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Tooth loss is associated with limitations regard-
ing esthetics, function, comfort, and quality of life 

and may lead to nutrition and weight problems, emo-
tional disturbances, and neuromuscular alterations. 
Consequently, the remaining teeth may suffer over-
load; approximal, mesial, or distal drift; elongation; or 
abrasion.1 

Partially edentulous arches can be restored with 
tooth-, implant-, or tooth and implant–supported 
double crown–retained removable dental prostheses 
(RDPs). They guarantee easy accessibility for den-
tal hygiene and the possibility of extraoral repair.2–6 
Disadvantages include loss of retention, food impac-
tion, and caries.2–8 

Double crown–retained RDPs are mainly used in 
Germany, Sweden, and Japan.5,9 This type of pros-
thetic treatment is characterized by a hybrid form 
of fixed and removable dental prostheses: An inner 
crown or primary crown is permanently cemented or 
fixed to the abutment tooth or implant, and a con-
gruent outer crown or secondary crown is rigidly an-
chored in the detachable prosthesis.10 Depending on 
the retention mechanism, double crowns can be sub-
divided into telescopic crowns, conical crowns, and 
double crowns with additional modifications.11 

The telescopic crown (composed of a high precious 
metal alloy) was first introduced by Böttger in 1961.12 
It has a parallel design and uses the friction of the 
opposing surfaces of the inner and outer crowns for 
retention. Böttger suggested using retention pins to 
increase retention if a non–precious metal alloy was 
used. Telescopic crowns can be either rigid or nonrigid. 
Rigid telescopic crowns have a defined end position, 
meaning that these crowns do not allow further verti-
cal movement under load. Nonrigid telescopic crowns, 
also known as resilient telescopic crowns, have no 
defined apical end position, meaning that they allow a 
certain amount of vertical movement under load. It was 
thought that nonrigid crowns better distribute forces to 
the mucosal rest areas than rigid crowns.13
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Purpose: The aim of this systematic literature review was to investigate the survival rates 
of teeth, implants, and double crown–retained removable dental prostheses (RDPs). 
Materials and Methods: A systematic review of the literature published from January 
1973 through May 2010 was conducted using electronic databases and hand-searching 
to assess the clinical outcomes of teeth, implants, and double crown–retained RDPs. 
Results: This review yielded 512 articles, which were narrowed down to 11. The 
included studies demonstrated tooth survival rates between 60.6% and 95.3% after 
an observation period of 4 to 10 years. The survival rates of RDPs supported by teeth 
ranged between 90.0% and 95.1% after 4 and 5.3 years, respectively. The survival rates 
of implants supporting prostheses in the mandible were between 97% and 100% after 
an observation period between 3 and 10.4 years. The survival rates of implant-retained 
RDPs in the mandible ranged between 95% and 100% after 9 and 10.4 years. Teeth 
and implants supporting prostheses in the maxilla, as well as the RDPs themselves, 
demonstrated a survival rate of 100% after 3.2 years. Conclusion: The current literature 
does not provide sufficient information regarding the long-term outcome of double 
crown–retained RDPs. Further studies based on a higher level of evidence are needed 
to validate the outcomes of this treatment modality. Int J Prosthodont 2011;24:109–117.

© 2010 BY QUINTESSENCE PUBLISHING CO, INC. PRINTING OF THIS DOCUMENT IS RESTRICTED TO PERSONAL USE ONLY. 
NO PART OF THIS ARTICLE MAY BE REPRODUCED OR TRANSMITTED IN ANY FORM WITHOUT WRITTEN PERMISSION FROM THE PUBLISHER. 



110            The International Journal of Prosthodontics

Survival Rates of Teeth, Implants, and Double Crown–Retained RDPs

Conical crowns were introduced by Körber in 
1968.14 They have a tapered design, which creates 
friction at the end position. A taper of 6 degrees is 
recommended to achieve a retention force between 5 
and 10 N when using high precious alloys.11

The Marburg double crown system, first described 
by Lehmann and Gente in 1988,15 uses additional pre-
fabricated elements (TC-Snap System, Si-tec) to im-
prove the retention of telescopic crowns. 

Each of the three different types of double crown 
systems can be employed to support either a remov-
able dental prosthesis or an overdenture prosthesis.16 
Indications for using double crown–retained RDPs 
are arches with few remaining teeth, implants, or 
both.13,17,18 Double crowns are contraindicated when 
the clinical crown of the abutment tooth is too short 
(< 3 mm) or the patient has a low level of compliance, 
shows insufficient oral hygiene, or finds a removable 
prosthesis unacceptable.19

The purpose of this review was to investigate the 
survival rates of teeth, implants, and double crown–
retained RDPs. 

Materials and Methods

Search Strategy and Study Selection

A PubMed (Medline) search was conducted for ar-
ticles published in the dental literature from January 
1973 to May 2010 using the following search terms 
in simple or multiple conjunctions: “double crowns,” 
“RDPs,” “teeth,” and “implants.” The bibliographies 
of all full-text articles and related reviews select-
ed from the electronic search were also screened. 
Furthermore, manual searching was applied to the 
following journals from 1989 to May 2010: Clinical Oral 
Investigations, Deutsche Zahnärztliche Zeitschrift, 
European Journal of Prosthodontics and Restorative 
Dentistry, International Journal of Periodontics 
& Restorative Dentistry, International Journal of 
Prosthodontics, Journal of Prosthetic Dentistry, and 
Journal of Prosthodontics. Since double crown– 
retained RDPs were introduced in German-speaking 
countries and are mainly fabricated in such countries, 
the vast majority of studies identified were in German. 
For this reason, the keywords used for the literature 
search were translated into German as well.

Studies were screened based on the following 
inclusion criteria: clinical studies, mean follow-up 
time of 3 years, randomized controlled trials (RCTs) 
and prospective and retrospective studies, cumula-
tive survival rates given, papers reporting details on 

the attachment system, and publications available in 
German or English. The exclusion criteria consisted 
of: case reports, in vitro studies, publications compar-
ing different attachment systems but not presenting 
separate survival rates, patient records only, dupli-
cate studies on the same patient population, stud-
ies reporting on maxillofacial prostheses, no data 
on number of patients, no survival rates of teeth and 
implants, and publications presenting success rates 
only (Table 1).

Titles and abstracts were initially screened inde-
pendently by two reviewers for inclusion in the re-
view. The full text of all studies of possible relevance 
was then obtained for independent assessment by 
the same reviewers. Any disagreement was resolved 
via discussion. Where resolution was not possible, a 
third reviewer was consulted. All studies meeting the 
inclusion criteria underwent validity assessment and 
data extraction. Reasons for exclusion were recorded 
(Table 2). 

Data Extraction

The included studies provided information on the 
survival rates of teeth or implants as well as double 
crown–retained RDPs. Tooth or implant survival was 
defined as not needing extraction at the time of ex-
amination. Tooth or implant failure was defined as lost 
or hopeless teeth or implants. Survival of the double 
crown–retained RDPs was defined as being in func-
tion at the time of examination; failure was defined 
as no longer in function (eg, framework fracture, 
abutment or implant losses). Data extraction was 
performed independently by two reviewers using a 
standardized form.

Results

General Outcomes

The initial database search yielded 453 articles, and 
the manual search revealed another 59 titles. After 
an interreviewer discussion, 49 full-text articles were 
screened according to the inclusion and exclusion 
criteria. Finally, 11 studies were included (Figs 1 and 
2). 

No RCTs were identified. All selected studies were 
published in the last 17 years, with the majority pub-
lished after 2000 (Table 1). 

Because of the heterogeneity in the design of the 
different studies, it was not possible to perform a sta-
tistical analysis of the data obtained.
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Table 1    Results of the Literature Search

Database Hits
Relevant 

hits Included studies Excluded studies

PubMed 334 24 4: 20:

   Krennmair et al20 Beschnidt et al29

   Krennmair et al21 Dittmann and Rammelsberg30

   Weischer and Mohr22 Eitner et al31

   Wöstmann et al23 Hoffmann et al32

    Hultén et al5

    Igarashi and Goto4

    Kaufmann et al33

    Landes et al34

    Longoni et al35

    Mengel et al36

    Mengel et al37

    Molin et al38

    Nickenig et al39

    Piwowarczyk et al40

    Wagner and Kern41

    Weng and Richter42

    Wenz et al43

    Wenz and Lehmann44

    Widbom et al45

    Yamauchi and Kawano46

Medline 119 1 0 1:

    Zafiropoulos and Hoffmann47

Manual search and references 59 24 7: 17:

  Coca et al24 Bergman et al3

   Heckmann et al25 Behr et al48

   Mock et al2 Eisenburger and Tschernitschek49

   Nickenig et al26 Eisenburger et al50

   Nickenig and Kerschbaum27 Gernet et al51

   Rehmann et al28 Heners and Walther18

   Stark and Schrenker6 Henrich and Kerschbaum52

    Hofmann and Ludwig53

    Kern and Wagner54

    Pöggeler55

    Rehmann et al56

    Rehmann et al57

    Rehmann et al58

    Ross et al59

    Saito et al60

    Studer et al61

    Wenz et al62
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Table 2    Excluded Studies and Exclusion Criteria

Reason for exclusion

Case report
No cumulative survival rates for teeth, implants, or  
prostheses	

Beschnidt et al29 Bergman et al3

Hoffmann et al32 Dittmann and Rammelsberg30

Longoni et al35 Eisenburger and Tschernitschek49

Mengel et al37 Eisenburger et al50

Yamauchi and Kawano46 Eitner et al31

Zafiropoulos and Hoffmann47 Heners and Walther18

Patients records only Hofmann and Ludwig53

Gernet et al51 Hultén et al5

Wenz et al62 Kaufmann et al33

Same patient population Molin et al38

Pöggeler55 (same as Coca et al24) Piwowarczyk et al40

Rehmann et al56 (same as Wöstmann et al23) Saito et al60

Rehmann et al57 (same as Wöstmann et al23) Weng and Richter42

Rehmann et al58 (same as Wöstmann et al23) Widbom et al45

Survival rates for telescopic crowns and  
other attachments not separate Zygoma implants used

Behr et al48 Landes et al34

Henrich and Kerschbaum52 Success rates only

Kern and Wagner54 Mengel et al36

Nickenig et al39 Wenz and Lehmann44

Ross et al59 Wenz et al43

Studer et al61 No data on number of patients

Wagner and Kern41 Igarashi and Goto4

Electronic search:
453 titles

References and 
handsearch: 59 titles

Selected by both reviewers
after discussion: 25 titles

Selected by both reviewers
after discussion: 24 titles

Full text screened for inclusion/
exclusion criteria: 49 titles

38 studies excluded

Studies included: 11 titles

Included studies: 11

Study design Observation period

RCT: 0 Up to 4 y: 3

Prospective 
studies: 4

Retrospective
studies: 7

5 to 9 y: 6

Up to 9 y: 2

Fig 1 (left)    Search strategy and results.

Fig 2 (above)    Dissection of search outcomes.
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Survival Rates 

Teeth and Tooth-Supported Double Crown–
Retained RDPs. The literature search yielded seven 
studies that presented data on the longevity of teeth 
supporting double crown–retained RDPs. Two pro-
spective and five retrospective studies were found 
with observation periods between 4 and 10 years. A 
total of 923 subjects with a mean age at baseline rang-
ing from 43.4 to 62.0 years were examined clinically,2,27 
and more than 3,121 teeth with telescopic crowns were 
assessed. The survival rates are shown in Table 3. 

Only two retrospective studies provided informa-
tion about the survival rate of telescopic crown– 
retained RDPs. The mean age of the patients at base-
line ranged from 43.4 to 58.8 years.23,28 The survival 
rates after 4 and 5.3 years are presented in Table 3.

Implants and Implant-Supported Double 
Crown–Retained RDPs. The survival rates of im-
plants and implant-supported double crown–retained 
RDPs were assessed in two prospective studies and 
one retrospective study, with observation periods 

between 3 and 10.4 years (Table 4).21,22,25 A total of 
59 subjects with a mean age at baseline ranging from 
63.2  to 74.1 years were examined.21,25 One hundred 
eighty-one implants with mainly internal connec-
tions were used to support the prostheses. The in-
ner crowns were either cement- or screw-retained. 
To increase retention, one study presented data using 
an additional attachment system.21 The RDPs were 
mainly retained by nonrigid telescopic crowns. The 
outcomes are presented in Table 4.

Teeth, Implants, and Tooth and Implant–
Supported Double Crown–Retained RDPs. Only 
one retrospective study provided information regarding 
the longevity of teeth, implants, and telescopic crown–
retained RDPs.20 The clinical examination included 22 
subjects with a mean age at baseline of 63.7 years. All 
implants had internal connections and were placed by 
means of a conventional protocol. The 22 telescopic 
crown–retained RDPs were fabricated with an addition-
al attachment system to increase retention. All patients 
participated in a strict recall program. The survival rates 
of teeth, implants, and RDPs are shown in Table 5. 

Table 3    Survival Rates of Teeth and RDPs

Study

Survival rate

Study 
design

Observation 
period (y)

No. of 
patients

No. of 
teeth

RDP design 
(no.)

Teeth  
(%)

RDP  
(%)

Nickenig et al26 RS 5 39 — Tc (45) 88 —

Nickenig and Kerschbaum27 RS 5
8

 85 402 Tc (105) 95
81

—

Stark and Schrenker6 PS 6 68 258 Tc (68) 90 —

Coca et al24 RS 7–8 92 236 Tc (106) Maxilla: 68 
Mandible: 73

—

Rehmann et al28 RS 4 84 168 Tc (84) 90 90

Mock et al2 PS 10 92 299 Tc (105) Maxilla: 83.5 
Mandible: 60.6

—

Wöstmann et al23 RS 5.3 463 1,758 Tc (554) 95.3 95.1

RS = retrospective study; PS = prospective study; Tc = telescopic crowns.

Table 4    Survival Rates of Implants and RDPs

Survival rate

Study
Study 
design

Observation
period (y)

No. of
patients

No. of
implants Implants 

RDP design
(no.)

 Implants 
(%)

 RDPs 
(%)

Weischer and Mohr22 RS 9 24 111 Frialit 2, IMZ, 
Brånemark

Tc (24)
Mandible

97 95

Heckmann et al25 PS 10.4 23 46 ITI Tc (23)
Mandible, R

100 100

Krennmair et al21 PS 3 12 24 Camlog Tc (12)
Mandible, R

100 100

RS = retrospective study; PS = prospective study; Tc = telescopic crowns; R = resilient telescopic crowns. 
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Discussion 

Despite that the double crown attachment system is 
costly, technique-sensitive, and even considered an 
overtreament by some clinicians, it is used regularly 
in some parts of the world whenever an RDP is indi-
cated. Advocates of using such an attachment system 
tout its advantages and predictability over conven-
tional RDPs. 

In the present review, the survival rates of tooth-
supported double crown–retained RDPs were 90.0% 
and 95.1% after 4 and 5.3 years, respectively.23,28 

Studies have shown that conventional RDPs, ie, 
clasp-retained dentures combined with crowns, have 
survival rates between 40% and 84% after 5 years, as 
well as 20% and 59% after 10 years.63,64 No survival 
rates of (crowned) teeth supporting clasp-retained 
RDPs are available. Although the reported survival 
rates for the double crown system seem to be high-
er than those for conventional RDPs, the evidence is 
weak. The majority of the studies on (tooth-supported) 
double crown–retained RDPs had a retrospective de-
sign. Because of an insufficient number of studies, 
as well as heterogeneity in study design, a statisti-
cal analysis of the data was not possible. Therefore, 
the current systematic review evaluated the reliability 
of each treatment modality according to the num-
ber and quality of relevant studies identified. Hence, 
there is no evidence that clasp-, (semi-) precision 
attachment–, or bar-retained RDPs provide better 
clinical long-term data than double crown–retained 
prostheses.26,49,50,60,61,63–70 

When compared with simple clasp-retained RDPs, 
double crown–retained dentures provide the advan-
tage of good patient acceptance,71 the possibility of 
extension after tooth extraction,72 the compensation 
of nonparallel tooth axes,72 and better functional-
ity.7,13,43 However, teeth restored with double crowns 
tend to have an overcontoured design.61 The great re-
duction of tooth substance (1 to 1.2 mm labially), the 
higher risk of root canal treatment,19 the increased 
costs,73 the potential difficulties at the beginning be-
cause of the patient’s handling of the device,13 and 

the challenging technical production72 are all dis-
advantages of double crown–retained RDPs. This 
might be the reason why clasp-retained prostheses 
are more commonly used worldwide compared with 
double crown–retained dentures. 

Several authors have assessed factors that 
might influence the survival rate of teeth support-
ing double crown–retained RDPs. These factors in-
cluded the type of double crown system, as well as 
the number, position, and biologic aspects of the  
teeth.2,4,5,18,23,30,38,40,43,50,74 In a retrospective clinical 
study, 385 abutment teeth were provided with either 
conical, rigid, or nonrigid telescopic crowns. After a 
mean service time of 6.3 years, the authors reported 
that the design of the double crowns had no signifi-
cant impact on survival rate.38 Since no additional 
data are available, no information can be given re-
garding the influence of double crown type on the 
survival rates of teeth supporting double crown– 
retained RDPs. Furthermore, several authors agreed 
that survival rates of teeth in severely reduced denti-
tions differ significantly from those in dentitions with 
more than three remaining teeth.2,4,5,18,23,50,74 In a ret-
rospective longitudinal study, it was shown that the 
5-year survival rate of double crown–retained RDPs 
was dependent on the number of abutment teeth.3 
This is in agreement with another study that indicated 
that having only a few abutment teeth (one to three 
abutments) and large extensions is less favorable 
with regard to the distribution of loading forces and 
is a predictor of early failure.5 It seems that three or 
more teeth supporting double crown–retained den-
tures can have a positive impact on the survival rate 
of teeth. In contrast, data reported in another clini-
cal study showed the reverse.43 More studies (RCTs) 
are needed to validate the higher tooth survival rate 
for double crown–retained RDPs when supported by 
three or more teeth.

Furthermore, the influence of the location of sup-
porting teeth on the survival rate of double crown–
retained prostheses seems to be controversial as 
well. One study reported that the survival rate of 
teeth used for double crown–retained RDPs in the 

Table 5    Survival Rates of Teeth, Implants, and RDPs

Study
Study 
design

Observation 
period (y)

No. of 
patients

No. of 
teeth

No. of 
implants Implants 

RDP design
(no.)

 Survival rate

Teeth (%) Implants (%) RDPs (%)

Krennmair et al20 RS 3.2 22
 
 

48
 
 

60
 
 

Frialit-2
Xive 
Camlog 
root-line 

Tc (22)
Maxilla

 

100
 

100
 

100
 

RS = retrospective study; Tc = telescopic crowns. 
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maxilla is lower than that in the mandible (maxilla: 
68%, mandible: 73% [after 7 to 8 years]).24 In contrast, 
another study showed a survival rate of 83.5% for the 
maxilla and 60.6% for the mandible after 10 years.2 

Furthermore, one study showed that posterior abut-
ment teeth (13.6%) have a significantly higher risk of 
tooth loss compared to anterior ones (5.3%) after an 
observation period of 5 years.30 Again, more studies 
looking at the influence of the location on the survival 
rate of tooth-supported double crown–retained RDPs 
are needed. 

The influence of root canal treatment on the sur-
vival rate of teeth supporting double crown–retained 
prostheses is also controversial. In a retrospective 
clinical study, significantly higher failure rates were 
reported for teeth with root canal treatment (20%) 
compared to vital teeth (5.7%) after an observation 
period of 6.3 years.30 Another study indicated a great-
er risk for failure when root-filled teeth were used to 
support conical crown–retained RDPs.38 However, 
no statistical analysis was performed in this specific 
study. In another prospective study, the fracture and 
extraction rates for nonvital teeth were shown to be 
twice as high as those for vital ones supporting tele-
scopic crown–retained RDPs after an observation pe-
riod of 3 years.75 Conversely, one retrospective study 
reported a higher failure rate for vital teeth (60%) than 
nonvital ones (40%).40 Similarly, the authors did not 
carry out a statistical analysis of the data or provide 
reasons why the findings for vital teeth were worse. It 
can be concluded that nonvital but successfully treat-
ed teeth yield high survival rates, generally over 90%, 
after 10 years,76 and therefore can be used as abut-
ments for double crown–retained dentures. Although 
the survival rates of endodontically treated teeth are 
reported to be less than those for vital teeth in most 
studies, the current evidence is obviously weak. To 
provide more information about this issue, it is nec-
essary to conduct well-designed comparative long-
term studies. 

Good oral hygiene is a prerequisite for the long-
term success of dental restorations.2,4,6,23,24 For dou-
ble crown–retained dental prostheses, it was shown 
that the risk of loss of function was 5.3 times lower for 
patients enrolled in a recall program with professional 
prophylaxis.23 

In cases of improper distribution of abutment teeth, 
implants can be placed to increase the number of 
abutments and improve their distribution. Prostheses 
can be retained or supported by splinted or unsplint-
ed implants. It was reported in an RCT that implants 
of mandibular overdentures had an excellent prog-
nosis irrespective of the attachment system used.77 
This is in agreement with the findings of a systematic 

literature review assessing the influence of attach-
ment systems on the survival rate of implants used 
to retain or support prostheses in the maxilla or man-
dible.78 This systematic literature review revealed 
three double crown studies on implants placed in the 
mandible, showing survival rates between 97% and 
100% after 3 to 10.4 years.21,22,25 The authors reported 
that implant failures were a result of peri-implantitis 
and occlusal overload. The survival rates of double 
crown–retained RDPs placed in the mandible using 
implants for support were between 95% and 100% 
after an observation period between 9 and 10.4 years 
(see Table 4).21,22,25 In one study, a patient was unable 
to adapt to his restoration and did not wear his pros-
thesis. Unfortunately, no data were found on implants 
or double crowns used in the maxilla. Since no RCTs 
reporting the survival rates of implant-retained or 
implant-supported double crown–retained RDPs ex-
ist, no information can be given concerning the long-
term outcomes. 

Unfortunately, the use of implants as additional re-
tainers for RDPs in partially edentulous patients has 
rarely been discussed in the literature.33,79–83 This 
systematic review revealed a combined survival rate 
of abutments and double crown–retained RDPs in the 
maxilla of 100% after a mean observation period of 
3.2 years.20 No data for the mandible is available at 
present. While long-term data is missing, the suc-
cess of implant and tooth–supported double crown– 
retained dentures needs further investigation.

Conclusion 

The present data does not provide sufficient infor-
mation on the long-term outcome of double crown– 
retained RDPs. Further studies based on a higher 
level of evidence (RCTs) are needed to validate the 
outcomes of this treatment modality. 

References

  1. 	 Jüde D, Kühl W, Rossbach A (eds). Einführung in die 
Zahnärztliche Prothetik. Köln: Deutscher Ärzte Verlag, 1997.

  2. 	 Mock FR, Schrenker H, Stark HK. A clinical longitudinal study 
assessing the survival of double crown-retained prostheses 
[in German]. Dtsch Zahnärztl Z 2005;3:148–153.

  3. 	 Bergman B, Ericson A, Molin M. Long-term clinical results 
after treatment with conical crown-retained dentures. Int J 
Prosthodont 1996;9:533–538.

  4. 	 Igarashi Y, Goto T. Ten-year follow-up study of conical crown-
retained dentures. Int J Prosthodont 1997;10:149–155.

  5. 	 Hultén J, Tillström B, Nilner K. Long term clinical evalua-
tion of conical crown retained dentures. Swed Dent J 1993; 
17:225–234.

© 2010 BY QUINTESSENCE PUBLISHING CO, INC. PRINTING OF THIS DOCUMENT IS RESTRICTED TO PERSONAL USE ONLY. 
NO PART OF THIS ARTICLE MAY BE REPRODUCED OR TRANSMITTED IN ANY FORM WITHOUT WRITTEN PERMISSION FROM THE PUBLISHER. 



116            The International Journal of Prosthodontics

Survival Rates of Teeth, Implants, and Double Crown–Retained RDPs

  6. 	 Stark H, Schrenker H. Survival rates of double crown-retained 
removable dentures—A clinical long-term study. Dtsch 
Zahnärztl Z 1998;53:183–186.

  7. 	 Budtz-Jörgensen E. Restoration of the partially edentulous 
mouth—A comparison of overdentures, removable partial 
dentures, fixed partial dentures and implant treatment. J Dent 
1996;24:237–244.

  8. 	 Minagi S, Natsuaki N, Nishigawa G, Sato T. New telescopic 
crown design for removable partial dentures. J Prosthet Dent 
1999;81:684–688.

  9.	 Öwall G, Bieniek KW, Spiekermann H. Removable partial den-
ture production in western Germany. Quintessence Int 1995; 
26:621–627.

10. 	 Isaacson GO. Telescope crown retainers for removable partial 
dentures. J Prosthet Dent 1969;22:436–448.

11. 	 Körber KH (ed). Das Rationelle Teleskopsystem. Einführung in 
Klinik und Technik. Heidelberg: Hüthig, 1988.

12. 	 Böttger H (ed). Das Teleskopsystem in der Zahnärztlichen 
Praxis. Leipzig: Barth Verlag, 1961.

13. 	 Langer A. Telescope retainers and their clinical application.  
J Prosthet Dent 1980;44:516–522.

14. 	 Körber KH. Conical crowns—A physically defined telescopic 
system [in German]. Dtsch Zahnärztl Z 1968;23:619–630.

15. 	 Lehmann KM, Gente M. Double crowns used to support remov-
able partial dentures [in German]. Dtsch Zahnärztekalender 
1988;47:106–112.

16. 	 The glossary of prosthodontic terms. J Prosthet Dent 
2005;94:10–92.

17. 	 Heners M, Walther W. Double crowns used to support remov-
able dentures [in German]. Zahnärztl Mitt 1990;21:2340–2344.

18. 	 Heners M, Walther W. Prognosis of abutment teeth in severely 
reduced residual dentitions [in German]. Dtsch Zahnärztl Z 
1990;45:579–581.

19. 	 Strub J, Türp J, Witkowski S, Hürzeler M, Kern M (eds). 
Curriculum Prothetik. Berlin; Quintessence, 2005.

20. 	Krennmair G, Krainhöfner M, Waldenberger O, Piehslinger E. 
Dental implants as strategic supplementary abutments for 
implant-tooth-supported telescopic crown-retained maxillary 
dentures: A retrospective follow-up study for up to 9 years. Int 
J Prosthodont 2007;20:617–622.

21. 	 Krennmair G, Weinländer M, Krainhöfner M, Piehslinger E. 
Implant-supported mandibular overdentures retained with ball 
or telescopic crown attachments: A 3-year prospective study. 
Int J Prosthodont 2006;19:164–170.

22. 	Weischer T, Mohr C. Implant-supported mandibular telescopic 
prostheses in oral cancer patients: An up to 9-year retrospec-
tive study. Int J Prosthodont 2001;14:329–334.

23. 	Wöstmann B, Balkenhol M, Weber A, Ferger P, Rehmann P. 
Long-term analysis of telescopic crown retained removable 
partial dentures: Survival and need for maintenance. J Dent 
2007;35:939–945.

24. 	 Coca I, Lotzmann U, Pöggeler R. Long-term experience with 
telescopically retained overdentures (double crown tech-
nique). Eur J Prosthodont Restor Dent 2000;8:33–37.

25. 	Heckmann SM, Schrott A, Graef F, Wichmann MG, Weber HP. 
Mandibular two-implant telescopic overdentures. Clin Oral 
Implants Res 2004;15:560–569.

26. 	Nickenig A, Friedrich R, Kerschbaum T. Bar vs. Double-crown-
retained removable partial dentures supported by few remain-
ing teeth: Results and follow-up investigation [in German]. 
Dtsch Zahnärztl Z 1993;48:566–569.

27. 	 Nickenig A, Kerschbaum T. Long-term results of telescopic 
crown-retained RDPs [in German]. Dtsch Zahnärztl Z 1995;50: 
753–755.

28. 	Rehmann P, Schmitt-Plank C, Balkenhol M, Wöstmann B, 
Ferger P. Clinical long-term outcomes of telescopic crown-
retained dentures supported by two canines in the mandible 
[in German]. Dtsch Zahnärtzl Z 2004;59:581–584. 

29. 	Beschnidt SM, Chitmongkolsuk S, Prull R. Telescopic crown-
retained removable partial dentures: Review and case report. 
Compend Contin Educ Dent 2001;22:927–932.

30. 	Dittmann B, Rammelsberg P. Survival of abutment teeth used 
for telescopic abutment retainers in removable partial den-
tures. Int J Prosthodont 2008;21:319–321.

31. 	 Eitner S, Schlegel A, Emeka N, Holst S, Will J, Hamel J. 
Comparing bar and double-crown attachments in implant-
retained prosthetic reconstruction: A follow-up investigation. 
Clin Oral Implants Res 2008;19:530–537.

32. 	 Hoffmann O, Beaumont C, Tatakis DN, Zafiropoulos GG. 
Telescopic crowns as attachments for implant supported res-
torations: A case series. J Oral Implantol 2006;32:291–299.

33. 	Kaufmann R, Friedli M, Hug S, Mericske-Stern R. Removable 
dentures with implant support in strategic positions followed 
for up to 8 years. Int J Prosthodont 2009;22:233–241.

34. 	Landes CA, Paffrath C, Koehler C, et al. Zygoma implants for 
midfacial prosthetic rehabilitation using telescopes: 9-year 
follow-up. Int J Prosthodont 2009;22:20–32.

35, 	Longoni S, Appruzese D, Careddu G, Sartori M, Davide R. 
New telescopic crown protocol for partially edentulous pa-
tients: Report of 32 cases. Int J Periodontics Restorative Dent 
2005;25:475–481.

36.	 Mengel R, Kreuzer G, Lehmann KM, Flores-de-Jacoby L. 
A telescopic crown concept for the restoration of partially 
edentulous patients with aggressive generalized periodonti-
tis: A 3-year prospective longitudinal study. Int J Periodontics 
Restorative Dent 2007;27:231–239.

37. 	 Mengel R, Lehmann KM, Metke W, Wolf J, Flores-de-Jacoby 
L. A telescopic crown concept for the restoration of partially 
edentulous patients with aggressive generalized periodon-
titis: Two case reports. Int J Periodontics Restorative Dent 
2002;22:129–137. 

38. 	Molin M, Bergman B, Ericson A. A clinical evaluation of conical 
crown retained dentures. J Prosthet Dent 1993;70:251–256.

39. 	Nickenig HJ, Spiekermann H, Wichmann M, Andreas SK, 
Eitner S. Survival and complication rates of combined tooth-
implant-supported fixed and removable partial dentures. Int J 
Prosthodont 2008;21:131–137.

40. 	 Piwowarczyk A, Köhler KC, Bender R, Büchler A, Lauer HC, 
Ottl P. Prognosis for abutment teeth of removable dentures:  
A retrospective study. J Prosthodont 2007;16:377–382.

41. 	 Wagner B, Kern M. Clinical evaluation of removable partial 
dentures 10 years after insertion: Success rates, hygienic prob-
lems, and technical failures. Clin Oral Investig 2000;4:74–80.

42. 	 Weng D, Richter EJ. Maxillary removable prostheses retained 
by telescopic crowns on two implants or two canines. Int J 
Periodontics Restorative Dent 2007;27:35–41.

43. 	Wenz HJ, Hertrampf K, Lehmann KM. Clinical longevity of 
removable partial dentures retained by telescopic crowns: 
Outcome of the double crown with clearance fit. Int J 
Prosthodont 2001;14:207–213.

44. 	Wenz HJ, Lehmann KM. A telescopic crown concept for the 
restoration of the partially edentulous arch: The Marburg dou-
ble crown system. Int J Prosthodont 1998;11:541–550.

45. 	Widbom T, Löfquist L, Widbom C, Söderfeldt B, Kronström 
M. Tooth-supported telescopic crown-retained dentures: 
An up to 9-year retrospective clinical follow-up study. Int J 
Prosthodont 2004;17:29–34.

46. 	Yamauchi M, Kawano J. Case reports of removable partial 
dentures with crown and sleeve-coping telescopic retainers 
[in Japanese]. Gifu Shika Gakkai Zasshi 1985;12:78–86.

© 2010 BY QUINTESSENCE PUBLISHING CO, INC. PRINTING OF THIS DOCUMENT IS RESTRICTED TO PERSONAL USE ONLY. 
NO PART OF THIS ARTICLE MAY BE REPRODUCED OR TRANSMITTED IN ANY FORM WITHOUT WRITTEN PERMISSION FROM THE PUBLISHER. 



Volume 24, Number 2, 2011            117

Koller et al

47. 	 Zafiropoulos GG, Hoffman O, Five-year study of implant place-
ment in regenerated bone and rehabilitation with telescopic 
crown retained dentures: A case report. J Oral Implantol 2009; 
35:303–309.

48. 	Behr M, Lang R, Leibrock A, Rosentritt M, Handel G. 
Complication rate with prosthodontic reconstructions on ITI 
and IMZ dental implants. International Team für Implantologie. 
Clin Oral Implants Res 1998;9:51–58.

49. 	 Eisenburger M, Tschernitschek H. A comparison of long-
term results of clasp- and telescopic crown-retained RDPs 
involving technichal and clinical aspects [in German]. Dtsch 
Zahnärztl Z 1998;53:257–259.

50. 	 Eisenburger M, Gray G, Tschernitschek H. Long-term results 
of telescopic crown retained dentures—A retrospective study. 
Eur J Prosthodont Restor Dent 2000;8:87–91.

51. 	 Gernet W, Adam P, Reither W. Follow-up of conical crown-
retained removable dental protheses [in German]. Dtsch 
Zahnärztl Z 1983;38:998–1001.

52. 	 Henrich H, Kerschbaum T. Risk of caries and tooth loss in 
various anchoring and supporting constructions [in German]. 
ZWR 1980;89(5):55–60.

53. 	Hofmann M, Ludwig P. The telescopic coverdenture prosthesis 
supported by a few remaining teeth (Principle of function, in-
dication and follow-up outcome) [in German]. Dtsch Zahnärztl 
Z 1973;28:2–17.

54. 	Kern M, Wagner B. Periodontal findings in patients 10 years 
after insertion of removable partial dentures. J Oral Rehabil 
2001;28:991–997.

55. 	Pöggeler R. Clinical follow-up of double crown-retained 
coverdentures [thesis, in German]. Marburg, Germany, 1995.

56. 	Rehmann P, Weber A, Balkenhohl M, Wöstmann B, Ferger P. 
Maintenance costs of telescopical prostheses: A retrospec-
tive longitudinal study [in German]. Dtsch Zahnärztl Z 2006; 
61:403–409.

57. 	 Rehmann P, Weber A, Wöstmann B, Ferger P. Clinical evalua-
tion of teeth fitted with telescope crowns for retaining a partial 
denture [in German]. Dtsch Zahnärztl Z 2006;61:662–666.

58. 	Rehmann P, Weber A, Wöstmann B, Ferger P. Clinical evalua-
tion of teeth fitted with telescope crowns for retaining a partial 
denture [in German]. Dtsch Zahnärztl Z 2007;62:99–103.

59. 	Ross SE, Staller RJ, Jones W. Removable telescopic frictional 
prosthesis. Pract Periodontics Aesthet Dent 1991;3(2):47–50.

60. 	Saito M, Notani K, Miura Y, Kawasaki T. Complications and 
failures in removable partial dentures: A clinical evaluation.  
J Oral Rehab 2002;29:627–633.

61. 	 Studer SP, Mäder C, Stahel W, Schärer P. A retrospective 
study of combined fixed-removable reconstructions with their 
analysis of failures. J Oral Rehabil 1998;25:513–526.

62. 	Wenz HJ, Hertrampf K, Gente M, Lehmann KM. Longitudinal 
study of resilient double crowns [in German]. Dtsch Zahnärztl 
Z 1999;54:655–657.

63. 	Vermeulen AH, Keltjens HM, van’t Hof MA, Kayser AF. Ten-year 
evaluation of removable partial dentures: Survival rates based 
on retreatment, not wearing and replacement. J Prosthet Dent 
1996;76:267–272.

64. 	Dietze S, Kerschbaum T, Teeuwen R. Long-term outcomes of 
1474 clasp-retained RDPs and the residual teeth treated in a 
dental office [in German]. Dtsch Zahnärztl Z 2003;58:508–511.

65. 	Carlsson GE, Hedegård B, Koivumaa KK. Late results of treat-
ment with partial dentures. An investigation by question-
naire and clinical examination 13 years after treatment. J Oral 
Rehabil 1976;3:267–272.

66. 	Bergman B, Hugoson A, Olsson CO. Caries, periodontal and 
prosthetic findings in patients with removable partial den-
tures: A ten-year longitudinal study. J Prosthet Dent 1982;48: 
506–514.

67. 	 Kerschbaum T, Mühlenbein F. Longitudinal analysis of remov-
able dentures in private insurance patients [in German]. Dtsch 
Zahnärztl Z 1987;42:352–357.

68. 	Kapur KK, Deupree R, Dent RJ, Hasse AL. A randomized clini-
cal trial of two basic removable partial denture designs. Part 
I: Comparisons of five-year success rates and periodontal 
health. J Prosthet Dent 1994;72:268–282.

69. 	Wöstmann B. Clinical outcomes of clasp-retained removable 
dental prostheses within a regular recall program [in German]. 
Dtsch Zahnärztl Z 1997;52:100–104.

70. 	 Richter E-J, Emmert-Felix J, Boldt J, Felix C. Survival of precision 
attachments [in German]. J Cont Dent Educ 2009;5:556–566.

71. 	 Johnke G. Investigations on the incorporation of telescopic 
crown-retained partial dentures and the comparison with 
bridgework and total dentures [in German]. Dtsch Stomatol 
1991;41:362–368.

72. 	Graber G. Double crowns used to support removable dentures 
[in German]. Schweiz Zahnmed 1966;76:611–621.

73. 	Ericson A, Nilsson B, Bergmann B. Clinical results in pa-
tients provided with conical crown-retained dentures. Int J 
Prosthodont 1990;3:513–521.

74. 	 Griess M, Reilmann B, Chanavaz M. Telescopic retained over-
dentures in mentally handicapped and schizophrenic pa-
tients—A retrospective study. Eur J Prosthodont Restor Dent 
1998;6:91–95.

75. 	Gehring K, Axmann D, Benzing U, Sharghi F, Weber H. 
Complication rates of vital and non vital teeth provided with 
posts used to support telescopic crown-retained prosthe-
ses—Results after 3 years. Dtsch Zahnärztl Z 2006;61:76–79.

76. 	Holm-Pedersen P, Lang NP, Müller F. What are the longevities 
of teeth and oral implants? Clin Oral Implants Res 2007;18(sup-
pl 3):15–19 [erratum 2008;19:326–328].

77. 	 Naert IE, Alsaadi G, van Steenberghe D, Quirynen M. A 10-
year randomized clinical trial on the influence of splinted 
and unsplinted oral implants retaining mandibular overden-
tures: Peri-implant outcomes. Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants 
2004;19:695–702.

78. 	Bryant SR, MacDonald-Jankowski D, Kim K. Does the type of 
implant prosthesis affect outcomes for the completely eden-
tulous arch? Int J Oral Maxillofac Implants 2007;22(suppl): 
117–139 [erratum 2008;23:56].

79. 	 Ganz SD. Combination natural tooth and implant-borne re-
movable partial denture: A clinical report. J Prosthet Dent 
1991;66:1–5.

80. 	Keltjens HM, Kayser AF, Hertel R, Battistuzzi PG. Distal ex-
tension removable partial dentures supported by implants 
and residual teeth: Considerations and case reports. Int J Oral 
Maxillofac Implants 1993;8:208–213.

81. 	 Kuzmanovic DV, Payne AG, Purton DG. Distal implants to mod-
ify the Kennedy classification of a removable partial denture: A 
clinical report. J Prosthet Dent 2004;92:8–11.

82. 	Mitrani R, Brudvik JS, Phillips KM. Posterior implants for distal 
extension removable prostheses: A retrospective study. Int J 
Periodontics Restorative Dent 2003;23:353–359.

83. 	Hug S, Mantokoudis D, Mericske-Stern R. Clinical evalua-
tion of 3 overdenture concepts with tooth roots and implants: 
2-year results. Int J Prosthodont 2006;19:236–243. 

© 2010 BY QUINTESSENCE PUBLISHING CO, INC. PRINTING OF THIS DOCUMENT IS RESTRICTED TO PERSONAL USE ONLY. 
NO PART OF THIS ARTICLE MAY BE REPRODUCED OR TRANSMITTED IN ANY FORM WITHOUT WRITTEN PERMISSION FROM THE PUBLISHER. 



Copyright of International Journal of Prosthodontics is the property of Quintessence Publishing Company Inc.

and its content may not be copied or emailed to multiple sites or posted to a listserv without the copyright

holder's express written permission. However, users may print, download, or email articles for individual use.


