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SUMMARY/ABSTRACT KEYWORDS
temporomandibular dysfunction, orthodontic treat-
Starting point: Temporomandibular dysfunction represents a heterogeneous group of disorders with ment, pain, VAS, headache

multifactorial etiology involving biomechanical, muscular, psychosocial, and neurophysiological fac- .
tors. The association between orthodontic history and the development of TMD remains unclear. DOI: 10.61983 /1crh.v63i1.143
While some meta-analyses report a slightly increased risk after orthodontic treatment, other large-

scale studies do not confirm this relationship. Individual predispositions and malocclusions appear to

play a stronger role than orthodontic treatment itself.

Group: The study included 28 patients aged 18—68 years diagnosed with temporomandibular joint

pain. Seventeen participants (60.7%) reported previous orthodontic treatment.

Methods: Patients were divided according to orthodontic history. The primary outcome was tem-

poromandibular joint pain intensity measured using a VAS scale (0-10). Normality of distribution was

assessed using the Shapiro—Wilk test, histogram inspection, and comparison of mean and median val-

ues. Due to non-normal distribution, nonparametric tests (Mann—Whitney U and chi-square) were

applied. Statistical significance was set at p < 0.05.

Results: Patients with orthodontic history showed a median VAS score of 5 (IQR 5-6), mean 5.35,

while those without demonstrated a median of 6 (IQR 5—6), mean 5.55. The difference was not statis-

tically significant (p > 0.05). Headaches were reported by 76.5% of patients with orthodontic history

and 81.8% of those without, with no significant difference.

Conclusions: Orthodontic history was not associated with increased pain intensity or higher head-

ache prevalence in this TMD cohort. The findings support the multifactorial understanding of TMD

and indicate that orthodontic treatment is unlikely to represent a primary risk factor.

1 INTRODUCTION
Temporomandibular dysfunction (TMD) is a group of disorders affecting the temporomandibular

joint (TMJ), masticatory muscles, and related structures. Typical symptoms include pain in the joint or
masticatory muscles, limited mouth opening, joint noises, and dysfunction during chewing, speaking, and
other daily activities (Okeson, 2019; Ohrbach & Dworkin, 2016). The etiology of TMD is multifactorial
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and includes biomechanical, muscular, psychosocial, and neurophysiological factors (Suvinen et al., 2005;

List & Jensen, 2017).

The relationship between orthodontic treatment and TMD has been a topic of discussion, especially
in recent years (Jeong et al., 2024; Azimi et al., 2025). Some older studies have suggested that orthodontic
occlusion adjustments may cause or exacerbate TMD, but more recent systematic reviews have not clearly
confirmed this association and instead point to the role of other factors such as bruxism, stress, or general
pain syndromes (Yakkaphan et al., 2022). Nevertheless, the idea that orthodontic treatment may be a risk
factor for TMD persists in clinical practice, and many patients and doctors consider this possibility (Liu et
al., 2022).

2  GROUP AND METHODS
This is a pilot observational, descriptive-analytical study. The data were obtained from a clinical cohort

of patients enrolled in a research project focused on the treatment of chronic temporomandibular joint pain
and the use of high-intensity laser therapy (HILT) within a diploma thesis project conducted at the outpa-
tient clinics of the Faculty of Physical Education and Sport, Charles University, during the years 2024—
2025. All patients were referred after examination at the temporomandibular joint outpatient clinic of the
Department of Dentistry for Children and Adults, Second Faculty of Medicine, Charles University, and
Motol University Hospital. This section describes a part of the data collection from the currently ongoing
study.

The research includes four intervention groups: the first group undergoes three physiotherapy ses-
sions combined with HILT application; the second group receives physiotherapy only; the third group re-
ceives HILT application only; and the fourth group serves as a control group. All groups underwent iden-
tical baseline and follow-up examinations, completed the RDC/TMD questionnaire, and provided written
informed consent. The Czech—English version of the questionnaire from 2016, developed by the University
of Washington, was used. Physiotherapy interventions included mobilization techniques, soft tissue tech-
niques, post-isometric relaxation of the masticatory muscles, and treatment of active trigger points within
the masticatory muscles.

Ethics Committee

The study was approved by the Ethics Committee of the Faculty of Physical Education and Sport,
Charles University. All participants signed an informed consent form before enrollment. All procedures
were performed in accordance with institutional and national ethical standards and the Declaration of Hel-
sinki, including its subsequent revisions, and their participation in the study was entirely voluntary and
unpaid.

Inclusion criteria:

Patients were eligible if they were between 18 and 65 years of age; however, two individuals slightly
exceeding this limit were included due to the long-term persistence of their symptoms. Further criteria
included a clinically confirmed diagnosis of temporomandibular disorder with a predominant painful com-
ponent and the ability to complete the questionnaire and undergo a clinical examination.

[l

Patients were excluded if they had recently undergone extensive dental surgery or extraction, pre-
sented with severe degenerative TMJ pathology, experienced acute trauma in the TMJ region, suffered from
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acute inflammatory or rheumatic disease, or had received an injection in the TMJ area within the previous
three months.

Variables monitored:

During the baseline examination conducted prior to the first therapeutic session, the following data were
recorded for each patient:

Table 1: Overview of monitored variables

Variables monitored Question Assessment

Year of birth In which year were you born? Self-reported

Gender Please select your gender. Male / Female
H d rtho-

Orthodontic history aV? you ever undergone orto Yes / No
dontic treatment?

Bite splint use Do you actively use a bite splint? Yes/No

.. ) Please select the intensity of your Visual Analogue Scale (VAS 0-
T™™J tensit .
patn fntenstty TMJ pain on a scale from 0 to 10. 10)

H d rtho-

Orthodontic history ave you evel uncetgone ortio™  yes / No

dontic treatment?

Based on orthodontic history, the patients were divided into two groups: the ORTHO+ group,
consisting of patients with a history of orthodontic treatment (n = 17), and the ORTHO—- group, comprising
patients without orthodontic history (n =11).

Statistical analysis

Descriptive statistics (absolute and relative frequencies, mean, median, interquartile range — IQR)
were used to describe the data set. Pain intensity (VAS) between the ORTHO+ and ORTHO— groups was
compared using the nonparametric Mann—Whitney U test. The chi-square test was used to compare the
frequency of headaches between groups. The level of statistical significance was set at p < 0.05.

3 STARTING POINT, OBJECTIVE, TASKS

Current scientific literature offers conflicting conclusions regarding the relationship between ortho-
dontic history and the risk of developing TMD. Some systematic reviews and meta-analyses suggest that
orthodontic treatment may be associated with an increased risk of developing TMD, with individuals with
orthodontic history having up to 1.8 times higher likelihood of TMD (Coronel-Zubiate et al., 2022). Simi-
larly, some studies report a higher prevalence of TMD in individuals with a history of orthodontic treatment
and a poorer quality of life related to the TMJ (Liu et al., 2022). On the other hand, other large longitudinal
and case-control studies have not found a significant association between orthodontic treatment and the
development of TMD (Manfredini et al., 2016; Ugolini et al., 2020). Some studies even report that ortho-
dontic treatment has no effect on the incidence of TMD or may lead to an improvement in some symptoms
(Ehrmann et al., 2024).
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The presence of certain malocclusions, particularly crossbite and deep bite, classes II and III, ap-

pears to be a significant risk factor for the development of TMD (Guo et al., 2025; Lai et al., 2019).

These factors may be more important than orthodontic history alone. Furthermore, it appears that
multifactorial etiology, including psychological factors, genetic predisposition, and gender (higher risk in
women), contributes to the development of TMD (Ugolini et al., 2020; Liu et al., 2022).

Anamnestic data obtained using validated questionnaires (e.g., Fonseca index) allow the identifica-
tion of an increased prevalence of TMD in patients with orthodontic history, but the causal relationship
remains unclear (Liu et al., 2022).

Current evidence suggests that orthodontic history may be one of the risk factors for TMD, but its
significance is probably less than that of certain types of malocclusion and individual predispositions. The
interpretation of anamnestic data should always take into account the multifactorial nature of TMD and
other risk factors. Meta-analyses show that the prevalence of headaches in patients with TMD is around
62% and the prevalence of TMD in patients with headaches is approximately 59%. In painful forms of
TMD, the incidence of headaches is even higher (up to 83%) (Yakkaphan et al., 2022).

Migraine headaches are more common in patients with TMD than tension-type headaches
(Memmedova et al., 2021; Yakkaphan et al., 2022). Patients with migraine or tension headaches have a 3—
5 times higher risk of TMD than controls without headaches (Bizzarri et al., 2024; Réus et al., 2021).

The aim of this pilot study is to determine the prevalence of orthodontic history and compare the
intensity of TMJ pain between patients with and without orthodontic history. Furthermore, it aims to com-
pare the incidence of headaches in both groups and describe the basic differences in the demographic char-
acteristics of both groups.

4 RESULTS

Characteristics of the sample: The sample consisted of 28 patients with TMD, of whom 18 were women
(64.3%) and 10 were men (35.7%). The average age was 35.8 years (range 18—68 years). A total of 22
patients (78.6%) reported headaches.

4.1.PREVALENCE OF ORTHODONTIC HISTORY

Seventeen patients (60.7%) reported previous orthodontic treatment, while eleven patients (39.3%) had
no orthodontic history. A clear gender difference was observed between the groups. In the ORTHO+ group,
women predominated, with 14 females (82.4%) and 3 males (17.6%). In contrast, the ORTHO— group
showed a more balanced distribution, consisting of 5 women (45.5%) and 6 men (54.5%).

Table 2: Basic characteristics of the study sample according to orthodontic history

Monitored variables - results ORTHO+ (n=17) ORTHO- (n=11)
Age - mean (years) 35.0 37.5

Women n (%) 14 (82.4) 5 (45.5)

Men n (%) 3 (17.6) 6 (54.5)
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Headaches n (%) 13 (76.5) 9 (81.8)
TM]J pain intensity - median VAS 5 6

TM] pain intensity - IQR 5-6 5-6
TM] pain intensity - mean VAS  5.35 5.55

The mean age in the orthodontic history group was approximately 34—36 years, whereas in the group
without orthodontic history it was slightly higher, around 37-38 years. Headaches were reported by 13
participants (76.5%) in the ORTHO+ group and by 9 participants (81.8%) in the ORTHO— group. Overall,
the distribution of demographic characteristics and symptom prevalence demonstrated comparable findings
between the two groups

4.2. TEMPOROMANDIBULAR JOINT PAIN INTENSITY (VAS) AND ORTHODONTIC HIS-
TORY

Pain intensity based on VAS scoring showed a similar distribution between the two groups. In the OR-
THO++ group, the median VAS score was 5 with an interquartile range (IQR) of 56, and the mean value
was 5.35. In the ORTHO- group, the median reported pain level was slightly higher at 6, with the same
interquartile range of 5-6, and a mean value of 5.55. Statistical analysis using the Mann—Whitney U test
demonstrated that the difference in pain intensity between the groups was not significant (p > 0.05). These
findings indicate that individuals with a history of orthodontic treatment did not experience greater tem-
poromandibular joint pain compared to those without such history. Although the median pain level ap-
peared slightly lower in the orthodontic treatment group, the difference was small and clinically as well as
statistically insignificant.

4.3.HEADACHES AND ORTHODONTIC HISTORY

The incidence of headaches was comparable between the two groups. In the orthodontic history group
(ORTHO+), 13 out of 17 patients (76.5%) reported headaches, whereas in the group without orthodontic
history (ORTHO-), headaches were present in 9 out of 11 patients (81.8%). Statistical analysis using the
chi-square test revealed no significant difference in headache frequency between the groups (¥ p = 0.736;
p > 0.05).

S DISCUSSION

The main finding of this study is that although more than 60% of patients with TMD in our sample
reported having undergone orthodontic treatment, this history was not associated with higher TMJ pain
intensity or more frequent headaches. The VAS pain intensity was very similar in both groups, with a
median of 5 in patients with orthodontic history and 6 in patients without, with no statistically significant
difference. Headaches, reported by almost 80% of the entire cohort, also occurred at a similar frequency in
both groups (Yakkaphan et al., 2022).

These results are consistent with most current studies, which do not demonstrate a causal relation-
ship between orthodontic treatment and the development of TMD, and rather emphasize the multifactorial
5
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nature of the disease. The high prevalence of orthodontic history in our sample may reflect the fact that

patients with TMD typically seek more dental care, including orthodontics, or that patients with certain
malocclusions are more likely to seek out both an orthodontist and subsequently a physiotherapist or TMJ
specialist. Selection bias cannot be ruled out — this is a group of patients referred to a specialized facility.
Another point to consider is the fact that orthodontic care has become more accessible over the last 10 years
or so, whereas previously this treatment was not so readily available and therefore there is no corresponding
sample of the population (Manfredini et al., 2022).

In our study, the VAS pain intensity in the group of patients with orthodontic history reached a
median of 5 and in the group without orthodontic history a median of 6, with the difference not being
statistically significant. This result is consistent with numerous systematic reviews and meta-analyses that
report that orthodontic treatment does not represent a clear risk factor for the development of TMD. For
example, a large meta-analysis (Jeong et al.; 2024) did not show that orthodontic treatment during adoles-
cence increased the risk of developing temporomandibular disorders. Similarly, Luther (2010) stated in his
extensive analysis that there is no proven causal relationship between orthodontic treatment and the devel-
opment of TMD and that any associations should be understood in the context of multifactorial etiology.

Headaches were present in more than three-quarters of patients in our cohort, which corresponds to
the frequency reported in the literature for patients with painful TMD (Yakkaphan et al., 2022; Schiffman
et al., 2014). An interesting finding is that their occurrence was similar in patients with (76.5%) and without
(81.8%) orthodontic history. These results support the conclusion that orthodontic history is not associated
with an increased risk of headaches in patients with TMD. Similarly, systematic reviews show that ortho-
dontic treatment is not consistently associated with an increased prevalence of TMD or related headaches
(Manfredini et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2024). In the available literature, headaches associated with orthodontic
treatment do not appear to be specifically increased and are rather considered a secondary manifestation of
masticatory or cervical muscle imbalance or central sensitization (Ohrbach & Dworkin, 2016).

An interesting finding is the predominance of women in the group with orthodontic history, while
in the group without orthodontics, the gender representation is more balanced. This may be related to both
the higher prevalence of TMD in women in general and the fact that women are more likely to undergo
orthodontic treatment for aesthetic reasons. Another point for consideration could be whether patients per-
ceive pain or discomfort better or differently after orthodontic treatment, as they are often exposed to it
during treatment. Several participants were active musicians, which corresponds with the assumption that
temporomandibular disorders may occur more frequently in players of wind instruments. In the general
population, the prevalence is reported to be approximately 30%, whereas in groups of musicians the prev-
alence of TMD exceeds 50% (Celko & Gth, 2018).

In our sample, more than 60% of patients had undergone orthodontic treatment, which is signifi-
cantly higher than the average prevalence in the general population (20-35%) (Liu et al., 2024). This dis-
proportion may be related to the fact that patients with TMD more often seek dental and orthodontic care
as early as adolescence, for example due to aesthetic or functional difficulties, which, however, may not be
directly related to the later onset of TMD (Manfredini et al., 2022). The significant predominance of women
in this group (82%) is also consistent with the literature, which shows that women are more frequent pa-
tients of orthodontic treatment and at the same time individuals with a higher predisposition to painful
forms of TMD — probably due to hormonal, structural and psychosocial factors (Slade et al., 2016).



JOURNAL REHABILITACIA, VOL. 63(1)/2026, 4-12

6 CONCLUSIONS

A high prevalence of orthodontic history (60.7%) was found in a group of 28 patients with TMD.
However, the intensity of temporomandibular joint pain and the incidence of headaches did not differ sta-
tistically significantly between patients who had undergone orthodontic treatment and those who had not.
These results support the opinion and findings of recent studies that orthodontic treatment is unlikely to be
an independent risk factor for the development of painful TMD, and emphasize the need for a comprehen-
sive, multifactorial view of the etiology of this disease.

In practice, this means that information about orthodontic treatment alone should not be interpreted
as the main cause of TMD. It is more important to focus on the functional state of the TMJ, muscle balance,
psychosocial factors, and the overall musculoskeletal system. However, more extensive studies with more
precise characteristics of orthodontic interventions are needed to confirm these conclusions.

7 ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Ausgangspunkt: Die craniomandibuldre Dysfunktion stellt eine heterogene Gruppe von
Stérungen mit multifaktorieller Atiologie dar, an der biomechanische, muskulire, psychosoziale
und neurophysiologische Faktoren beteiligt sind. Der Zusammenhang zwischen kieferor-
thopadischer Vorgeschichte und der Entwicklung einer CMD bleibt unklar. Wahrend einige
Metaanalysen ein leicht erhohtes Risiko nach kieferorthopadischer Behandlung berichten,
bestatigen andere groRangelegte Studien diese Beziehung nicht. Individuelle Pradispositionen
und Malokklusionen scheinen eine starkere Rolle zu spielen als die Behandlung selbst.

Gruppe: Die Studie umfasste 28 Patientinnen und Patienten im Alter von 18-68 Jahren mit
Schmerzen im Kiefergelenk. Siebzehn Personen (60,7 %) berichteten Ulber eine kieferor-
thopadische Vorgeschichte.

Methoden: Die Teilnehmenden wurden anhand der kieferorthopadischen Vorgeschichte in
Gruppen unterteilt. Die primare Zielvariable war die Schmerzintensitat im Kiefergelenk, gemessen
mittels VAS-Skala (0-10). Die Datenverteilung wurde mithilfe des Shapiro—Wilk-Tests, visueller
Histogrammbetrachtung und Vergleich von Median und Mittelwert geprift. Aufgrund der fehlen-
den Normalverteilung wurden nichtparametrische Tests (Mann—Whitney-U- und Chi-Quadrat-
Test) angewendet. Das Signifikanzniveau lag bei p < 0,05.

Ergebnisse: Patienten mit kieferorthopadischer Vorgeschichte zeigten einen medianen VAS-
Wert von 5 (IQR 5-6), Mittelwert 5,35. Teilnehmende ohne Vorgeschichte erreichten einen Me-
dian von 6 (IQR 5-6), Mittelwert 5,55. Der Unterschied war statistisch nicht signifikant (p > 0,05).
Kopfschmerzen berichteten 76,5 % der Patientinnen und Patienten mit Vorgeschichte und 81,8 %
ohne, ebenfalls ohne signifikanten Unterschied.

Schlussfolgerungen: Eine kieferorthopadische Vorgeschichte war in dieser CMD-Gruppe nicht
mit erhéhter Schmerzintensitat oder Kopfschmerzpravalenz verbunden. Die Ergebnisse unter-
stiitzen den multifaktoriellen Charakter der CMD und legen nahe, dass die kieferorthopadische
Behandlung wahrscheinlich keinen Hauptrisikofaktor darstellt.

8 SUPPLEMENTARY

Table 1: Overview of monitored variables
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Table 2: Basic characteristics of the study sample according to orthodontic history
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rehabilitacie. V3etky pristroje ponikame do prenajmu, na splatky, podla dohody moZnost splatok
od 50 eur mesacne.

Kombinovany pristroj -SONOPLUS 492
Spickové 2 kanalové zariadenie ktorym méZete
aplikovat ultrazvukovd terapiu, elektroterapiu
a kombinovand terapiu. 1 MHz a3 MHz mala

a velkd ultrazvukové hlavica. Plne integrované
vetky moderné, a¢inné pridové typy. Dotykovy
displej, grafické znézornenie vykonania terapie.

Aktualne
vyhodné

Volitetné prislusenstvo

* Vacotron 460 - vakuova jednotka

« externd batéria - zariadenie funguje
bez priameho pripojenia do siete

« dialkové ovladanie

V pripade zaujmu, nas kontaktujte
E-mail: egamed@egamed.sk, cirkova@egamed.sk | Telefon: +421 33 7744907-10
Mobil: 0910 929 010 | Web: www.egamed.sk

I \ ZDVIHACIE ZARIADENIA
- ARES () 20 : :
o UPRAVY AUT PRE ZTP

PREKONAJME SPOLU BARIERY
RIESENIA PRE VSETKY TYPY MOZNOST ZISKAT PRISPEVOK (3¢ BEZPLATNY NAVRH @ ZARUCNY

ARCHITEKTONICKYCH BARIER 95 % Z CENY ZARIADENIA "> A KONZULTACIA U KLIENTA A POZARUCNY SERVIS

PLOSINY - VYTAHY - SCHODOLEZY - ZDVIHAKY

$ikma schodiskova plogina Stropny zdvihaci systém Stropny zdvihaci systém Stolickovy vgtah Upravy automobilov
SP STRATOS GH1 NA CVICENIE SA-ALFA PRE ZTP

ARES spol. s r.o. o Sledujte nds aj na Facebooku @ares.bratislava
Elektrarenska 12091 - 831 04 Bratislava

ares@ares.sk + www.ares.sk ?sz:;;ne 0800 150 339
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PC - vankas kostréovy
K 30925

OD 1.7 2013 PC - vankas
BEZ DOPLATKU ! K 30 924

-

Usetovy§ vankis detsk
K 30 926 (37 x 27ch

(/’(’ eCOVY O, .
2
R Dy

-

Usegovy vankis
K30 926 (46 X 37cm)

o~ Zdravotnicke pomdcky schvalené SUKL,
W PRO](lné S1S s.ro. zaradeneé do vestnika MZSR,

vyroba a predaj rehabilitaénjch pomdcok by dong vsetkymi zdravotnymi poistoviiami.
Csl. parasutistov 11,931 03 Bratislava

0908 710 536, 0907 726 329

“Croso. ?foki” esis.shk
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== AQUATIZER QZ - 240 palN@ey)
w Suché hydromasé# Davkovat plynu

* Celotelové anatomicky
A - tvarované vane pre viriv(,

lickovil a podvodni masaz

IYe[V/\nlzN(@/Y AQUAPEDIS |
MINI

AQUAPEDIS Il

Unikétna kombinovana
vana pre virivi

a perli¢kovi masaz
hornych i dolnych

25 kon¢atin
~ (vhodn4 na podavanie
4 bahennych

a mineralnych
procedur)

Najpredavanejsi model sedacej
virivky - jedind sedacia virivka
s tryskami na chodidla

kon&atinovy galvanicky kapel

MEDEXIM spol. s r.o.

Hiboké 58,921 01 Piestany, Slovakia

tel.: +42| 33 7724035, 7724687, 7724259
fax: +421 33 7725189

e-mail: medexim@medexim.sk
www.medexim.sk
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