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Photodynamic therapy for infected foot ulcers in people 
with diabetes mellitus: a systematic review
Maria Girlane Sousa Albuquerque BrandãoI, Maria Aline Moreira XimenesII, Danilo Ferreira de SousaIII, Vivian Saraiva VerasIV, 
Lívia Moreira BarrosV, Soraia Assad Nasbine RabehVI, Idevania Geraldina CostaVII, Thiago Moura de AraújoVIII

Universidade de São Paulo (USP), Ribeirão Preto (SP), Brazil

INTRODUCTION
Ulcers in the feet of patients with diabetes mellitus (DM) are a frequent complication and a 
relevant cause of morbidity and mortality, increased rates of hospitalization and higher treat-
ment costs, and non-traumatic amputations of lower limbs.1 Approximately 60% of people who 
undergo amputations do so for infected ulcers in the feet.2

Infection is one of the leading causes of amputations in patients with DM; due to delayed heal-
ing in DM, infections promote exudate, swelling, microbial growth, friability, and hemorrhagic 
granulation tissue.3,4 Moreover, when not treated correctly, it increases the risk of osteomyelitis 
or sepsis.5 Therefore, antibiotic therapy should be implemented immediately after identifying the 
infection in the wound bed to avoid severe complications, such as amputation.

The standard treatment for diabetic foot ulcers (DFU) generally includes cleaning and removal 
of the necrotic tissue, improving blood circulation, maintenance of a moist environment, and 
infection control.6 However, the classic topical therapies for DFU are costly and include low effi-
cacy in the presence of multidrug-resistant bacteria.4,7 Additionally, topical therapies are cyto-
toxic and delay healing.8 Therefore, for DFU, the standard treatment alone is not sufficient for 
adequate healing and prevention of infections. This fact highlights the relevance of implementing 
new adjuvant therapies in the treatment of complex ulcers, such as DFU.3,9

Several studies have suggested photodynamic therapy as a viable option for treating infec-
tions in the treatment and healing of DFU.9-11 Photodynamic therapy (PDT) involves the topical 
application of photosensitizers followed by illumination with Light Amplification by Stimulated 
Emission of Radiation (LASERs) or Light Emitter Diode (LED)  light, which along with tissue 
oxygen induces the formation of reactive oxygen species and a high local cytotoxic effect, thus 
fighting the local infection.12
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ABSTRACT
BACKGROUND: Ulceration of the feet in patients with diabetes is a frequent complication that increases 
morbidity, mortality, hospitalization, treatment costs, and non-traumatic amputations.
OBJECTIVE: To present a systematic review of the treatment of patients with diabetes mellitus and infect-
ed foot ulcers using photodynamic therapy.
DESIGN AND SETTING: A systematic review was performed in the postgraduate program in nursing at 
the Universidade da Integração Internacional da Lusofonia Afro-Brasileira, Ceará, Brazil.
METHODS: PubMed, CINAHL, Web of Science, EMBASE, Cochrane Library, Scopus, and LILACS databases 
were screened. The methodological quality, risk of bias, and quality of evidence of each study were as-
sessed. Review Manager was used for the meta-analysis.
RESULTS: Four studies were included. They highlighted significantly better outcomes in patient groups 
treated with photodynamic therapy than those in the control groups that were treated with topical col-
lagenase and chloramphenicol (P = 0.036), absorbent (P < 0.001), or dry covers (P = 0.002). Significant 
improvements were noted in terms of the microbial load in the ulcers and tissue repair, with a reported 
reduction in the need for amputation by up to 35 times. Photodynamic therapy resulted in significantly 
better outcomes between the experimental and control groups (P = 0.04).
CONCLUSION: Photodynamic therapy is significantly more effective in treating infected foot ulcers than 
standard therapies.
SYSTEMATIC REVIEW REGISTRATION: International Prospective Register of Systematic Reviews (PROS-
PERO) - CRD42020214187, https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.php?RecordID=214187.
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Systematic reviews, meta-analyses, and integrative and nar-
rative reviews have been published regarding the effects of DFU 
in animal, human, and in vitro studies. These studies considered 
wounds of several etiologies. However, to date, there is no sys-
tematic review and meta-analysis concerning the effectiveness 
of PDT in DFU.

Although there are favorable reports regarding the appli-
cation of PDT,11,12 newer investigations can provide additional 
evidence about the effectiveness of PDT in the treatment of 
DFU.13 A study identified that health professionals, even those 
with qualifications to operate LASERs, have doubts regarding 
the dosage, wavelength, time, and number of applications to be 
used.14 Therefore, it is important that health professionals, espe-
cially wound experts, understand the new approach of PDT in 
treating infected ulcers and incorporate it into their practice to 
promote optimized healing and reduce the number of compli-
cations due to DFU.1,15

The study is relevant in combining the effects and protocols 
of DFU as an adjuvant therapy in infection reduction, optimizing 
DFU healing, and offering scientific evidence to reduce bacterial 
resistance and amputations.

OBJECTIVE
This study aimed to provide a systematic review and meta-analy-
sis of the effectiveness of PDT in the treatment of infected DFU.

METHODS

Protocol and registry
This systematic review was performed according to the 
guidelines of the Joanna Briggs Institute (JBI) and the 
Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic reviews and Meta-
analyses (PRISMA).16,17 It was registered in PROSPERO 
(CRD42020214187) https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/
display_record.php?RecordID=214187.

Focal issue
The research question “What is the effectiveness of PDT in 
the reduction of infection and healing process of infected foot 
ulcers in patients with DM?” was formulated using the acro-
nym population, intervention, comparison, results, and stud-
ies (PICOS).

Study selection
Clinical trials without limitations on the time of publication 
or language were included if their data were completely avail-
able. The following studies were excluded: incomplete studies in 
annals of events, studies in animal or in vitro models, and studies 
with ulcers secondary to injuries of other etiologies.

Research strategy and search for scientific evidence
The search was performed between August and December 2020 
and reviewed in June 2022. The databases of PubMed, CINAHL, 
Web of Science, EMBASE, Cochrane Library, Scopus, and LILACS 
were searched using descriptors, entry terms, and keywords in 
association with the Boolean operators “AND” and “OR” (Table 1).

Screening and selection of studies
The screening and selection of studies were performed inde-
pendently by two reviewers using Rayyan software (Qatar 
Foundation, Qatar).18 The complete texts of the selected publi-
cations were analyzed by the two reviewers. They evaluated the 
methodological rigor19 and capacity to answer the research ques-
tion. Disagreements were resolved by a third reviewer.

Data extraction
An instrument for data extraction was developed by the authors 
for the following factors: identification, methodological attributes, 
PDT protocol, results, limitations, and article recommendations.

Evaluation of the risk of bias, methodological quality, and 
evidence quality

The risk of bias was graded as low risk of bias, high risk of bias, or 
uncertain risk of bias using the Cochrane Review Manager v5.4 
(Cochrane; London, United Kingdom).20 The methodological 
quality was evaluated using a checklist for randomized controlled 
trials.19 The evidence quality was evaluated as high, moderate, 
low, or very low using GRADEpro GDT https://www.gradepro.
org/ (Evidence Prime, Kraków, Poland).

Data overview
The extracted data were organized in tables. Review Manager as 
used for the meta-analyses using a randomized effect model and 
different averages. Heterogeneity was evaluated statistically using 
the I2 test. The meta-analysis was conducted using forest plots.

Table 1. Search terms used for each database

Databases Search strategy

PubMed, CINAHL,  
Web of Science e Scopus

(“Photochemotherapy” [MeSH] OR “Photochemotherapy” [All fields] OR “Photodynamic therapy” OR 
“PDT”) AND (“Diabetic Foot” [MeSH] OR “Diabetic Foot” [All Fields] OR “Foot Ulcer”) 

EMBASE (“Photochemotherapy” OR “Photodynamic therapy” OR “PDT”) AND (“diabetic foot” OR “foot ulcer”) 

Cochrane Library (“Photochemotherapy” OR “Photochemotherapy” OR “Photodynamic therapy” OR “PDT”) AND (“Diabetic 
Foot” OR “Diabetic Foot” OR “Foot Ulcer”) 

LILACS (Fotoquimioterapia OR “Terapia Fotodinâmica”) AND (“Pé diabético”)

https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.php?RecordID=214187
https://www.crd.york.ac.uk/prospero/display_record.php?RecordID=214187
https://www.gradepro.org/
https://www.gradepro.org/
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RESULTS

Description of the included studies
Four of the 76 studies identified were included in the analysis. 
Other studies only included ulcers of other etiologies or deviated 
from the eligibility criteria of this meta-analysis (Flow chart 1). 
Two evaluated studies did not perform real randomization or 
hidden allocation. In three cases, blinding was not clear (Table 2). 
In the risk evaluation of bias, the distribution was mainly classi-
fied as low-risk (Graphic 1).

Participants
The participants were between 18 and 35 years of age with a con-
firmed diagnosis of DM and at least one foot ulcer.

Treatment groups
In all studies, PDT was only used in the experimental groups, 
whereas the control groups were treated with collagenase and 
chloramphenicol;21 systemic antibiotics and simple dry ban-
dages;22 oral antibiotics and gauze embedded in vaseline;23 or an 
absorbent cover (Table 3).24

Table 2. Quantitative evaluation of the methodological quality

(Yes) (No)  (Unclear) 

 Authors / Article

Critical analysis of the Methodological Quality
Total
Yes

Questions

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13

Carrinho et al.21– A1 11

Tardivo et al.22– A2 09

Mannucci et al.23– A3 11

Morley et al.24– A4 13

Graphic 1. Distribution of risk of bias.

 

Flow chart 1. Flow chart depicting the study selection using Preferred 
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) 
2020 guidelines.
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Flow chart 1. Flow chart depicting the study selection using Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) 
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Outcomes
Two studies22,24 reported reduced microbial load as the pri-
mary outcome and changes in tissue repair as the second-
ary outcome. Carrinho et al.21 evaluated the changes in tissue 
repair as the primary outcome. Tardivo et al.22 evaluated foot 
amputation as the primary outcome and changes in tissue 
repair as the secondary outcome. To measure the effects of 
PDT on the microbial load, microbiological analyses of ulcer 
swabs were performed.23,24 Healing was evaluated using pho-
tographs,22 assessments of the area affected,21,23 and perfu-
sion, extent, depth, infection and sensation (PEDIS ) score.23 
Radiological assessments and Wagner’s classification analysis 
were used to identify the need for amputation.22

Main results of PDT in the treatment of foot ulcers
PDT resulted in significant improvements in microbial 
load and tissue repair compared to the interventions in 
the control groups. The clinical evolution of the ulcer also 

demonstrated a significant improvement (P = 0.036) with the use 
of PDT.21 PDT also promoted improvements in infection control 
(P < 0.01).24 PDT was well-tolerated when compared with the 
interventions in the control groups.23 The amputation rate was 35 
times lower in the group that received PDT in comparison with 
the groups that received other treatments (P = 0.002).22 The most 
common photosensitizer was methylene blue (0.01% to 1%). The 
wavelength ranged from 560 nm to 689 nm with doses of 6–30 J/cm2. 
The number of PDT sessions varied from one to 23. The longest 
follow-up post-PDT was 90 days (Table 4).

Quality of evidence
The evidence regarding the outcomes concerning the reduction 
in the microbial load, improvements in tissue repair, and reduc-
tion in amputations was of “moderate quality,” and the outcomes 
were considered clinically critical (essentials) for the patients. 
Therefore, there is moderate confidence in the estimated effect 
but more clinical trials can improve the confidence (Table 5).

Table 4. Description of the main parameters of the photodynamic therapy (PDT) protocols

Article
Photosensitive 

composite
Concentration 
/ Rest period 

Wavelength Dose (J)
Application 

period
Total number 

of sessions
Frequency of 
applications

Follow-up 
period

A1 Methylene blue
0.01%

5 minutes
660 nm 6 J/cm2

8 seconds  
per cm2

10 sessions
3 times a 

week
22 days

A2
Methylene blue 

and tolonium 
chloride

1%
Did not report

560 and 
640 nm

6 J/cm2 and 
30 J/cm2

10 minutes in 
every area

Average of 16 
sessions
(9–23) 

2 times a 
week

Did not 
report

A3 Methylene blue
0.10, 0.30, and 

0.50%
60 minutes

689 ± 5 nm 60 J/cm2
8 minutes and 

30 cm2

Unique 
application

- 15 days

A4 Methylene blue
Did not report

15 minutes
570–670 nm

50 J/cm-2

(Total)
Did not report

Unique 
application

- 90 days

Table 5. Quality of evidence of the outcomes

aMicrobial load assessment using the swab technique (inaccurate for diabetic foot ulcers [DFU] microbial assessment); bNo real randomization (blinding of 
intervention applicators).

EVALUATION OF THE QUALITY OF OUTCOMES

Number of 
studies

Study design Risk of bias Inconsistence
Indirect 

evidence
Imprecision

Other 
considerations

Quality of the 
evidence

Importance

Outcome 1 – Reduction in the microbial load

02 Clinical trials not serious not serious not serious seriousa none 
⨁⨁⨁◯ 

MODERATE 
CRITICAL 

Outcome 2 – Progress in tissue repair 

04 Clinical trials seriousb not serious not serious not serious none 
⨁⨁⨁◯ 

MODERATE 
CRITICAL 

Outcome 3 – Reduction in amputations due to diabetic foot

01 Clinical trials seriousb not serious not serious not serious none 
⨁⨁⨁◯ 

MODERATE 
CRITICAL 
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Effectiveness of PDT in the treatment of  
foot ulcers with infections

Numerous variabilities were noted in terms of the control 
groups and the methods of analysis of the evaluated outcomes 
between the studies. The studies used different parameters in 
their evaluations, which resulted in high heterogeneity (I2 = 
99%). Therefore, the outcomes of tissue repair were verified in 
this meta-analysis. However, nested meta-analyses were not 
performed. The effect of PDT on tissue repair was significant, 
thus suggesting the benefits of using PDT protocols in DFU. 
There were significant differences between the treatments (PDT 
protocol and standard therapy), and the intervention favored 
the experimental group (P = 0.04) (Graphic 2).

DISCUSSION
There is a consensus regarding the superiority of PDT treatment 
for DFU over other therapies in control groups. This finding 
may be related to PDT’s capacity to induce cell death in patho-
gens, decrease inflammation, and stimulate the proliferation of 
fibroblasts, collagen, and elastin.25,26 Owing to its mechanism 
of action, low invasiveness, and absence of significant collateral 
effects, PDT offers an alternative treatment for DFU.27

In the studies evaluated, patients treated with PDT demon-
strated a significant reduction in the microbial load.23,24 Other stud-
ies have corroborated this result.12,28,29 An in vitro study demon-
strated that PDT exerted bactericidal effects on resistant bacteria 
and biofilms through oxidative stress.10 This is a relevant result 
as biofilm bacteria and deep DFU cultures have broad bacterial 
resistance.30,31 It is worth highlighting that increasing antimi-
crobial resistance has restricted the therapeutic arsenal to face 
this type of infection,32 which reinforces the need for new treat-
ments with antimicrobial action and reduce the clinical indica-
tions for antibiotics.33

Several studies have confirmed that PDT is a promising adju-
vant approach in the deactivation of resistant bacteria and bacterial 
biofilms.10,25,34-36 In two studies, bacterial colonies were decreased 

shortly after the first PDT session.23,24 This finding is a relevant ben-
efit since a decrease in the colonies that form the biofilm around 
the ulcer provides a favorable environment for the formation of 
healthy granular tissue.37 Consequently, this deactivation con-
tributes to tissue repair.12 A better healing process of ulcers was 
noted with PDT.21-24

These findings demonstrate that PDT has several advantages 
in wound healing, especially in DFU.1,11 PDT is an adjuvant ther-
apy that can substantially improve the healing process in DFU 
because it facilitates tissue repair through an immediate reduc-
tion in bacterial colonies.

In this study, we identified that through its antimicrobial 
effects and contribution to the healing process of infected ulcers, 
PDT can decrease the risk of amputation. Previous studies have 
reported similar results.22,38 This finding highlights PDT’s rele-
vance as an adjuvant therapy because it demonstrated the poten-
tial to minimize the risk of amputation and decrease treatment 
costs and hospitalizations. 33

Despite the convergent and positive results of PDT, each 
study used varying parameters for photosensitizer activation. 
Consequently, it was not possible to determine the optimal param-
eters for PDT in the treatment of DFU. Further efforts have been 
made to standardize the PDT protocols.39 However, the most recent 
studies used lower doses for light irradiation.21,22 Reduction of the 
dose of light in the PDT protocol has been suggested to exert bet-
ter biostimulatory effects in cells. Cells enriched with low amounts 
of photosensitizer composites may also proliferate better follow-
ing light exposure with the correct wavelength and appropriate 
time window.40

No adverse events were associated with PDT. A recent study 
inferred that with the correct choice of PDT parameters, this 
approach is safe and reliable.34 For the three outcomes analyzed, 
the quality of evidence was considered moderate for an essential 
clinical outcome. In the meta-analysis, the intervention favored 
the experimental group. One study corroborated that PDT may 
be a promising procedure in the management of infected ulcers 

Graphic 2. Meta-analysis regarding the outcome of tissue repair.
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with a higher probability of healing, lower risk of amputation, and 
an important clinical outcome.9

However, it is pertinent to discuss the importance of health 
education with the patients during therapy, especially regarding 
glycemic control, foot care, use of appropriate shoes, and a healthy 
lifestyle to improve the success of PDT.13

The current study contributes to improving the awareness 
of healthcare professionals regarding new protocols and medi-
cal therapies using adjuvant technologies with better cost-ben-
efit relationships, such as PDT. Furthermore, PDT protocols 
validated by clinical trials that are identified in this review 
can be used by health professionals safely. Despite the limited 
research on PDT in DFU, the findings of this study highlight 
the relevance of antimicrobial therapy that can be used along 
with standard treatments to decrease bacterial resistance and 
non-traumatic amputations.

More clinical studies are needed with microbiological evi-
dence of the effectiveness of PDT in decreasing the microbial load 
as well as identifying the most effective PDT parameters in the 
treatment of DFU. This is essential for determining the precise 
mechanisms of action of PDT and the interactions between light 
and injured tissues as well as selecting the appropriate LASER 
parameters and concentration of the photosensitizer to avoid 
thermal discomfort in the irradiated tissues or phototoxicity.

CONCLUSION
PDT is significantly more effective in treating infected DFU than 
standard care. A significant reduction in the infection rate was 
noted soon after the first session of PDT along with an improve-
ment in healing. The three outcomes analyzed were supported by 
a moderate quality of evidence and essential clinical outcomes. 
In the meta-analysis, the intervention significantly favored the 
groups treated with PDT.

REFERENCES
1.	 Martinelli N, Curci V, Quarantiello A, Saldalamacchia G. The benefits of 

antimicrobial photodynamic therapy with RLP068 in the management 

of diabetic foot ulcers. Drugs Context. 2019;8:212610. PMID: 31516535; 

https://doi.org/10.7573/dic.212610.

2.	 Neves J, Matias R, Formiga A, et al. O pé diabético com infecção aguda: 

tratamento no Serviço de Urgência em Portugal. Revista Portuguesa 

de Cirurgia. 2013;27:19-36. Available from: https://revista.spcir.com/

index.php/spcir/article/view/339. Accessed in 2023 (Feb 28).

3.	 Murphy-Lavoie HM, Ramsey A, Nguyen M, Singh S. Diabetic Foot 

Infections. 2022. In: StatPearls [Internet]. Treasure Island (FL): StatPearls 

Publishing; 2022. PMID: 28722943.

4.	 Sun Y, Ogawa R, Xiao BH, et al. Antimicrobial photodynamic therapy in 

skin wound healing: A systematic review of animal studies. Int Wound J. 

2020;17(2):285-99. PMID: 31724831; https://doi.org/10.1111/iwj.13269.

5.	 Oliveira AF, Filho HO. Microbiological species and antimicrobial 

resistance profile in patients with diabetic foot infections. J Vasc Bras. 

2014;13(4):289-93. https://doi.org/10.1590/1677-5449.0015.

6.	 Andrade LL de, Carvalho G de CP, Valentim FAA de A, et al. Characteristics 

and treatment of diabetic foot ulcers in an ambulatory care. R Pesq 

Cuid Fundam Online. 2019;11(1):124-8. https://doi.org/10.9789/2175-

5361.2019.v11i1.124-128.

7.	 Magalhães BC, Meneses JCBC, Silva RR, et al. Pé diabético: prevenção e 

tratamento com base em conceitos internacionais. INTESA – Informativo 

Técnico do Semiárido (Pombal - PB). 2020;14(1):44-7. Available 

from: https://www.gvaa.com.br/revista/index.php/INTESA/article/

view/8107/7633. Accessed in 2023 (Feb 28).

8.	 Ananian CE, Davis RD, Johnson EL, et al. Wound closure outcomes 

suggest clinical equivalency between lyopreserved and cryopreserved 

placental membranes containing viable cells. Adv Wound Care (New 

Rochelle). 2019;8(11):546-54. PMID: 31637101; https://doi.org/10.1089/

wound.2019.1028.

9.	 Monami M, Scatena A, Schlecht M, et al. Antimicrobial photodynamic 

therapy in infected diabetic foot ulcers: a multicenter preliminary 

experience. J Am Podiatr Med Assoc. 2020;110(1):Article5. PMID: 

32073323; https://doi.org/10.7547/18-069.

10.	 Li X, Huang W, Zheng X, et al. Synergistic in vitro effects of indocyanine green 

and ethylenediamine tetraacetate-mediated antimicrobial photodynamic 

therapy combined with antibiotics for resistant bacterial biofilms in 

diabetic foot infection. Photodiagnosis Photodyn Ther. 2019;25:300-8. 

PMID: 30633998; https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pdpdt.2019.01.010.

11.	 Moura JPG, Brandão LB, Barcessat ARP. Estudo da Terapia Fotodinâmica 

(PDT) no reparo de lesões teciduais: estudo de casos clínicos. Estação 

Científica (UNIFAP). 2018;8(1):103-10. https://doi.org/10.18468/

estcien.2018v8n1.p103-110.

12.	 Pantò F, Adamo L, Giordano C, Licciardello C. Efficacy and safety of 

photodynamic therapy with RLP068 for diabetic foot ulcers: a review 

of the literature and clinical experience. Drugs Context. 2020;9:2019-

10-3. Erratum in: Drugs Context. 202021;9. PMID: 32158488; https://

doi.org/10.7573/dic.2019-10-3.

13.	 Brandão MGSA, Ximenes MAM, Ramalho AO, et al. Effects of low-level 

laser therapy on the healing of foot ulcers in people with diabetes 

mellitus. Braz J Enterostomal Ther. 2020;18(e0320):1-8. https://doi.

org/10.30886/estima.v18.844_IN.

14.	 Bernardes LO, Jurado SR. Efeitos da laserterapia no tratamento de lesões 

por pressão: uma revisão sistemática. Rev Cuid. 2018;9(3):2423-34. 

https://doi.org/10.15649/cuidarte.v9i3.574.

15.	 Leal TC, Budó M de LD, Schimith MD, Simon BS. Knowledge and practices 

of people with type 2 diabetes mellitus about diabetic foot. RSD. 

2020;9(7):9(7):e618974511. https://doi.org/10.33448/rsd-v9i7.4511.

16.	 Tufanaru C, Munn Z, Aromataris E, Campbell J, Hopp L. Chapter 3: 

Systematic reviews of effectiveness. In: Aromataris E, Munn Z, editors. 

Adelaide: JBI Manual for Evidence Synthesis; 2020. https://doi.

org/10.46658/JBIMES-20-04.

https://doi.org/10.7573/dic.212610
https://revista.spcir.com/index.php/spcir/article/view/339
https://revista.spcir.com/index.php/spcir/article/view/339
https://doi.org/10.1111/iwj.13269
https://doi.org/10.1590/1677-5449.0015
https://doi.org/10.9789/2175-5361.2019.v11i1.124-128
https://doi.org/10.9789/2175-5361.2019.v11i1.124-128
https://www.gvaa.com.br/revista/index.php/INTESA/article/view/8107/7633
https://www.gvaa.com.br/revista/index.php/INTESA/article/view/8107/7633
https://doi.org/10.1089/wound.2019.1028
https://doi.org/10.1089/wound.2019.1028
https://doi.org/10.7547/18-069
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pdpdt.2019.01.010
https://doi.org/10.18468/estcien.2018v8n1.p103-110
https://doi.org/10.18468/estcien.2018v8n1.p103-110
https://doi.org/10.7573/dic.2019-10-3
https://doi.org/10.7573/dic.2019-10-3
https://doi.org/10.30886/estima.v18.844_IN
https://doi.org/10.30886/estima.v18.844_IN
https://doi.org/10.15649/cuidarte.v9i3.574
https://doi.org/10.33448/rsd-v9i7.4511
https://doi.org/10.46658/JBIMES-20-04
https://doi.org/10.46658/JBIMES-20-04


ORIGINAL ARTICLE | Brandão MGSA, Ximenes MAM, Sousa DF, Veras VS, Barros LM, Rabeh SAN, Costa IG, Araújo TM

8     Sao Paulo Med J. 2023;141(6):e2022476

17.	 Galvão TF, Pansani TSA, Harrad D. Principais itens para relatar Revisões 

sistemáticas e Meta-análises: A recomendação PRISMA. Epidemiol 

Serv Saúde. 2015;24(2):335-42. https://doi.org/10.5123/S1679-

49742015000200017.

18.	 Ouzzani M, Hammady H, Fedorowicz Z, Elmagarmid A. Rayyan-a web 

and mobile app for systematic reviews. Syst Rev. 2016 Dec 5;5(1):210. 

PMID: 27919275; https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-016-0384-4.

19.	 Joanna Briggs Institute - JBI. Checklist for randomized controlled 

trials. Critical Appraisal tools for use in JBI Systematic Reviews. JBI. 

2020. Available from: https://jbi.global/sites/default/files/2020-08/

Checklist_for_RCTs.pdf. Accessed in 2023 (Feb 28).

20.	 Carvalho APV, Silva V, Grande AJ. Avaliação do risco de viés de ensaios 

clínicos randomizados pela ferramenta da colaboração Cochrane. 

Diagn Tratamento. 2013;18(1):38-44. Available from: http://files.bvs.br/

upload/S/1413-9979/2013/v18n1/a3444.pdf. Accessed in 2023 (Feb 28).

21.	 Carrinho PM, Andreani DIK, Morete VA, et al. A study on the macroscopic 

morphometry of the lesion area on diabetic ulcers in humans treated 

with photodynamic therapy using two methods of measurement. 

Photomed Laser Surg. 2018;36(1):44-50. PMID: 29023192; https://doi.

org/10.1089/pho.2017.430.

22.	 Tardivo JP, Adami F, Correa JA, Pinhal MA, Baptista MS. A clinical trial 

testing the efficacy of PDT in preventing amputation in diabetic patients. 

Photodiagnosis Photodyn Ther. 2014;11(3):342-50. PMID: 24814697; 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pdpdt.2014.04.007.

23.	 Mannucci E, Genovese S, Monami M, et al. Photodynamic topical 

antimicrobial therapy for infected foot ulcers in patients with diabetes: 

a randomized, double-blind, placebo-controlled study--the D.A.N.T.E 

(Diabetic ulcer Antimicrobial New Topical treatment Evaluation) 

study. Acta Diabetol. 2014;51(3):435-40. PMID: 24352342; https://doi.

org/10.1007/s00592-013-0533-3.

24.	 Morley S, Griffiths J, Philips G, et al. Phase IIa randomized, placebo-

controlled study of antimicrobial photodynamic therapy in bacterially 

colonized, chronic leg ulcers and diabetic foot ulcers: a new approach 

to antimicrobial therapy. Br J Dermatol. 2013;168(3):617-24. PMID: 

23066973; https://doi.org/10.1111/bjd.12098.

25.	 Oyama J, Fernandes Herculano Ramos-Milaré ÁC, Lopes Lera-Nonose 

DSS, et al. Photodynamic therapy in wound healing in vivo: a systematic 

review. Photodiagnosis Photodyn Ther. 2020;30:101682. PMID: 32032780; 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pdpdt.2020.101682.

26.	 Nesi-Reis V, Lera-Nonose DSSL, Oyama J, et  al. Contribution of 

photodynamic therapy in wound healing: A systematic review. 

Photodiagnosis Photodyn Ther. 2018;21:294-305. PMID: 29289704; 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pdpdt.2017.12.015.

27.	 Kawczyk-Krupka A, Pucelik B, Międzybrodzka A, Sieroń AR, Dąbrowski 

JM. Photodynamic therapy as an alternative to antibiotic therapy for the 

treatment of infected leg ulcers. Photodiagnosis Photodyn Ther. 2018;23:132-

43. PMID: 29730283; https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pdpdt.2018.05.001.

28.	 Bennewitz A, Prinz M, Wollina U. Photodynamic therapy to improve 

wound healing in acute and chronic wounds: Tricyclic dye combined 

with low level 810 nm diode laser irradiation. Kosmed Med. 

2013;34(5):208-15. Available from: https://www.gmc-medien.de/

en/2013/11/km-2013-5-wollina/. Accessed in 2023 (Feb 28).

29.	 Freitas MA, Pereira AHC, Fontana LC, Ferreira-Strixino J. Terapia 

fotodinâmica com azul de metileno sobre cepa de Staphylococcus 

aureus resistente à meticilina. Revista Univap. 2017;22(40):329. https://

doi.org/10.18066/revistaunivap.v22i40.817.

30.	 Pipiya SO, Mokrushina YA, Gabibov AG, Smirnov IV, Terekhov SS. Selective 

eradication of staphylococcus aureus by the designer genetically 

programmed yeast biocontrol agent. Antibiotics (Basel). 2020;9(9):527. 

PMID: 32824911; https://doi.org/10.3390/antibiotics9090527.

31.	 Jouhar L, Jaafar RF, Nasreddine R, et al. Microbiological profile and 

antimicrobial resistance among diabetic foot infections in Lebanon. 

Int Wound J. 2020; 17(6):1764-1773. PMID: 32779355; https://doi.

org/10.1111/iwj.13465.

32.	 Ribeiro DML, Carvalho Júnior AR, Vale de Macedo GHR, et  al. 

Polysaccharide-based formulations for healing of skin-related 

wound infections: lessons from animal models and clinical trials. 

Biomolecules. 2019;10(1):63. PMID: 31905975; https://doi.org/10.3390/

biom10010063.

33.	 Brandão MGSA, Ximenes MAM, Cruz GS, et al. Terapia fotodinâmica 

no tratamento de feridas infectadas nos pés de pessoas com diabetes 

mellitus: síntese de boas evidências. Rev Enferm Atual In Derme. 2020; 

92(30):138-45. https://doi.org/10.31011/reaid-2020-v.92-n.30-art.649.

34.	 Warrier A, Mazumder N, Prabhu S, Satyamoorthy K, Muraliet TS. 

Photodynamic therapy to control microbial biofilms. Photodiagnosis 

and Photodynamic Therapy. 2021;33:102090. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

pdpdt.2020.102090.

35.	 Cieplik F, Deng D, Crielaard W, et al. Antimicrobial photodynamic therapy 

- what we know and what we don’t. Crit Rev Microbiol. 2018;44(5):571-

89. PMID: 29749263; https://doi.org/10.1080/1040841X.2018.1467876

36.	 Deyhimi P, Khademi H, Birang R, Akhoondzadeh M. Histological 

evaluation of wound healing process after photodynamic therapy of 

rat oral mucosal ulcer. J Dent (Shiraz). 2016;17(1):43-8. PMID: 26966708.

37.	 Del Core MA, Ahn J, Lewis RB, et al. The evaluation and treatment of diabetic 

foot ulcers and diabetic foot infections. Foot & Ankle Orthopaedics. 

2018;3(1):1-11. https://doi.org/10.1177/2473011418788864.

38.	 Tardivo JP, Serrano R, Zimmermann LM, et al. Is surgical debridement 

necessary in the diabetic foot treated with photodynamic therapy? 

Diabetic Foot & Ankle. 2017;8(1):1-7. https://doi.org/10.1080/200062

5X.2017.1373552.

39.	 Boltes Cecatto R, Siqueira de Magalhães L, Fernanda Setúbal 

Destro Rodrigues M, et al. Methylene blue mediated antimicrobial 

photodynamic therapy in clinical human studies: The state of the 

art. Photodiagnosis Photodyn Ther. 2020;31:101828. PMID: 32473398. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pdpdt.2020.101828.

40.	 Tedesco A, Jesus P. Low level energy photodynamic therapy for skin 

processes and regeneration. photomedicine - advances in clinical 

practice. 2017. http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/65344.

https://doi.org/10.5123/S1679-49742015000200017
https://doi.org/10.5123/S1679-49742015000200017
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13643-016-0384-4
https://jbi.global/sites/default/files/2020-08/Checklist_for_RCTs.pdf
https://jbi.global/sites/default/files/2020-08/Checklist_for_RCTs.pdf
http://files.bvs.br/upload/S/1413-9979/2013/v18n1/a3444.pdf
http://files.bvs.br/upload/S/1413-9979/2013/v18n1/a3444.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1089/pho.2017.430
https://doi.org/10.1089/pho.2017.430
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pdpdt.2014.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00592-013-0533-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00592-013-0533-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjd.12098
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pdpdt.2020.101682
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pdpdt.2017.12.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pdpdt.2018.05.001
https://www.gmc-medien.de/en/2013/11/km-2013-5-wollina/
https://www.gmc-medien.de/en/2013/11/km-2013-5-wollina/
https://doi.org/10.18066/revistaunivap.v22i40.817
https://doi.org/10.18066/revistaunivap.v22i40.817
https://doi.org/10.3390/antibiotics9090527
https://doi.org/10.1111/iwj.13465
https://doi.org/10.1111/iwj.13465
https://doi.org/10.3390/biom10010063
https://doi.org/10.3390/biom10010063
https://doi.org/10.31011/reaid-2020-v.92-n.30-art.649
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pdpdt.2020.102090
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pdpdt.2020.102090
https://doi.org/10.1080/1040841X.2018.1467876
https://doi.org/10.1177/2473011418788864
https://doi.org/10.1080/2000625X.2017.1373552
https://doi.org/10.1080/2000625X.2017.1373552
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pdpdt.2020.101828
http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/65344


Photodynamic therapy for infected foot ulcers in people with diabetes mellitus: a systematic review | ORIGINAL ARTICLE

Sao Paulo Med J. 2023;141(6):e2022476     9

Authors’ contributions: Brandão MGSA: conceptualization (equal), 

methodology (equal), data curation (equal), formal analysis (equal), 

investigation (equal), resources (equal), original writing draft (equal) and 

writing-review and editing (equal); Ximenes MAM: data curation (equal), 

formal analysis (equal), investigation (equal), resources (equal), original 

writing draft (equal) and writing-review and editing (equal); Sousa DF: 

methodology (equal), data curation (equal), formal analysis (equal) and 

original writing draft (supporting); Veras VS: conceptualization (equal), 

methodology (equal), data curation (equal), formal analysis (equal), 

original writing draft (equal) and writing-review and editing (equal); 

Barros LM conceptualization (equal), methodology (equal), data curation 

(equal), formal analysis (equal), original writing draft (equal) and writing-

review and editing (equal); Rabeh SAN: conceptualization (equal), 

methodology (equal), data curation (equal), formal analysis (equal), 

original writing draft (equal) and writing-review and editing (equal); 

Costa IG: conceptualization (equal), methodology (equal), data curation 

(equal), formal analysis (equal), original writing draft (equal) and writing-

review and editing (equal); and Araújo TM: conceptualization (equal), 

methodology (equal), data curation (equal), formal analysis (equal), 

investigation (equal), resources (equal), writing-original draft (equal) and 

writing-review and editing (equal). All authors read and approved the 

final version of the manuscript for publication

Sources of funding: None 

Conflict of interests: None

Date of first submission: August 28, 2022 

Last received: August 28, 2022 

Accepted: February 27, 2023

Address for correspondence: 

Maria Girlane Sousa Albuquerque Brandão 

Av. Governador Lucas Nogueira Garcês, 570 

Cidade Universitária – Ribeirão Preto (SP) – Brasil 

CEP 14051-510 

Tel. (+55 88) 99851-6914 

E-mail: girlanealbuquerque@usp.br

Editor responsible for the evaluation process: 

Paulo Manuel Pêgo-Fernandes, MD, PhD 

Álvaro Nagib Atallah, MD, PhD

© 2023 by Associação Paulista de Medicina  
This is an open access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons license.

mailto:girlanealbuquerque@usp.br

