Check for
updates

ORIGINAL ARTICLE o gtx| 2ol AFE 8] A] 2025; 63(10): 316-321
https://doi.org/10.22974/jkda.2025.63.10.001

Effect of dextrose prolotherapy targeting
retrodiscal tissue in patients with refractory
temporomandibular disorders
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© Purpose: This study aimed to evaluate the clinical effectiveness and safety of dextrose prolotherapy targeting the
retrodiscal tissue in patients with refractory temporomandibular disorders (TMD) who did not respond to conven-
tional conservative therapies.
Materials and Methods: Thirty patients with persistent temporomandibular joint (TM]) pain despite undergoing
three sessions of arthrocentesis were enrolled. All patients received 12.5% dextrose prolotherapy injections into
the retrodiscal tissue, administered three times at two-week intervals. Clinical outcomes included pain intensity
assessed by visual analogue scale (VAS), patient-reported joint noise (VAS), and maximum comfortable mouth
opening (MCO; mm). Evaluations were performed at baseline and after each treatment session.
Results: Pain scores demonstrated a significant reduction, from 3.2 + 2.1 at baseline to 1.5 * 1.5 after the third
injection, representing a 53% decrease (p ¢ 0.05). MCO improved from 40.0 + 6.3 mm to 42.7 * 5.9 mm after the
final session (p < 0.05). Joint noise scores showed a 13% reduction trend, decreasing from 1.5 + 1.7 to 1.3 + 1.3,
although this change was not statistically significant (p y 0.05). No major complications were reported, apart from
transient post-injection discomfort in a few patients that resolved spontaneously with analgesics.
Conclusion: Dextrose prolotherapy targeting the retrodiscal tissue appears to be a safe and effective adjunctive
therapy for reducing pain and improving mandibular function in patients with refractory TMD. Although im-
provements in joint noise were not statistically significant, the overall outcomes support prolotherapy as a viable
therapeutic option warranting further controlled trials. (f Korean Dent Assoc 2025; 63(10): 316-321)
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Fig. 1. A reference line (mid trago-canthal line) is established by
connecting the midpoint of the tragus and the lateral canthus.
The injection point is determined to be 20 mm anterior and 10
mm inferior to the tragus along this line.
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onk, NY, USA) ARg-3l0] $=a85199.0.0, p o] 0.05 1] Table 1. Age and sex distribution of the sample (N, %)

TRl A4S SAA 0= FofRt Al o= sl Variables (1\1<[12126) Eﬁ?;g Total
Age (years)
18-28 1(50.0) 3(107) 43133
2 29-38 0(0.0) 2(7.1) 2(6.7)
39-48 0(0.0) 5179  5(167)
2130 5 ©1/g0] 28+, dAdo] 2ollen, Hat AW 4o-s8 000 70500  7(233)
252317043 tKTable 1). BE A= FHS Ol I 59-68 0(0.0) 702500 7233
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& 5 E29 5401904, AEAQlAcetaminophen £-8 Mean 485£36.1 526+161 523%17.0
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Fig. 2. Changes in pain, noise and maximum comfortable opening across multiple assessment time-points. A. Changes in pain
compared to before treatment. B. Changes in noise compared to before treatment. C. Changes in maximum comfortable open-
ing compared to before treatment. *: p<0.05
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Fig. 3. Changes in pain, noise, and maximum comfortable opening over multiple assessment time-points across the diagnos-
tic groups. A. Changes in pain compared to before treatment across the diagnostic groups. B. Changes in noise compared to

before treatment across the diagnostic groups. C. Changes in maximum comfortable opening compared to before treatment
across the diagnostic groups.

318



Table 2. All patients (n=30) time -course changes of pain, noise and maximum comfortable opening

Variable Time point iseine Changelombaseline
Pain (Visual analogue scale) Before treatment 32421 - -
After 1st injection 26+18 -0.7+£1.1 0.05
After 2nd injection 21+1.7 -1.1£12 0.05
After 3rd injection 15%15 -1.7+16 0.05
Noise (Visual analogue scale) Before treatment 15+1.7 - -
After 1st injection 14+14 -0.1+1.1 »0.05
After 2nd injection 13+12 -0.2+1.1 »0.05
After 3rd injection 13+13 -0.2+1.7 »0.05
Maximum comfortable opening (mm) Before treatment 40.0+6.3 - -
After 1st injection 39.945.9 -0.1+19 »0.05
After 2nd injection 40.2+5.8 0.2£3.9 »0.05
After 3rd injection 427459 2.7%5.2 0.05
SD: standard deviation
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