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Abstract

:

Gliomas are primary brain tumors that present the majority of malignant adult brain tumors. Gliomas are subdivided into low- and high-grade tumors. Despite extensive research in recent years, the prognosis of malignant glioma patients remains poor. This is caused by naturally highly infiltrative capacities as well as high levels of radio- and chemoresistance. Additionally, it was shown that low linear energy transfer (LET) irradiation enhances migration and invasion of several glioma entities which might counteract today’s treatment concepts. However, this finding is discussed controversially. In the era of personalized medicine, this controversial data might be attributed to the patient-specific heterogeneity that ultimately could be used for treatment. Thus, current developments in glioma therapy should be seen in the context of intrinsic and radiation-enhanced migration and invasion. Due to the natural heterogeneity of glioma cells and different radiation responses, a personalized radiation treatment concept is suggested and alternative radiation concepts are discussed.
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1. Introduction


Every year, 23,120 tumors of the central nervous system (CNS) are diagnosed in the United States, and 87% of them arise in the brain [1]. Gliomas are primary brain tumors deriving from glial cells and can be separated into low- and high-grade gliomas [2]. However, only 10% are low-grade gliomas, whereas the remaining are classified as high-grade [1]. High-grade gliomas can be subdivided into World Health Organization (WHO) III (anaplastic astrocytoma, anaplastic oligodendroglioma, and anaplastic ependymoma) and WHO IV (glioblastoma) [3]. Glioblastoma multiforme (GBM), which is categorized as grade IV, is the most common and malignant primary brain tumor, with an incidence rate of 3–4/100,000 persons in the United States [4]. As these tumors derive from various brain cell lineages, classification is based on morphological as well as immunohistochemical properties [5]. Despite recent extensive molecular characterization, the standard treatment concept consists of a multimodal treatment regimen that combines surgery with chemo- and radiotherapy [6,7].



Patient survival depends on several factors, but it is generally known that with higher grading, the prognosis gets worse [8]. Despite the considerable effort in glioma research and treatment optimization, the prognosis remains poor [6]. GBM patients have shown a five-year survival rate below 10%, and their median survival is low (4–18 months) [9,10]. As already written in the hallmarks of cancer, proposed by Hanahan and Weinberg, gliomas also exhibit characteristics such as uncontrolled cellular proliferation, diffuse infiltration, resistance to apoptosis, and genomic instability [11]. In addition, intratumoral heterogeneity as well as resistance to chemo- and radiotherapy result in poor prognosis of glioma patients [12]. The poor survival rates are considerably triggered by the aggressive nature of high-grade gliomas and their tendency to diffusely infiltrate into the surrounding tissue. Therefore, it is crucial to find responsible molecular targets that enable a treatment concept to treat this aggressive cancer. Mechanisms that potentially explain the invasive and migratory features as well as radio- and chemoresistance of gliomas have been extensively studied but remain poorly understood.



Ionizing radiation is one of the gold standards in cancer treatment, and it has been proven in many studies that it offers a clear survival benefit for most cancer types [13]. However, it was already revealed in 1991 that the currently applied radiation treatment, using low linear energy transfer (LET) photon irradiation, might favor invasion and migration of gliomas [14]. Since then, this finding has been discussed controversially, and many researchers have shown radiation-enhanced invasion [15,16,17,18]. However, the findings are diverging, and others have proven the opposite [19,20,21]. This might be due to differences in the experimental setup between groups, uncertainties in the assays applied, different dosing and timing regimens of radiations, or other factors related to the experiment. One of the most prominent reasons for the diverging results might also be the substantial heterogeneity between cell lines or patients-specific properties of tumors, respectively. Previously, we have shown substantial heterogeneity in patient-specific tumor cell invasion [15].



As the incidence rate of primary malignant brain tumors is still increasing, while prognosis remains poor, a focus should be set on optimizing current developments in glioma therapy regarding patient-related heterogeneity in light of intrinsic migratory and invasive potential of glioma cells as well as radiation-enhanced migration and invasion.




2. Results


2.1. Gliomas Exhibit Radiation Resistance


Conventional treatment of high-grade gliomas involves surgical resection followed by radio- and chemotherapy. Despite the advantages in detection, a high-grade glioma patient outcome is still limited to 14 months [22]. That the glioma treatment remains relatively ineffective is attributed to the high radio- and chemoresistance of gliomas as well as to the diffuse infiltration of the neighboring tissue, which has been shown several times. Resistance to radiation could have two possible reasons. First, the tumor cells only receive sublethal doses; second, the cells utilize their repair mechanisms very efficiently [23]. In gliomas, high radioresistance is supposed to be due to intrinsic cellular radioresistance combined with rapid cellular proliferation [24] as well as the high infiltrative capacity of glioma cells. Tumor infiltration into the surrounding tissue impairs tumor removal but also impedes local tumor irradiation [22]. Several in vitro assays measured the radiosensitivity of glioma cell lines with the colony formation assay and all showed survival curves with the typical shoulder in the lower doses (1–2 Gy) and dropping survival fractions at higher doses (3–10 Gy). The dose that reduces the survival fraction to 50% (D50) was determined as ~2 Gy, whereas the D10 (dose at which only 10% of cells survive) was dependent on the cell lines, in a range between 5 and 8 Gy [15,25,26]. However, also several xenograft models examined the radiosensitivity of gliomas. Taghian et al. [27] demonstrated that the TCD50 (radiation dose that controls 50% of the tumors) in 10 different subcutaneous GBM xenograft tumor models varied between 32.5 and 75.2 Gy. Likewise, Baumann et al. [28] showed that five different subcutaneous glioma xenograft models exhibited a TCD50 between 73 and 120 Gy. Besides, Suit et al. [29] revealed that the radioresistance of the applied glioma models was higher than other tumor xenografts.



We have also determined the survival fraction of three patient-derived glioma cell lines. As can be seen in Figure 1, all three measured cell lines show different D50 and D10 values after low LET irradiation (D50: T76: 3.2 Gy, H9: 2.9 Gy, H19 3.9 Gy; D10: T76: 7.1 Gy, H9: 5.8 Gy, H19: 8.0 Gy). Likewise, this finding might be caused by substantial heterogeneity in patient-specific tumor cell lines, causing different radiation sensitivity as, for example, T76 and H19 showed both isocitrate dehydrogenase (IDH) wildtype and O6-methylguanine-DNA methyltransferase (MGMT) was not methylated, whereas H9 was IDH mutated and MGMT was methylated.




2.2. Glioma Relapse Mostly Occurs Locally


Gliomas are characterized by a very aggressive growth pattern with diffuse infiltration. This feature greatly complicates glioma therapy. Aggressive glioma cells, exhibiting diffuse invasion, challenge the surgical resection as well as the targeted irradiation [30].



Whereas other aggressive tumors use the lymphatic and circulatory system to metastasize into organs, it was shown that the recurrence pattern of gliomas is mainly local and metastases are barely observed [22]. Ninety percent of GBMs have demonstrated to relapse in close proximity (1–2 cm) to the primary tumor, respective to the resection cavity [31,32]. Only 5–10% of all gliomas have been observed to relapse at more distant sites [33].



We have also determined the recurrence pattern of 178 glioma patients treated with reirradiation in our institution. As per the current literature, we could likewise show that most of the relapses occurred within the field of irradiation (see Table 1). From the viewpoint of the neuroradiologist, several imaging parameters can predict the prognosis as well as the recurrence pattern. Interestingly, postoperative infarct volume correlates with multifocal recurrence, recurrence with contact with the ventricle, and contact to dura [34]. This and other information can be used for personalized radiotherapy planning [35]; however, prospective validation remains open. Possibly, the migratory phenotype will correlate with progression patterns as well as growth models which then can be taken into account for target volume definition as well as dose individualization.



Recent findings suggest that this dismal prognosis is also due to early regression and progression after therapy. Tumor recurrence might be caused by chemo- and radioresistant cells. While the current treatment scheme only achieved moderately prolonged survival, the problem of local tumor recurrence has not yet been addressed [22]. However, as it is of utmost importance, there are several studies ongoing that are examining this finding and considering new therapeutic strategies [36].




2.3. Radiation-Enhanced Malignancy


To kill remaining cancer cells after surgery, almost every glioma patient undergoes photon irradiation as part of the multimodal treatment concept. It is generally known that glioma cells can migrate to distant sites and that those infiltrations limit patient outcome. Moreover, clinical irradiation has been shown to influence this migratory and invasive capacity. The extent to which irradiation influences the migratory and invasive phenotype is still controversially discussed. Whereas some preclinical studies demonstrate decreasing invasion or migration, other studies show increasing invasion or migration after photon radiation (see Table 2). There are even studies demonstrating that only some glioma cell lines exhibit radiation-enhanced malignancy.



In addition to the data we published earlier this year, we can now show seven further primary patient-derived glioma cell lines that were examined for their invasion after low LET irradiation (see Figure 2). Again, we can conclude that only some primary glioma cell lines resulted in a radiation-enhanced invasion, whereas others showed no effect.




2.4. Toxicity Limits Dose Escalation


It is known that gliomas follow a clear dose–response relationship and that higher doses can be associated with higher survival [43,44]. Several studies have followed the concept of increasing the dose beyond 60 Gy, using either hyper- or hypofractionated concepts or sequential dose escalation [45,46,47,48,49]. Unfortunately, none of those studies have proven successful for clinical routine regarding a survival benefit. With the techniques available, however, toxicity increases with dose escalation [49]. With the continuous improvement in radiation precision, highly local dose escalation became possible, such as with stereotactic radiotherapy boost doses or with integrated boost concepts delivered by intensity-modulated radiotherapy (IMRT) [50,51,52]. Again, a survival benefit was not confirmed within a prospective randomized trial, although the studies do show a benefit for at least subgroups of patients.



The benefit of proton therapy regarding inverted dose profiles with sparing of healthy tissue has been exploited for local dose escalation. Fitzek et al. could clearly show that doses of 90 CGE (cobalt gray equivalent) correlate with increased survival; however, patients developed severe treatment-related toxicity requiring surgical intervention for necrosis [53]. Intraoperative dose escalation has been assessed without a substantial clinical benefit. However, with modern application possibilities such as Zeiss Intrabeam, using a sphere-shaped kV-application device, there is a convincing rationale for re-evaluation. Currently, intraoperative dose escalation is being evaluated in a prospective randomized trial [54].



Main limiting factors of percutaneous dose escalation regarding toxicity risk might be the missing relevant information for target volume definition. Identification of high-risk regions must discriminate in eloquent areas so they can be spared effectively. This might be possible with improved PET tracers or with radiomics and radiogenomics information derived from different imaging devices [55].




2.5. Molecular Biology


A considerable effort was put into the elucidation of underlying pathways and molecular changes that may explain the progress of the malignancy of gliomas after treatment, such as treatment resistance and radiation-enhanced malignancy. By analyzing those molecular changes, the aim is to develop targeted therapies, thereby improving patient outcome. To date, few molecular markers in glioma have reached real clinical relevance. One example, surely, is MGMT promotor methylation, which has been discussed especially in the context of alkylating agents such as temozolomide.



Also, molecular classifiers of outcome include loss of heterozygosity (LOH) of 1p19q, telomerase reverse transcriptase (TERT), alpha-thalassemia/mental retardation syndrome X-linked (ATRX), or isocitrate dehydrogenase (IDH)-1 or -2 mutations [56]. Many of those can predict outcome as they correlate with prognosis. However, none has led to a breakthrough in molecularly targeted treatments. Thus, it might be promising to identify molecular markers correlating with specific phenotypes, such as migration and invasion, and counteract with specific clinical approaches. In that context, specific targets have been in focus.



Glioma cell survival and proliferation caused by endothelial growth factor receptor (EGFR) overexpression have been shown several times [57]. Therefore, therapy concepts inhibiting EGFR, like gefitinib and erlotinib, have been examined [58]. However, those attempts failed in clinical trials [59,60]. By applying antiangiogenic agents like bevacizumab and cilengitide, further clinical trials examined other possibilities to inhibit growth-factor-mediated angiogenesis [61,62]. The development of blood vessels through angiogenesis was demonstrated to be essential for the formation of cellular disorders. By regulating proliferation and cellular movement, vascular endothelial growth factor (VEGF) showed to play a crucial role in angiogenesis [63]. Bevacizumab is a monoclonal antibody to VEGF. However, also integrins have been revealed to play an essential role in angiogenesis. Cilengitide is an integrin inhibitor, which blocks cell proliferation [64]. Both agents demonstrated impeded migration in clinical trials. However, despite promising results from phase I and II studies, both antiangiogenic agents revealed no statistically significant increase in overall survival [61]. As there are no validated biomarkers for antiangiogenic agents, recruitment for clinical trials was not performed on patient-specificity but more generally based on the MGMT status [65,66].



Furthermore, it was shown that irradiation promotes cytokine release as a result of radiation damage response. Therefore, cytokine secretion has been studied extensively [67]. The most important cytokines secreted by gliomas after irradiation were interleukins (IL-6, IL-8) and several growth factors (TGF-ß, VEGF) [68,69]. Another inflammation-associated pathway—cyclooxygenase-2 (COX-2) and its major enzymatic product prostaglandine E2 (PGE2)—has also been shown to contribute to the invasive and migratory phenotype of gliomas [70,71]. Furthermore, radiation can increase the production of pro-invasive PGE2 in human glioma cells [72]. Likewise, matrix metalloproteinases were extensively studied in connection with radiation-induced invasion [24,40,73]. Other molecular pathways that have been described to promote radiation-induced invasion in glioma include melanoma differentiation-associated gene 9 (MDA-9) [74], the transcription factor signal transducer and activator of transcription 3 (STAT3) [75], and the chemokine receptor CXCR4 [76].





3. Discussion


The naturally strong migratory and invasive capacity of glioma cells into healthy brain tissue is a serious and still barely understood component that causes poor prognosis of glioma patients. As the irradiation changes the tumor cell biology, numerous molecular alterations have been extensively studied but are still not fully understood. The activation of cell surface receptors and the overexpression of cytokines, growth factors, and proteases as well as signaling pathways have been analyzed. However, there is no precise mechanism found that could explain radiation-enhanced malignancy. This result already hints towards an interplay of multiple mechanisms that together promote treatment resistance. Tumor recurrence due to radio- and chemoresistance, as well as potentially radiation-enhanced malignancy, continues to challenge glioma therapy.



While several in vitro studies examined the migratory and invasive phenotype of glioma cells after irradiation, there are only limited in vivo clinical trials analyzing the effect of irradiation on the progression of gliomas.



Gliomas are known to show high treatment resistance (radio- as well as chemoresistance). Several in vitro studies proved D50 values of 2 Gy and D10 values between 5 and 8 Gy [27,28]. The diverging D10 already implicates the significant heterogeneity observed in gliomas. Of course, the sensitivity of in vitro colony formation assays from which D50 and D10 values are calculated does not match to patient outcome. This fact might be due to the optimal nutritional and oxygen conditions and the cell growth in 2D structures, without the tumor microenvironment [27]. However, the tumor heterogeneity within gliomas is already demonstrated. Likewise, several xenograft models showed this extensive radioresponse of diverse gliomas, again leading to the conclusion that different gliomas show a different radiation response.



The role of radiotherapy in cancer treatment is well known, as it has been used over decades to directly expose cells to cytotoxic effects to provide local tumor control. On the other hand, this local radiotherapy of primary tumors was shown to cause unpredictable effects on tumor malignancy [14,67]. As shown in Table 2, low LET irradiation modulates the migratory and invasive radiation response. Whether irradiation increases or decreases the migratory and invasive capacity depends on the cell line and on the applied radiation dose. However, the same cell line—U87MG—showed opposite effects in different research groups. Whereas Wild-Bode et al. demonstrated increased migration after 3 Gy irradiation [24], Goetze et al. observed decreased migration after irradiation with the same dose [20]. Therefore, diverging radiation responses can not only be due to different cell lines or doses but also to the institution. This finding might be explained by the fact that various assays were used to determine the migratory as well as invasive capacity (e.g., Boyden chamber, transwell assay, scratch assay), each with its standardizations from lab to lab. However, the fact that malignant gliomas are heterogeneous populations that underlie dynamic changes might also explain the contrary results [12]. Tumor cell communication and interaction between the healthy brain tissue and the tumor environment might be a factor in promoting this tumor heterogeneity. As observed by the different radiation responses, radiation-enhanced migration and invasion as well as tumor heterogeneity seems to play an important role. In a study published by us before [15], we could even show that primary patient-derived glioma cell lines showed different reaction after low LET irradiation. Our current study validates this finding. As primary cells are closer to the situation in the tumor, this demonstrates the importance of the heterogeneity of glioma cells. As shown in Table 2, only some (primary) glioma cell lines exhibited decreased migratory and invasive capacities, whereas others showed adverse effects. Several studies proved that many glioma cell lines showed radiation-enhanced migration and invasion [17,37,39]. However, to date, clinical studies are still missing. Our data have shown that patient-specific invasion is heterogeneous, and radiotherapy as a trigger can act in different intensities, even with comparable doses [15]. Therefore, personalized concepts taking into account the migratory and invasive potential regarding radiation dose or target volume modification or the addition of molecularly targeted agents inhibiting tumor cell migration and invasion could be applied in the future. However, these treatments should be individualized to the patient- and tumor-specific properties.



Today almost all glioma patients are treated with photon irradiation, and therefore, radiation-enhanced migration or invasion might play an essential role in patient survival. Considering future glioma therapy, a more personalized treatment concept should be essential. Being able to differentiate between patients benefiting from photon irradiation and those showing adverse effects, limiting their therapy success, might help to improve patient outcome.



This article suggests that irradiation of glioma cells modulates the migratory and invasive phenotype. Depending on the assay and dose applied, diverging results were observed. However, tumor heterogeneity seems to play a decisive role. In recent studies, low LET irradiation showed increasing as well as decreasing effects on glioma migration and invasion. Hence, this investigation emphasizes the importance of personalized medicine, even though there is a considerable need for further clinical studies validating the results from in vitro assays.




4. Materials and Methods


4.1. Primary Cell Isolation from Patient-Derived Tumor Tissue


Patient-derived primary cells were isolated as described before [15]. In brief, tumor tissue was mechanically and enzymatically digested at room temperature before being plated on GelTrex-coated plastic T25 flasks and cultivated in RPMI 1640 (R8758, Sigma, Taufkirchen, Germany) supplemented with 10% FCS (F7524, Sigma) and 1% penicillin/streptomycin (P0781, Sigma). Patients ≥ 18 years of age with primary glioma tumors were eligible for participation in the experimental RadGlio study. Exclusion criteria were pregnancy and breastfeeding, missing consent, age below 18 years, and patients that were not eligible for surgery. Patients’ characteristics are shown in Table 3. All subjects gave their informed consent for inclusion before they participated in the study. The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration of Helsinki, and the protocol was approved by the Ethics Committee of the Technical University of Munich (TUM) (394/16S).




4.2. Low LET Irradiation


Low LET X-ray irradiation was performed using a clinical linear accelerator (ONCOR, Siemens, München, Germany) at a dose rate of 3 Gy/min (6 MV photons with 2 cm water-equivalent build-up).




4.3. Colony Formation Assay (CFA)


Cells were irradiated with different doses (0, 1, 2, 4, 6, and 8 Gy). Three T25 flasks were irradiated per dose. After irradiation, cells were trypsinized and cells from each flask were plated into several 12-well plates. Twelve days after plating, the colonies were fixed with ice-cold methanol, stained with 0.1% crystal violet, and counted. Colonies consisting of more than 50 single cells were counted as one colony with the GelCount™ (Oxford Optronics, Abingdon, UK). Survival curves were fitted according to the linear-quadratic model (LQ) with the equation


ln SF = −α × D − β × D2








by the GraphPad Software. Each CFA was performed three times.




4.4. Invasion Assay


Immediately after irradiation, the cell culture medium was exchanged with medium containing 0.5% FCS (serum starvation). Twenty-four hours after irradiation, 2 × 104 cells were seeded per insert in medium containing 0.5% FCS. Corning 24-well, 8-µm pore sized transwell inserts, uncoated, as well as coated with matrigel, were used according to manufacturer’s instructions. Twenty-four hours after seeding, noninvading cells were removed, and invaded cells were fixed with ice-cold methanol and stained with 0.1% crystal violet. Five independent microscope fields were counted using a Zeiss Imager Z1m microscope at 10× magnification. All invasion assays were performed at least in triplicate. The invasion was calculated as the mean number of cells invading through the matrigel-coated membrane divided by the mean number of cells migrating through the uncoated membrane (control insert). Relative invasion of irradiated cells was normalized to sham-irradiated cells.




4.5. Statistical Analysis


Mean values were calculated and are presented as ±standard error of the mean (SEM). Significance was evaluated by the Student’s t-test (GraphPad Prism, La Jolla, CA, USA). A p-value of ≤ 0.05 was considered as statistically significant.




4.6. Literature Search Strategy


To identify relevant literature, a PubMed search was performed using the following key words: radiation, glioma, glioblastoma, invasion, and migration.





5. Conclusions


This study discussed that radio- and chemoresistance, as well as the different findings of radiation-enhanced migration and invasion of gliomas, could be accredited to high inter- and intratumor heterogeneity. We conclude that the role of tumor heterogeneity should not be neglected concerning glioma therapy. Furthermore, we suggest that there is a clear need for optimal, patient-specific irradiation. However, other radiation qualities, such as high LET irradiation, have already been suggested to improve glioma treatment.
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	ATRX
	Alpha-thalassemia/mental retardation syndrome X-linked



	CGE
	Cobalt gray equivalent



	CNS
	Central nervous system



	D10
	Dose where only 10% survive



	D50
	Dose where only 50% survive



	EGFR
	Endothelial growth factor receptor



	GBM
	Glioblastoma multiforme



	IDH
	Isocitrate dehydrogenase



	IMRT
	Intensity-modulated radiotherapy



	LET
	Linear energy transfer



	LOH
	Loss of heterozygosity



	MGMT
	O6-methylguanine-DNA methyltransferase



	SEM
	Standard error of the mean



	TCD50
	Radiation dose that controls 50% of the tumors



	TERT
	Telomerase reverse transcriptase



	TGF
	Transforming growth factor



	VEGF
	Vascular endothelial growth factor



	WHO
	World Health Organization







References


	



Metha, M.P.; Buckner, J.C.; Sawaya, R. Neoplasms of the central nervous system. In DeVita, Hellman, and Rosenberg’s Cancer: Principles and Practice of Oncology, 8th ed.; Wolters Kluwer/Lippincott Williams & Wilkins: Philadelphia, PA, USA, 2008. [Google Scholar]

	



Percy, A.K.; Elveback, L.R.; Okazaki, H.; Kurland, L.T. Neoplasms of the central nervous system. Neurology 1972, 22. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Louis, D.N.; Perry, A.; Reifenberger, G.; von Deimling, A.; Figarella-Branger, D.; Cavenee, W.K.; Ohgaki, H.; Wiestler, O.D.; Kleihues, P.; Ellison, D.W. The 2016 World Health Organization Classification of Tumors of the Central Nervous System: A summary. Acta Neuropathol. 2016, 131, 803–820. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



McNeill, K.; Aldape, K.; Fine, H.A. Adult High-Grade (Diffuse) Glioma. In Molecular Pathology of Nervous System Tumors: Biological Stratification and Targeted Therapies; Springer: New York, NY, USA, 2015; pp. 77–93. [Google Scholar]

	



Huse, J.T.; Holland, E.C. Targeting brain cancer: Advances in the molecular pathology of malignant glioma and medulloblastoma. Nat. Rev. Cancer 2010, 10, 319–331. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hadziahmetovic, M.; Shirai, K.; Chakravarti, A. Recent advancements in multimodality treatment of gliomas. Future Oncol. 2011, 7, 1169–1183. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Stupp, R.; Weber, D.C. The role of radio- and chemotherapy in glioblastoma. Onkologie 2005, 28, 315–317. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Kleihues, P.; Burger, P.C.; Scheithauer, B.W. The new WHO classification of brain tumours. Brain Pathol. 1993, 3, 255–268. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Krex, D.; Klink, B.; Hartmann, C.; von Deimling, A.; Pietsch, T.; Simon, M.; Sabel, M.; Steinbach, J.P.; Heese, O.; Reifenberger, G.; et al. Long-term survival with glioblastoma multiforme. Brain 2007, 130, 2596–2606. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Curran, W.J., Jr.; Scott, C.B.; Weinstein, A.S.; Martin, L.A.; Nelson, J.S.; Phillips, T.L.; Murray, K.; Fischbach, A.J.; Yakar, D.; Schwade, J.G. Survival comparison of radiosurgery-eligible and -ineligible malignant glioma patients treated with hyperfractionated radiation therapy and carmustine: A report of Radiation Therapy Oncology Group 83-02. J. Clin. Oncol. 1993, 11, 857–862. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hanahan, D.; Weinberg, R.A. Hallmarks of Cancer: The Next Generation. Cell 2011, 144, 646–674. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Louis, D.N.; Ohgaki, H.; Wiestler, O.D.; Cavenee, W.K.; Burger, P.C.; Jouvet, A.; Scheithauer, B.W.; Kleihues, P. The 2007 WHO Classification of Tumours of the Central Nervous System. Acta Neuropathol. 2007, 114, 97–109. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Evans, T.C. X-ray Treatment-Its Origin, Birth and Early History. Emil H. Grubbe. Q. Rev. Biol. 1951, 26. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Von Essen, C.F. Radiation enhancement of metastasis: A review. Clin. Exp. Metast. 1991, 9, 77–104. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wank, M.; Schilling, D.; Reindl, J.; Meyer, B.; Gempt, J.; Motov, S.; Alexander, F.; Wilkens, J.J.; Schlegel, J.; Schmid, T.E.; et al. Evaluation of radiation-related invasion in primary patient-derived glioma cells and validation with established cell lines: Impact of different radiation qualities with differing LET. J. Neurooncol. 2018. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Steinle, M.; Palme, D.; Misovic, M.; Rudner, J.; Dittmann, K.; Lukowski, R.; Ruth, P.; Huber, S.M. Ionizing radiation induces migration of glioblastoma cells by activating BK K+ channels. Radiother. Oncol. 2011, 101, 122–126. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Nalla, A.K.; Asuthkar, S.; Bhoopathi, P.; Gujrati, M.; Dinh, D.H.; Rao, J.S. Suppression of uPAR retards radiation-induced invasion and migration mediated by integrin beta1/FAK signaling in medulloblastoma. PLoS ONE 2010, 5, e13006. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Simon, F.; Dittmar, J.O.; Brons, S.; Orschiedt, L.; Urbschat, S.; Weber, K.J.; Debus, J.; Combs, S.E.; Rieken, S. Integrin-based meningioma cell migration is promoted by photon but not by carbon-ion irradiation. Strahlenther. Onkol. 2015, 191, 347–355. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Fehlauer, F.; Muench, M.; Richter, E.; Rades, D. The inhibition of proliferation and migration of glioma spheroids exposed to temozolomide is less than additive if combined with irradiation. Oncol. Rep. 2007, 17, 941–945. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Goetze, K.; Scholz, M.; Taucher-Scholz, G.; Mueller-Klieser, W. The impact of conventional and heavy ion irradiation on tumor cell migration in vitro. Int.J. Radiat. Biol. 2007, 83, 889–896. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Zhen, L.; Li, J.; Zhang, M.; Yang, K. MiR-10b decreases sensitivity of glioblastoma cells to radiation by targeting AKT. J. Biol. Res. (Thessalon) 2016, 23, 14. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Paw, I.; Carpenter, R.C.; Watabe, K.; Debinski, W.; Lo, H.W. Mechanisms regulating glioma invasion. Cancer Lett. 2015, 362, 1–7. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Kargiotis, O.; Geka, A.; Rao, J.S.; Kyritsis, A.P. Effects of irradiation on tumor cell survival, invasion and angiogenesis. J. Neurooncol. 2010, 100, 323–338. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Wild-Bode, C.; Weller, M.; Rimner, A.; Dichgans, J.; Wick, W. Sublethal irradiation promotes migration and invasiveness of glioma cells: Implications for radiotherapy of human glioblastoma. Cancer Res. 2001, 61, 2744–2750. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	



Peres, E.A.; Gerault, A.N.; Valable, S.; Roussel, S.; Toutain, J.; Divoux, D.; Guillamo, J.S.; Sanson, M.; Bernaudin, M.; Petit, E. Silencing erythropoietin receptor on glioma cells reinforces efficacy of temozolomide and X-rays through senescence and mitotic catastrophe. Oncotarget 2015, 6, 2101–2119. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Li, H.-F.; Kim, J.-S.; Waldman, T. Radiation-induced Akt activation modulates radioresistance in human glioblastoma cells. Radiat. Oncol. 2009, 4, 43. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Taghian, A.; DuBois, W.; Budach, W.; Baumann, M.; Freeman, J.; Suit, H. In vivo radiation sensitivity of glioblastoma multiforme. Int. J. Radiat. Oncol. Biol. Phys. 1995, 32, 99–104. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Baumann, M.; DuBois, W.; Pu, A.; Freeman, J.; Suit, H.D. Response of xenografts of human malignant gliomas and squamous cell carcinomas to fractionated irradiation. Int. J. Radiat. Oncol. Biol. Phys. 1992, 23, 803–809. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Suit, H.D.; Zietman, A.; Tomkinson, K.; Ramsay, J.; Gerweck, L.; Sedlacek, R. Radiation response of xenografts of a human squamous cell carcinoma and a glioblastoma multiforme: A progress report. Int. J. Radiat. Oncol. Biol. Phys. 1990, 18, 365–373. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Holland, E.C. Glioblastoma multiforme: The terminator. Proc. Natl. Acad Sci. USA 2000, 97, 6242–6244. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Hess, C.F.; Schaaf, J.C.; Kortmann, R.D.; Schabet, M.; Bamberg, M. Malignant glioma: Patterns of failure following individually tailored limited volume irradiation. Radiother. Oncol. 1994, 30, 146–149. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hochberg, F.H.; Pruitt, A. Assumptions in the radiotherapy of glioblastoma. Neurology 1980, 30, 907–911. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Massey, V.; Wallner, K.E. Patterns of second recurrence of malignant astrocytomas. Int. J. Radiat. Oncol. Biol. Phys. 1990, 18, 395–398. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bette, S.; Barz, M.; Huber, T.; Straube, C.; Schmidt-Graf, F.; Combs, S.E.; Delbridge, C.; Gerhardt, J.; Zimmer, C.; Meyer, B.; et al. Retrospective Analysis of Radiological Recurrence Patterns in Glioblastoma, Their Prognostic Value And Association to Postoperative Infarct Volume. Sci. Rep. 2018, 8, 4561. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Lipkova, J.; Angelikopoulos, P.; Wu, S.; Alberts, E.; Wiestler, B.; Diehl, C.; Preibisch, C.; Pyka, T.; Combs, S.; Hadjidoukas, P.; et al. Personalized Radiotherapy Planning for Glioma Using Multimodal Bayesian Model Calibration. arXiv, 2018; arXiv:1807.00499. [Google Scholar]

	



Laruelo, A.; Dolz, J.; Ken, S.; Chaari, L.; Vermandel, M.; Massoptier, L.; Laprie, A. Probability map prediction of relapse areas in glioblastoma patients using multi-parametric MR. Radiother. Oncol. 2016, 119 (Suppl. 1), S226–S227. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Badiga, A.V.; Chetty, C.; Kesanakurti, D.; Are, D.; Gujrati, M.; Klopfenstein, J.D.; Dinh, D.H.; Rao, J.S. MMP-2 siRNA Inhibits Radiation-Enhanced Invasiveness in Glioma Cells. PLoS ONE 2011, 6, e20614. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Cordes, N.; Hansmeier, B.; Beinke, C.; Meineke, V.; van Beuningen, D. Irradiation differentially affects substratum-dependent survival, adhesion, and invasion of glioblastoma cell lines. Br. J. Cancer 2003, 89, 2122–2132. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



De Bacco, F.; Luraghi, P.; Medico, E.; Reato, G.; Girolami, F.; Perera, T.; Gabriele, P.; Comoglio, P.M.; Boccaccio, C. Induction of MET by ionizing radiation and its role in radioresistance and invasive growth of cancer. J. Natl. Cancer Inst. 2011, 103, 645–661. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Park, C.M.; Park, M.J.; Kwak, H.J.; Lee, H.C.; Kim, M.S.; Lee, S.H.; Park, I.C.; Rhee, C.H.; Hong, S.I. Ionizing radiation enhances matrix metalloproteinase-2 secretion and invasion of glioma cells through Src/epidermal growth factor receptor-mediated p38/Akt and phosphatidylinositol 3-kinase/Akt signaling pathways. Cancer Res. 2006, 66, 8511–8519. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Rieken, S.; Habermehl, D.; Wuerth, L.; Brons, S.; Mohr, A.; Lindel, K.; Weber, K.; Haberer, T.; Debus, J.; Combs, S.E. Carbon ion irradiation inhibits glioma cell migration through downregulation of integrin expression. Int. J. Radiat. Oncol. Biol. Phys. 2012, 83, 394–399. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Zhai, G.G.; Malhotra, R.; Delaney, M.; Latham, D.; Nestler, U.; Zhang, M.; Mukherjee, N.; Song, Q.; Robe, P.; Chakravarti, A. Radiation enhances the invasive potential of primary glioblastoma cells via activation of the Rho signaling pathway. J. Neurooncol. 2006, 76, 227–237. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Walker, M.D.; Strike, T.A.; Sheline, G.E. An analysis of dose-effect relationship in the radiotherapy of malignant gliomas. Int. J. Radiat. Oncol. Biol. Phys. 1979, 5, 1725–1731. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Walker, M.D.; Green, S.B.; Byar, D.P.; Alexander, E., Jr.; Batzdorf, U.; Brooks, W.H.; Hunt, W.E.; MacCarty, C.S.; Mahaley, M.S., Jr.; Mealey, J., Jr.; et al. Randomized comparisons of radiotherapy and nitrosoureas for the treatment of malignant glioma after surgery. N. Engl. J. Med. 1980, 303, 1323–1329. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Regine, W.F.; Patchell, R.A.; Strottmann, J.M.; Meigooni, A.; Sanders, M.; Young, B. Combined stereotactic split-course fractionated gamma knife radiosurgery and conventional radiation therapy for unfavorable gliomas: A phase I study. J. Neurosurg. 2000, 93 (Suppl. 3), 37–41. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Graf, R.; Hildebrandt, B.; Tilly, W.; Sreenivasa, G.; Ullrich, R.; Felix, R.; Wust, P.; Maier-Hauff, K. Dose-escalated conformal radiotherapy of glioblastomas—Results of a retrospective comparison applying radiation doses of 60 and 70 Gy. Onkologie 2005, 28, 325–330. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Katoh, N.; Shirato, H.; Aoyama, H.; Onimaru, R.; Suzuki, K.; Hida, K.; Miyasaka, K.; Iwasaki, Y. Hypofractionated radiotherapy boost for dose escalation as a treatment option for high-grade spinal cord astrocytic tumor. J. Neurooncol. 2006, 78, 63–69. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Coughlin, C.; Scott, C.; Langer, C.; Coia, L.; Curran, W.; Rubin, P. Phase II, two-arm RTOG trial (94-11) of bischloroethyl-nitrosourea plus accelerated hyperfractionated radiotherapy (64.0 or 70.4 Gy) based on tumor volume (> 20 or <or = 20 cm(2), respectively) in the treatment of newly-diagnosed radiosurgery-ineligible glioblastoma multiforme patients. Int. J. Radiat. Oncol. Biol. Phys. 2000, 48, 1351–1358. [Google Scholar] [PubMed]

	



Werner-Wasik, M.; Scott, C.B.; Nelson, D.F.; Gaspar, L.E.; Murray, K.J.; Fischbach, J.A.; Nelson, J.S.; Weinstein, A.S.; Curran, W.J., Jr. Final report of a phase I/II trial of hyperfractionated and accelerated hyperfractionated radiation therapy with carmustine for adults with supratentorial malignant gliomas. Radiation Therapy Oncology Group Study 83-02. Cancer 1996, 77, 1535–1543. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Baumert, B.G.; Brada, M.; Bernier, J.; Kortmann, R.D.; Dehing-Oberije, C.; Collette, L.; Davis, J.B. EORTC 22972-26991/MRC BR10 trial: Fractionated stereotactic boost following conventional radiotherapy of high grade gliomas. Clinical and quality-assurance results of the stereotactic boost arm. Radiother. Oncol. 2008, 88, 163–172. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Piroth, M.D.; Pinkawa, M.; Holy, R.; Stoffels, G.; Demirel, C.; Attieh, C.; Kaiser, H.J.; Langen, K.J.; Eble, M.J. Integrated-boost IMRT or 3-D-CRT using FET-PET based auto-contoured target volume delineation for glioblastoma multiforme—A dosimetric comparison. Radia. Oncol. 2009, 4, 57. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Piroth, M.D.; Pinkawa, M.; Holy, R.; Klotz, J.; Schaar, S.; Stoffels, G.; Galldiks, N.; Coenen, H.H.; Kaiser, H.J.; Langen, K.J.; et al. Integrated boost IMRT with FET-PET-adapted local dose escalation in glioblastomas. Results of a prospective phase II study. Strahlenther. Onkol. 2012, 188, 334–339. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Fitzek, M.M.; Thornton, A.F.; Rabinov, J.D.; Lev, M.H.; Pardo, F.S.; Munzenrider, J.E.; Okunieff, P.; Bussiere, M.; Braun, I.; Hochberg, F.H.; et al. Accelerated fractionated proton/photon irradiation to 90 cobalt gray equivalent for glioblastoma multiforme: Results of a phase II prospective trial. J. Neurosurg. 1999, 91, 251–260. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Giordano, F.A.; Brehmer, S.; Murle, B.; Welzel, G.; Sperk, E.; Keller, A.; Abo-Madyan, Y.; Scherzinger, E.; Clausen, S.; Schneider, F.; et al. Intraoperative Radiotherapy in Newly Diagnosed Glioblastoma (INTRAGO): An Open-Label, Dose-Escalation Phase I/II Trial. Neurosurgery 2018. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Peeken, J.C.; Bernhofer, M.; Wiestler, B.; Goldberg, T.; Cremers, D.; Rost, B.; Wilkens, J.J.; Combs, S.E.; Nusslin, F. Radiomics in radiooncology—Challenging the medical physicist. Phys. Med. 2018, 48, 27–36. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Shirahata, M.; Ono, T.; Stichel, D.; Schrimpf, D.; von Deimling, A. Novel, improved grading system(s) for IDH-mutant astrocytic gliomas. Acta Neuropathol. 2018, 136, 153–166. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Prados, M.D.; Chang, S.M.; Butowski, N.; DeBoer, R.; Parvataneni, R.; Carliner, H.; Kabuubi, P.; Ayers-Ringler, J.; Rabbitt, J.; Page, M.; et al. Phase II study of erlotinib plus temozolomide during and after radiation therapy in patients with newly diagnosed glioblastoma multiforme or gliosarcoma. J. Clin. Oncol. 2009, 27, 579–584. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Perez-Soler, R. HER1/EGFR targeting: Refining the strategy. Oncologist 2004, 9, 58–67. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Rich, J.N.; Reardon, D.A.; Peery, T.; Dowell, J.M.; Quinn, J.A.; Penne, K.L.; Wikstrand, C.J.; Van Duyn, L.B.; Dancey, J.E.; McLendon, R.E.; et al. Phase II trial of gefitinib in recurrent glioblastoma. J. Clin. Oncol. 2004, 22, 133–142. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Bent, M.J. Adjuvant treatment of high grade gliomas. Ann. Oncol. 2006, 17. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef][Green Version]

	



Ahluwalia, M.S.; Gladson, C.L. Progress on antiangiogenic therapy for patients with malignant glioma. J. Oncol. 2010, 2010, 689018. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Taga, T.; Suzuki, A.; Gonzalez-Gomez, I.; Gilles, F.H.; Stins, M.; Shimada, H.; Barsky, L.; Weinberg, K.I.; Laug, W.E. alpha v-Integrin antagonist EMD 121974 induces apoptosis in brain tumor cells growing on vitronectin and tenascin. Int. J. Cancer 2002, 98, 690–697. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Wang, S.; Li, X.; Parra, M.; Verdin, E.; Bassel-Duby, R.; Olson, E.N. Control of endothelial cell proliferation and migration by VEGF signaling to histone deacetylase 7. Proc. Natl. Acad Sci. USA 2008, 105, 7738–7743. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Reardon, D.A.; Cheresh, D. Cilengitide: A prototypic integrin inhibitor for the treatment of glioblastoma and other malignancies. Genes Cancer 2011, 2, 1159–1165. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Raizer, J.J.; Giglio, P.; Hu, J.; Groves, M.; Merrell, R.; Conrad, C.; Phuphanich, S.; Puduvalli, V.K.; Loghin, M.; Paleologos, N.; et al. A phase II study of bevacizumab and erlotinib after radiation and temozolomide in MGMT unmethylated GBM patients. J. Neurooncol. 2016, 126, 185–192. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Chen, C.; Huang, R.; MacLean, A.; Muzikansky, A.; Mukundan, S.; Wen, P.Y.; Norden, A.D. Recurrent high-grade glioma treated with bevacizumab: Prognostic value of MGMT methylation, EGFR status and pretreatment MRI in determining response and survival. J. Neurooncol. 2013, 115, 267–276. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Vilalta, M.; Rafat, M.; Graves, E.E. Effects of radiation on metastasis and tumor cell migration. Cell. Mol. Life Sci. 2016, 73, 2999–3007. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Raychaudhuri, B.; Vogelbaum, M.A. IL-8 is a mediator of NF-kappaB induced invasion by gliomas. J. Neurooncol. 2011, 101, 227–235. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Yamanaka, R.; Tanaka, R.; Yoshida, S. Effects of irradiation on cytokine production in glioma cell lines. Neurol. Med. Chir. (Tokyo) 1993, 33, 744–748. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Jiang, J.; Qiu, J.; Li, Q.; Shi, Z. Prostaglandin E2 Signaling: Alternative Target for Glioblastoma? Trends Cancer 2017, 3, 75–78. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Qiu, J.; Shi, Z.; Jiang, J. Cyclooxygenase-2 in glioblastoma multiforme. Drug Discov. Today 2017, 22, 148–156. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Brocard, E.; Oizel, K.; Lalier, L.; Pecqueur, C.; Paris, F.; Vallette, F.M.; Oliver, L. Radiation-induced PGE2 sustains human glioma cells growth and survival through EGF signaling. Oncotarget 2015, 6, 6840–6849. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]

	



Wick, W.; Platten, M.; Weller, M. Glioma cell invasion: Regulation of metalloproteinase activity by TGF-beta. J. Neurooncol. 2001, 53, 177–185. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Kegelman, T.P.; Wu, B.; Das, S.K.; Talukdar, S.; Beckta, J.M.; Hu, B.; Emdad, L.; Valerie, K.; Sarkar, D.; Furnari, F.B.; et al. Inhibition of radiation-induced glioblastoma invasion by genetic and pharmacological targeting of MDA-9/Syntenin. Proc. Natl. Acad Sci. USA 2017, 114, 370–375. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Zhang, X.; Wang, X.; Xu, R.; Ji, J.; Xu, Y.; Han, M.; Wei, Y.; Huang, B.; Chen, A.; Zhang, Q.; et al. YM155 decreases radiation-induced invasion and reverses epithelial-mesenchymal transition by targeting STAT3 in glioblastoma. J. Transl. Med. 2018, 16, 79. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Yadav, V.N.; Zamler, D.; Baker, G.J.; Kadiyala, P.; Erdreich-Epstein, A.; DeCarvalho, A.C.; Mikkelsen, T.; Castro, M.G.; Lowenstein, P.R. CXCR4 increases in-vivo glioma perivascular invasion, and reduces radiation induced apoptosis: A genetic knockdown study. Oncotarget 2016, 7, 83701–83719. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed][Green Version]








[image: Cancers 10 00456 g001 550] 





Figure 1. Survival fraction of three patient-derived glioma cell lines (T76, H9, and H19). Shown are three survival curves fitted with the linear-quadratic model after low linear energy transfer (LET) irradiation. Each survival fraction was calculated from three different measurement sets (n = 3), and the standard error of the mean (SEM) is shown. 
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Figure 2. Invasion assay of primary patient-derived glioma cell lines. Shown are seven primary glioma cell lines that were examined for their invasion 24 h after 4 Gy X-ray irradiation. Each value represents the mean value of at least three biological replicates, and the SEM is depicted. Significance was calculated applying a Student’s t-test with * p ≤ 0.05 and ** p ≤ 0.01. 
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Table 1. List of recurrence patterns from glioma patients treated with radiotherapy at the Technical University of Munich (TUM). Studies were carried out independently by the Department of Radiation Oncology (RO) and the Department of Neuroradiology (NR).
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WHO Grade [Department]

	
n

	
Field Border

	
Infield

	
Outfield






	
WHO III [RO]

	
13

	
0

	
0.0%

	
12

	
92.3%

	
1

	
7.7%




	
WHO IV [RO]

	
80

	
9

	
11.3%

	
68

	
85.0%

	
3

	
3.8%




	
WHO IV [NR] [34]

	
85

	

	

	
72

	
84.7%

	
13

	
15.3%
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Table 2. In vitro studies investigating migration and invasion after low LET irradiation. Not determined values are marked with n.d.
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	Author
	Cell Line
	Dose
	Migration
	Invasion





	Bagida et al. [37]
	U251, U87
	8 Gy
	Increasing tendency
	Increasing tendency



	Cordes et al. [38]
	A172, U138, LN-229, and LN-18
	6 Gy
	n.d.
	A172: decreased, U138, LN229, and LN18: no effect



	De Bacco et al. [39]
	U251
	10 Gy
	Increased
	Increased



	Fehlauer et al. [19]
	GaMg and U87MG
	5 Gy (U87) 10 Gy (GaMg)
	Decreased
	n.d.



	Goetze et al. [20]
	U87MG
	1, 3, and 10 Gy
	1 Gy: no effect

3 and 10 Gy: decreased
	n.d.



	Nalla et al. [17]
	DAOY, D283
	7 Gy
	Increased
	Increased



	Park et al. [40]
	U251, U373, LN-18, and LN428
	1, 2, 3, and 5 Gy
	n.d.
	U251 and U373: increased,

LN18 and LN428: no effect



	Rieken et al. [41]
	U87MG, LN-229
	2 and 10 Gy
	2 Gy: increased,

10 Gy: no effect
	n.d.



	Steinle et al. [16]
	T98G, U87 MG
	2 Gy
	Increased
	n.d.



	Wank et al. [15]
	LN-229, LN-18, U87 MG, and 7 primary cell lines
	4 Gy
	n.d.
	LN229 and U87: increased,

LN18: no effect;

4 primary cell lines: increased

2 primary cell lines: increasing tendency

1 primary cell line: no effect



	Wild-Bode et al. [24]
	U87MG, LN-229, and LN18
	1, 3, and 6 Gy
	No effect after 1 Gy but increased after 3 and 6 Gy
	1 Gy: no effect

3 and 6 Gy: increased



	Zhai et al. [42]
	Two primary glioma cell lines
	2, 4, 6, and 8 Gy
	Increased
	Increased



	Zheng et al. [21]
	A172, LN-229
	5 Gy
	Decreased
	Decreased
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Table 3. Patients’ characteristics. MGMT: O6-methylguanin-DNA methyltransferase, IDH: isocitrate dehydrogenase.
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	Patients’ Characteristics
	Groups
	All
	All (%)





	Sex (No.)
	
	
	



	
	Male
	4
	44.4



	
	Female
	5
	55.6



	Age (years)
	
	
	



	
	Median
	45
	



	
	Range
	24–89
	



	MGMT-Status (No.)
	
	
	



	
	unmethylated (<8%)
	4
	44.45



	
	methylated (≥8%)
	4
	44.45



	
	unknown
	1
	11.1



	IDH Status (No.)
	
	
	



	
	wildtype
	5
	55.6



	
	mutated
	4
	44.4
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