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Background: Differential diagnosis of systemic inflammatory response 

syndrome (SIRS) with or without infectious cause is critically important in 

terms of initiating antimicrobial agents in case of infectious etiology such as 

ventilator-associated pneumonia (VAP). The aim of this study was to determine 

the diagnostic and prognostic roles of C-reactive protein (CRP) and tumor 

necrosis factor-alpha (TNF-α) in differentiating between ventilator-associated 

pneumonia and SIRS without infectious etiology. 

 Materials and Methods: In this prospective observational study, 91 adult 

intensive care unit (ICU) patients were enrolled. According to established 

diagnostic criteria, they were classified into three groups of “non-SIRS non-

VAP”, “SIRS non-VAP” and “SIRS-VAP”. Serum CRP and TNF-α were 

measured on days 1, 3 and 7 of the study and compared using repeated 

measures ANOVA. 

Results: With respect to diagnosis, there was no significant difference in the 

values of these biomarkers between groups (P>0.05). There was no statistically 

significant “time trend” for C-reactive protein and TNF-α (P>0.05).  

Considering both group effect and Time effect, the changes were not 

significantly different for CRP (P= 0.86) and TNF-α (P=0.69). In contrast, the 

clinical score and the clinical pulmonary infection score (CPIS)  6, had 100% 

specificity for diagnosing VAP. With respect to prognosis, only an unchanged 

or decreasing TNF-α from day 1 to day 3 was marginally associated with 28-

day survival. However, day 1 and day 3 acute physiology and chronic health 

evaluation II (APACHE II) scores were highly associated with 28-day survival. 

Conclusion: Unlike clinical scoring system including CPIS and APACHE II, 

TNF-α and CRP levels were not useful as diagnostic or prognostic biomarkers 

for differentiating between SIRS with VAP etiology and SIRS without infectious 

etiology. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Biomarker measurement in critically ill patients has 

received increasing attention (1, 2). Biomarkers can aid in 

diagnosis or prognosis (1).  For example, in a clinical ICU 

setting the measurement of CRP is now included in the 

surviving sepsis campaign international guidelines as a 
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component of the diagnosis of sepsis (3). Frequent 

biomarker measurements in critically ill patients have been 

reported to be prognostic of outcome (1). For example, 

elevated CRP levels have been reported to be prognostic of 

increased mortality in critically ill septic patients (4, 5). Too 

frequently, these studies omit the comparison of the 

measured value of biomarker to the value of existing 

clinical scoring systems. Thus, it is often unclear whether 

biomarker measurement adds to clinical management and, 

in particular, if biomarker measurement is most helpful in 

establishing a diagnosis or by improving prognostic 

estimates. 

To address these issues, we chose to study a common 

yet challenging problem in the ICU – the diagnosis of VAP. 

VAP is a very common cause of morbidity and mortality in 

ICU patients (2, 6, 7).  The clinical diagnosis of VAP is 

usually based on systemic signs of infection, new or 

expanding pulmonary infiltrates seen on chest 

roentgenogram and bacteriologic evidence of pulmonary 

parenchymal infection (6). Although, microbiologic 

diagnosis of VAP is crucial for specific diagnosis and 

management, it takes a substantial period of time to obtain 

culture results.  Thus, VAP is an important ICU       

problem that would greatly benefit from enhanced 

diagnostic capacity provided by rapid biomarker 

measurements (8-10).   

CRP measurement helps the diagnosis of infection (11). 

However, specificity for infection has been raised as a 

limitation (12). CRP is an acute-phase protein produced by 

the liver, the levels of which rise in response to 

inflammation.  CRP concentrations below ~10 mg/L are 

considered normal. CRP increases slightly with age, 

pregnancy, various kinds of mild inflammation and viral 

infections (10-40 mg/L). Higher levels are observed in 

severe bacterial infections. In contrast to CRP, TNF-α is an 

early indicator of inflammation (13) arising from both 

infectious and non-infectious causes. TNF-α plays an 

important role in pathophysiology of many inflammatory 

disorders, whether due to infection or due to                  

non-infectious causes (12, 14-16).   

We therefore interrogated the diagnostic and 

prognostic value of both CRP and TNF-α in enhancing the 

clinical distinction between 1) critically ill patients with 

and without a clinically defined SIRS, and 2) with and 

without infection (17-19).  To address these issues, we 

chose to follow a prospective cohort of critically ill patients 

for the development of VAP. From a diagnostic 

perspective, we reasoned that TNF-α should distinguish 

between patients with SIRS and without SIRS (non-SIRS) 

while CRP should perform best at distinguishing infection 

(VAP) from no infection (non-VAP). We compared the 

diagnostic ability of these two prototype biomarkers to 

simple clinical scores. Finally, we separately tested the 

prognostic value of these measurements, again compared 

to prognosis from simple clinical scores. These prospective 

and carefully timed measurements raise doubt as to 

whether current biomarkers add substantially to current 

clinical practice in VAP diagnosis and prognosis. 

  

MATERIALS AND METHODS 

This study was carried out from March 2012 to 

February 2013 in the ICUs of a university hospital, in Sari, 

Iran. There are three intensive care units in the hospital 

including medical (12 beds), surgical (eight beds) and 

gynecological (six beds) ICUs. The study was approved by 

the Review Board and Ethics Committee of Research 

Deputy of Mazandaran University of Medical Sciences 

(No: 91-103). All patients or their first relatives (e.g., for 

unconscious patients) were given information about the 

aims and methods of the study and informed consent was 

signed by them before enrolling the study.   

All patients with an ICU stay of greater than 72 hours 

were eligible for inclusion. One hundred and twenty-seven 

ICU patients were screened for potential inclusion. The 

exclusion criteria were 1) discharged or death within 72 

hours of ICU admission (n=16), 2) obstetric patients 

admitted to the ICU following delivery (n=5), 3) diagnosis 

of pneumonia less than 48 hours after intubation (these 

patients were considered to have community acquired 

pneumonia, not VAP) (n=7), 4) patients receiving chronic 
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corticosteroid treatment (n=6), and 5) human 

immunodeficiency virus positive patients (n=2). With these 

exclusions, 91 ICU patients were enrolled for further study. 

Patients were then followed daily for the duration of their 

ICU stay for the occurrence of VAP. 

SIRS was defined using American College of Chest 

Physicians (ACCP) recommendations criteria. That is, 

patients were considered to have SIRS if they met two or 

more of the following conditions: 1) temperature ≥38 or 

≤36oC, 2) heart rate ≥90 beats/min, 3) respiratory rate ≥20 

breaths/min or PaCO2 ≤32 mmHg, and 4) white blood cell 

count ≥12,000 or ≤4,000/mL, or presence of more than 10% 

immature neutrophils (20, 21). VAP was defined by the 

presence of mechanical ventilation, SIRS, a CPIS of greater 

than or equal to 6 and, subsequently, a positive 

endotracheal aspirate culture (6). Endotracheal aspirate 

cultures were only performed in patients who had a 

CPIS6 (22).  

Patients were then categorized into the following three 

groups based on the absence or presence of systemic 

inflammatory response syndrome and the absence or 

presence of VAP as follows.  a) The non-SIRS-non-VAP 

group did not fulfill the definition of SIRS and did not 

fulfill the definition of VAP (n = 22). b) The SIRS-non-VAP 

group included patients who fulfilled the definition of SIRS 

but did not fulfill the definition of VAP (n=39). c) The SIRS-

VAP group fulfilled the definition of SIRS and fulfilled the 

definition of VAP (n=30).  

Demographic data were recorded at the time of ICU 

admission. For non-VAP patients (non-SIRS-non-VAP and 

SIRS-non-VAP) the day of ICU admission was defined as 

the first study day. For patients who subsequently 

developed VAP, the day of VAP development was defined 

as the first study day. Data were collected in the first, third 

and seventh study days.  These data comprised the 

following items: Temperature, heart rate, respiratory rate, 

blood pressure, laboratory analysis including white blood 

cell count (WBC), percentage of neutrophils and band 

forms, serum creatinine, arterial blood gas analysis, and 

plasma CRP and TNF-α concentrations. In addition, CPIS 

and APACHE II scores were determined (23).   

CRP and TNF-α measurements 

Blood samples were drawn on the first, third and 

seventh study days for CRP and TNF-α measurements. 

Blood samples were collected in glass tubes and placed in 

ice containers. Samples were processed within two hours 

by centrifuging at 1,600 g for 15 minutes. Plasma 

supernatant was rapidly frozen and preserved at -70oC 

until final analysis. CRP concentration was measured using 

a particle enhanced turbidimetris assay (Roche, Germany) 

and TNF-α concentration was measured using an enzyme-

linked immune sorbent assay (ELISA. eBioscience, 

Austria). 

Statistical analysis 

We used the Shapiro-Wilk test to determine whether 

data were normally distributed.  Descriptive baseline 

characteristics for comparison of the three groups (non-

SIRS-non-VAP, SIRS-non-VAP, SIRS-VAP) were tabulated 

as mean ± standard deviation (SD) or as percentages. To 

compare the three groups, chi-square test was used for 

categorical data and ANOVA or Kruskal-Wallis test was 

used for continuous data. Using a general linear model, 

CRP and TNF-α concentrations were compared among the 

three groups using two-way repeated measures ANOVA. 

Time of evaluation (days 1, 3 and 7) was the repeated 

factor and patient group (non-SIRS-non-VAP, SIRS-non-

VAP, SIRS-VAP) was the group factor. We used Mauchly’s 

sphericity to test the compound symmetry assumption. 

Additionally, we used a logistic regression analysis to 

determine the association between survival status on day 

28 and biomarker concentrations. Changes in biomarker 

concentrations were divided into dichotomous variables 

(unchanged/decreased versus increased at two times after 

ICU admission), and were entered into univariate and 

multivariate analyses. We entered the variables with 

biological importance and variables with P < 0.20 in 

univariate analysis to multivariable logistic regression 

analysis. In multivariate logistic regression analysis, a P 

value of 0.05 or less was considered statistically significant. 

Data were analyzed using SPSS statistics version 16 and 

Stata version 10. 



208   CRP and TNF- in Ventilator-Associated Pneumonia 

Tanaffos 2016; 15(4): 205-212 

RESULTS 

A total of 91 patients (69 males and 22 females with a 

mean age of 51.9 ± 22.4 years) who fulfilled the 

inclusion/exclusion criteria were studied in this 

prospective observational clinical trial. Twenty-two 

patients were categorized as non-SIRS-non-VAP, 39 as 

SIRS-non-VAP, and 30 as SIRS-VAP.  Demographic and 

clinical characteristics are shown in Table 1. 

Biomarkers as diagnostic factors 

There were no significant differences in the values of 

CRP and TNF-α between groups (between-subject 

differences or group effect) (Figure 1). In addition, there 

was no statistically significant time trend (within-subject 

differences or time effect) for CRP and TNF-α (Figure 1). 

Considering both time effect and group effect, the changes 

were not significantly different for CRP (P= 0.86) and TNF-

α (P=0.69). Thus, TNF-α was not effective in diagnosing 

SIRS, and CRP was not effective in diagnosing VAP in 

patients who had SIRS.  

We used ROC analysis to calculate the sensitivity and 

specificity of CRP to differentiate SIRS-non-VAP from 

SIRS-VAP and similar analysis for TNF-α. Table 2 and 

Figure 2 show the optimal cut-offs and corresponding 

sensitivities, specificities and area under the curve for CRP 

and TNF-α. At days 1, 3 and 7, TNF-α had sensitivity 

values >0.7, but the CRP at all times reached sensitivity 

<0.7. Considering the specificity, just CRP level at day 1 

showed specificity >0.7. The area under the curve of both 

CRP and TNF-α on each given days was not significantly 

different from 0.5. 

In contrast to these biomarkers, we found that every 

patient who had CPIS  6 had positive endotracheal 

aspirate cultures and, hence, VAP. Thus, in this setting 

CPIS  6 had 100% specificity.  

 

Table 1. Baseline demographics and clinical characteristics of patients 

 

Variables 
Non-SIRS-non-VAP 

n=22 

SIRS-non-VAP 

n=39 

SIRS-VAP 

n=30 
P value 

Age, years 52.8±20.4 49.9±24.7 53.0±22.1 0.82 

Sex (M/F) 16/6 29/10 24/6 0.8 

Length of stay in hospital prior to admission to ICU; days 3.6±6.4 2.8±5.9 1.4±4.1 0.34 

Use of antibiotics prior to admission to ICU; n (%)  13 (59.1) 30 (76.9) 25 (86.3) 0.08 

APACHE II score 15.4±8.0 17.3±7.0 16.4±6.8 0.58 

Mechanically ventilated; n (%) 8 (36%) 25 (64%) 30 (100) < 0.001 

Days on mechanical ventilation during a 28-day stay in ICU 3.5±7.3 6.5±7.9 19.5±9.8 < 0.001 

APACHE II: Acute physiology and chronic health evaluation II; SIRS: Systemic inflammatory response syndrome; VAP: Ventilator-associated pneumonia 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. C-reactive protein and Tumor necrosis factor-α concentrations at study days 1, 3, and 7 in NonSIRS-NonVAP, SIRS-NonVAP, and SIRS-VAP patients.
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Systemic Inflammatory Response Syndrome (SIRS); 

Ventilator-Associated Pneumonia (VAP). There was no 

significant difference in the values of CRP and TNF-α 

between groups (between-subject differences or group 

effect) and there was no statistically significant time trend 

(within-subject differences or time effect) for CRP and 

TNF-α. Considering both time effect and group effect, the 

changes were not significantly different for CRP (P= 0.86) 

and TNF-α (P=0.69). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Receiver operating characteristic curve for sensitivity and specificity of 

C-reactive protein and tumor necrosis factor-alpha at days 1, 3, and 7 of 

diagnosis for discriminating SIRS-nonVAP from SIRS-VAP 

 

Table 2: Area under the curve as well as sensitivity and specificity for the chosen 

cut-off levels of C-reactive protein and Tumor necrosis factor-alpha at 1, 3 and 7 

days after ICU admission for the end point condition (SIRS-non-VAP and SIRS-

VAP) 

 

 Cut-off Sensitivity Specificity AUC P value 

CRP day 1 87.5 33.3 77.3 0.521 0.81 

CRP day 3 63.5 45.8 54.5 0.483 0.84 

CRP day 7 73.5 45.8 63.6 0.473 0.75 

TNF-α day 1 8.4 70.8 36.4 0.456 0.61 

TNF-α day 3 8.25 79.2 31.8 0.451 0.57 

TNF-α day 7 7.5 87.5 31.8 0.491 0.91 

APACHE II day 1 15 0.65 0.52 0.594 0.29 

APACHE II day 3 16.5 0.61 0.57 0.521 0.81 

APACHE II day 7 8 0.83 0.24 0.432 0.44 

 

APACHE II: Acute physiology and chronic health evaluation II; AUC: Area under the curve; 

CRP: C-reactive protein; ICU: Intensive care unit; SIRS: Systemic inflammatory response 

syndrome; TNF-α: Tumor necrosis factor- alpha; VAP: Ventilator-associated pneumonia 

Biomarkers as prognostic factors 

Two, eight and 17 patients died by days three, seven 

and 28 after ICU admission, respectively.  We tested early 

biomarker levels (day 1 and day 3) for prognostic value of 

mortality, reasoning that many deaths had occurred by day 

7 and day 7 was late in the typical course of VAP.  

Biomarker levels (median and range) in survivors and non-

survivors (28 days after study inclusion) on day one and 

day three are shown in Table 3. While CRP and TNF-α 

were not predictive of mortality, APACHE II scores were 

significantly different between survivors and non-

survivors on day one (P=0.008) and day three (P=0.005). 

 

Table 3. Biomarker levels (median and percentile range 25-75%) in survivors and 

non-survivors 

 

Biomarkers 
Non-survivors 

(n=17) 

Survivors 

(n=74) 
P value 

CRP day 1 40 (23-80) 60.5 (32-84.8) 0.48 

CRP day 3 43 (28.3-84) 46 (29.5-76) 1 

TNF-α day 1 12 (8-22.2) 9.2 (7.8-18.4) 0.41 

TNF-α day 3 9.1 (7.7-14.7) 10.2 (8-18) 0.35 

APACHE II day 1 21 (16.3-25) 15.5 (11.8-20) 0.008 

APACHE II day 3 18 (16-22) 15 (10-18) 0.005 

 

APACHE II: Acute physiology and chronic health evaluation II; CRP: C-reactive protein; TNF-

α: Tumor necrosis factor- alpha; VAP: Ventilator-associated pneumonia 

 

No change or reduction in TNF-α occurred in 39 of 74 

(59.1%) survivors but only in 4 of 17 (25.2%) non-survivors 

(P=0.014).  No change or reduction in CRP from day 1 to 

day 3 occurred in 43 of 74 (64.2%) survivors and in 7 of 17 

(43.8%) non-survivors (P=0.13). A multivariable logistic 

regression model for survival status revealed that only no 

change or reduction in TNF-α from day 1 to day 3 (OR= 

10.2, 95% confidence interval 25 to 100, P = 0.044) and 

APACHE II (OR= 6.58, 1.15 to 37.0, P = 0.034) remained 

significant.   

 

DISCUSSION 

Diagnosis of sepsis and, hence, the need to initiate 

antibiotic therapy is crucial for good clinical outcomes. 

New sepsis guidelines propose monitoring of CRP and 
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serum cytokines to aid in the diagnosis of sepsis in 

critically-ill patients in the ICU. To test these proposals 

directly we chose VAP as an important example in the ICU 

and measured CRP and TNF-α concentrations over the 

first seven days. We compared these measurements to 

clinical scoring systems to determine whether they 

contributed to establishing a diagnosis or improving 

prognostic estimates.   

With regard to diagnosis we found that CPIS  6 had 

100% specificity for diagnosing VAP.  However, CRP and 

TNF-α during the first week of ICU stay did not 

distinguish between critically-ill patients without SIRS or 

VAP (non-SIRS-non-VAP), patients with SIRS but no VAP 

(SIRS-non-VAP), and patients who had SIRS and VAP 

(SIRS-VAP). Following changes in these biomarkers over 

time did not show diagnostic ability either.   

With regard to prognosis we found that clinical scoring 

using the APACHE II score was a highly significant 

predictor of 28-day mortality. In contrast, neither CRP nor 

TNF-α were predictive of 28-day mortality. In further 

analysis, we found that no change or reduction in 

concentration of TNF-α from day 1 to day 3 was more 

common in survivors than non-survivors. Hillas et al, also 

demonstrated that higher level of CRP at day 7 in VAP 

patients was associated with development of septic shock, 

although it could not predict VAP survival (24).   

The sensitivity of CRP on day 1 to discriminate “SIRS-

non-VAP” from “SIRS-VAP” was very low (e.g., 33.3%).  In 

most previous studies, CRP levels have been referred to be 

an indicator of morbidity and mortality rather than a 

diagnostic test (10, 11, 17, 25, 26).  Póvoa et al. found that in 

community acquired sepsis patients admitted to the ICU, 

the survivors had a lower CRP level on days three to five 

of stay in the ICU compared to non-survivors (11). The 

pattern of CRP changes could predict the postoperative 

complications and higher one-year mortality in patients 

undergoing esophagectomy (10).  CRP levels more than 10 

mg/dL were associated with 6.6 times higher mortality in 

respiratory ICU patients (25).  Considering the prognostic 

utility of CRP, it was used successfully for assessing 

response to antibiotics (8), risk stratification of 

cardiovascular disease (17) and for predicting acute brain 

dysfunction in critically-ill patients (26).   

In cardiac surgery patients, serum CRP was not a 

diagnostic marker for VAP although procalcitonin was 

(27).  Similar results of preference of procalcitonin over 

CRP was reported in discriminating SIRS and sepsis (18) 

and also as a marker for detection of early VAP (9) or VAP 

in patients with a successful cardiopulmonary resuscitation 

(28). The assay of CRP in bronchoalveolar lavage fluid was 

also not helpful in the diagnosis of VAP (29).  Decrease in 

CRP, as decrease in PCT, Sequential Organ Failure 

Assessment and APACHE II was associated with the 

prediction of survival of VAP patients (30).  APACHE II is 

an established and feasible outcome predictor tool in 

critically-ill patients including septic patients who are at 

high risk of death and who are more likely to benefit from 

intervention (31, 32). We found that APACHE II is a better 

predictor of survival compared to CRP and TNF-α.  

In our study, TNF-α, similar to CRP, could not 

differentiate between “SIRS-VAP” and “SIRS-non-VAP”, 

although higher TNF-α on day three was associated with a 

higher mortality.  The sensitivity of TNF-α at all three time 

points was more than 70%, but the area under the curves of 

sensitivity and specificity was not significantly different 

from 0.5.  In most studies, the trend of inflammatory 

mediators was compared between SIRS and sepsis/septic 

shock (19, 33).  A higher level of TNF-α was observed in 

sepsis patients compared to SIRS or control groups.  Also, 

higher TNF-α level was associated with higher occurrence 

of disseminated intravascular coagulation and mortality. In 

contrast, it was reported that TNF-α dynamics were not 

associated with risk estimation of mortality in SIRS of 

infectious origin (19).  In our study, we found a prognostic 

role for TNF-α at D3, as higher level was inversely 

associated with survival, irrespective of the primary cause 

of inflammation. 

Recently, simultaneous use of several inflammatory 

markers including cell-surface (e.g., triggering receptor 

expressed by myeloid cells-1, CD11b and CD62L) and 



Salehifar E, et al.   211 

Tanaffos 2016; 15(4): 205-212 

soluble markers (IL-1beta, IL-6, IL-8, sTREM-1, 

Procalcitonin) has been used successfully to discriminate 

between VAP and non-VAP cases (34). One limitation of 

our study was that we did not measure some other 

biomarkers such as IL-6 and IL-8 in our study.   

The overall conclusion of the study is that TNF-α and 

CRP levels were not capable of differentiating “SIRS-non-

VAP” from “SIRS-VAP” patients. Instead, a readily 

available diagnostic scoring system, CPIS  6, had 100% 

specificity for diagnosing VAP.  Similarly, TNF-α and CRP 

levels had little prognostic ability while a standard clinical 

severity of illness scoring system, APACHE II, was 

significantly prognostic. These prospective and carefully 

timed measurements raise doubt as to whether current 

biomarkers add substantially to current clinical practice in 

VAP diagnosis and prognosis. 

 

Acknowledgement 

We would like to thank the Research and Technology 

Deputy of Mazandaran University of Medical Sciences for 

financial support of this study.   

 

Conflict of Interest  

The authors of this manuscript declare no competing 

financial interests. 

 

REFERENCES 

1.  Walley KR. Biomarkers in sepsis. Curr Infect Dis Rep 

2013;15(5):413-20.  

2. Vincent JL, Teixeira L. Sepsis biomarkers. Value and 

limitations. Am J Respir Crit Care Med 2014;190(10):1081-2.  

3. Dellinger RP, Levy MM, Rhodes A, Annane D, Gerlach H, 

Opal SM, et al. Surviving sepsis campaign: international 

guidelines for management of severe sepsis and septic shock: 

2012. Crit Care Med 2013;41(2):580-637.  

4. Silvestre J, Coelho L, Póvoa P. Should C-reactive protein 

concentration at ICU discharge be used as a prognostic 

marker? BMC Anesthesiol 2010;10:17.  

5. Garnacho-Montero J, Huici-Moreno MJ, Gutiérrez-Pizarraya 

A, López I, Márquez-Vácaro JA, Macher H, et al. Prognostic 

and diagnostic value of eosinopenia, C-reactive protein, 

procalcitonin, and circulating cell-free DNA in critically ill 

patients admitted with suspicion of sepsis. Crit Care 

2014;18(3):R116.  

6. Chastre J, Fagon JY. Ventilator-associated pneumonia. Am J 

Respir Crit Care Med 2002;165(7):867-903. 

7. Parsons M. Cytokine storm in the pediatric oncology patient. J 

Pediatr Oncol Nurs 2010;27(5):253-8.  

8. Moreno MS, Nietmann H, Matias CM, Lobo SM. C-reactive 

protein: a tool in the follow-up of nosocomial pneumonia. J 

Infect 2010;61(3):205-11.  

9. Pelosi P, Barassi A, Severgnini P, Gomiero B, Finazzi S, Merlini 

G, et al. Prognostic role of clinical and laboratory criteria to 

identify early ventilator-associated pneumonia in brain injury. 

Chest 2008;134(1):101-8.  

10. van Genderen ME, Lima A, de Geus H, Klijn E, Wijnhoven B, 

Gommers D, et al. Serum C-reactive protein as a predictor of 

morbidity and mortality in intensive care unit patients after 

esophagectomy. Ann Thorac Surg 2011;91(6):1775-9.  

11. Póvoa P, Teixeira-Pinto AM, Carneiro AH; Portuguese 

Community-Acquired Sepsis Study Group SACiUCI. C-

reactive protein, an early marker of community-acquired 

sepsis resolution: a multi-center prospective observational 

study. Crit Care 2011;15(4):R169.  

12. Thompson D, Pepys MB, Wood SP. The physiological 

structure of human C-reactive protein and its complex with 

phosphocholine. Structure 1999;7(2):169-77. 

13. Yousef AA, Amr YM, Suliman GA. The diagnostic value of 

serum leptin monitoring and its correlation with tumor 

necrosis factor-alpha in critically ill patients: a prospective 

observational study. Crit Care 2010;14(2):R33.  

14. Schrag B, Roux-Lombard P, Schneiter D, Vaucher P, Mangin P, 

Palmiere C. Evaluation of C-reactive protein, procalcitonin, 

tumor necrosis factor alpha, interleukin-6, and interleukin-8 as 

diagnostic parameters in sepsis-related fatalities. Int J Legal 

Med 2012;126(4):505-12.  

15. Fransen L, Müller R, Marmenout A, Tavernier J, Van der 

Heyden J, Kawashima E, et al. Molecular cloning of mouse 

tumour necrosis factor cDNA and its eukaryotic expression. 

Nucleic Acids Res 1985;13(12):4417-29. 



212   CRP and TNF- in Ventilator-Associated Pneumonia 

Tanaffos 2016; 15(4): 205-212 

16. Kriegler M, Perez C, DeFay K, Albert I, Lu SD. A novel form of 

TNF/cachectin is a cell surface cytotoxic transmembrane 

protein: ramifications for the complex physiology of TNF. Cell 

1988;53(1):45-53. 

17. Zimmerman MA, Selzman CH, Cothren C, Sorensen AC, 

Raeburn CD, Harken AH. Diagnostic implications of C-

reactive protein. Arch Surg 2003;138(2):220-4. 

18. Meynaar IA, Droog W, Batstra M, Vreede R, Herbrink P. In 

Critically Ill Patients, Serum Procalcitonin Is More Useful in 

Differentiating between Sepsis and SIRS than CRP, Il-6, or 

LBP. Crit Care Res Pract 2011;2011:594645.  

19. Presterl E, Staudinger T, Pettermann M, Lassnigg A, 

Burgmann H, Winkler S, et al. Cytokine profile and correlation 

to the APACHE III and MPM II scores in patients with sepsis. 

Am J Respir Crit Care Med 1997;156(3 Pt 1):825-32. 

20. Sinha M, Desai S, Mantri S, Kulkarni A. Procalcitonin as an 

adjunctive biomarker in sepsis. Indian J Anaesth 

2011;55(3):266-70.  

21. Vaschetto R, Nicola S, Olivieri C, Boggio E, Piccolella F, 

Mesturini R, et al. Serum levels of osteopontin are increased in 

SIRS and sepsis. Intensive Care Med 2008;34(12):2176-84.  

22. Pugin J, Auckenthaler R, Mili N, Janssens JP, Lew PD, Suter 

PM. Diagnosis of ventilator-associated pneumonia by 

bacteriologic analysis of bronchoscopic and nonbronchoscopic 

"blind" bronchoalveolar lavage fluid. Am Rev Respir Dis 

1991;143(5 Pt 1):1121-9. 

23. Knaus WA, Zimmerman JE, Wagner DP, Draper EA, 

Lawrence DE. APACHE-acute physiology and chronic health 

evaluation: a physiologically based classification system. Crit 

Care Med 1981;9(8):591-7. 

24. Hillas G, Vassilakopoulos T, Plantza P, Rasidakis A, Bakakos 

P. C-reactive protein and procalcitonin as predictors of 

survival and septic shock in ventilator-associated pneumonia. 

Eur Respir J 2010;35(4):805-11.  

25. Ozsu S, Yilmaz G, Yilmaz I, Oztuna F, Bulbul Y, Ozlu T. C-

reactive protein alone or combined with cardiac troponin T for 

risk stratification of respiratory intensive care unit patients. 

Respir Care 2011;56(7):1002-8.  

26. McGrane S, Girard TD, Thompson JL, Shintani AK, 

Woodworth A, Ely EW, et al. Procalcitonin and C-reactive 

protein levels at admission as predictors of duration of acute 

brain dysfunction in critically ill patients. Crit Care 

2011;15(2):R78.  

27. Jiao J, Wang M, Zhang J, Shen K, Liao X, Zhou X. Procalcitonin 

as a diagnostic marker of ventilator-associated pneumonia in 

cardiac surgery patients. Exp Ther Med 2015;9(3):1051-1057.  

28. Oppert M, Reinicke A, Müller C, Barckow D, Frei U, Eckardt 

KU. Elevations in procalcitonin but not C-reactive protein are 

associated with pneumonia after cardiopulmonary 

resuscitation. Resuscitation 2002;53(2):167-70. 

29. Linssen CF, Bekers O, Drent M, Jacobs JA. C-reactive protein 

and procalcitonin concentrations in bronchoalveolar lavage 

fluid as a predictor of ventilator-associated pneumonia. Ann 

Clin Biochem 2008;45(Pt 3):293-8.  

30. Seligman R, Meisner M, Lisboa TC, Hertz FT, Filippin TB, 

Fachel JM, et al. Decreases in procalcitonin and C-reactive 

protein are strong predictors of survival in ventilator-

associated pneumonia. Crit Care 2006;10(5):R125. 

31. Eichacker PQ, Parent C, Kalil A, Esposito C, Cui X, Banks SM, 

et al. Risk and the efficacy of antiinflammatory agents: 

retrospective and confirmatory studies of sepsis. Am J Respir 

Crit Care Med 2002;166(9):1197-205. 

32. Zimmerman JE, Kramer AA, McNair DS, Malila FM. Acute 

Physiology and Chronic Health Evaluation (APACHE) IV: 

hospital mortality assessment for today's critically ill patients. 

Crit Care Med 2006;34(5):1297-310. 

33. Ding H, Cao XY, Ma XG, Zhou WJ. Endothelial cell injury with 

inflammatory cytokine and coagulation in patients with 

sepsis. World J Emerg Med 2013;4(4):285-9.  

34. Grover V, Pantelidis P, Soni N, Takata M, Shah PL, Wells AU, 

et al. A biomarker panel (Bioscore) incorporating monocytic 

surface and soluble TREM-1 has high discriminative value for 

ventilator-associated pneumonia: a prospective observational 

study. PLoS One 2014;9(10):e109686. 

 

 


