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 2 

ABSTRACT 1 

Objective: Pelvic radiotherapy (RT) often results in toxicity to the gastrointestinal tract and 2 

clinical trials have demonstrated a potentially beneficial role of dietary supplements in 3 

overcoming this problem, mainly acute effects. This systematic review and meta-analysis 4 

were undertaken with the aim of evaluating the efficacy of several dietary supplement 5 

interventions in preventing or alleviating symptoms of gastrointestinal toxicity in patients 6 

undergoing RT for a range of common pelvic malignancies. 7 

Design: The search protocol was prospectively submitted to PROSPERO at the University of 8 

York. CENTRAL, MEDLINE, EMBASE, and ClinicalTrials.gov were searched up to June 2020 for 9 

randomised controlled clinical trials. Interventions included four supplement categories: 10 

biotics, amino acids, poly-unsaturated fatty acids and polyphenols. Efficacy was determined 11 

with reference to outcomes based on symptoms of acute gastrointestinal toxicity, including 12 

diarrhoea, nausea and vomiting. 13 

Results: Twenty-three randomised controlled trials (1919 patients) were identified in this 14 

review. Compared with placebo, probiotics, synbiotics and polyphenols were significantly 15 

associated with a lower risk of diarrhoea. Biotic supplements also reduced the risk of 16 

moderate to severe diarrhoea and the need for anti-diarrhoeal medication. In contrast, 17 

amino acid supplements had no effect on acute symptoms. There was a non-significant 18 

trend for reduction in nausea and mean bowel movements per day using dietary 19 

supplements. 20 

Conclusions: Biotic supplements, especially probiotics and synbiotics, reduce acute 21 

symptoms of gastrointestinal toxicity in patients undergoing pelvic radiotherapy. More 22 

randomised placebo-controlled studies with larger numbers of patients are needed to 23 
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 3 

define specific formulations for supplement interventions that will be of greatest benefit to 1 

patients. 2 

 3 

Summary box 4 

1. What is already known about this subject? 5 

Clinical trials have indicated a potentially beneficial role of dietary supplements for the 6 

prevention and treatment of radiation-induced gastrointestinal symptoms. 7 

2. What are the new findings? 8 

In this systematic review, we found biotics and polyphenols can significantly reduce the risk 9 

of diarrhoea, while biotics were also associated with a lower incidence of moderate to 10 

severe diarrhoea and anti-diarrhoeal medication use. Among biotic supplements, both 11 

synbiotics and probiotics were found to be potentially beneficial in the prevention of 12 

diarrhoea. 13 

3. How might it impact on clinical practice in the foreseeable future? 14 

Cancer patients undergoing pelvic RT may benefit from taking biotic supplements for 15 

alleviation of gastrointestinal toxicity symptoms following pelvic radiation. More 16 

randomised controlled trials are required to determine the optimum formulations and 17 

combinations. 18 

 19 

Trial registration number 20 

The study protocol was published on the PROSPERO international prospective register of 21 

systematic reviews (registration number CRD42020183304). 22 

 23 
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Keywords (up to 10): amino acids, dietary supplements, meta-analysis, pelvic radiotherapy, 1 

polyphenols, poly-unsaturated acids, prebiotics, probiotics, synbiotics, systematic review. 2 

  3 
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 5 

BACKGROUND 1 

Radiotherapy is a major cancer treatment modality, used to treat approximately 50% of 2 

patients1. Chemoradiation (concurrent delivery of systemic chemotherapy) is generally 3 

preferred over radiotherapy alone for most pelvic malignancies, including tumours of the 4 

lower gastrointestinal, gynaecological and urological (with the exception of prostate cancer) 5 

tracts2. Over 200,000 patients in the US are treated with pelvic or abdominal radiotherapy 6 

each year3. It is inevitable that normal gastrointestinal tissues are exposed to radiation 7 

during pelvic radiotherapy4, with approximately 80% of patients developing acute 8 

symptoms of radiation-induced gastrointestinal toxicity5. However, despite their impact on 9 

patients’ quality of life, no prophylactic agents for the alleviation of gastrointestinal side-10 

effects from pelvic radiation have been approved to date6. 11 

 12 

The intestine is particularly radiosensitive due to the presence of rapidly replicating crypt 13 

cells. Following irradiation, mucosal biopsies show evidence of extensive surface epithelial 14 

atrophy, widespread disruption of absorptive and secretory activity and acute crypt 15 

inflammation crypts7. Acute symptoms usually develop during or immediately after RT, and 16 

typically improve within three months following RT8. The most common acute side effect is 17 

diarrhoea, affecting up to 80% of all patients9. Other symptoms, such as abnormal stool 18 

output, vomiting and gastrointestinal discomfort are also very common. Late symptoms 19 

include GI bleeding, fistula, stricture and colostomy10. 20 

 21 

Use of a dietary supplement is aimed at boosting daily intake of specific nutrients, to much 22 

higher levels than obtained from the diet, to alleviate symptoms of gastrointestinal toxicity. 23 

Such dietary supplements include biotics, amino acids, poly-unsaturated fatty acids (PUFAs) 24 
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 6 

and polyphenols. Probiotics, mainly of the Lactobacillus and Bifidobacteria genera, are live 1 

microorganisms thought to produce health benefits following passage to the intestine11. 2 

Prebiotics are soluble or non-soluble dietary fibres, that pass undigested through the upper 3 

gastrointestinal tract and are metabolised by bacteria in the colon, thus enhancing gut 4 

microbiota beneficial to the host’s health12. Examples of prebiotics include inulin, fructo-5 

oligosaccharide, psyllium husk and alpha-amylase resistant starch. The use of synbiotics 6 

refers to administration of a combination of prebiotics and probiotics; the presence of the 7 

prebiotic enhances survival of the probiotics in the lower gastrointestinal tract. 8 

Administration of probiotics, prebiotics and synbiotics can alter the gut microbiota and 9 

production of key metabolites, resulting in reduced symptoms of disease and promotion of 10 

well-being13 14. 11 

 12 

Amino acids, poly-unsaturated acids (PUFAs) and polyphenolic compounds have also been 13 

employed in supplement intervention strategies in pelvic RT. Dietary PUFAs comprise a 14 

number of molecules. Anti-inflammatory effects of the omega-6 PUFA conjugated linolenic 15 

acids (CLA) are seen in inflammatory bowel disease15. Furthermore, the omega-3 fatty acids, 16 

docosahexaenoic acid (DHA) and eicosapentaenoic acid (EPA), may be capable of boosting 17 

cancer cell sensitivity to drugs16. Glutamine is the most abundant amino acid with important 18 

roles in support of mucosal growth and function. Evidence from animal studies confirms 19 

that dietary glutamine supplementation can protect the small intestinal epithelium from 20 

radiation damage17. Polyphenolic compounds extracted from plants, such as flavanols, 21 

flavandiols, epigallocatchin and genistein, can also suppress or alleviate radiation-induced 22 

intestinal injury. Oral administration of curcumin reversed morphological damage caused by 23 

radiation treatment to rat ileal villi18. Genistein and other isoflavones extracted from soy 24 
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 7 

bean are similarly implicated in anti-inflammatory responses, protecting irradiated mouse 1 

jejunum from adverse changes and attenuating tumour growth19. 2 

 3 

This review tests the hypothesis that administration of oral dietary supplements for cancer 4 

patients receiving pelvic radiotherapy may trigger changes in the lower gastrointestinal tract 5 

which lead to a reduction in gastrointestinal toxicity. We conducted a systematic review and 6 

meta-analysis of randomised controlled trials (RCTs), with the aim of determining whether 7 

dietary interventions using supplements can alleviate symptoms of gastrointestinal toxicity 8 

in pelvic RT patients, including diarrhoea, nausea, vomiting, flatulence/bloating and bowel 9 

movement frequency. 10 

11 
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METHODS 1 

Search strategy and study selection 2 

The following electronic databases were searched from inception to the search date 3 

(19/06/2020) for relevant literature: Cochrane CENTRAL, Ovid Medline, Ovid Embase, and 4 

ClinicalTrials.gov. The search strategies included both medical subject heading and free text 5 

terms to retrieve relevant RCTs and non-randomised studies about the gastrointestinal side 6 

effects in cancer patients undergoing pelvic radiotherapy, limiting to studies in humans only. 7 

The full set of search strategies is available in Appendix 1 to 3, and inclusion and exclusion 8 

criteria are available in the PROSPERO registration20. Relevant articles were identified on 9 

PubMed. Handsearching of meta-analyses, systematic reviews and papers identified studies 10 

not indexed in the electronic databases used for this review. All titles and abstracts 11 

retrieved by electronic searches were downloaded and duplications removed using EndNote 12 

reference management software. Full-text copies of short-listed titles were obtained to 13 

determine if they met the eligibility criteria. Multiple reports of the same study data were 14 

eliminated, thus any original data were only included once. 15 

Data extraction 16 

Systematic data collection from included studies was conducted using a data collection form 17 

designed specifically for this review. It included the following information (where available) 18 

for each dataset: publication year, study design, participants (number, age distribution, 19 

gender distribution, details of malignancy, details relevant to inclusion and exclusion 20 

criteria), current cancer treatment (duration, fractionation and dose of RT and details of any 21 

chemotherapy), intervention (type of supplement, route of intervention, formulation, dose, 22 

timing with respect to RT, length of treatment and follow-up) and measured outcomes 23 
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 9 

(diarrhoea incidence and severity and details of other GI symptoms recorded as toxicity 1 

scores, patient-reported outcome measure scores, questionnaires or interview scores). 2 

Details of included studies were summarised according to the PICO model21. Where raw 3 

data were unavailable, EndNote was used to facilitate extraction of data from charts and 4 

graphs of the included studies22. Details of outcomes included time points at which they 5 

were reported by study authors. 6 

Outcome assessment 7 

Different measures of treatment effects were used for dichotomous and continuous 8 

outcomes, namely, risk ratio (RR) for dichotomous outcomes and the mean difference (MD) 9 

between the intervention and control arms for continuous outcomes.  10 

Standardised mean difference (SMD) was used to compare to compare results from studies 11 

that reported the same outcomes measured on different scales. 12 

Study quality 13 

Risk of bias assessment was carried out for all studies that met the inclusion criteria, using 14 

the Cochrane Risk of Bias 2 (ROB2) tool23. The ROB2 framework investigates five domains in 15 

a study, namely, the biases arising from the randomisation process, due to deviations from 16 

intended interventions, due to missing outcome data, in measurement of the outcome and 17 

in the selection of the reported result, with three levels of risk of bias, namely, low risk, 18 

some concerns and high risk. The risk of bias across the five domains was then used to 19 

derive an overall risk score. Judgements were based on assessment of statements in the 20 

included studies relevant to study design. In some instances, key information was 21 

incomplete, unclear or omitted from published protocols.  22 

Assessment of heterogeneity and publication bias 23 
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To assess the heterogeneity, we used a chi-squared test and I2 24 25. P values less than 0.1 1 

were considered as evidence of heterogeneity. I2 values between 0% to 40% indicated 2 

‘might not be important’, 30% to 60% indicated ‘may represent moderate heterogeneity’, 3 

50% to 90% indicated ‘may represent substantial heterogeneity’ and 75% to 100% indicated 4 

‘considerable heterogeneity’ based on the Cochrane handbook26. Tau-squared is the 5 

estimated standard deviation of underlying effects across studies. Begg’s funnel plots were 6 

used to visually assess asymmetry potentially due to publication bias. 7 

Data synthesis and statistical analysis 8 

Meta-analyses were performed to measure the effect of dietary supplements on an 9 

outcome, in instances where there were three or more studies that reported the same 10 

outcome. All analyses were conducted using RevMan 5.4 and R version 4.0.2 with package 11 

‘meta’27 28 . For dichotomous outcomes, risk ratios (RR) were estimated and were meta-12 

analysed using a random effects model using the Mantel-Haenszel (M-H) method29. For 13 

continuous outcomes, mean differences (MD) were estimated and were pooled using a 14 

random effects model with the inverse variance (IV) method. 95% confidence intervals (CI) 15 

for all estimates were calculated. For each outcome, the studies selected for quantitative 16 

analysis were divided into subgroups, based on the class of intervention. Studies that met 17 

inclusion criteria investigated the effect of one of the following classes: biotics, amino acids, 18 

PUFAs and polyphenols. Subgroup analysis by subclass of biotic intervention (prebiotic, 19 

probiotic and synbiotic) was also performed. Meta-regression by mean age, proportion of 20 

male participants and sample size was used to assess whether the effects of interventions 21 

on incidence of diarrhoea varied by these study characteristics. 22 

Patient and public involvement 23 

There was no patient or public involvement in the design or conduct of this study.  24 
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 11 

RESULTS 1 

The search of the four primary databases identified 23,542 titles published between 1946 2 

and June 2020 (search process summarised in Figure 1). After 5,825 duplications were 3 

removed, a total of 17,717 entries remained. These studies were manually reviewed by title 4 

and abstract and 17 met the inclusion criteria. Six further studies were identified from 5 

manual searches of the reference sections of research articles. Finally, 23 studies met the 6 

inclusion criteria and could be used for quantitative analysis. The effects of interventions on 7 

incidence of diarrhoea did not vary by mean age, proportion of male participants or sample 8 

size (Figure S1). Results of the overall and individual risk of bias assessments for each of the 9 

five domains are presented in Figure S2. Fourteen studies had low risk, three studies had 10 

moderate risk, and six studies had high overall risk of bias. 11 

 12 

Included studies and characteristics of included studies 13 

In total 23 studies involving a total of 1,919 patients met the inclusion criteria and for each 14 

outcome, they were grouped by intervention category. These studies were all randomised 15 

controlled trials and their characteristics are shown in the Table 1. All included studies 16 

investigated the effect of dietary supplements on acute symptoms of gastrointestinal 17 

toxicity. However, the individual trials differed widely in the symptoms and outcomes they 18 

reported. In total, the trials included in the review reported ten different relevant 19 

symptoms. For each symptom, data could be expressed according to the following three 20 

outcomes: number of events, severity and time, as shown in Table S1. 21 

  22 
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 12 

Efficacy of dietary supplements in preventing diarrhoea 1 

The meta-analysis comprising 1,625 patients showed that dietary supplements reduced the 2 

risk of diarrhoea (Figure 2). The pooled risk ratio (RR) was 0.79 (95% CI: 0.66 to 0.94; 3 

P=0.007) and there was significant heterogeneity amongst the studies (I2=73%; P<0.001). 4 

The funnel plot for this meta-analysis (Figure 3) was largely symmetrical, implying only mild 5 

publication bias in the references included. There was no evidence that heterogeneity was 6 

due to mean age or sex of participants or sample size of the studies. Meta-analyses were 7 

then carried out for biotic, amino acid, poly-unsaturated fatty acid and polyphenol 8 

interventions. 9 

 10 

Efficacy of biotics in preventing diarrhoea 11 

Biotic interventions significantly reduced the risk of diarrhoea with a RR of 0.66 (95% CI: 12 

0.51 to 0.86; P=0.002) (Figure 2). All studies, except Giralt et al30, had a RR of less than 1, 13 

suggesting the protective role of biotics against diarrhoea. The heterogeneity, I2, among 14 

these studies was 76% (P<0.001), so further analysis of the subclasses of probiotics and 15 

synbiotics was performed (Figure 4). The risk ratio for synbiotics (RR=0.45; 95% CI: 0.28 to 16 

0.73) was lower than for probiotics (RR=0.71; 95% CI: 0.52 to 0.99). There was little 17 

heterogeneity among studies on synbiotics (I2=0%; P=0.50). 18 

 19 

Efficacy of amino acids in preventing diarrhoea 20 

Amino acid interventions were not associated with risk of diarrhoea with a RR of 1.05 (95% 21 

CI=0.86 to 1.29; P=0.65, Figure 2). Five studies which included 348 patients were used to 22 

compare the incidence of diarrhoea between intervention and control groups. We found 23 

that four studies had consistent results of RR which were close to 1, but only Vidal-24 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 23, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.21.20178814doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.21.20178814
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 13 

Cassariego et al reported a high RR of 2.75. There was high heterogeneity among studies 1 

(I2=62%, P=0.03). 2 

 3 

Efficacy of poly-unsaturated fatty acids in preventing diarrhoea 4 

There was only one study in the category of poly-unsaturated fatty acids reporting the 5 

outcome incidence of diarrhoea (Figure 2). This was a relatively small randomised controlled 6 

trial with only 40 patients. This study had a RR of 0.63 (95% CI=0.25 to 1.58; P=0.32). 7 

 8 

Efficacy of polyphenol in preventing diarrhoea 9 

Two studies compared polyphenols and placebo among 64 patients (Figure 2). Both showed 10 

that the intervention was associated with lower incidence of diarrhoea. The overall RR was 11 

0.30 (95% CI=0.13 to 0.70, P=0.005). There was no evidence of heterogeneity between 12 

these two studies (I2 = 0%, P=0.86). 13 

  14 
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 14 

Efficacy of dietary supplements in preventing moderate to severe diarrhoea 1 

Efficacy of dietary supplements was assessed against moderate to severe diarrhoea, with 2 

the incidence of moderate to severe diarrhoea defined as the incidence of grade 2 or higher 3 

diarrhoea, based on Common Technology Criteria for Adverse Events (CTCAE)31 (Figure 5). 4 

Dietary supplements were associated with a lower risk of moderate to severe diarrhoea 5 

(RR=0.68; 95% CI: 0.48 to 0.98; P=0.04). There was high heterogeneity among studies 6 

(I2=65%, P=0.009). The subgroup analysis suggested that the association was mainly driven 7 

by biotic interventions for which the RR was 0.49 (95% CI: 0.36 to 0.67; P<0.001), but not 8 

amino acids (RR=1.05; 95% CI: 0.82 to 1.34; P=0.70). 9 

 10 

Efficacy of dietary supplements in preventing the use of anti-diarrhoeal medication 11 

Anti-diarrhoeal medication, such as loperamide, is often employed for patients who 12 

experience diarrhoea during or after radiotherapy. Therefore, we measured the effect of 13 

dietary supplements against the incidence of anti-diarrhoeal medication use (Figure 6), and 14 

found that dietary supplements were associated with lower risk of anti-diarrhoeal 15 

medication use in patients (RR=0.67; 95% CI: 0.47 to 0.96; P=0.03) and there was high 16 

heterogeneity among studies (I2=62%, P=0.01). For biotic interventions, the RR was 0.64 17 

(95%CI: 0.44 to 0.92) and heterogeneity was intermediate (I2=45%; P=0.11). 18 

  19 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 23, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.21.20178814doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.21.20178814
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 15 

Effects of dietary supplements on nausea, vomiting, flatulence/bloating and bowel 1 

movement frequency 2 

Table 2 lists the results of meta-analysis of the other outcomes, including nausea, vomiting, 3 

flatulence/bloating and bowel movement frequency. Dietary supplements tended to 4 

decrease the risk of nausea (RR=0.74; 95% CI: 0.36 to 1.50; P=0.40) and the mean number of 5 

bowel movements per day (mean difference=-3.88; 95% CI: -10.29 to 2.52; P<0.001). The 6 

results also showed that the interventions had no effect on vomiting and flatulence/bloating 7 

with relative risks of 0.99 (95% CI: 0.79 to 1.25, P=0.95) and 1.12 (95% CI: 0.59 to 2.12; 8 

P=0.72) respectively. 9 

  10 
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 16 

DISCUSSION 1 

In this review, 23 randomised controlled trials met inclusion criteria for quantitative 2 

analysis. Risk of bias assessment was conducted for each of these studies. Meta-analyses 3 

were carried out for seven of these outcomes. These showed that dietary supplements are 4 

effective in reducing the risk of diarrhoea, experiencing moderate to severe diarrhoea and 5 

anti-diarrhoeal medication use. Subgroup analysis showed that biotic supplements and 6 

polyphenols were effective in reducing the risk of these outcomes, but amino acids were 7 

ineffective. Among the subclasses of biotic interventions, both probiotic and synbiotic 8 

supplements were shown to be effective in reducing the risk of diarrhoea. Taken together, 9 

these results indicate that biotic supplements can reduce the risk of acute diarrhoea and the 10 

severity of diarrhoea in patients undergoing pelvic radiotherapy. 11 

There are important differences within and among the intervention groups regarding the 12 

administration of the dietary supplements. This includes amount, timing and composition of 13 

the supplement. Biotics represent a diverse range of interventions, including prebiotic, 14 

probiotic and synbiotic interventions. Probiotic and synbiotic interventions can be 15 

administered as a single strain/species of bacteria or a mixture of different strains/species. 16 

Since little is known their interactions with the gut microbiota32, it is difficult to directly 17 

compare the included trials. For the included studies, dose and choice of strains were likely 18 

based on empirical observations of perceived benefits to lower gastrointestinal tract health 19 

in other settings. For example, there is a history of treating inflammatory bowel disease using 20 

bacteria with well-established dosage and strain parameters. Even within a bacterial genus, 21 

biological activities are strain-specific. For example, Lactobacillus casei has a different 22 

functional repertoire to other Lactobacillus strains33, making a comparison with studies using 23 
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L. acidophilus or L. rhamnosus difficult. This hampers interpretation of results of using a 1 

mixture of different strains. Delia et al used a cocktail of eight strains, including four strains 2 

of Lactobacilli, three strains of Bifidobacterium, and Streptococcus salivarius34. 3 

Polyphenol interventions are complicated in several respects. Firstly, they are administered 4 

as plant extracts, rather than a single purified active agent. Secondly, polyphenols are subject 5 

to chemical modification in the small intestine35 and limited bioavailability can be a problem. 6 

Conversely, the amino acid interventions in this review are all based on pure glutamine, with 7 

a comparatively narrow range of doses administered (8g - 45g/day). This standardisation 8 

should enable high levels of comparability between trials in this intervention category. The 9 

studies investigating PUFA interventions were based on omega-6 CLA or omega-3 fatty acids 10 

supplements. Only two studies in this intervention category met inclusion criteria, as many 11 

such trials investigate symptoms of radiation-induced cachexia, including weight and skeletal 12 

muscle loss36. 13 

Our study is the only reported meta-analysis that investigates the efficacy of four different 14 

classes of dietary supplements on acute symptoms of gastrointestinal toxicity. Most previous 15 

meta-analyses investigated only a single class of dietary supplement. This review includes 16 

more studies (23) and patients (1,919) than other published reviews, increasing confidence 17 

in the quantitative analysis. Several meta-analyses have been conducted for probiotic and 18 

synbiotic supplements over the last decade, but the category of prebiotics has not yet been 19 

analysed. Therefore, the inclusion of prebiotics in this review is another key distinguishing 20 

feature. The previous meta-analyses investigating the effects of biotic supplements on acute 21 

symptoms of gastrointestinal toxicity are listed in Table S2. Overall, the trials included in each 22 

meta-analysis are largely identical. Where different selections were made, this is mainly due 23 
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to variations in search strategy and the statistical methods used. A Cochrane systematic 1 

review has also investigated the efficacy of interventions, including radiotherapy techniques 2 

and pharmacological and non-pharmacological interventions, on acute and late adverse 3 

gastrointestinal effects of pelvic radiotherapy for primary pelvic cancers4. Compared to their 4 

study of non-pharmacological interventions, including dietary interventions, probiotics, 5 

glutamine, counselling, and protein supplements, our focused approach showed that the 6 

beneficial effects mainly came from the probiotics and synbiotics. Also, the focus of the 7 

Cochrane review was on prevention, rather than treatment, of acute symptoms of 8 

gastrointestinal toxicity, an important difference to our review. Additionally, their search was 9 

only updated to November 2017; our search to June 2020 included three more recent studies 10 

of biotic supplements (224 patients) and one study focusing on PUFA supplements (40 11 

patients). Currently, there are no published meta-analyses that investigate the effect of PUFA 12 

or polyphenol supplements on acute symptoms of gastrointestinal toxicity, and two included 13 

studies of polyphenols suggested that they are beneficial in preventing diarrhoea. One 14 

analysis investigating amino acid supplements (glutamine) was identified37 but rejected 15 

because of different endpoints used. The authors included 13 RCTs investigating acute 16 

symptoms of radiation enteritis, with the following outcomes, abdominal cramping, blood in 17 

bowel movement and tenesmus. The researchers found that amino acid supplements were 18 

not effective in improving symptoms. This finding is consistent with the result of this review 19 

that amino acid supplements are ineffective in improving acute symptoms of gastrointestinal 20 

toxicity. 21 

A strength of our meta-analysis is that the data relate to patients undergoing pelvic 22 

radiotherapy. They are not derived from cell lines or animal model systems. A further strength 23 

is that the trials are based on direct measurements of the symptoms of gastrointestinal 24 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
perpetuity. 

 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in(which was not certified by peer review)preprint 
The copyright holder for thisthis version posted August 23, 2020. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.21.20178814doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2020.08.21.20178814
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


 19 

toxicity, rather than less direct measures of effect, such as immunological, biochemical or 1 

histological markers. Therefore, the findings of this review can be directly applied to clinical 2 

practice. However, patient-related factors of low numbers (<40) of participants in 26% of 3 

included studies represent a weakness in the statistical treatment of data sets, resulting in 4 

wider confidence intervals. Most data were derived from single-centre trials, thus limiting the 5 

ability to recruit larger numbers of patients. Furthermore, the baseline heterogeneity of the 6 

patient cohorts is high, as it is not possible to subdivide patients into meaningfully 7 

representative sub-groups in terms of age, sex, lifestyle-related factors, co-morbidities and 8 

type of cancer. 9 

The underlying protective effects of dietary supplements against GI toxicities may be 10 

mediated as shown in Figure 7. A direct effect on the intestinal immune environment 11 

following intake of specific dietary agents may lead to anti-inflammatory changes that 12 

alleviate gastrointestinal toxicity. There may also be an indirect effect, whereby the above 13 

immunomodulatory actions are developed in response to changes in the gut microbiota and 14 

their metabolites, particularly SCFAs. 15 

In terms of probiotics, these can act in three beneficial ways. Firstly, their presence may 16 

down-regulate epithelial apoptosis and reduce inflammatory activity of the digestive tract, 17 

possibly involving intact signalling of TLR-2, MyD88 and COX-238. Secondly, in the presence of 18 

dietary fibre, probiotics produce the SCFA butyrate. Butyrate is implicated in the reduction of 19 

mucosal inflammation and promotion of epithelial repair following injury. Thirdly, probiotics 20 

may provide resistance against infection of the damaged mucosa by pathogens. The scientific 21 

consensus is that two classes of mechanisms are involved39, namely direct and indirect effects. 22 

Direct effects involve competition between commensal and pathogenic bacteria for the same 23 

ecological niche. This competition comprises competition for nutrients and production of 24 
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antimicrobial peptides and toxins40. By contrast, indirect effects involve improvement in 1 

intestinal mucosal function and stimulation of the innate and adaptive immune systems by 2 

commensal bacteria41. 3 

In our meta-analysis, two studies demonstrated that polyphenols reduced the risk of 4 

diarrhoea with an overall RR of 0.30 (95% CI=0.13 to 0.70; P=0.005). In line with this finding, 5 

polyphenols have anti-oxidant and anti-inflammatory effects in human42. As anti-oxidants, 6 

polyphenols reduce oxidative damage by preventing the formation of reactive oxygen species 7 

(ROS) and reactive nitrogen species (RNS), and by preventing the generation of these 8 

species43. In this way, polyphenols protect tissues against oxidative stress from ROS and RNS 9 

which are both products of radiotherapy44. It is important to acknowledge that polyphenols 10 

also have other important properties, such as anti-histamine, anti-bacterial and anti-viral 11 

effects. We can speculate that the mechanisms underlying these effects are similar to those 12 

responsible for the anti-oxidant and anti-inflammatory effects, with possibly overlap. 13 

This review aimed to investigate the effect of dietary supplements on acute and late 14 

symptoms, but there were no studies reporting on late side effects among included studies. 15 

Chronic symptoms of gastrointestinal toxicity typically emerge a few months to years 16 

following irradiation and occur in most of the intestinal compartments45. The prevalence of 17 

chronic symptoms is reported to be between 5 and 15%46 and can result in potentially fatal 18 

complications such as fistulation, sepsis and perforation of the colon4.35. Due to 19 

improvements in pelvic cancer treatment, the number of cancer survivors is increasing. 20 

Consequently, more patients are potentially at risk of chronic symptoms of gastrointestinal 21 

toxicity. However, improvements in pelvic cancer treatment, such as the use of image guided 22 

radiotherapy, have in turn resulted in a decrease in chronic radiation effects47. The 23 
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pathophysiology of chronic effects is more complicated than acute effects48. Evidence from 1 

clinical studies suggests that acute and chronic effects are linked, with the risk of developing 2 

late effects greater in patients that have developed acute effects (consequential late 3 

effects)49-51. Consistent with this finding, a systematic review that investigated the 4 

relationship between acute and late gastrointestinal toxicity after RT for prostate cancer 5 

concluded that acute GI toxicity may be predictive of high risk of developing late effects51. 6 

Taken together, the evidence suggests that dietary supplements could ameliorate chronic 7 

symptoms of gastrointestinal toxicity in two ways: directly, by minimising the 8 

pathophysiology underlying chronic effects, including differentiation of mitotic fibroblasts 9 

into post-mitotic fibroblasts, and indirectly, by reducing the magnitude of acute symptoms 10 

and the resulting consequential late effects.  11 
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CONCLUSION 1 

Findings from our systematic review and meta-analysis suggest that biotic supplements, 2 

specifically probiotics and synbiotics, are effective in reducing the risk and severity of acute 3 

symptoms of gastrointestinal toxicity caused by pelvic radiotherapy. The data also broadly 4 

confirm that they are safe to use. 5 

  6 
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Figure legends 1 

 2 
Figure 1 PRISMA flow chart of studies evaluated in the systematic review. 3 
 4 
Figure 2 Forest plot of effects of biotic, amino acid, PUFA and polyphenol supplements on 5 
incidence of diarrhoea. 6 
 7 
Figure 3 Funnel plot for the meta-analysis that investigated the effect of dietary 8 
supplements on incidence of diarrhoea. 9 
 10 
Figure 4 Forest plot of effect of prebiotic, probiotic and synbiotic supplements on incidence 11 
of diarrhoea. 12 
 13 
Figure 5 Forest plot of effect of dietary supplements on incidence of moderate to severe 14 
diarrhoea. 15 
 16 
Figure 6 Forest plot of effect of dietary supplements on incidence of anti-diarrhoeal 17 
medication use. 18 
 19 
Figure 7 Schematic overview of potential benefits of dietary supplement intervention to 20 
alleviate symptoms of gastrointestinal toxicity caused by pelvic radiotherapy. 21 
 22 
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Figure 1  1 
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Figure 3 1 
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Figure 4  1 
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Table 1 Characteristics of included studies 1 

Study Cancer type Intervention Sample 
size 

Biotics    
Sasidharan, 201952 Cervical Prebiotic: resistant starch 100 
Linn, 201953 Cervical Synbiotic: L. acidophilus, B. animalis and yoghurt 54 
De Lorea-Rodriguez, 201854 Cervical Synbiotic: L. acidophilus, B. lactis and insulin 70 
Mansouri-Tehrani, 201655 Pelvic Synbiotic: S. thermophiles, Lactobacilli, Bifidobacter     

                   and honey 
46 

Garcia-Peris, 201656 Gynaecological Prebiotic: insulin oligosaccharide and fructo- 
                   oligosaccharide 

38 

Itoh, 201557 Cervical Prebiotic: hydrolysed rice bran 20 
Demers, 201458 Gynaecological, rectal or 

prostate 
Probiotic: L. acidophilus and B. longum 148 

Chitapanarux, 201059 Cervical Probiotic: L. acidphilus and B. bifidum 63 
Castro, 201060 Endometrial Probiotic: L. casei and B. breve 40 
Giralt, 200830 Cervical or endometrial Synbiotic: L. casei, S. thermophiles and L. delbrueckii 85 
Delia, 200734 Cervical or rectal Probiotic: three strains of bifidobacteria and one  

                   strain of streptococcus 
482 

Urbancsek, 200161 Pelvic Probiotic: L. rhamnosus 205 
Murphy, 200062 Gynaecological Prebiotic: psyllium 60 
Salminen, 198863 Gynaecological Synbiotics: L. acidphilus and lactulose 21 
    
Amino acids    
Vidal-Casariego, 201464 Pelvic Glutamine 65 
Manir, 201465 Pelvic Glutamine 85 
Kucuktulu, 201266 Rectal, bladder, prostate 

or gynaecological 
Glutamine 36 

Kozjek, 201167 Rectal cancer Glutamine 33 
Kozelsky, 200368 Gynaecological, rectal or 

prostate 
Glutamine 129 

    
PUFAs    
Aredes, 201936 Pelvic EPA and DHA 42 
Faramarzi, 201769 Rectal CLA 26 
    
Polyphenols    
Emami, 201470 Pelvic Green tea 40 
Ahmad, 201071 Prostate Soy isoflavones 31 

All studies are RCTs  2 
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Table 2 Meta-analyses of other gastrointestinal outcomes 1 

Outcome Number of 

studies 

Number of 

participants 

Risk ratio  

(95% CI) 

Test for 

overall effect, P 

Heterogeneity 

I2 (%; P value) 

Incidence of vomiting  4 237 0.99 (0.79, 1.25) 0.95 59 (0.52) 

Incidence of nausea 3 192 0.74 (0.36, 1.50) 0.40 0 (0.08) 

Incidence of flatulence/bloating 3 152 1.12 (0.59, 2.12) 0.72 76 (0.01) 

The mean number of bowel 
movements per day* 

3 1045 -3.88 (-10.29, 2.52) 0.23 99 (<0.01) 

*The outcome was mean difference. 2 
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