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Abstract 

 

Background 

There is some evidence that rotavirus infection leads to an increased risk of coeliac disease (CD), and 

some immunological and biological plausibility for the human immune system recognising rotavirus 

particles and gluten proteins in a similar way. It is therefore plausible that rotavirus vaccine could 

have a role in preventing CD. However, such evidence has not previously been summarised in a 

systematic way to present a coherent picture. We conducted this systematic literature review to 

address this gap in the evidence. The aim of this research was to determine the nature of any 

association between rotavirus infection, or rotavirus vaccination, and risk of CD. 

 

Methods 

We searched Scopus, MEDLINE, Europe PMC and medRxiv for studies published between 01 January 

1980 and 31 July 2020, using terms related to CD and rotavirus. Publications were screened 

independently by two reviewers using exclusion criteria. We extracted data from included papers 

using a standardized data extraction form and assessed risk of bias using the Newcastle-Ottawa 

Scale. Outcomes were descriptions of the settings and methods reported in included papers, and any 

estimates of effect. 

 

Results 

After exclusions, we reviewed five papers of which two used the exposure of rotavirus infection and 

three used the exposure of rotavirus vaccination. One paper found that rotavirus infection increased 

the risk of CD and that this was statistically significant. None of the three publications studying the 

association between rotavirus vaccination and CD were graded as high quality. All found a protective 

effect of RotaTeq® rotavirus vaccination, but this was only statistically significant in two studies. 
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Conclusions 

Few studies have been published on this research question. Those that have been published are not 

of sufficient quality and did not use comparable methods. Due to differences in study results there 

remains uncertainty regarding the relationship between rotavirus infection, vaccination and CD. 
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 1 

Background 2 

 3 

Coeliac Disease (CD), spelt Celiac in US English, is a chronic inflammatory intestinal disease that is 4 

induced by exposure to gluten.(1) CD manifests in most patients as a gastrointestinal illness, with 5 

typical symptoms including chronic diarrhoea, failure to thrive and abdominal distension.(2) The 6 

global prevalence of CD is estimated to be 1.4% based on serological markers,(3) with evidence from 7 

stored serum samples that CD prevalence has increased substantially over the last 50 years, but the 8 

reason for this increase is unclear.(4) In England, the incidence of diagnosed CD showed a four-fold 9 

increase, from 5.2 to 19.1 cases per 100,000 person-years, over the period 1990-2011.(5) 10 

 11 

Rotavirus infection typically causes diarrhoea, vomiting and fever, with symptoms commonly leading 12 

to dehydration in children.(6) Prior to the introduction of rotavirus vaccination, rotavirus caused 13 

substantial global morbidity and mortality in children under five; estimated to be 453,000 deaths per 14 

year, with over 90% in developing countries.(7) Two highly effective rotavirus vaccines were licensed 15 

for use in 2006; Rotarix® and RotaTeq®.(8) Rotarix® was added to the routine immunisation program 16 

in the United Kingdom (UK) on 01 July 2013, to be given to infants in two doses, at two and three 17 

months old.(9) This has had a positive effect infectious intestinal disease in England, averting 18 

approximately 90,000 healthcare visits for acute gastroenteritis by children per year and saving an 19 

estimated £12.5 million annually in healthcare costs.(10) 20 

 21 

There is some evidence that CD can be triggered by rotavirus infection. A study in 2006 found that 22 

multiple rotavirus infections significantly increased the risk of CD, adjusted for other risk factors.(11) 23 

This was supported by an immunological study which showed the similarity between a coeliac 24 

peptide and a key rotavirus protein.(12) Following this, one study showed that CD prevalence was 25 

significantly lower in rotavirus vaccine recipients than in those who did not receive the vaccine.(13) 26 
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However, a Finnish retrospective cohort study did not find a statistically significant association 27 

between CD and rotavirus vaccination.(14) Furthermore, a recent immunology study has found that 28 

children with CD do not have significantly different immune reactivity to rotavirus proteins than 29 

children without CD, questioning the plausibility of this mechanism to trigger CD.(15) 30 

 31 

Based on these studies, there is some evidence that rotavirus infection leads to an increased risk of 32 

CD, and that rotavirus vaccine may possibly have a role in preventing CD. However, such evidence 33 

has not previously been summarised in a systematic way to present a coherent picture. In order to 34 

address this gap in the evidence and critically review current evidence on this topic, we conducted a 35 

systematic literature review. The aim of this research was to determine the nature of any association 36 

between rotavirus infection, or rotavirus vaccination, and risk of CD.  37 

 38 

 39 

Methods 40 

 41 

We used the Preferred Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) 42 

guidelines as a basis for this review.(16) The protocol for this systematic review was registered on 43 

PROSPERO (CRD42020168166).(17) 44 

 45 

Eligibility criteria 46 

We included studies published between 01 January 1980 and 31 July 2020 in peer-reviewed journals 47 

or on pre-print servers. We did not apply any geographical or language restrictions. We excluded the 48 

following types of publication: reviews, letters to the editor, editorials and conference abstracts. We 49 

also excluded any studies of molecular biology. 50 

 51 

Information sources 52 
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We searched the following electronic databases: Scopus, MEDLINE, Europe PMC and medRxiv. The 53 

last search date was 10 September 2020. 54 

 55 

Search 56 

We used the following search terms: rotavirus.ab,ti AND ( coeliac or celiac ).ab,ti. In Scopus, we 57 

searched within title, abstracts and keywords; in MEDLINE, we searched within titles and abstracts. 58 

We initially developed the search terms in MEDLINE and piloted them prior to selection. 59 

 60 

Study selection 61 

We imported all references identified by the search strategy into the reference management 62 

programme EndNote X8.2 (Clarivate Analytics, USA). We used this software to store and de-63 

duplicate studies. We then applied the screening criteria to the title and abstract, then the full text; 64 

this was done independently by Dr Thomas Inns and Dr Dan Hungerford. We then reconciled any 65 

differences by discussion and agreed the final studies for inclusion by consensus. We then searched 66 

the reference lists of included studies to identify relevant articles not previously included. 67 

 68 

Data collection process and data items 69 

Data extraction from included papers was performed independently, in duplicate, by both reviewers.  70 

We used a standardised data extraction form to extract relevant data from included studies. We 71 

extracted the following data: year published, study design, study setting, study sample size, data 72 

collection period, follow-up duration, main exposure, main outcome, measure of effect, effect 73 

estimate, effect confidence interval. 74 

 75 

Summary measures 76 
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Estimates of effect were the key summary measures; these were pooled between studies where 77 

appropriate. If studies did not report an effect estimate, we calculated this from available data 78 

where possible. 79 

 80 

Synthesis of results 81 

We compared the settings, methods and estimates of effect from the included studies. 82 

 83 

Risk of bias (individual and across studies) 84 

We assessed included studies for risk of bias using the Newcastle-Ottawa Scale, a risk of bias 85 

assessment tool recommended by the Cochrane Collaboration.(18) This tool assesses the quality of 86 

non-randomised studies and has established face and content validity for this purpose.(19) This 87 

categorised assessment based on selection, comparability and exposure for case-control studies and 88 

outcome for cohort studies. We included findings related to study bias in the results section. 89 

 90 

Both reviewers conducted risk of bias and quality assessment of the identified studies independently 91 

using the Newcastle-Ottawa Scale and then reconciled their findings. Discrepancies between the 92 

quality assessments of the two reviewers were discussed and agreed based on consensus.  93 

 94 

 95 

Results 96 

 97 

Study selection 98 

Our initial searches identified 133 papers; following de-duplication this was reduced to 81 99 

publications. After reviewing the titles and abstracts, we included 16 publications and excluded 65 100 

publications. We reviewed the full text of these 16 publications; of these, five papers were eligible 101 

for inclusion in this systematic review (Figure). Of the 11 papers we excluded after full text review, 102 
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eight were narrative reviews and three were molecular biology studies. We did not find any relevant 103 

studies on pre-print servers and no additional publications were identified through searching 104 

reference lists of included studies. 105 

 106 

Figure: Study selection for systematic review of rotavirus infection and coeliac disease (n = 133) 107 

 108 

 109 

Characteristics of included studies 110 

The first paper on this topic was published in 2006; there was a ten year gap before two papers were 111 

published in 2017, with another two papers being published in 2019. Two studies were based on 112 

populations in Finland; one study was based on a population in the state of Denver, US. The two 113 

remaining studies were based on the same sample of children in Finland, US, Germany and Sweden. 114 

For a full summary of included study characteristics, see Table 1. 115 

 116 

Three of the five publications were based on cohort study designs. The two other publications used 117 

matched case-control study designs which were nested within a defined study cohort. The two case-118 

control studies had the smallest number of participants, with 166 and 1,931 participants. The follow-119 

up period (one to two years) was stated only for the smaller of the two studies. Two cohort studies 120 

had larger numbers of participants, one with 5,764 and one with 8,676. The former had the longest 121 

follow-up period (11 to 14 years) and the latter had a follow-up period of one to four years. The 122 

largest cohort study had 121,650 participants with a follow-up period of up to five years. 123 

 124 

All five studies included only children, aged between six months and 15 years old, with three of the 125 

studies being based on children known to have Human Leukocyte Antigen (HLA) alleles associated 126 

with a high risk of coeliac disease.  127 

 128 
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Table 1: Summary of studies meeting systematic review inclusion criteria 129 

 130 

Risk of bias within studies 131 

Using the Newcastle-Ottawa scale, out of a maximum of nine, we scored the study by Stene et al. as 132 

six; in this study there was a lack of clarity over the control selection process. We assessed the study 133 

by Kemppainen et al. to be a score of five; it used unclear exposure classification and had 134 

uncertainty over elements of the statistical methods. We scored the study by Vaarala et al. as four; 135 

there was a lack of information on outcome ascertainment and confounder adjustment. We 136 

assessed the publications from Hemming-Harlo et al. and Lindfors et al. as five on this scale; these 137 

studies had a lack of adjustment for confounding and a lack of information on control selection, 138 

respectively. 139 

 140 

Results of individual studies 141 

Two studies included in this review used rotavirus infection as the primary exposure, both were 142 

matched case-control studies. The study by Stene et al. estimated an increased risk of CD following 143 

rotavirus infection: a rate ratio of 1.94 (95% CI 0.39-9.56) following one rotavirus infection, and a 144 

rate ratio of 3.76 (95% CI 1.04-3.61) following two or more rotavirus infections. The study by 145 

Lindfors et al. was a case-control study, however no effect estimate was made as too few rotavirus 146 

infections were detected in the study sample. 147 

 148 

Three publications in this review studied rotavirus vaccination as the primary exposure, all were 149 

cohort studies. The cohort study by Vaarala et al. reported a decreased risk of CD in participants who 150 

had received a rotavirus vaccination (risk ratio 0.87 [95% CI 0.65-1.17]), not statistically significant at 151 

the 5% level. This was an adjusted estimate, but as a crude estimate was not presented, it was not 152 

clear which confounders were adjusted for in the analysis. The multi-country cohort study by 153 

Kemppainen et al. did not report a single effect estimate for the association between rotavirus 154 
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vaccination and coeliac disease or specify the exact vaccine used (depending on the country, state 155 

and year this would have either been RotaTeq® or Rotarix®). In a subset of children introduced to 156 

gluten before six months of age, they estimated a statistically significant Hazard Ratio of 0.57 (95% 157 

CI 0.36-0.88). No effect estimate was published for children introduced to gluten after six months of 158 

age. The cohort study by Hemming-Harlo et al. compared differences of prevalence percentages in 159 

those vaccinated with RotaTeq® and those unvaccinated. Using data presented in the paper, we 160 

calculated a decreased in risk of CD: risk ratio 0.53 (95% CI 0.29-0.94). 161 

 162 

Synthesis of results 163 

Due to different study designs, different exposure variables and lack of comparable estimates of 164 

effect in the small number of individual studies, it was not appropriate to synthesise included study 165 

effect estimates in a meta-analysis. 166 

 167 

 168 

Discussion 169 

 170 

Summary of evidence 171 

In this analysis, only one study quantified the association between rotavirus infection and increased 172 

rate of CD. This found a statistically significant association, with a rate ratio of 1.94, and evidence of 173 

increased risk from multiple infections. However, this study took place in a population of children 174 

known to have a high risk of CD, so the generalisability of these findings may be limited. Additionally, 175 

the age at which cases and controls were selected was not clear. Because older children are more 176 

likely to be diagnosed with CD,(5) this affects the confidence in inferences made around the 177 

increased risk from multiple rotavirus infections. Despite being published in 2006, no further studies 178 

have subsequently been published which replicate or refute these findings in other populations or 179 

settings. The study by Lindfors et al examined this question, but too few rotavirus infections were 180 
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detected during the study period.(21) This lack of ascertainment of common childhood infections 181 

such as norovirus and rotavirus raises questions around the representativeness of the children 182 

involved and the stool sampling methods, given they were of an age when some these infections 183 

would be expected. 184 

 185 

In this review, we found three studies which examined the association between rotavirus 186 

vaccination and CD. All three studies were published between 2017 and 2019, with no earlier studies 187 

being available. Two were based in Finland and one was a multi-country cohort of children known to 188 

have a high risk of CD from Finland, US, Germany and Sweden. Two studied the effect of RotaTeq® 189 

vaccine and one was not clear on the vaccine used; no published studies have explicitly examined 190 

the possible association with Rotarix® vaccine (or Rotavac®, another rotavirus vaccine). The three 191 

studies all found a protective effect of rotavirus vaccine on CD, however this relationship was only 192 

statistically significant in two studies, one of which was only in children who were exposed to gluten 193 

before six months of age. In the other study with a statistically significant result, this was a 194 

univariable association unadjusted for any confounding factors.  195 

 196 

However, as none of these three publications scored more than five on the Newcastle-Ottawa scale, 197 

there is a substantial risk of bias in the effect estimates they present. The publication by Vaarala et 198 

al. does not state which confounders were adjusted for.(14) Without this information, it is possible 199 

that the presented effect was biased in either direction by not adjusting for an important 200 

confounder. The publication by Kemppainen et al. only presented an effect estimate for the stratum 201 

of children introduced to gluten before six months of age.(20) The lack of presented effect estimate 202 

for all children, or for those introduced to gluten after six months of age makes it difficult to 203 

interpret and raises the prospect that this may have been the result of a data-dependent analysis. In 204 

the publication by Hemming-Harlo et al., the authors do not present an estimate of effect or any 205 

information on confounders which would allow an adjusted estimate to be made.(13) There is also a 206 
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potential selection bias in this study, arising from the differential inclusion of vaccinated children and 207 

those with autoimmune conditions, potentially biasing the association towards the null. Given that 208 

factors such as age, sex and socioeconomic status are known to be associated with both rotavirus 209 

vaccination and CD, there is a need for an effect estimate for this association which is multiply 210 

adjusted for these potential confounders. 211 

 212 

Limitations 213 

This review included a small number of published studies which met the inclusion criteria. These 214 

studies were not of high quality, with none scoring more than six on the Newcastle-Ottawa scale. 215 

Common limitations among the studies included: unclear control selection, vague exposure 216 

classification, lack of outcome ascertainment information and uncertainty of statistical methods, 217 

particularly adjustment for confounders. The interpretation of these crude estimates of effect, or 218 

adjusted ones without clarity on which confounders were adjusted for, should be done with caution 219 

as confounding may affect the magnitude or direction of observed effect. 220 

 221 

A wider limitation of the studies included in this review is that they all either include children from 222 

Finland (who are genetically at increased risk of CD), or children in developed countries known to be 223 

genetically at high risk of CD. This limits the generalisability of these findings to children in other 224 

settings, particularly those in developing countries and those without genetic risk factors for CD. It 225 

may be these other populations have a different immune response to rotavirus and therefore the 226 

protective effect of rotavirus vaccine is reduced towards null effect.  227 

 228 

One limitation of the review design was that it was not possible to include grey literature in our 229 

search strategy due to resource limitations. This may have excluded literature such as PhD theses, 230 

official publications and conference proceedings, affecting the representativeness of our findings. 231 

Another limitation was that it was not appropriate to conduct a meta-analysis with the available 232 
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results. This would have been a useful method of summarising the relationships between rotavirus 233 

infection and CD, and rotavirus vaccination and CD, had this been possible.  234 

 235 

Conclusions 236 

 237 

In this systematic review, we found one published study of the association between rotavirus 238 

infection and CD; this found a statistically significant effect in a group of genetically high-risk 239 

children. There were only three studies of the association between rotavirus vaccination and CD; 240 

none were graded as high quality. All found a protective effect of rotavirus vaccination, but this was 241 

only statistically significant in two studies. Due to different study methods it was not possible to 242 

combine these estimates in a meta-analysis. There remains uncertainty regarding the relationship 243 

between infection and rotavirus vaccination and CD. 244 

 245 
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Table 1: Summary of studies meeting systematic review inclusion criteria 1 

 2 

Authors 
Year 

published 
Study design Study setting 

Sample 

size 

Collection 

period 

Study 

duration 

(years) 

Age of 

children 
Exposure 

Outcom

e 

Effect 

measure 

Effect 

estimate 

(95% CI) 

Newcastle-

Ottawa Scale
1
 

Stene et al 

(11) 
2006 

Case-control 

(matched) 
Denver (US) 162 1993-2003 not stated 0-15 

rotavirus 

infection 

Coeliac 

disease 
Rate Ratio 

1.94  

(1.04-3.61) 

S: ** 

C: ** 

E: ** 

Vaarala et al 

(14) 
2017 Cohort Finland 121650 2009-2010 up to 5 0-5 

rotavirus 

vaccination 

(RotaTeq®) 

Coeliac 

disease 
Risk Ratio 

0.87 

(0.65-1.17) 

S: *** 

C: - 

O: * 

Kemppaine

n et al (20) 
2017 Cohort 

US / Finland 

/ Germany / 

Sweden 

8676 2010-2015 1-4 1-4 

rotavirus 

vaccination 

(unknown) 

Coeliac 

disease 
Hazard Ratio 

0.57 

(0.36-0.88)
2
 

S: ** 

C: * 

O: ** 

Hemming-

Harlo et al 

(13) 

2019 Cohort Finland 5764 2001-2015 11-14 0-14 

rotavirus 

vaccination 

(RotaTeq®) 

Coeliac 

disease 
Risk Ratio 

0.53 

(0.29-0.94)
3
 

S: *** 

C: - 

O: ** 

Lindfors et 

al (21) 
2019 

Case-control 

(matched) 

US / Finland 

/ Germany / 

Sweden 

166 not stated 1-2 0-2 
rotavirus 

infection 

Coeliac 

disease 
Odds Ratio - 

S: ** 

C: * 

E: ** 

 3 
1
 S = selection (max 4 stars), C = comparability (max 2 stars), E = exposure (max 3 stars), O = outcome (max 3 stars) 4 

2
 In children introduced to gluten before the age of six months 5 

3 
Not presented in the publication, but calculated based on available data 6 
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