, this study was aimed to evaluate the retention and stress distribution induced in implant-retained overdenture with 
different inter- implant distance in vitro study. Materials and Methods: Six implant-retained overdenture models were fabricated 
on acrylic models with two screwed implants at three-different interimplant distances (19 mm, 23 mm, and 29 mm) to measure 
the overdenture retention using digital force gauge as well as to the stress distribution around the dental implant using strain 
gauge with unilateral load application at the second premolar, first molar, and the second molar sites.  Results: The results of the 
retention test, revealed no statistically significant difference among the tested groups. While the strain results showed a statistically 
significant difference between all tested groups. Conclusion: The smaller interimplant distance could improve the retention of the 
overdenture as well as it could allow better stress distribution around the dental implants.
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INTRODUCTION 

Before the era of the dental implant, the conven-
tional complete denture (CCD) was considered the 
traditional standard in the rehabilitation of the eden-
tulous patients for more than a century especially 
for most individuals when there is an economic 
limitation (1). Use of CCD is associated with several 
problems, such as lack of denture stability, support, 
and retention resulting in reduced chewing efficien-
cy especially of the mandibular denture (2). This is 
possibly caused by changes to the support structures 
after teeth loss, resulting in instability mainly of the 
mandibular prosthesis (3).

To overcome the problems of conventional man-
dibular complete dentures, the implant-retained 
overdentures have been introduced as it provided 
a significant improvement in retention, stability, as 
well as patient satisfaction (1-3). So, edentulous pa-
tients who have problems with CCD alternatively 
treated with an implant-retained overdenture, main-
ly in the mandible (4).  The use of two implants in the 
inter-foraminal region to retain a mandibular over-
denture has been recommended as the first treat-
ment choice for the edentulous mandible, especially 
with the financial limitation that prevents more than 
two-implant to be placed (4,5).
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The prognosis of the mandibular overdenture 
depends mainly on denture retention as well as the 
proper stress distribution. Thus, overdenture must 
be carefully designed to achieve adequate retention, 
and stability, with optimal form, contour, esthetics, 
and the patient’s best comfort (6.7). Denture retention 
plays a significant role in denture function as well as 
patient satisfaction (8). It was reported that the inter-
implant distance between the two-implants can 
affect the retention of implant-retained overdenture 
depending on the type of attachment used (6). 

The optimal stress distribution is required to 
reduce the forces on the implants and the denture 
movement (9). The degree of the occlusal load 
transmitted to the attachments is related to their 
resiliency (10). It was found that the ball attachment 
system transmitted a lesser amount of stress to the 
implants on the non-loading side (9,10).

So, the purpose of this study was to evaluate 
and compare the retention and stress distribution 
of implant-retained overdenture at different inter-
implant distance.  The hypothesis was that the 
inter-implant distance has a significant effect on 
the retention and stress distribution outcomes of the 
overdenture. 

MATERIALS AND METHODS:

In this in-vitro study, the experimental design 
included the fabrication of a simulated two implant-
retained mandibular overdenture with three 
different inter-implant distance. For this purpose, 
a standardized acrylic model of an edentulous 
mandible was fabricated with a heat-cured acrylic 
resin (Heat curing material, DENTSPLY LIMITED. 
Weybridge, England) by using a standard readymade, 
completely edentulous mandibular stone models 
(Elite dental stones; Zhermack) (11).

A total number of six acrylic cast models were 
used in this study. The study was divided into three 
main groups according to inter-implant distance 
(n=2). Then, each group was subjected to retention 
and stress distribution tests. 

Group I: Acrylic cast model with inter-implant 
distance 19 mm “control group”.

Group II: Acrylic cast model with inter-implant 
distance 23 mm. 

Group III: Acrylic cast model with inter-implant 
distance 29 mm.

Two implants analogs with 11mm length and 
3.4 mm diameter [Egyptian Company for Dental 
Implants (ECDI) Dr. W. Alaasar & Co], were 
vertically inserted with crystal bone position at the 
top of the ridge in the anterior part of each model, 
by the help of an acrylic template to control the 
parallelism of the two implants. The inter-implant 
distance was measured and adjusted by the help 
of a 50 mm-long plastic flexible ruler. O-ring 
ball attachment system (ECDI) was used as an 
attachment system in this study (11,12).

Each acrylic model in each group was used 
to make a final impression using rubber-based 
impression material (Speedex, Coltene A.G., 
Alsatten, Switzerland). Then, the impression was 
poured with improve dental stone, to produce stone 
casts with ball housing for overdenture construction. 
The complete overdenture was fabricated with 
a conventional curing method according to the 
manufacturer instructions, then, the attachment was 
secured in its place to the overdenture with aid of 
self-cured acrylic resin (11,12).

To simulate the resilient mucosal ridge of 
edentulous patients; the denture bearing area was 
uniformly reduced with round bur of 2 mm diameter, 
then the reduced edentulous area was painted by 
rubber adhesive after that light body rubber base 
material was applied to the denture bearing area 
and the overdenture was repositioned on the acrylic 
models until impression setting to produce an 
approximately 2 mm even thick layer of the light 
body. Then 2 holes in this mucosal-like layer were 
made at the site of the attachment to proper securing 
of the attachment system (11,12). 
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Retention Test:

A digital force gauge (DS2-500N; 175 × 66 
× 32•8 mm, weight: 0•42 kg) was used as the 
retention measuring device, it was secured to the 
stand to allow tensile tests perpendicularly to the 
base of the stand. Each of the overdenture’s models 
was subjected to 120 insertion/removal cycles each 
to dislodge the overdenture from the acrylic model, 
and the force values as indicated on the digital 
indicator were tabulated (5,13).

Stress Distribution Test:

The strain gauges (KFG-3-120-C1-11, Kyowa 
Electronic Instruments Co, LTD Tokyo, Japan) 
were used to measure the strain that resulted in 
the overdenture when the load applied unilaterally 
on second premolar, first molar, and second molar 
sites. The strain gauge was installed to the left / 
right implant (loading side) in each model, at the 
mesial, distal, labial, and lingual wall in the socket 
of each implant. A strain-meter with a three-channel 
was used to record the micro-strains transmitted to 
each strain gauge while the machine was adjusted 
to apply to load. On the lading side, a 60 N static 
load was applied five times by computer operating 
universal testing machine (Lloyd LR5K, Japan) at 
these six points at speed of 0.5 mm/sec (14,15).

Statistical Analysis

Data were collected, tabulated, and statistically 
analyzed using SPSS® Statistics Version 25 for 
Windows to detect whether significant differences 
existed between the means of the various studied 
groups.

RESULTS

Retention:

The statistical analysis of retention test for all 
tested groups revealed that; there is no statistically 
significant difference as indicated by the One-way 
ANOVA test, between the recorded mean retention 

values (Newton)  among the different tested groups. 
It was found that the highest retention mean value 
was recorded for Group I at an inter-implant distance 
19 mm, followed by Group and Group III at inter-
implant distances 23, and 29 mm respectively 
(Table 1).

TABLE (1): Comparison of retention test results of 
the overdenture in all tested groups.

Group Mean (N) S. D P-value

Group I 19.05a 6.19

0.81Group II 19.5a 4.69

Group III 18.05a 4.19

*Significantly at (P-value ≤ 0.05).

Different superscript small litter indicates statisti-
cally significant difference.

Stress Distribution:

The strain at different inter-implant sites:

Statistical analysis indicated by the Kruskal-
Wallis test showed a significant difference (p-value 
≤ 0.05) between the strain values recorded at the 
different load sites of all tested groups. Moreover, 
there was a significant difference in the strain values 
recorded at the second molar of Group I, Group 
II, and Group III. However, Mann-Whitney test 
statistical analysis among the groups showed that 
there was no statistical difference between strain 
values recorded at the sits of the second premolar 
and first molar of Group II and Group III.

It was found that the highest mean strain value 
measured was at the site of the second molar, 
followed by strain recorded at first molar, and the 
second premolar in Group I respectively, where the 
inter-implant distance was 19 mm. However, the 
lowest mean strain value measured was at the site 
of the second premolar in Group III where the inter-
implant distance was 29 mm (Table 2).
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The strain at different sites regardless of the dis-
tance between the implants:

The statistical analysis of different loading 
sites indicated by the Kruskal-Wallis test showed 
that there was a statistically significant difference 
between the strains recorded at the different tested 
sites (p-value ≤ 0.05), while, the statistical analysis 
among the tested groups; Mann-Whitney test showed 
statistically significant difference. The highest mean 
strain value was recorded at the second molar site 
followed by the first molar site, while, the lowest 
mean strain value was recorded at the site of the 
second premolar (Table 3).

TABLE (3): The strain (means and S.D) values re-
corded at different sites regardless of the distance 
between implants.

Site
Mean 
(m/m)

S. D P-value

Second premolar 58.44a 19.62 

< 0.000*First molar 29.05b 17.17

Second molar 12.91c 9.12

Different superscript small litter indicates statisti-
cally significant difference.

 *Significantly at (P-value ≤ 0.05).

The strain recorded for each group regardless of 
the site of strain:

The statistical analysis of different loading 
sites indicated by the Kruskal-Wallis test showed 
that there was a statistically significant difference 
between the strains recorded at the different tested 
inter- implant distances (p-value ≤ 0.05). While, 
among the groups; Mann-Whitney test indicated 
that, there was a statistically significant difference 
between the strain recorded for Group III and both 
Groups II and I. However, there was no statistically 
significant difference in strain recorded between 
Group II and Group I. The highest mean strain 
value recorded was for Group III followed Group 
II, Group I for inter-implant distance 29, 23, and 
19mm respectively (Table 4).

TABLE (4): Strain recorded for each group regard-
less of the site of strain.

Group Mean m/m S. D P-value

Group I 10.76 b 5.53

< 0.000*Group II 13.81 b 6.43

Group III 32.34 a 4.82

Different superscript small litter indicates statisti-
cally significant difference. 

*Significantly at (P-value ≤ 0.05).

TABLE (2) Strain (Means and S.D) of all tested groups at different loading times.

Group

Strain gauge site
Group I Group II Group III P-value

Strain at second premolar 15.80 (5.92)Cc 25.07 (8.78)Cb 54.49 (15.53)Ca < 0.000*

Strain at first molar 8.46 (2.43)Bb 9.54 (4.97)Bb 36.89 (16.53)Ba < 0.000*

Strain at second molar 6.42 (2.32)Ab 7.62 (2.95)Ab 29.39 (8.66)Aa < 0.000*

P-value < 0.000* < 0.000* < 0.000*

Different superscript capital litter indicates statistically significant difference in the same column. *Significantly 
at (P-value ≤ 0.05).

Different superscript small litter indicates statistically significant difference in the same row.

 *Significantly at (P-value ≤ 0.05).
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DISCUSSION

The use of implant-retained overdenture has 
been suggested as one of the most commonly 
used treatment in edentulous patients(16). Implant-
retained overdenture is considered as a desirable 
rehabilitation approach because of its simplicity, 
non-invasiveness, and cost-effectiveness, especially 
when finances prevent more implants to be placed(5). 
The stabilization of the mandibular denture with 
two inter-foraminal implants has provided reliable 
and more predictable prosthodontics outcomes than 
those offered via CCD. Therefore, the two-implant 
supported overdenture is regarded as the minimum 
standard of care for edentulous patients(17). How-
ever, the prognosis of the mandibular overdenture 
depends mainly on two important factors namely; 
retention and stress distribution(6,7). 

The attachment mechanism in the implant-re-
tained overdenture provides enhanced retention and 
stability compared to the conventional complete 
denture(18). O-ring ball attachment system is com-
monly used and it optimizes load transmission while 
minimizing overdenture movement(12). Addition-
ally, ball attachments were considered the simplest 
type of attachments for clinical application with 
implant-retained overdentures with favorable clini-
cal results(19). Additionally, the inter-implant dis-
tance should be considered during the construction 
of the mandibular overdenture, as the inter-implant 
distance can affect the retention and stress distribu-
tion of implant-retained overdenture in combination 
with the attachment system (6,20).   

In this study, we choose inter-implant distances 
19, 23, and 29 mm as a 3 different inter-implant dis-
tance to approximate the location of canines among 
the population. Also, in this study, we choose the 
inter-implant distance of (19 mm) as a “control 
group” as it was found to be the minimum inter-
implant distance that allows enough space for the 
attachment system (21). While it was found that 
the inter-implant distance of 23 mm is the mean 
inter-canine distance for mature untreated Angle  

Class I dentition (22). Moreover, in a study carried 
out by some investigators they choose a value of 29 
mm as an inter-implant distance to better account 
for anatomic limitations such as the curvature of the 
mandibular arch (21).   

In this study, the acrylic resin was used in the 
construction of the experimental model because 
of the nearly in modulus of elasticity between the 
compact bone and acrylic resin (19,23). Furthermore, a 
resilient rubber-based material covering the residual 
ridge to act as a substitute for the resilient mucosa 
(24).  The unilateral loading on the second premolar 
site, first molar site as well as the second molar 
site was selected in this study as the stress analysis 
revealed that the highest value of the stress was seen 
in the distal bone adjacent to the ipsilateral implant. 
However, with increasing cantilever length, there no 
important change in the stress distribution pattern. 
The highest stress in the posterior edentulous ridge 
was observed in the premolar area and by moving 
to more distal regions, the resultant stress was 
decreased (25). 

In this study, each overdenture model was sub-
jected to 120 cycles of repeated insertion and re-
moval to simulate two-months of clinical function 
(on the assumption of two removals/insertions per 
day to clean the denture) (13). According to the reten-
tion results of this study, the effects of parameters 
of inter-implant distances (19, 23, and 29 mm) un-
der applying vertical forces on attachment retention 
values were statistically non-significant. This find-
ing in the agreement of other investigators (21,26,27). 
This may be attributed to the attachment material 
(titanium ball/titanium socket attachments)(28) used 
in this study, which show the same wear value for 
both initial and fatigue retention in all tested groups, 
regardless of the inter-implant distance (29). There-
fore, all groups show no statistically significant 
value.

Generally, the implant seems to transfer stress by 
vertical stress forces (14). Therefore, in this study, we 
choose the vertical load, as a typical load of choice 
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to evaluate the stress distribution at the different 
tested inter-implant distances. The results of this 
study showed that there is a significant statistical 
difference in strain values at a different inter-
implant distance (19mm, 23mm, and 29mm). Also, 
the increased strain values simultaneously with 
the decreased of the inter-implant distance and the 
increased distance between the implant and loading 
point. 

This finding may be due to the larger the distance 
between the implant and loading point such as the 
second molar region, the smaller the lateral load 
will transfer to the implant, and the larger the tissue-
word movements of denture base (30). Therefore, it 
well reduces the stresses generated on the implant, 
due to absorbance of more energy from the applied 
load via the resilient tissue, and transfers lesser 
energy to the implant (9). This can explain the results 
of this study, as there was a gradual increase in 
strain values for the different inter-implant distance 
(19mm, 23mm, and 29mm) when the load applied 
at second premolar, first molar, and second molar 
respectively. 

Additionally, it was found that on unilateral 
loading, with ball/socket attachment, the strain 
was concentrated on the loading side implant. This 
is because the ball attachments are not splinted 
together and react to load separately(24,31). This can 
explain the results of this study when the unilateral 
load applied, there was higher tensile strain at the 
loaded side, as well as lower strain at the unloaded 
side.

CONCLUSION

Within the limitations of this in-vitro study and 
based on its result, it was concluded that; the inter-
implant distance did not affect vertical retention 
of mandibular overdenture however, placing 
implants with less inter-implant distance could be 
advantageous in inducing better stress distribution 
as well as increasing the retention of overdentures.

REFERENCES

1. Carlsson GE, Omar R. The future of complete dentures in 
oral rehabilitation. A critical review. J Oral Rehabil. 2010; 
37:143-56.

2. van der Bilt A, Burgers M, van Kampen FM, Cune MS. 
Mandibular implant- supported overdentures and oral 
function. Clin Oral Implants Res. 2010; 21:1209-13.

3. Marcello-Machado RM, Bielemann AM, Nascimento GG, 
Pinto LR, Del Bel Cury AA, Faot F. Masticatory function 
parameters in patients with varying degree of mandibular 
bone resorption. J Prosthodont Res. 2017; 61:315-23.

4. Possebon APR, Marcello-Machado RM, Bielemann AM, 
Schuster AJ, Pinto LR, Faot F. Masticatory function of con-
ventional complete denture wearers changing to 2-implant 
retained mandibular overdentures: clinical factor influences 
after 1 year of function. J Prosthod Res. 2018; 62: 479-84.

5. Feine J, Carlsson G, Awad M, Chehade A, Duncan W, Gi-
zani et al. The McGill Consensus Statement on over den-
tures. Montreal, Quebec, Canada. Inter J Prostho. 2002; 
15: 413-14.

6. Amiri EM, Atri F, Khalilpour M, Behrad S, Alhavaz A. 
Comparing the Effect of Different Inter-Implant Distances 
on the Retention of Locator and Ball Attachments. IJBR. 
2017; 8: 46-58.

7. Rutkunas V, Mizutani H, Takahashi H, Iwasaki N. Wear 
simulation effects on overdenture stud attachments. Dent 
Mater J. 2011; 30: 845-53.

8. Tanya M L, Ratnadeep C P, Marco S C. Bone dimension 
assessment for placement of implants in the interforaminal 
region of the mandible: A cone beam computed tomogra-
phy study. Int J Appl Dent Sci. 2018; 4: 101-05.

9. Tokuhisa M, Matsushita Y, Koyano K. In vitro study of a 
mandibular implant overdenture retained with ball, mag-
net, or bar attachments: comparison of load transfer and 
denture stability. Inter J Prosthod. 2003; 16: 128-34.

10. Heckmann SMWW, Meyer M, Weber HP, Wichmann MG. 
Overdenture attachment selection and the loading of im-
plant and denture- bearing area. Part 2: a methodical study 
using five types of attachment. Clin Oral Implants Res. 
2001;12: 640-47.

11. Ebadian B, Talebi S, Khodaeian N, Farzin M. Stress analy-
sis of mandibular implant-retained overdenture with inde-
pendent attachment system: effect of restoration space and 
attachment height. Gen Dent. 2015; 63:61-7.



A.J.D.S. Vol. 25, No. 2 RETENTION AND STRESS DISTRIBUTION INDUCED 117

12. Warreth A, Alkadhimi AF, Sultan A, Byrne C, Woods E. 
Mandibular implant-supported overdentures: attachment 
systems, and number and locations of implants – Part I. J 
Irish Dental Assoc. 2015; 61: 93-97.

13. Fromentin O, Lassauzay C, Abi Nader S, Feine J, De Al-
buquerque Junior RF. Testing the retention of attachments 
for implant overdentures- validation of an original force 
measurement system. J Oral Rehab. 2010;37: 54-62.

14. Yoo JS, Kwon K-R, Noh K, Lee H, Paek J. Stress analysis 
of mandibular implant overdenture with locator and bar/
clip attachment: Comparative study with differences in the 
denture base length. J Adv Prosthodont. 2017; 9:143-51.

15. El-Abd MF, El-Sheikh MM, El-Gendy MN. Effect of posi-
tion of single implant with two different attachments on 
stress distribution of mandibular complete overdenture (in-
vitro study). TDJ. 2018; 15:63-69.

16. Zitzmann NU, Marinello CP. Decision making and treat-
ment planning in the edentulous mandible restored with 
fixed or removable implant prostheses. World Dent. 2001; 
1:9-12.

17. Thomason M, Feine J, Exley C, Moynihan P, Müller F, 
Naert I, et al. Mandibular two implant-supported over 
dentures as the first-choice standard of care for edentulous 
patients–The York Consensus Statement. Br Dent J. 2009; 
22:185-86.

18. Klemetti E. Is there a certain number of implants needed 
to retain an overdenture? J. Oral Rehabil. 2008; 35: 80-84.

19. Haruta S, Elshahawi I, Elmotayam H. Stresses induced 
by mesially and distally placed implants to retain a man-
dibular distal extension removable partial overdenture: a 
comparative study. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants. 2013; 
28:403-07.

20. Greenstein G, Tarnow D. The mental foramen and nerve: 
clinical and anatomical factors related to dental im-
plant placement: a literature review. J Periodontol. 2006; 
77:1933-43. 

21. Michelinakis G, Barclay C, Smith P. The influence of in-
terimplant distance and attachment type on the retention 

characteristics of mandibular over dentures on 2 implants: 
initial retention values. Int J Prosthodont. 2006; 19:507-12.

22. Allen PF, McMillan AS, Walshaw D. A patient-based as-
sessment of implant-stabilized and conventional complete 
dentures. J Prosthet Dent. 2001; 85:141-47.

23. Haruta A, Matsushita Y, Tsukiyama Y, Sawae Y, Sakai N, 
Koyano K. Effects of mucosal thickness on the stress dis-
tribution and denture stability of mandibular implant sup-
ported overdentures with unsplinted attachments in vitro. J 
Dent Biomech. 2011; 2011:894395.

24. Porter Jr JA, Petropoulos VC, Brunski JB. Comparison of 
load distribution for implant overdenture attachments. Int 
J Oral Maxillofac Implants. 2002;17.651-62. 

25. Ebadian B, Mosharraf R, Khodaeian N. Effect of cantile-
ver length on stress distribution around implants in man-
dibular overdentures supported by two and three implants. 
Eur J Dent. 2016; 10:333-40.

26. Tabatabaian F, Saboury A, Sobhani ZS, Petropoulos VC. 
The Effect of Inter-Implant Distance on Retention and 
Resistance to Dislodging Forces for Mandibular Implant-
Tissue-Supported Overdentures. J D T U M S. 2014; 11; 
505-15.

27. Doukas D, Michelinakis G, Smith PW, Barclay CW. The 
influence of interimplant distance and attachment type on 
the retention characteristics of mandibular overdentures on 
2 implants: 6-month fatigue retention values. Int J Prostho-
dont. 2008; 21:152-54.

28. Petropoulos VC, Smith W. Maximum dislodging forces of 
implant overdenture stud attachments. Int J Oral Maxil-
lofac Implants. 2002; 17:526- 35.

29. Stewart BL, Edwards RO. Retention and wear of preci-
sion-type attachments. J Prosthet Dent. 1983; 49:28-34.

30. Mish C. Dental implant prosthetics. St. Louis: Elsevier 
Mosby. 2005; 207-10.

31. John J, Rangarajan V, Savadi RC, Satheesh Kumar KS, 
Satheesh Kumar P. A finite element analysis of stress dis-
tribution in the bone, around the implant supporting a man-
dibular overdenture with ball/o ring and magnetic attach-
ment. J Indian Prosthodont Soc. 2012; 12:37- 44.


