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Abstract: Temporomandibular disorders (TMDs) are a type of idiopathic orofacial pain. Inflam-
mation, particularly elevated circulating levels of high-sensitivity C-reactive protein (hs-CRP),
interleukin-6 (IL-6), and interleukin-8 (IL-8), has been linked to pain symptoms. The purpose of this
study was to compare hs-CRP, IL-6, and IL-8 biomarkers and pain intensity with different treatment
strategies (LLLT, standard conservative treatment, and combination) for TMD patients. Methods: A
total of 32 participants were randomly included in the study and divided into three groups (Group I,
Group II, and Group III) referred from the Dental Clinic, School of Dental Science, HUSM. Patients
received LLLT (Groups II and III) in five sessions for the duration of 10 days. Patients in Groups
I and III received standard conservative TMD treatment (diet and stress counseling, jaw exercises,
physical therapy, which was a hot towel application) by the principal investigator. All blood samples
for biomarkers were performed before starting treatments and directly after finishing the treatment
protocols, where all results were recorded. Results: The result showed a significant difference in the
mean IL-8 (p = 0.001) between the three intervention groups (LLLT, standard treatment, and combined
treatment). IL-6 showed an increase in the mean of IL-6 levels from baseline to post-treatment with a
better mean in the LLLT treatment group without any significant differences. Additionally, there were
no significant mean differences found between the groups and in the group for the hs-CRP biomarker.
Conclusions: A statistically non-significant difference was found in hs-CRP and IL-6 before and after
LLLT, conservative, and combined treatment strategies of TMD. A statistically significant difference
was observed in the mean levels of IL-8 between the LLLT intervention group and the combined
treatment group. Although there was no statistically significant correlation between pain intensity
and biomarkers, a statistically significant difference was found in pain intensity before and after
LLLT, conservative, and combined treatment strategies. TMJ degeneration could be exacerbated
by elevated IL-8 levels. Thus, this can be an important biomarker to mark or identify the painful
condition of TMJ.

Keywords: TMD treatment; TMD biomarkers; LLLT; IL-6; IL-8; hs-CRP

1. Introduction

The pain in the orofacial region is the primary complaint for which patients seek
treatment. One condition that possesses a significant global health problem is temporo-
mandibular disorder (TMD), according to the American Academy of Pain Management

Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 8987. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19158987 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/ijerph

https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19158987
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19158987
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/ijerph
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6951-5163
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2366-3918
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5962-6110
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7923-9414
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph19158987
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/ijerph
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ijerph19158987?type=check_update&version=1


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 8987 2 of 15

(AAP) and the American College of Surgeons (ACSP). The temporomandibular joint dis-
ease (TMD) affects about 5–12% of the general population. TMD is defined as a group of
clinical conditions that affect the temporomandibular joint (TMJ) with related structures
and the masticatory muscles. Women have a higher risk of developing TMDs than men,
with some studies reporting a 25–40% increase [1]. It is widely accepted that the cause of
TMD is a combination of factors, including biomechanical, neuromuscular, biopsychosocial,
and biological factors [2,3]. The temporomandibular joint’s (TMJ) molecular complexity
makes it difficult to identify the distinct causes of TMJ disorders (TMDs) and, consequently,
develop a therapy. The balance between free radical reduction and free radical creation may
be altered, accelerating the progression of a diseased joint [4]. Furthermore, the recognition
of the relationship between TMDs and increased levels of biochemical or inflammatory
markers allows for the exploration of more sensitive and new biomarkers in this area [1].

Biomarker research has grown in popularity in recent years as a potential diagnostic
method. The FDA defines biomarkers as “a defined characteristic that is objectively mea-
sured as an indicator of a normal biological process, a pathologic process, or biological
responses to a therapeutic intervention.” One of the most important aspects of biomarker
research is its ability to predict the patient’s pain state’s onset, duration, severity, and
prognosis [5]. Although many synovial, serum, and urinary proteins demonstrate useful
diagnostic value for TMD, no perfect and direct package of disease markers for TMDs is
being used as a daily activity in medical practice. However, there is sufficient progress
being made, which demonstrates the attempts to perform a detailed assessment of this
area and future directions of research based on the accumulated evidence [6]. Cytokines
are the crucial polypeptide moderators of serious and severe inflammatory processes [7].
Monocytes and macrophages infiltrate the synovium and release cytokines, which alter the
viscosity of the synovial fluid and reduce the lubrication and nutrition of articular cartilage
and disks. Proteinases, which deplete cartilage’s proteoglycans, are stimulated by cytokine
production and released during inflammation [4]. In general, studies showed that the
most likely possible TMD biomarkers were IL-6, IL-8, IL-1, and TNF [6]. Furthermore, the
level of C-reactive protein (CRP) in TMD patients with chronic pain was also evaluated [8].
Interestingly, in another very recent study aimed to assess the effectiveness of phonophore-
sis in patients with TMD, researchers used hs-CRP to assess inflammation before and
after treatment and reported that hs-CRP can be used as an indicator of progressive TMJ
inflammation [6]. However, inconsistent literature findings have been recorded even when
the same test methods were used. Biomarkers’ diagnostic and prognostic abilities cannot
be compared because of these findings. Despite the importance of the diagnostic process’s
biomarker profile for TMD patients, further research is needed to identify gold-standard
biomarkers [1,6].

Conservative “reversible” management of TMD remains the most common approach
to the management of more than 90% of patients [9]. Conservative treatment methods
for TMDs include psychological [10,11], splints [9,12], pharmacological therapies [13,14],
physiotherapy [15,16], self-management [17], and low-level laser therapy (LLLT) [18–20].
Irreversible treatment involves orthodontics, occlusal adjustments [21,22], and surgery [14].
A key component of primary non-invasive treatment is known as “self-care” or “self-
management” (SM). Self-care or SM can be all that is needed for people who are responsive
or enthusiastic or can be part of more complicated approaches [23,24]. Such SM techniques
are often of primary importance in providing patients with some control in monitoring
their symptoms in chronic TMD attacks or flare-ups, in addition to initial treatment [17]. In
a recent systematic review [25] that looked at the effectiveness of SM approaches, it was
reported that SM is not only low-tech and non-invasive but also successful in reducing
pain and enhancing functions. However, the efficacy of SM as a stand-alone treatment
was not yet known, as it was typically the comparator treatment and was not correlated
with any treatment or control groups [24]. Therefore, further research is needed to confirm
that SM programs are more beneficial than no treatment and/or placebo at all. With more
standardized SM programs, greater clinical results could be achieved, and it would be easier
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for clinicians to repeat successful interventions if SM programs reported in the literature
describe their modules with the use of established behavioral change categorization [26].
Among all non-surgical treatments for TMD, LLLT has recently been put under the spotlight
because its proponents claim that this approach has easy application, limited treatment time,
and minimum contraindications [18]. LLLT was used to alleviate the signs and symptoms
of TMD patients based on its biostimulative, regenerative, analgesic, and anti-inflammatory
effects. However, in order to draw firm conclusions, it is necessary to standardize the
application criteria, such as the type of TMD and the parameters such as intensity and
frequency [18]. Only time will tell whether or not LLLT is effective in treating TMD. There
are too many methodological variations among the studies to provide uniform guidelines
for effective LLLT treatment [19,20].

Therefore, this study aimed to compare the effect of different treatment strategies
(LLLT, standard conservative treatment, and combination) on TMD patient biomarkers
(IL-6 and IL-8, hs-CRP) and pain intensity before and after receiving treatment.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Design

This study was a randomized controlled trial (RCT) study with ACTRN
(ACTRN12620000442909). Patients with complaints of TMD pain, who came to the Dental
Clinic at the Hospital Universiti Sains Malaysia were selected for this study. Ethical ap-
proval was obtained from the Human Research Ethics Committee USM (HREC) with the
reference number of USM/JEPeM/19010088.

2.2. Patient Selection

The participants of this study consisted of a total of 32 individuals divided into
3 groups: Group I (conservative treatment group, n = 10), Group II (low-level laser therapy
(LLLT) only, n = 11), and Group III (combined treatment group, n = 11) (Figure 1). The
sample size was calculated for each objective based on the analysis of pain variability
(visual analogue scale (VAS)) as the primary outcome measure in TMD studies by using
PS software, where power is 0.8, and type I error is 0.5, with a mean difference of 21.2 and
SD 14.4 to study the effect of standard conservative treatment [27]; a mean difference of 2.9
and SD 1.89 to study the effect of LLLT [28]; and a mean difference of 2.5 and SD 1.64 for
the study of the effect of combined treatment [29]. Participants were patients referred from
the Dental Clinic, School of Dental Science, HUSM. As patients may have more than one
type diagnosed with RDC/TMD criteria, those with mixed types of TMDs (atherogenic
and myogenic) were included in this study, as well as those aged 18 years and older and
having good general health conditions. The patients with trauma, craniofacial pathology,
and previous TMJ surgeries, any chronic systemic diseases, e.g., diabetes mellitus, were
excluded from this study. Those patients who were taking antibiotics within the last
2 weeks before the start of the study, had previously undergone LLLT treatment, or were
taking immunosuppressant drugs and aspirin were also excluded from this study. Pregnant
and lactating women were not included in this study. Informed consent was obtained
from all the patients. The common clinical symptoms of the patients were chronic pain,
limited mouth opening, mouth soreness, jaw discomfort, masticatory muscle tenderness,
headache, clicking, crepitus, tinnitus ear pain, etc. Patients were randomized, after initial
screening, and the treatment plan was implemented with the final diagnosis, with the
patients providing free and voluntary consent before providing written informed consent.
Microsoft Excel software was used to generate a random number from 1 to 10, and the
blocks were assigned to each number accordingly. The generated blocks were copied,
and each alphabet of the block was written down and sealed separately in an envelope
according to their sequence.
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2.3. Data Collection Procedure
2.3.1. Intervention

In Groups II and III, patients received five sessions of low-level laser treatment every
other day for a total of 10 days (0, 2nd, 4th, 6th, 8th, and 10th day). In this study, an
Ezlase 940 Diode Laser (USA), a Class IV GaAlAs, InGaAsP diode laser therapy system
was utilized, following standard protocol [30,31]. Regarding treatment for TMD, patients
in Groups I and III were given the same standard conservative TMD therapy (diet and
stress counseling, jaw exercises, and physical therapy using hot towels) by the study’s
principal researcher [24]. Each patient underwent two 30 min face-to-face training sessions
on written instructions, one before treatment began and the other two weeks later, in a total
of four weeks of treatment. It was possible to reverse the effects of conservative therapy,
which was non-invasive, reversible, and patient-centered. At each follow-up appointment,
patients filled out a control card (checklist) detailing the techniques and exercises they had
been practicing at home, and this card was given back to the doctor to verify their continued
compliance with the treatment plan. The outcome measurement was evaluated before the
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commencement of treatment (blood sample for hs-CRP, IL-6, and IL-8) and immediately
after the end of each treatment (blood sample for hs-CRP, IL-6, and IL-8.

2.3.2. Biomarker’s Assay, Serum Interleukins IL-6, IL-8, and hs-CRP

Venipuncture safety precautions were used to obtain all of the blood samples. There
were only two times that 5 mL of blood was taken from each subject in a plain tube: once
before the start of treatments and once after the end of treatments; both were sent to the lab-
oratory for hs-CRP, IL-6, and IL-8 analysis. Following an 8 min centrifugation at 3000 rpm,
the samples were kept at −80 ◦C until further testing. An Elecsys IL-6 immunoassay reagent
kit (Roche Diagnostics, Rotkreuz, Switzerland) was used for the quantitative determination
of IL-6 in collected human serum in this study. A high-sensitivity C-reactive protein (Latex)
immunoassay kit (Roche Diagnostics, Switzerland) was used for the quantitative deter-
mination of hs-CRP in collected human serum in this study. An Elabscience commercial
ELISA kit was used to measure the levels of IL-8 in the serum, which was processed using a
COBAS 6000 analyzer (Roche Diagnostics, Switzerland). Biomarker testing was performed
directly before and after treatment protocols were finished for each group. As the patients
were followed up for a long period for clinical symptoms, biomarkers were measured only
twice (before and directly after the end of each treatment protocol in each group, before and
after LLLT for Group II, before and after conservative treatment for Group I, and before
and after combined treatment for Group III) to avoid obtaining a biased result pointing
to other systemic diseases or any inflammatory response during the course; all results
were recorded.

2.4. Statistical Analysis

The obtained data were analyzed by using IBM SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences) version 25.0. For descriptive analysis, the obtained data were analyzed with
continuous variables and categorical variables, which were exhibited in mean, standard
deviation (SD), and various clinical parameters. Between groups, repeated-measures
ANOVA was also performed to determine the group effect and the interaction between
groups, and the time effect. Pearson’s correlation analysis was performed to determine
the association between the clinical biomarkers and pain outcome. The level of statistical
significance was set at p < 0.05.

3. Results

Figure 2 shows the sociodemographic characteristics of the patients participating in
this study. A total of 32 patients we recruited for this study (mean age = 20.9, SD = 10.41).
There were 12 males (37.5%) and 20 females (62.5%). The participants were randomly
allocated to three treatment groups: home-based therapy (10), LLLT (11), and combined
treatment (11). The combined group and LLLT treatment group proved more effective
than the standard group in terms of reducing the pain intensity of the TMD patients
(p < 0.05) (Figure 3).

3.1. Effect of the Treatments (LLLT, Standard Treatment, and Combined Treatment) on Interleukin
6 (IL-6) Biomarkers
3.1.1. Within-Group Measures’ Analysis (Time Effect Regardless of Group)

The effect of the treatment interval time on IL-6 is shown in Table 1. There was no sta-
tistical significance in the mean levels of IL-6 before and after treatment over time (p = 0.920),
although there was an increase in the mean of IL-6 levels from baseline to post-treatment.
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Figure 3. Effectiveness of the intervention group in terms of pain intensity score.

Table 1. Effect of time and treatment groups on IL-6.

Variable Mean (SD) pg/100 mL F-Statistic (df) p-Value

IL-6 overall score
0.010 (1, 29) 0.920IL-6 at baseline 5.98(1.50)

IL-6 directly after treatment 6.17 (1.08)
Between treatment group 3.686 (2, 29) 0.037
Time vs. treatment group 0.471 (2, 29) 0.629

IL-6 at baseline *
Home-based 1.58 (0.08)

2.247 (2, 29) 0.124LLLT 7.20 (6.56)
Combined treatment 9.16 (12.80)

IL-6 directly after treatment *
Home-based 3.53 (2.73)

1.576 (2, 29) 0.224LLLT 8.15 (8.35)
Combined treatment 6.84 (5.66)

Box test of equality of covariance matrices: 85.67 (12.85); p-value < 0.001. * = multiple pairwise comparison.
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3.1.2. Between-Group Analysis (Group Effect Regardless of Time)

Table 1 shows a statistically significant difference in the mean levels of IL-6 across the
three treatment groups (LLLT, standard treatment, and combined treatment), p = 0.037,
for the effect of treatment groups on IL-6. Therefore, multiple pairwise comparisons were
made with α correction using the Bonferroni correction method. The pairwise comparison
showed that all the pairs were not statistically significant: the combined treatment group
had the highest mean at the baseline, while the LLLT treatment group had the highest
mean post-treatment.

3.1.3. Interaction Effect (Time Effect × Group Effect)

There was no statistical significance in the difference between the mean levels of IL-6
before and after treatment over time (p = 0.629) (Table 1 and Figure 4).
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3.2. Effect of the Treatments (LLLT, Standard Treatment, and Combined Treatment) on Interleukin
8 (IL-8) Biomarkers
3.2.1. Within-Group Measures’ Analysis (Time Effect Regardless of Group)

For the effect of the treatment interval time on IL-8, the results revealed that there was
no statistical significance in the difference between the mean levels of IL-8 before and after
treatment over time, although the mean was higher at post-treatment (p = 0.695) (Table 2).

3.2.2. Between-Group Analysis (Group Effect Regardless of Time)

For the effect of the treatment group on IL-8, the results revealed that there was a
statistically significant difference in the mean levels of IL-8 between the three treatment
groups (LLLT, standard treatment, and combined treatment), p = 0.001. Therefore, multiple
pairwise comparisons were made with α correction using the Bonferroni correction method.
The pairwise comparison showed a statistically significant difference in the mean levels of
IL-8 between the LLLT and combined groups only, p = 0.001 (Table 2).
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Table 2. Effect of time and treatment groups on IL-8.

Variable Mean(SD) pg/100 mL F-Statistic (df) p-Value

IL-8 overall score
0.157 (1, 29) 0.695IL-8 at baseline 92.83 (20.63)

IL-8 directly after treatment 108.69 (30.57)
Between treatment group 8.844 (2, 29) 0.001
Time vs. treatment group 1.354 (2, 29) 0.274

IL-8 at baseline *
Home-based 47.35 (71.30)

10.359 (2, 29) <0.001LLLT 222.11 (186.35)
Combined treatment 9.13 (10.24)

IL-8 directly after treatment *
Home-based 142.23 (197.48)

1.767 (2, 29) 0.189LLLT 155.19 (222.94)
Combined treatment 28.65 (41.71)

Box test of equality of covariance matrices: 85.67 (12.85); p-value < 0.001. * = multiple pairwise comparison.

3.2.3. Interaction Effect (Time Effect × Group Effect)

Table 2 shows that there was no statistically significant interaction between the time
effect and the group effect. This indicated that there was no statistically significant dif-
ference in the mean levels of IL-8 before and after treatment for all the treatment groups
(p > 0.05). Nonetheless, at the baseline, the LLLT had the highest mean, which was signifi-
cantly higher than the mean for the home-based group. Additionally, at post-treatment,
the mean levels of IL-8 were highest in the LLLT treatment group, although there was no
statistically significant difference in the mean levels of IL-8 among the other treatment
groups (Figure 5).
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3.3. Effect of the Treatments (LLLT, Standard Treatment, and Combined Treatment) on
High-Sensitivity C-Reactive Protein (hs-CRP) Biomarkers
3.3.1. Within-Group Measures Analysis (Time Effect Regardless of Group)

Table 3 shows that there was no significant difference between the mean levels
of hs-CRP before and after treatment with time, p = 0.714. However, the mean was
higher post-treatment.



Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 8987 9 of 15

Table 3. Effect of time and treatment groups on hs-CRP.

Variable Mean (SD) mg/dL F-Statistic (df) p-Value

hs-CRP overall score
0.137 (1, 29) 0.714CRP at baseline 2.85 (1.13)

hs-CRP directly after treatment 3.58 (1.54)
Time vs. Treatment group 0.056 (2, 29) 0.945

hs-CRP at baseline
Home based 1.63 (2.33)

0.286 (2, 29) 0.753LLLT 3.55 (9.14)
Combined treatment 3.37 (5.40)

hs-CRP directly after treatment
Home based 1.59 (2.36)

0.422 (2, 29) 0.660LLLT 4.19 (9.72)
Combined treatment 4.95 (10.99)

Box test of equality of covariance matrices: 36.50 (5.47); p-value < 0.001.

3.3.2. Between-Group Analysis (Group Effect Regardless of Time)

For the effect of treatment group on hs-CRP, the results revealed that there was no
significant difference of the mean level of hs-CRP between the three treatment groups
(LLLT, standard treatment, and combined treatment) p = 0.490. The combined treatment
group has the highest mean at baseline and post treatment (Table 3).

3.3.3. Interaction Effect (Time Effect × Group Effect)

Based on the findings of this study, there was no significant interaction between the
time effect and the group effect, p = 0.945. This indicated that there was no significant
difference between the mean levels of hs-CRP before and after treatment for all the treatment
groups (Table 3 and Figure 6).
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3.4. Correlation between the Clinical Biomarkers and Pain Outcomes

Pearson’s correlation analysis was performed to determine the association between
the clinical biomarkers and pain outcomes (Table 4).
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Table 4. Pearson’s correlation analysis between the clinical biomarkers and pain outcomes.

Biomarkers VAS Baseline VAS Directly
after Treatment VAS (4 Weeks) VAS (8 Weeks) VAS (12 Weeks)

IL-6 baseline −0.08 0.36 * −0.23 −0.25 −0.12
IL-6 post-tretament 0.04 −0.09 −0.01 0.04 −0.10

IL-8 baseline 0.11 −0.10 0.13 0.12 0.13
IL-8 post-treatment −0.11 0.17 0.27 0.11 0.14

hs-CRP baseline 0.15 0.03 0.05 −0.03 −0.14
hs-CRP posttreatment −0.12 −0.22 −0.30 −0.19 −0.13

* p < 0.05. There was a significant correlation between IL6 baseline and VAS directly after treatment (p-value < 0.05).

4. Discussion
4.1. Effects of the Treatment Groups (LLLT, Standard Treatment, and Combined Treatment) on
Interleukin 6 (IL-6)

TMJ issues affect millions of people around the world, and they are characterized by
discomfort and joint dysfunction. Increased pressures in the TMJ are caused by masticatory
muscle stimulation caused by malocclusion, physical stress, anxiety, and oral habits. The
forces that are transmitted to the TMJ structures during clenching and jaw movements are
compressive and tangential in character [32]. IL-6 has been identified as one of the most
important proinflammatory cytokines in the etiology of TMJ with internal derangement
(ID) [6,7]. The IL-6 gene is located on chromosome 7. IL-6 is a glycopeptide with a molecular
weight of 26 kDa that is produced by a range of cell types, including fibroblasts, osteoblasts,
endothelial cells, monocytes, keratinocytes, T cells, and B cells. IL-6 works via two distinct
signaling pathways: classic signaling via the membrane-bound IL-6 receptor (mIL-6R)
through glycoprotein gp130 activation, or trans-signaling via soluble receptors (sIL-6R).
There is substantial evidence that classic signaling plays a role in tissue regeneration, while
trans-signaling is responsible for the vast majority of proinflammatory responses [33]. In
the present study, the result showed no statistical significance in the difference between the
mean levels of IL-6 before and after treatment with time. However, in the three intervention
groups (LLLT, standard treatment, and combined treatment), there was a difference in the
mean levels of IL-6, which was statistically significant (p = 0.037). The mean levels of IL-6 at
baseline and 12 weeks were 5.980 ± 1.495 µg and 6.171 ± 1.082 µg, respectively. Therefore,
patients who received treatment for a TMD regardless of its modality (except for those in
the combined treatment group) showed an increased level of IL-6. At baseline, patients
in the combined treatment group had the highest mean level of IL-6 (9.16 ± 12.80 µg,
which then decreased after 12 weeks of treatment to 6.84 ± 5.659 µg). Therefore, it can
be concluded that IL-6 levels increased in TMD patients who received home-based and
combined treatment but decreased after receiving the LLLT alone. Similarly, in a study
conducted by Baş et al., (2019) comparing groups of the occlusal splint and home-based
therapy, a significant symptomatic improvement was observed after treatment (p < 0.005).
The patients’ major symptoms were pain in the TMJ area and limited mouth opening.
No statistically significant differences were found between the two groups concerning
pre-treatment and 3-month levels of IL-6. However, therapy was found to be successful
in eliminating clinical symptoms of TMDs [34]. Shinoda and Takaku (2000) reported
that IL-6 levels in the TMJ aspirates of patients with chronic TMJ disorders were raised.
Therefore, this indicates that IL-6 may be involved in the development of persistent TMJ
problems [35], and therefore, monitoring the levels of IL-6 will be of value in charting the
patient’s treatment progress.

Furthermore, interleukin-6 (IL-6) is a proinflammatory cytokine that stimulates the
hypothalamic–pituitary–adrenocortical (HPA) axis by inducing the release of corticotrophin-
releasing hormone (CRH) from the paraventricular nucleus. Stressful occurrences have
been linked to increased symptomatology in TMD patients. In 2002, Costello et al. reported
an association between stress and IL-6 in TMD patients whose levels of IL-6 significantly
reduced (β = 0.31) after having corrected their depressed moods, compared with controls.
These findings suggest that TMD patients may have a reduced adrenergic response to the
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challenge, possibly due to alterations in receptor responsivity associated with long-term
increases in a sympathetic drive (adrenergic receptor downregulation). These reductions
in sympathetic response may facilitate a limited response to inflammatory cytokines such
as IL-6 [36]. The results of the present study showed a significant difference in the mean
levels of IL-6 among the three different treatment groups, which indicates that controlling
stress and anxiety as well as depression is beneficial for achieving a successful treatment
outcome in TMD patients.

In contrast to hormones, cytokines act locally and respond mainly to cellular stresses.
Therefore, local stresses to the synovial tissues of the TMJ can produce proinflammatory
cytokines such as IL-6, which clinically manifest as pain and dysfunction of mandibu-
lar movement [37]. The results of the present study indicated that LLLT had a signifi-
cant role in a reduction in IL-6 inflammatory markers. This concurs with the results of
Wang et al., (2015), who showed that laser therapy in conjunction with aerobic training
may provide a therapeutic approach for reducing inflammatory markers (IL-6 and TNF-α).
However, LLLT alone without exercise was not able to improve physical performance [38].

4.2. Effects of the Treatment Groups (LLLT, Standard Treatment, and Combined Treatment) on
Interleukin 8 (IL-8)

IL-8 is a proinflammatory cytokine that has been linked to the regulation of cartilage
degradation and bone remodeling, including bone resorption [39]. It was detected in 80%
of the synovial tissue specimens taken from the TMJs with inflammatory disease (ID).
However, IL-8 does not exist in healthy TMJs [40]. Instead, IL-8 is a cytokine produced by
blood cells, endothelial cells, and fibroblasts that acts as a mediator in the inflammatory
response. Levels of IL-8 are found to be higher in patients with persistent back pain,
fibromyalgia, chronic fatigue syndrome, and TMDs [41]. A study showed that IL-8 levels
were raised during intramuscular microdialysis in TMD patients with jaw muscle pain in
comparison to controls [42]. The present study showed there was a statistically significant
difference in the mean levels of IL-8 among the three treatment groups (p = 0.001). However,
when the mean levels of IL-8 were measured before and after treatment for each of the
respective groups, there was an increase in the mean levels post-treatment, but these were
not statistically significant. Another study by Cê et al., (2018) found a significant difference
in IL-8 levels in TMD patients, compared with those of healthy individuals. The study
reported that patients with TMDs had considerably higher salivary IL-8 levels. Increased
IL-8 levels suggest that they could be one of the causes of TMJ degeneration, leading to a
decrease in the TMJ’s adaptive capability [43].

Another study conducted by Kacena et al., (2001) showed that the levels of proin-
flammatory cytokines such as TNF-, IL-1ß, IL-6, IL-8, and IFN-Á were markedly increased
in patients with TMD, compared with healthy patients. The fact that proinflammatory
cytokines were increased in the synovial fluid of TMD patients indicates that proinflam-
matory cytokines are generally associated (causative) with the regulation of acute and
chronic inflammation and connective tissue destruction. One of the more relevant mech-
anisms induced by the proinflammatory cytokines in the chronic inflammation seen in
TMDs is the release of collagenase and PGE2 [44]. In this present study, among the three
treatment groups, patients receiving LLLT treatment showed a reduction in the mean levels
of IL-8 post-treatment. The mean value of IL-8 was 222.11 ± 186.351 IU at baseline and
155.19 ± 222.940 IU after 12 weeks of treatment. This significant reduction indicates that
LLLT is a good treatment option for the management of TMD. Though the home-based
and combined treatment groups showed an increase in the mean levels of IL-8 after treat-
ment, the patients in the home-based treatment group showed the highest mean level
(142.23 ± 197.477 IU). The results of this study indicate that home-based treatment on its
own is not beneficial in the management of TMD, especially in terms of reducing the levels
of IL-8.

IL-8 is a chemokine that promotes chemotaxis and the activation of neutrophils and
is known to cause neutrophil infiltration into the synovial fluid and enhance joint inflam-
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mation in rheumatoid arthritis. As the TMJs are inflamed in TMD patients, IL-8 may have
a role in the production of inflammatory cells in the TMJ [40]. Therefore, the presence
of IL8 or its increased levels (e.g., post-treatment) is an indication of the production of
pathological conditions including TMJ degeneration. According to Núñez et al., LLLT,
with the appropriate parameters, may act as an analgesic and anti-inflammatory mediator
in promoting muscle relaxation. LLLT may provide analgesic benefits through a variety
of pathways (e.g., increases endogenous opiate liberation, lowers nerve cell membrane
permeability, decreases analgesic drug release in diseased areas, increases ATP generation,
and decreases tissue asphyxia) [45]. The results of the present study showed that patients
receiving LLLT had improved parameters post-treatment and showed the best treatment
outcomes among the three treatment groups.

4.3. Effect of the Treatment Groups (LLLT, Standard Treatment, and Combined Treatment) on
High-Sensitivity C-Reactive Protein (hs-CRP)

CRP is a new and reliable biomarker of the acute phase response to infectious burdens
and/or inflammation. hs-CRP levels have been observed to be high in a variety of disorders,
including periodontal disease, gangrenous pulp, fungal diseases of the prosthetic base,
and post-traumatic situations such as jaw fractures. Due to its kinetics, it best depicts the
individual’s inflammatory condition [46,47]. In 2004, D’Aiuto et al. conducted a pilot study
on 94 subjects and assessed serum hs-CRP and IL-6 levels at baseline and 2 and 6 months
following non-surgical periodontal therapy. They found a significant reduction in hs-CRP
and IL-6 serum levels, along with improvement in all clinical periodontal parameters with
therapy [48]. The results of the present study showed that the mean levels of hs-CRP
were higher post-treatment, but these were not statistically significant. The increased level
of hs-CRP indicated that three of the treatment modalities did not show any statistically
significant correlation with the disease condition. However, the home-based treatment
showed a decreased mean value of hs-CRP 1.59 ± 2.358 IU directly after. Similar results
were reported by a Japanese study that showed no statistically significant difference in IL-6
and hs-CRP before and after therapy. The authors of that study suggested that the lack of
statistical significance may be due to the varying contributions of periodontal disease to the
total burden of inflammation in different patients, as well as the relatively small number
of patients [49]. As a result, the fact that hs-CRP can be changed by any inflammatory
activity in the body could be the reason why there was not a significant difference between
the therapy groups and time. Even though patients who received LLLT showed a better
clinical response, with a significant difference in the levels of IL-6 and IL-8 but not for
hs-CRP, this could be because hs-CRP is a general inflammatory marker, which means that
it might have been affected by other inflammatory processes in the body while the trial was
being conducted. Another study that was conducted by Ramakrishnan and Aswath (2019)
to determine the efficacy of phonophoresis in patients with TMDs showed a significant
difference in the VAS scores and hs-CRP levels before and after treatment, which is an
indication of improvement in the TMJ inflammation. This study was conducted in order to
determine the efficacy of phonophoresis in patients with TMD. According to the findings
of this study, hs-CRP is a sensitive indicator of inflammation [50].

The result of the present study showed no significant correlation between pain in-
tensity and biomarkers level except for IL6 at baseline and VAS directly after treatment
(p-value < 0.05); this result is in accordance with the results of previous studies that found
hs-CRP levels in TMD patients to be within normal levels, and the intensity of pain is proba-
bly not directly related to inflammation [47] or showed no statistically significant difference
in IL-6 and hs-CRP before and after therapy [49]. This lack of statistical significance and
correlation between pain intensity and biomarkers may be due to the varying contributions
of TMDs to the total burden of inflammation in different patients. Moreover, it may be due
to the fact that biomarkers are analyzed from blood serum, not from TMJ fluids, which
makes it more prone to the general inflammatory status of the body.
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Despite the fact that our findings are similar to those of other studies, this study
was conducted in a single center (USM). It excluded surgical treatment of TMJ disorders
as well as some age groups, especially children and adolescents (below 18 years). We
tried to follow an acceptable statistical sample size for this study with full protocols. A
systematic review and metanalysis of similar topics also reported that most of the clinical
studies conducted concerning TMDs recruited around 36 subjects [6]. Proper double
blinding was not achieved due to the exposure of the treatment to the patients except
during block distribution.

5. Conclusions

Although there was no statistically significant correlation between pain intensity and
biomarkers, statistically significant differences were found in pain intensity before and
after LLLT, conservative, and combined treatment strategies. A statistically non-significant
difference was noticed in IL-6 before and after LLLT, conservative, and combined treatment
of TMD. There was a statistically significant difference in the mean levels of IL-8 between the
LLLT intervention group and the combined treatment group. No significant difference was
observed between the mean levels of hs-CRP before and after treatment for all treatment
groups. TMJ degeneration could be exacerbated by elevated IL-8 levels. Thus, this can be
an important biomarker to mark or identify the painful condition of TMJ.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, A.M.Z., Z.A.-G. and N.K.K.; writing—original draft
preparation, A.M.Z.; writing—review and editing, W.M.A.W.A., J.A.A., K.S.P., A.H., Z.A.-G. and
N.K.K. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: This study was a randomized controlled trial (RCT) study
with ACTRN (ACTRN12620000442909). Patients with complaints of TMD pain, who visited the
Dental Clinic at the Hospital Universiti Sains Malaysia were selected for this study. Ethical approval
was obtained from the Human Research Ethics Committee USM (HREC) with the reference number
USM/JEPeM/19010088.

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in this
study. Written informed consent was obtained from the patient(s) to publish this paper.

Data Availability Statement: Data are available upon request.

Acknowledgments: The first author (A.M.Z.) gratefully acknowledges Universiti Sains Malaysia
(USM) Fellowship Scheme.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Shrivastava, M.; Battaglino, R.; Ye, L. A comprehensive review on biomarkers associated with painful temporomandibular

disorders. Int. J. Oral Sci. 2021, 13, 23. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Chisnoiu, A.M.; Picos, A.M.; Popa, S.; Chisnoiu, P.D.; Lascu, L.; Picos, A.; Chisnoiu, R. Factors involved in the etiology of

temporomandibular disorders—A literature review. Clujul Med. 2015, 88, 473. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
3. Prasad, S.R.; Kumar, N.R.; Shruthi, H.; Kalavathi, S.D. Temporomandibular pain. J. Oral Maxillofac. Pathol. JOMFP 2016, 20, 272.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
4. Herr, M.M.; Fries, K.M.; Upton, L.G.; Edsberg, L.E. Potential biomarkers of temporomandibular joint disorders. J. Oral Maxillofac.

Surg. 2011, 69, 41–47. [CrossRef]
5. Davis, K.D.; Aghaeepour, N.; Ahn, A.H.; Angst, M.S.; Borsook, D.; Brenton, A.; Burczynski, M.E.; Crean, C.; Edwards, R.;

Gaudilliere, B.; et al. Discovery and validation of biomarkers to aid the development of safe and effective pain therapeutics:
Challenges and opportunities. Nat. Rev. Neurol. 2020, 16, 381–400. [CrossRef]

6. Zwiri, A.; Alrawashdeh, M.A.; Khan, M.; Ahmad, W.M.A.W.; Kassim, N.K.; Ahmed Asif, J.; Suan Phaik, K.; Husein, A.; Ab-Ghani,
Z. Effectiveness of the Laser Application in Temporomandibular Joint Disorder: A Systematic Review of 1172 Patients. Pain Res.
Manag. 2020, 2020, 5971032. [CrossRef]

7. Muñoz-Carrillo, J.L.; Contreras-Cordero, J.F.; Gutiérrez-Coronado, O.; Villalobos-Gutiérrez, P.T.; Ramos-Gracia, L.G.; Hernández-
Reyes, V.E. Cytokine profiling plays a crucial role in activating immune system to clear infectious pathogens. In Immune Response
Activation and Immunomodulation; IntechOpen: London, UK, 2018.

http://doi.org/10.1038/s41368-021-00129-1
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34326304
http://doi.org/10.15386/cjmed-485
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26732121
http://doi.org/10.4103/0973-029X.185902
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27601822
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.joms.2010.05.013
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41582-020-0362-2
http://doi.org/10.1155/2020/5971032


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 8987 14 of 15

8. Poluha, R.L.; Grossmann, E. Inflammatory mediators related to arthrogenic temporomandibular dysfunctions. BrJP 2018, 1,
60–65. [CrossRef]

9. Ahmad, M.; Schiffman, E.L. Temporomandibular joint disorders and orofacial pain. Dent. Clin. 2016, 60, 105–124. [CrossRef]
10. Randhawa, K.; Bohay, R.; Côté, P.; van der Velde, G.; Sutton, D.; Wong, J.J.; Yu, H.; Southerst, D.; Varatharajan, S.; Mior, S. The

effectiveness of noninvasive interventions for temporomandibular disorders. Clin. J. Pain 2016, 32, 260–278. [CrossRef]
11. Gil-Martínez, A.; Paris-Alemany, A.; López-de-Uralde-Villanueva, I.; La Touche, R. Management of pain in patients with

temporomandibular disorder (TMD): Challenges and solutions. J. Pain Res. 2018, 11, 571. [CrossRef]
12. Al-Moraissi, E.; Farea, R.; Qasem, K.; Al-Wadeai, M.; Al-Sabahi, M.; Al-Iryani, G. Effectiveness of occlusal splint therapy in the

management of temporomandibular disorders: Network meta-analysis of randomized controlled trials. Int. J. Oral Maxillofac.
Surg. 2020, 49, 1042–1056. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Häggman-Henrikson, B.; Alstergren, P.; Davidson, T.; Högestätt, E.; Östlund, P.; Tranæus, S.; Vitols, S.; List, T. Pharmacological
treatment of oro-facial pain–health technology assessment including a systematic review with network meta-analysis. J. Oral
Rehabil. 2017, 44, 800–826. [CrossRef]

14. Dimitroulis, G. Management of temporomandibular joint disorders: A surgeon’s perspective. Aust. Dent. J. 2018, 63,
S79–S90. [CrossRef]

15. Calixtre, L.; Moreira, R.; Franchini, G.; Alburquerque-Sendín, F.; Oliveira, A. Manual therapy for the management of pain and
limited range of motion in subjects with signs and symptoms of temporomandibular disorder: A systematic review of randomised
controlled trials. J. Oral Rehabil. 2015, 42, 847–861. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

16. Paço, M.; Peleteiro, B.; Duarte, J.; Pinho, T. The effectiveness of physiotherapy in the management of temporomandibular
disorders: A systematic review and meta-analysis. J. Oral Facial Pain Headache 2016, 30, 210–220. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

17. Kapos, F.P.; Exposto, F.G.; Oyarzo, J.F.; Durham, J. Temporomandibular disorders: A review of current concepts in aetiology,
diagnosis, and management. Oral Surg. 2020, 13, 321–334. [CrossRef]

18. Chen, J.; Huang, Z.; Ge, M.; Gao, M. Efficacy of low-level laser therapy in the treatment of TMDs: A meta-analysis of 14
randomised controlled trials. J. Oral Rehabil. 2015, 42, 291–299. [CrossRef]

19. Xu, G.-Z.; Jia, J.; Jin, L.; Li, J.-H.; Wang, Z.-Y.; Cao, D.-Y. Low-Level Laser Therapy for Temporomandibular Disorders: A
Systematic Review with Meta-Analysis. Pain Res. Manag. 2018, 2018, 4230583. [CrossRef]

20. Zokaee, H.; Zahmati, A.H.A.; Mojrian, N.; Boostani, A.; Vaghari, M. Efficacy of low-level laser therapy on orofacial pain: A
literature review. Adv. Hum. Biol. 2018, 8, 70. [CrossRef]

21. Manfredini, D. Occlusal equilibration for the management of temporomandibular disorders. Oral Maxillofac. Surg. Clin. N. Am.
2018, 30, 257–264. [CrossRef]

22. Manfredini, D.; Lombardo, L.; Siciliani, G. Temporomandibular disorders and dental occlusion. A systematic review of association
studies: End of an era? J. Oral Rehabil. 2017, 44, 908–923. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

23. Durham, J.; Aggarwal, V.; Davies, S.J.; Harrison, S.D.; Jagger, R.G. Temporomandibular Disorders (TMDs): An Update and Management
Guidance for Primary Care from the UK Specialist Interest Group in Orofacial Pain and TMDs (USOT); Royal College of Surgeons of
England: London, UK, 2013.

24. Durham, J.; Al-Baghdadi, M.; Baad-Hansen, L.; Breckons, M.; Goulet, J.-P.; Lobbezoo, F.; List, T.; Michelotti, A.; Nixdorf, D.R.;
Peck, C. Self-management programmes in temporomandibular disorders: Results from an international D elphi process. J. Oral
Rehabil. 2016, 43, 929–936. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Pimentel, G.; Bonotto, D.; Hilgenberg-Sydney, P.B. Self-care, education, and awareness of the patient with temporomandibular
disorder: A systematic review. BrJP 2018, 1, 263–269. [CrossRef]

26. Story, W.; Durham, J.; Al-Baghdadi, M.; Steele, J.; Araujo-Soares, V. Self-management in temporomandibular disorders: A
systematic review of behavioural components. J. Oral Rehabil. 2016, 43, 759–770. [CrossRef]

27. Michelotti, A.; Steenks, M.H.; Farella, M.; Parisini, F.; Cimino, R.; Martina, R. The additional value of a home physical therapy
regimen versus patient education only for the treatment of myofascial pain of the jaw muscles: Short-term results of a randomized
clinical trial. J. Orofac. Pain 2004, 18, 114–125.

28. Brochado, F.T.; Jesus, L.H.; Carrard, V.C.; Freddo, A.L.; Chaves, K.D.; Martins, M.D. Comparative effectiveness of photobiomodula-
tion and manual therapy alone or combined in TMD patients: A randomized clinical trial. Braz. Oral Res. 2018, 32, e50. [CrossRef]

29. Graciele Carrasco, T.; Oliveira Mazzetto, M.; Galli Mazzetto, R.; Mestriner, W. Low intensity laser therapy in temporomandibular
disorder: A phase II double-blind study. CRANIO® 2008, 26, 274–281. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

30. Nadershah, M.; Abdel-Alim, H.M.; Bayoumi, A.M.; Jan, A.M.; Elatrouni, A.; Jadu, F.M. Photobiomodulation therapy for
myofascial pain in temporomandibular joint dysfunction: A double-blinded randomized clinical trial. J. Maxillofac. Oral Surg.
2020, 19, 93–97. [CrossRef]

31. Cotler, H.B.; Chow, R.T.; Hamblin, M.R.; Carroll, J. The Use of Low Level Laser Therapy (LLLT) For Musculoskeletal Pain. MOJ
Orthop. Rheumatol. 2015, 2, 00068. [CrossRef]

32. Kuroda, S.; Tanimoto, K.; Izawa, T.; Fujihara, S.; Koolstra, J.H.; Tanaka, E. Biomechanical and biochemical characteristics of the
mandibular condylar cartilage. Osteoarthr. Cartil. 2009, 17, 1408–1415. [CrossRef]

33. Tosato, G.; Jones, K.D. Interleukin-1 induces interleukin-6 production in peripheral blood monocytes. Blood 1990, 75, 1305–1310.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.5935/2595-0118.20180013
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cden.2015.08.004
http://doi.org/10.1097/AJP.0000000000000247
http://doi.org/10.2147/JPR.S127950
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijom.2020.01.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31982236
http://doi.org/10.1111/joor.12539
http://doi.org/10.1111/adj.12593
http://doi.org/10.1111/joor.12321
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26059857
http://doi.org/10.11607/ofph.1661
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27472523
http://doi.org/10.1111/ors.12473
http://doi.org/10.1111/joor.12258
http://doi.org/10.1155/2018/4230583
http://doi.org/10.4103/AIHB.AIHB_2_18
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.coms.2018.04.002
http://doi.org/10.1111/joor.12531
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28600812
http://doi.org/10.1111/joor.12448
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27727477
http://doi.org/10.5935/2595-0118.20180050
http://doi.org/10.1111/joor.12422
http://doi.org/10.1590/1807-3107bor-2018.vol32.0050
http://doi.org/10.1179/crn.2008.037
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19004308
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12663-019-01222-z
http://doi.org/10.15406/mojor.2015.02.00068
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.joca.2009.04.025
http://doi.org/10.1182/blood.V75.6.1305.1305
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2310829


Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2022, 19, 8987 15 of 15

34. Bas, B.; Yılmaz, N.; Gökce, E.; Akan, H. Diagnostic value of ultrasonography in temporomandibular disorders. J. Oral Maxillofac.
Surg. 2011, 69, 1304–1310. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Shinoda, C.; Takaku, S. Interleukin-1 beta, interleukin-6, and tissue inhibitor of metalloproteinase-1 in the synovial fluid of the
temporomandibular joint with respect to cartilage destruction. Oral Dis. 2000, 6, 383–390. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

36. Costello, N.L.; Bragdon, E.E.; Light, K.C.; Sigurdsson, A.; Bunting, S.; Grewen, K.; Maixner, W. Temporomandibular disorder and
optimism: Relationships to ischemic pain sensitivity and interleukin-6. Pain 2002, 100, 99–110. [CrossRef]

37. Lee, J.K.; Cho, Y.S.; Song, S.I. Relationship of synovial tumor necrosis factor α and interleukin 6 to temporomandibular disorder. J.
Oral Maxillofac. Surg. 2010, 68, 1064–1068. [CrossRef]

38. Wang, X.; Zhang, J.N.; Gan, Y.H.; Zhou, Y.H. Current understanding of pathogenesis and treatment of TMJ osteoarthritis. J. Dent.
Res. 2015, 94, 666–673. [CrossRef]

39. Kapoor, M.; Martel-Pelletier, J.; Lajeunesse, D.; Pelletier, J.P.; Fahmi, H. Role of proinflammatory cytokines in the pathophysiology
of osteoarthritis. Nat. Rev. Rheumatol. 2011, 7, 33–42. [CrossRef]

40. Gulen, H.; Ataoglu, H.; Haliloglu, S.; Isik, K. Proinflammatory cytokines in temporomandibular joint synovial fluid before and
after arthrocentesis. Oral Surg. Oral Med. Oral Pathol. Oral Radiol. Endodontol. 2009, 107, e1–e4. [CrossRef]

41. Mendieta, D.; De la Cruz-Aguilera, D.L.; Barrera-Villalpando, M.I.; Becerril-Villanueva, E.; Arreola, R.; Hernández-Ferreira,
E.; Pérez-Tapia, S.M.; Pérez-Sánchez, G.; Garcés-Alvarez, M.E.; Aguirre-Cruz, L.; et al. IL-8 and IL-6 primarily mediate the
inflammatory response in fibromyalgia patients. J. Neuroimmunol. 2016, 290, 22–25. [CrossRef]

42. Jounger, S.L.; Christidis, N.; Svensson, P.; List, T.; Ernberg, M. Increased levels of intramuscular cytokines in patients with jaw
muscle pain. J. Headache Pain 2017, 18, 30. [CrossRef]

43. Cê, P.S.; Barreiro, B.B.; Silva, R.; Oliveira, R.B.; Heitz, C.; Campos, M.M. Salivary Levels of Interleukin-1β in Temporomandibular
Disorders and Fibromyalgia. J. Oral Facial Pain Headache 2018, 32, 130–136. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

44. Kacena, M.A.; Merrel, G.A.; Konda, S.R.; Wilson, K.M.; Xi, Y.; Horowitz, M.C. Inflammation and bony changes at the temporo-
mandibular joint. Cells Tissues Organs 2001, 169, 257–264. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Agha, M.T. Low-level Laser Therapy as a Solution in the Dental Clinic: A Review and Case Report. J. Oral Laser Appl. 2007, 7,
65–73.

46. De Souza, A.B.; Okawa, R.T.; Silva, C.O.; Araújo, M.G. Short-term changes on C-reactive protein (CRP) levels after non-surgical
periodontal treatment in systemically healthy individuals. Clin. Oral Investig. 2017, 21, 477–484. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

47. Pihut, M.; Ceranowicz, P.; Gala, A. Evaluation of C-reactive protein level in patients with pain form of temporomandibular joint
dysfunction. Pain Res. Manag. 2018, 2018, 7958034. [CrossRef]

48. D’Aiuto, F.; Parkar, M.; Andreou, G.; Suvan, J.; Brett, P.M.; Ready, D.; Tonetti, M.S. Periodontitis and systemic inflamma-
tion: Control of the local infection is associated with a reduction in serum inflammatory markers. J. Dent. Res. 2004, 83,
156–160. [CrossRef]

49. Yamazaki, K.; Honda, T.; Oda, T.; Ueki-Maruyama, K.; Nakajima, T.; Yoshie, H.; Seymour, G.J. Effect of periodontal treatment
on the C-reactive protein and proinflammatory cytokine levels in Japanese periodontitis patients. J. Periodontal Res. 2005, 40,
53–58. [CrossRef]

50. Ramakrishnan, S.N.; Aswath, N. Comparative efficacy of analgesic gel phonophoresis and ultrasound in the treatment of
temporomandibular joint disorders. Indian J. Dent. Res. 2019, 30, 512.

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.joms.2010.07.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21256654
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1601-0825.2000.tb00131.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11355271
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-3959(02)00263-4
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.joms.2009.08.007
http://doi.org/10.1177/0022034515574770
http://doi.org/10.1038/nrrheum.2010.196
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tripleo.2009.02.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jneuroim.2015.11.011
http://doi.org/10.1186/s10194-017-0737-y
http://doi.org/10.11607/ofph.1899
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29561914
http://doi.org/10.1159/000047889
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11455121
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00784-016-1817-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27068411
http://doi.org/10.1155/2018/7958034
http://doi.org/10.1177/154405910408300214
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0765.2004.00772.x

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Study Design 
	Patient Selection 
	Data Collection Procedure 
	Intervention 
	Biomarker’s Assay, Serum Interleukins IL-6, IL-8, and hs-CRP 

	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Effect of the Treatments (LLLT, Standard Treatment, and Combined Treatment) on Interleukin 6 (IL-6) Biomarkers 
	Within-Group Measures’ Analysis (Time Effect Regardless of Group) 
	Between-Group Analysis (Group Effect Regardless of Time) 
	Interaction Effect (Time Effect  Group Effect) 

	Effect of the Treatments (LLLT, Standard Treatment, and Combined Treatment) on Interleukin 8 (IL-8) Biomarkers 
	Within-Group Measures’ Analysis (Time Effect Regardless of Group) 
	Between-Group Analysis (Group Effect Regardless of Time) 
	Interaction Effect (Time Effect  Group Effect) 

	Effect of the Treatments (LLLT, Standard Treatment, and Combined Treatment) on High-Sensitivity C-Reactive Protein (hs-CRP) Biomarkers 
	Within-Group Measures Analysis (Time Effect Regardless of Group) 
	Between-Group Analysis (Group Effect Regardless of Time) 
	Interaction Effect (Time Effect  Group Effect) 

	Correlation between the Clinical Biomarkers and Pain Outcomes 

	Discussion 
	Effects of the Treatment Groups (LLLT, Standard Treatment, and Combined Treatment) on Interleukin 6 (IL-6) 
	Effects of the Treatment Groups (LLLT, Standard Treatment, and Combined Treatment) on Interleukin 8 (IL-8) 
	Effect of the Treatment Groups (LLLT, Standard Treatment, and Combined Treatment) on High-Sensitivity C-Reactive Protein (hs-CRP) 

	Conclusions 
	References

