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[ Abstract ) Objective To evaluate the health condition of soft and hard tissues around cement-retained
and screw-retained implant-supported posterior restorations, as well as the satisfaction of doctors and patients on
two different retention methods. Methods 86 posterior single implant-supported restorations were included in this
comparative study, with 50 in cement-retained group and 36 in screw-retained group. The average load time of the
implant superstructure was (54.95+28.71) months. The PD, mPLI, mSBI, prevalence of peri-implant diseases and
satisfaction of doctors and patients on two retention methods were measured respectively. Results The prevalence
of peri-implantitis and peri-implant mucositis in cement-retained group was 8.0% and 28.0% respectively, whereas
for the screw-retained group, the percentage was 2.8% and 30.5%. No significant difference was observed in the
PD, mPLI, mSB. between the two retention methods (P>0.05). As for satisfaction, patients have higher evaluation

of cemented retention on esthetics, while doctors have higher evaluation of screw retention on easiness to clean
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