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Abstract: Taste disorders (TDs) are common among systemically treated cancer patients 36 
and negatively impact their nutritional status and quality of life. A food supplement con- 37 
taining the natural taste-modifying protein miraculin (DMB®) has emerged as a possible 38 
alternative treatment for TDs. The present study aimed to evaluate the efficacy and safety 39 
of habitual DMB consumption in malnourished cancer patients undergoing active treat- 40 
ment. An exploratory clinical trial was carried out in which 31 cancer patients were ran- 41 
domized into three arms [standard dose of DMB (150 mg DMB/tablet), high dose of DMB 42 
(300 mg DMB/tablet) or placebo (300 mg freeze-dried strawberry)] for three months. Pa- 43 
tients consumed an intervention DMB tablet or placebo before each main meal. Through- 44 
out the five main visits, electrochemical taste perception, nutritional status, dietary intake, 45 
quality of life and the fatty acid profile of erythrocytes were evaluated. Patients consuming 46 
a standard dose of DMB exhibited improved taste acuity over time (% change right/left 47 
side: ‒52.8 ± 38.5 / ‒58.7 ± 69.2%) and salty taste perception (2.29 ± 1.25 vs. high dose: 2.17 48 
± 1.84 vs. placebo: 1.57 ± 1.51 points, p < 0.05). They also had higher energy intake (p = 49 
0.075) and covered better energy expenditure (107 ± 19%). The quality of life evaluated by 50 
symptom scales improved in patients receiving the standard dose of DMB (constipation, 51 
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p = 0.048). The levels of arachidonic (13.1 ± 1.8; 14.0 ± 2.8, 12.0 ± 2.0%; p = 0.004) and do- 52 
cosahexaenoic (4.4 ± 1.7; 4.1 ± 1.0; 3.9 ± 1.6%; p = 0.014) acids in erythrocytes increased over 53 
time after DMB intake. The standard dose of DMB increased fat‒free mass vs. placebo (47.4 54 
± 9.3 vs. 44.1 ± 4.7 kg, p = 0.007). Importantly, habitual patients with DMB did not experi- 55 
ence any adverse events, and metabolic parameters remained stable and within normal 56 
ranges. In conclusion, habitual consumption of a standard 150 mg dose of DMB improves 57 
electrochemical food perception, nutritional status (energy intake, fat quantity and quality, 58 
fat-free mass) and quality of life in malnourished cancer patients receiving antineoplastic 59 
treatment. Additionally, DMB consumption appears to be safe, with no changes in major 60 
biochemical parameters associated with health status. The clinical trial was registered at 61 
http://clinicaltrials.gov (NCT05486260). 62 

Keywords: Taste disorders; ageusia; dysgeusia; neoplasm; chemotherapy; radiotherapy; Synsepalum 63 
dulcificum; miraculin protein; miracle berry; malnutrition; fatty acids.  64 
 65 

1. Introduction 66 
Taste disorders (TDs) are frequent adverse events during antineoplastic treatments 67 

in cancer patients [1–4]. However, limited attention has been given to these disorders. The 68 
effects of TDs are related to the cytotoxic effects of chemotherapy on the differentiation 69 
and proliferation of cells in the taste bud [5] or to chemosensory dysfunction that can cause 70 
neurological damage by acting directly on taste receptors or synaptic uncoupling during 71 
radiotherapy [6]. Stem cell therapy [7] and anticancer-targeted drugs [8,9] have also been 72 
shown to induce taste alterations. However, chemotherapy-related TDs are more fre- 73 
quent. Chemotherapy-induced TDs are highly variable and range between 17% and 86% 74 
[10]. The presence of TDs can occur as acute side effects after chemotherapy [11] increasing 75 
according to the number of cycles received. Although these symptoms generally improve 76 
once treatment is completed [12], they may also persist for a long period after treatment 77 
is completed [13]. One of the most prevalent TDs is dysgeusia, which occurs between 56% 78 
and 76% of patients receiving antineoplastic treatment [14]. Dysgeusia is a qualitative gus- 79 
tatory disturbance defined as impaired or altered sense taste perception or persistent taste 80 
sensation without stimulation [15]. Generally, patients described unpleasant tastes or dis- 81 
tortions of taste sensation [16]. 82 

Patients commonly present anorexia due to antineoplastic treatment but also due to 83 
dysgeusia. Indeed, patients attribute difficulties maintaining adequate food intake to al- 84 
tered taste during treatment [17]. TDs reduce appetite and energy intake, which produce 85 
changes in food preferences [18] that determine weight loss and changes in body compo- 86 
sition [19] and increase malnutrition risk in cancer patients [20]. 87 

The prevalence of malnutrition in cancer patients varies between 40% and 80% [21]. 88 
This condition determines the outcome in cancer patients [22] since its presence is associ- 89 
ated with treatment–induced toxicity, an increase in the postoperative risk of complica- 90 
tions [23], poor prognosis, overall survival reduction [24] and increased mortality. In this 91 
sense, TDs can increase malnutrition risk by a factor of 3.36 [19]. TDs can also have a sig- 92 
nificant impact on cancer patients’ quality of life by reducing food enjoyment [25,26] and 93 
developing food aversions that reduce food intake [27] and increase the risk of malnutri- 94 
tion [28,29]. 95 

Therefore, it is not surprising that different strategies have been developed to prevent 96 
or ameliorate TDs [30–34]. Commonly known as the miracle berry, the Synsepalum dulcifi- 97 
cum (Daniell) fruit has attracted increased attention due to its ability to transform sour 98 
taste perception into sweet taste [35]. This quality is due to the presence of miraculin, a 99 
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glycoprotein that acts as a selective agonist at acidic pH or antagonist at neutral pH, of 100 
sweet taste receptors [36]. This characteristic allows miraculin to change the food flavor 101 
depending on the pH of the food consumed making meals more palatable. Miraculin pro- 102 
vides a high sweetness intensity that persists for approximately 30 minutes after con- 103 
sumption [37]; thus, its consumption could improve the overall taste perception in cancer 104 
patients undergoing antineoplastic treatment and those with TDs [38], improving food 105 
intake and, consequently, their nutritional and health status. 106 

Two studies have evaluated the consumption of miracle fruit in cancer patients un- 107 
dergoing active chemotherapy treatment, and both have shown positive changes in TDs 108 
[39,40]. However, despite pointing out the direction of the effect of consuming the miracle 109 
berry on these patients, both studies used subjective methods for the assessment of TDs 110 
and used the fruits of S. dulcificum.  111 

In December 2021, the European Commission authorized dried miracle berry (DMB) 112 
as a novel food [41]. DMB, is a freeze-dried extract of miracle berry pulp juice rich in mirac- 113 
ulin. It was officially cataloged as the dried fruit of S. dulcificum, safe for use in the Euro- 114 
pean Union. DMB® has become available as a food supplement. 115 

In this sense, the present study hypothesizes that DMB consumption enhances the 116 
electrochemical taste perception and improves both the nutritional status and quality of 117 
life of cancer patients positively impacting their health. Therefore, the main aim of the 118 
present clinical trial was to evaluate the efficacy and safety of habitual DMB consumption 119 
in malnourished cancer patients undergoing active treatment. 120 

2. Materials and Methods 121 

 A detailed description of the CLINMIR study protocol has recently been published 122 
elsewhere [42]. Below is a summary of the clinical trial. 123 

2.1 Trial design 124 
The clinical trial protocol was approved by the Scientific Research and Ethics Com- 125 

mittee of the Hospital University La Paz (HULP), Madrid (Spain) in version 1 in June 2022 126 
and protocolled by the HULP Code 6164. The present protocol clinical trial has also been 127 
registered at http://clinicaltrials.gov with the number NCT05486260.  128 

The CLINMIR study is a pilot randomized, parallel, triple-blind, and placebo-con- 129 
trolled clinical trial allocated in three arms according to treatment with a food supplement 130 
enriched in the protein miraculin (DMB) in malnourished cancer patients exhibiting TDs 131 
because of active chemotherapy and radiotherapy and adjusted by type of cancer. All pa- 132 
tients were recruited from medical consultations in the Clinical and Dietary Nutrition Unit 133 
(UNC&D) and by referral from the Oncology Service of the HULP to UNC&D.  134 

2.2 Participants 135 
The main inclusion criteria were patients 18 years of age and older with cancer, active 136 

chemotherapy and/or radiotherapy, and/or immunotherapy treatment who had a weight 137 
loss ≥ 5 % in the last six months, malnutrition diagnosis assessed by Global Leadership 138 
Initiative on Malnutrition (GLIM Criteria) [43], and TDs measured by electrogustometry. 139 
Additionally, patients had to have a life expectancy greater than 3 months and be able to 140 
feed by oral intake. Patients also had an understanding of the clinical study guidelines.  141 

The exclusion criteria included patients participating in another clinical trial, enteral 142 
or parenteral nutrition, poorly controlled diabetes mellitus (HbA1c >8%), uncontrolled 143 
hypertension or hyper/hypothyroidism, severe digestive toxicity due to treatment with 144 
chemo-radiotherapy, severe kidney or liver disease (chronic renal failure, nephrotic syn- 145 
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drome, cirrhosis, etc.), severe dementia, brain metastases, eating disorders, history of se- 146 
vere neurological or psychiatric pathology that may interfere with treatment, alcoholism 147 
or substance abuse, severe gastrointestinal diseases, and unwillingness to consume the 148 
miraculin-based food supplement. 149 

Intolerance to miraculin was a withdrawal criterion. Any medication that did not 150 
interfere with the study formulation was allowed and registered in the Clinical Research 151 
Data. 152 

2.3 Interventions 153 

Patients who met the selection criteria were randomized to one of three arms of the 154 
clinical trial. The first arm had 150 mg of DMB equivalent to 2.8 mg of miraculin + 155 
150 mg of freeze-dried strawberries per orodispersible tablet; the second arm had 156 
300 mg of DMB equivalent to 5.6 mg of miraculin; and the third arm contained 300 157 
mg of freeze-dried strawberries per orodispersible tablet as a placebo. All treatments 158 
were isocaloric (Table 1). 159 

Table 1. Nutritional composition of the food supplement enriched in miraculin (DMB) and placebo 

    
Standard dose of DMB  

(150 mg DMB® + 150 mg 
strawberry freeze-dried) 

High dose of DMB 
(300 mg DMB®) 

Placebo (300 mg strawberry 
freeze-dried) 

Energy kcal 0.99 1 0.97 
Carbohydrates mg 194 234 154 
Sugars mg 156 162 150 
Fiber mg 26 6 46 
Proteins mg 20 15 24 
Lipids mg 9 5 12 
Saturated fatty acids mg 2 2 1 
Sodium chloride mg 0.1 0.1 0.03 
Humidity mg 4 4 5 
Ash mg 12 14 15 
Miraculin mg 2,8 5,6 0 
Nutritional composition provided by Medicinal Gardens, S.L.  

Those patients who voluntarily agreed to participate signed the informed consent 160 
form. Over 3 months, each patient consumed an orodispersible tablet containing DMB or 161 
placebo five minutes before each main meal (breakfast, lunch, and dinner).  162 

The clinical trial had six face-to-face visits in two phases, one selection visit (vS) in the 163 
Selection Phase and five visits in the Experimental Phase (Figure 1).  164 

 165 
Figure 1. CLINMIR clinical trial outline  166 

 167 
On the selection visit, nutritional status was assessed according to the GLIM criteria 168 

as well as electrical (electrogustometry) and chemical taste perception (taste strips). The 169 
included patient received the questionnaires to complete and hand in at visit 1 (food daily 170 
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record of 3 days, one holiday, quality of life questionnaire -EORTC QLQ-C30- and Inter- 171 
national Physical Activity Questionnaire -IPAQ- as well as the blood sample extraction 172 
appointment (analysis of biochemical parameters and fatty acids from erythrocytes). Ex- 173 
perimental phase visits were 4-7 days after their chemotherapy infusion, except visit 1 be- 174 
fore it.  175 

At visit 1 (v1) patients were randomized and provided with the necessary product 176 
(DMB or placebo) until their next visit (v2). Anthropometric measurements, electrical bi- 177 
oimpedance and the Sniffin’ Sticks Smell Test were carried out. Healthy eating and physi- 178 
cal exercise guidelines for cancer patients were explained. As part of the next visit, the 179 
following forms were delivered: a product efficacy satisfaction questionnaire, a product 180 
consumption control daily sheet, a product consumption tolerance record sheet, and a rec- 181 
ord sheet of adverse effects. Additionally, individualized nutritional treatment was imple- 182 
mented. If an oral nutritional supplement was needed, a polymeric, hypercaloric, and hy- 183 
perproteic formula enriched in omega-3 fatty acids was prescribed depending on their en- 184 
ergy requirements. 185 

Visits 2 (v2, 4-7 days after the chemotherapy session), 3 (v3, ±1 month after visit 1) 186 
and 4 (v4, ±2 months after visit 1) were similar and they were carried out 4-7 days after 187 
the chemotherapy session. During these visits, nutritional status was monitored, and an- 188 
thropometric measurements and smell and taste tests (electrogustometry, taste strips tests 189 
and Sniffin’ sticks smell test) were carried out. In these visits, biochemical parameters were 190 
also measured. Completed questionnaires were collected (food daily record, quality of life 191 
questionnaire, product efficacy, product consumption control, tolerance record and ad- 192 
verse effects record) and behavioral reinforcement (nutritional treatment and physical ac- 193 
tivity, consumption and registration of the assigned treatment, and tolerance and adverse 194 
effects registry). Patients received the questionnaires to complete and hand in at the next 195 
visit. 196 

Finally, during visit 5 (v5, ±3 months after v1 and 3-4 days after the patient's chemo- 197 
therapy) nutritional status was assessed and anthropometric measurements and taste and 198 
smell tests were carried out (electrogustometry, taste strips tests and Sniffin’ sticks smell 199 
test). A blood sample was extracted (biochemical parameters and fatty acids from erythro- 200 
cytes) for analysis. Food daily records and quality of life questionnaire completed were 201 
collected as well as a product efficacy questionnaire, product consumption control, toler- 202 
ance record and adverse effects record. Behavioral reinforcement of nutritional treatment 203 
and physical activity were carried out. 204 

2.4 Outcomes 205 
Malnourished cancer patients with TDs and consuming DMB were expected to im- 206 

prove their taste perception by reducing the electrical–chemical taste perception threshold 207 
from baseline (v0) and throughout the intervention. Moreover, it is expected that DMB 208 
consumption improves the chemical and olfactory perception of food. Improvements in 209 
dietary intake and nutritional and safety biochemical parameters, as well as improve- 210 
ments in the essential and polyunsaturated fatty acid status assessed through the fatty 211 
acid composition of erythrocytes, were expected because of a better perception of food. 212 
Tolerance and possible adverse effects were also outcomes studied since several doses 213 
were evaluated. All parameters were evaluated from baseline to the end of the interven- 214 
tion and evolution was measured through the different visits carried out (v1, v2, v3, v4, 215 
v5). 216 

 217 
 218 
 219 
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2.5 Sample size 220 
Because the CLINMIR study was exploratory and there was a lack of previous studies 221 

using miraculin-based nutrition supplements in cancer patients, the sample size was es- 222 
tablished by the researchers. The number established was 10 patients per arm given a sam- 223 
ple size of 30 patients. The results obtained will be able to serve to establish the sample 224 
size needed to evaluate the efficacy of the intervention product in multicenter studies. 225 

2.6 Randomization and Blinding 226 
Randomization was carried out using computer-generated random numbers in 227 

blocks of six taking into account treatment and cancer type. This sequence was generated 228 
by the Biostatistics Unit (HULP). The allocation sequence was provided in a separate doc- 229 
ument. To implement the allocation, the sequences were sequentially numbered and 230 
sealed in envelopes that were mailed to the nutritionist who enrolled and assigned partic- 231 
ipants to interventions. When the patient signed the informed consent (v1) patient's ran- 232 
domization envelope was opened.  233 

Researchers, trial patients, care providers (nutritionists, nurses, physicians), assessing 234 
outcomes, data analysts, and the promoter were blinded after assignment to interventions. 235 
Both miraculin-based food supplements and placebo had similar appearances (pink tab- 236 
lets). They were packaged in white opaque bottles with 30 orodispersible tablets identified 237 
by a lot number (L01, L02, L03) and a barcode for tracking. The test product in its powder 238 
form (DMB®) and the placebo were provided by Baïa Food (Medicinal Gardens SL) to Rioja 239 
Nature Pharma. The packaging, in the form of bottles equipped with protective technology 240 
for moisture and oxygen-sensitive products (Activ Vial®), was supplied by CSP Aptar 241 
Technologies. Rioja Nature Pharma was responsible for the manufacturing, labeling, iden- 242 
tification, and supply of the final product, and maintained the blind throughout the study 243 
until the statistical analysis was completed. 244 

2.7 Specific methodology 245 
2.7.1 Malnutrition criteria 246 

Nutritional diagnosis of malnutrition was established through the GLIM criteria 247 
based on phenotypic and etiological criteria. It requires at least one phenotypic criterion 248 
and one etiologic criterion to diagnose malnutrition. Body composition by bioelectrical im- 249 
pedance analysis (BIA) was used to evaluate reduced muscle mass. Gastrointestinal symp- 250 
toms as supportive indicators were considered to assess to evaluate reduced food assimi- 251 
lation and major infection. Finally, trauma or acute conditions were associated with 252 
inflammation. Malnutrition was classified as moderate or severe malnutrition [43]. Nutri- 253 
tional status was evaluated at all study visits. 254 
2.7.2 Anthropometric parameters 255 

They were taken using standard techniques, following the international norms estab- 256 
lished by the WHO. Body weight was measured using a clinical digital scale (capacity 0- 257 
150 kg). The percentage of weight loss was assessed as follows: [(current weight ‒ weight 258 
6 months ago)/weight 6 months ago] * 100. Height was measured with a height meter with 259 
an accuracy of 1 mm (range, 80-200 cm). Body mass index (BMI) was determined using 260 
weight (kg)/height (m)2. Anthropometric parameters were measured at the main visits (v1, 261 
v3, v4 & v5). 262 
2.7.3 Daily food record   263 

Diet was collected in three different days' daily food records, one of which had to be 264 
a holiday. Patients were instructed to record the weight of the food consumed or, if this 265 
was not possible, to record household measurements (spoonfuls, cups, etc.). All records 266 
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were thoroughly reviewed by a nutritionist in the presence of the patient to ensure that 267 
the information collected was complete. Foods, drinks, dietary supplements, and prepa- 268 
rations consumed were transformed into energy and nutrients using DIAL software (Alce 269 
Ingeniería, Madrid, Spain). Results were compared with the recommended intakes of the 270 
Spanish population. 271 

 272 
2.7.4 Electrogustometry 273 

The threshold for an electric-induced taste stimulus (taste acuity) was measured using 274 
an electrogustometer (SI-03 Model, Sensonics International, New Jersey, USA). Patients 275 
were instructed not to eat or drink for an hour before electrogustometry. Monopolar elec- 276 
trode applied electric stimulus. The electrogustometer produces low-amplitude stimuli of 277 
a predetermined duration (0.5 seconds). The methodology used was that recommended 278 
by the manufacturer. The electric threshold scores were measured in the area of the fun- 279 
giform papillae on both sides of the tongue. To detect thresholds, a two-down and one- 280 
up forced-choice single staircase procedure and a stimulus-response staircase were used. 281 
Threshold differences between the left and right sides greater than 7 dB were considered 282 
abnormal [44]. 283 

 284 
2.7.5 Taste strips test 285 

A validated method to measure chemical taste perception [30,134] this tool is based 286 
on the chemical perception of taste through taste-impregnated filter paper strips 287 
(Burghart Messtechnik GmbH, Germany). Four different taste strips (sweet, sour, salty, 288 
and bitter) were measured at four different concentrations each. For the assessment of 289 
whole-mouth gustatory function, strips were placed on the tongue and savored with the 290 
closed mouth for 10 seconds. Once the strip was removed, the participants had to identify 291 
the taste within a forced choice procedure. A maximum score of 16 points (4 concentra- 292 
tions of each of the 4 basic taste qualities) was obtained. Hypogeusia was considered when 293 
a score below nine was obtained regardless of age.  294 

 295 
2.7.6 Sniffin’ Sticks Smell test  296 

Smell perception was measured based on odor-containing felt-tip pens (“Sniffin’ 297 
sticks” Burghart Messtechnik GmbH, Germany). Consuming food, drinks, or cigarettes 15 298 
minutes before testing was not allowed. A total of 16 odor pens were presented to be 299 
identified. For each pen, a flash card with 4 choices was provided (e.g., pineapple, orange, 300 
blackberry, strawberry). Each uncovered odor pen was held 2 cm in front of the nostrils 301 
for 3‒4 seconds. Based on the multiple forced choice paradigm patients had to choose the 302 
best match with their olfactory perception. The score sums all correct answers and was 303 
used to differentiate between normosmia and hyposmia depending on the age of the pa- 304 
tient. 305 

2.8 Quality of life  306 
This was evaluated using the EORTC QLQ-C30 questionnaire for cancer patients val- 307 

idated in Spanish [45]. The questionnaire is formed by 5 functional scales (daily activities 308 
and physical, emotional, cognitive, and social functioning), 3 symptomatic scales (fatigue, 309 
pain and nausea, and vomiting), 1 overall health scale, and 6 questions about dyspnea, 310 
insomnia, anorexia, constipation, diarrhea, and economic impact. All questions are about 311 
the previous week and are scored with 1 to 4 points. The last two questions have a score 312 
from 1 to 7, with 1 being terrible and 7 being excellent. 313 
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Scores obtained are standardized from 0 to 100 points to determine the disease impact 314 
on each scale. High scores on the global health status and functional scales indicate a better 315 
quality of life, while low scores on the symptoms scale indicate a decrease in quality of life. 316 

2.9  Tolerance and adverse events  317 
Gastrointestinal disorders such as abdominal distension, abdominal pain, nausea, re- 318 

gurgitation or gastroesophageal reflux, vomiting, constipation, diarrhea, and flatulence 319 
were defined and recorded based on the Common Terminology Criteria for Adverse 320 
Events (CTCAE) from the National Cancer Institute [46]. These adverse events were clas- 321 
sified as Grade 0 (not described), Grade 1 (mild), Grade 2 (moderate), Grade 3 (severe), 322 
Grade 4 (mortality risk), and Grade 5 (death associated with an event). Additionally, the 323 
patients were asked if they could be related to product consumption. 324 

2.10 Fatty acid profile of erythrocytes 325 
The separation and quantification of fatty acids from erythrocyte lipids have been 326 

reported in previous works [47]. Briefly, erythrocyte lipid extraction and fatty acid meth- 327 
ylation were performed as described by Lepage & Roy (1988) [48]. Fatty acid methyl esters 328 
(FAME) were identified and quantified by comparing their retention times by gas chro- 329 
matography-mass spectrometry (GC-MS). This analysis was performed by injecting 1µl 330 
into a Bruker (Bremen, Germany) model 456-GC high-resolution gas chromatograph cou- 331 
pled to a Bruker model EVOQ TQ triple quadrupole mass spectrometer as follows: 332 

GC conditions 333 
a) ZB-FAME capillary column (30m x 0.25mm ID x 0.20um film). 334 
b) Split mode injector (100:1) 335 
c) Injector temperature: 250ºC 336 
d) Transfer line temperature: 240ºC 337 
e) Carrier gas: He (1 ml/min) 338 
f) Temperature ramp: 100ºC (2 min) up to 210ºC (5 min) at 4º/min. 339 
MS conditions: 340 
a) Temperature of the source: 240ºC 341 
b) Full scan from 45 Da to 450 Da 342 
c) Electron impact ionization (EI+) at 70eVFood daily record   343 

2.11 Biochemical parameters  344 
Biochemical analyses were carried out in the Biochemistry Laboratory of the Hospital 345 

La Paz, an ISO-certified laboratory, at each visit (v1, v3, v4, v5) using an Olympus AU5400 346 
Automated Chemistry Analyzer (Olympus Corporation, Izasa, CA, USA). 347 

2.12 Miraculin-based food supplement taste perception 348 
A visual analog scale (VAS) was designed by the researchers to obtain information 349 

about the miraculin-based food supplement's taste perception efficacy. The questionnaire 350 
included 5 questions using 10 cm scales, where 0 means not at all or very bad and 10 351 
means very good or very effective. The questions included were as follows: Do you notice 352 
a food taste change after consuming the product? Does food taste better to you? Does it 353 
allow you to eat more food? What is your opinion of the product? Are you satisfied with 354 
the effectiveness of the product? Does the administration of the product seem adequate to 355 
you? 356 

 357 
 358 
 359 
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2.13 Statistical methods 360 
Data analysis was carried out by the intention to treat. Quantitative data are pre- 361 

sented as the means ± standard deviations (SD), and percentages. Data type distribution 362 
was determined using Shapiro‒Wilks tests. Levene's test was used to evaluate the homo- 363 
geneity of variances. Parametric or nonparametric tests were performed depending on the 364 
data distribution. General linear mixed models (GLM) of covariance (ANCOVA) were 365 
used to evaluate differences between means for treatment, time, and treatment x time us- 366 
ing as covariates the baseline data. The analysis of the qualitative variables and percent- 367 
ages was carried out through χ2 or Fisher's F analysis. 368 

Double-sided tests were applied when needed, and a p-value < 0.05 was considered 369 
statistically significant. Data were analyzed using R Project for Statistical Computing 370 
(https://www.r-project.org/). 371 

3. Results 372 
The recruitment period was extended from November 2022 to May 2023. A total of 373 

62 patients were evaluated for eligibility. Of them, 31 oncologic patients met the selection 374 
criteria and were randomized into the three intervention groups, adjusted by the type of 375 
cancer (Figure 2). During follow-up, extended from November 2022 to August 2023, there 376 
were 10 dropouts, most of them due to the taste distortion of non-sweet acidic foods (n = 377 
6) and because the prescription derived from the intervention added difficulty to their, 378 
already complex, antineoplastic treatment (n = 2). Additionally, there were 2 exitus letalis 379 
in the placebo group. There was a 32 % dropout and only 21 cancer patients completed 380 
the clinical trial; however, all variables were evaluated by intention to treat. 381 

 382 
 383 

 384 
 385 

Figure 2. CONSORT flow diagram. 386 
 387 
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3.1 General characteristics of the population 388 
The sample was made up of 58.1 % women and 41.9 % men with a mean age of 60.0 389 

± 10.9 years old, all of them undergoing active treatment with at least chemotherapy, and 390 
TDs were measured by electrogustometry (Table 2).  391 

The average body mass index (BMI) was 22.1 ± 3.3 kg/m2, indicating that the patients 392 
were within the normal weight range. However, the weight loss in the last six months was 393 
-7.8 ± 6.9 %, with no significant differences between treatment groups (p = 0.891). The 394 
most prevalent cancer type was colorectal cancer followed by breast, lung, pancreas and 395 
liver cancers with no significant differences between treatments. Treatment adherence 396 
was adequate (85.6 %) with no significant difference between treatments (p = 0.337). 397 

 398 
Table 2. Baseline characteristics of the population 

    Standard dose of DMB High dose of DMB Placebo p-value 
Sex  Female (%) 70 45.5 60 0.517   Male (%) 30 54.5 40 
Age years 59.9 ± 15.1 58.9 ± 4.9 61.3 ± 11.2 0.891 
Weight kg 61.4 ± 11.1 62.0 ± 14.1 62.6 ± 10.7 0.941 
Weight lost in last 6 mo. % 7.5 ± 6.0 8.7 ± 7.1 7.2 ± 8.0 0.868 
BMI kg/m2 21.9 ± 3.6 22.0 ± 3.3 22.9 ± 3.4 0.737 
Type of cancer           

Head and neck % 0 9.1 0 

0.895 

Colorectal % 30 27.3 20 
Esophagus % 10 0 10 

Stomach % 0 9.1 10 
Liver % 0 9.1 10 

Breast % 10 18.2 10 
Neuroendocrine % 10 0 0 

Ovary % 10 18.2 0 
Pancreas % 10 9.1 10 

Lung % 10 0 10 
Others % 10 0 20 

Chemotherapy % 100 100 100 1 
Radiotherapy % 20 12.5 0 0.594 
BMI, body mass index. Values are expressed as mean ± standard deviation 

3.2 Miraculin-Based Food Supplement Efficacy  399 
3.2.1 The effect on electrical and chemical taste perception   400 

Overall, the electrical taste perception did not show significant changes depending 401 
on treatment, time, and their interaction with treatment per time (Table 3, Figure 3). How- 402 
ever, patients consuming the standard dose of DMB had the lowest detection levels at the 403 
end of the intervention and considerably reduced the taste threshold for an electric‒in- 404 
duced taste stimulus (taste acuity) over time (% change right/left side: ‒52.8 ± 38.5 /      ‒ 405 
58.7 ± 69.2 %). None of the cancer patients reached normal thresholds once the interven- 406 
tion was completed (< 7 dB).  407 

 408 
 409 
 410 

 411 
 412 
 413 
 414 
 415 

 416 
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Table 3. Electrical taste perception depending on treatment. 
            p-value 
      Standard dose of DMB High dose of DMB Placebo Time (t) Treatment (T) T x t 
Right side (dB) Baseline 17.7 ± 13.2 19.3 ± 14.0 17.9 ± 13.4 

0.200 0.393 0.499 
1 week 18.5 ± 10.4 14.5 ± 15.5 15.2 ± 13.5 
1 month 17.9 ± 16.3 20.0 ± 15.4 16.5 ± 17.3 
2 months 6.9 ± 10.8 20.8 ± 14.1 10.8 ± 11.9 
3 months 10.9 ± 11.1 18.0 ± 18.8 16.7 ± 17.1 

Left side (dB) Baseline 20.0 ± 12.5 19.7 ± 14.0 22.6 ± 13.8 

0.444 0.544 0.946 
1 week 15.9 ± 12.9 19.1 ± 16.0 17.1 ± 15.8 
1 month 12.1 ± 15.3 17.7 ± 15.1 14.7 ± 15.4 
2 months 9.6 ± 13.5 18.4 ± 16.2 18.4 ± 13.1 
3 months 9.8 ± 13.5 18.3 ± 18.4 9.9 ± 12.5 

Values are expressed as mean ± standard deviation. 417 
 418 

 419 
Figure 3. Left and right electrical taste perception (mean ± standard error). 420 

 421 
However, at the end of the study, the chemical taste perception reached normal lev- 422 

els (≥ 9) in all patients (Table 4). When different tastes were evaluated, salty taste percep- 423 
tion changed over time and depending on the treatment assigned (p < 0.001). In this re- 424 
gard, patients consuming DMB significantly improved the perception of salty taste versus 425 
placebo (p < 0.05) (Figure 4).  426 

Particularly, those taking both DMB standard and high doses experienced a notable 427 
percentage of change from baseline (108.3 ± 134.4 and 158.3 ± 116.7 %) contrasting with 428 
placebo (‒22.2 ± 72.0 %). Although no significant changes were observed depending on 429 
time or treatment, bitter taste, frequently affected by chemotherapy treatment, had a lower 430 
percentage change in those patients receiving the standard dose of DMB (% change = 14.3 431 
± 65.6 %) contrasting with the high dose of DMB (25.0 ± 16.7 %) or placebo (33.3 ± 94.3 %). 432 
Smell perception did not change throughout the clinical trial (Table 4).  433 

 434 
3.2.2 The effect on dietary intake 435 

Since the beginning of the study, the diet of the cancer patients was high-protein and 436 
high-fat, and this condition persisted during the study. Patients consuming the standard 437 
dose of DMB declared not having consumed a smaller amount of food (p = 0.032) consid- 438 
ering 22% perceived eating less at the beginning of the study (Table S1).  439 

Related to the above, changes in energy intake (p = 0.075) were observed in patients 440 
depending on treatment (Table 5). Indeed, at the end of the intervention, the group re- 441 
ceiving the standard dose of DMB exhibited the highest energy intake compared with the 442 
other two groups. Moreover, patients consuming the standard dose of DMB were those 443 
who best covered energy expenditure (107 ± 19 %). 444 
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 445 
Table 4. Chemical perception (taste strips test) and olfactory perception (smell) depending on the treatment  

  

  Standard dose of DMB High dose of DMB Placebo p-value 
  Baseline 1 week 3 months Baseline 1 week 3 months Baseline 1 week 3 months Time (t) Treatment (T) T x t 

Chemical Taste Perception points 8.00 ± 3.53 9.38 ± 4.24 9.63 ± 3.93 8.00 ± 3.9 8.56 ± 4.83 10.17 ± 4.67 9.6 ± 4.35 11.13 ± 3.23 10.71 ± 3.09 0.444 0.133 0.663 
Sweet right 2.8 ± 1.48 3.13 ± 1.64 2.86 ± 1.46 2.64 ± 1.5 2.56 ± 1.74 3.17 ± 1.6 3.4 ± 0.84 3.57 ± 0.79 3.57 ± 0.79 0.405 0.534 0.821 

Sour right 2.0 ± 0.82 2.00 ± 0.93 1.86 ± 0.9 1.91 ± 1.14 1.56 ± 1.24 2.17 ± 0.98 2.3 ± 1.06 3.00 ± 0.82 2.57 ± 0.98 0.194 0.688 0.591 
Salt right 0.9 ± 0.99 1.63 ± 1.41 2.29 ± 1.25 1.36 ± 1.21 1.89 ± 1.45 2.17 ± 1.84 2.00 ± 1.41 2.00 ± 1.00 1.57 ± 1.51 0.714 0.001 0.001 

Bitter right 2.3 ± 0.95 2.63 ± 1.30 2.57 ± 1.4 2.09 ± 1.22 2.44 ± 1.42 2.67 ± 1.51 1.9 ± 1.85 3.14 ± 1.22 3.14 ± 0.69 0.782 0.964 0.278 
Smell Perception points 13.2 ± 1.9 12.1 ± 2.2 12.3 ± 2.7 13.6 ± 2.4 13.8 ± 1.6 13.3 ± 2.4 12.5 ± 2.2 12.1 ± 2.4 13.0 ± 2.1 0.166 0.930 0.142 

Values are expressed as mean ± standard deviation. 446 
 447 

 448 
Figure 4. Chemical taste perception (mean ± standard error). 449 
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 450 
Table 5. Diet characteristics depending on the assigned treatment  
    Standard dose of DMB High dose of DMB Placebo p-value 
    Baseline 1 month 2 months 3 months Baseline 1 month 2 months 3 months Baseline 1 month 2 months 3 months Time (t) Treatment (T) T x t 

Intake kcal/d 2512± 569 2641 ± 384 2364 ± 594 2679 ± 625 2254 ± 663 2030 ± 577 1809 ± 291 1850 ± 778 2338 ± 724 2294 ± 751 2035 ± 301 2443 ± 581 0.290 0.075 0.907 

Contribution % 100 ± 22 101 ± 26 90 ± 25 107 ± 19 83 ± 20 69 ± 22 62 ± 12 61 ± 29 89 ± 29 90 ± 30 79 ± 13 93 ± 26 0.513 0.324 0.982 

Calorie profile                                 

Proteins % 15.8 ± 2.2 16 ± 3.2 16.7 ± 2.0 16.1 ± 1.5 16.5 ± 1.72 19.4 ± 5.3 18.3 ± 2.2 18.1 ± 3.4 18.6 ± 3.5 17.4 ± 2.2 18.2 ± 2.0 15.6 ± 2.6 0.113 0.332 0.164 

Carbohydrates % 37.2 ± 4.8 34.6 ± 2.9 34.2 ± 7.1 30.4 ± 4.5 37.7 ± 7.88 36.0 ± 11.1 40.4 ± 9.0 39.3 ± 4.8 36.0 ± 5.4 40.2 ± 3.4 36.2 ± 6.1 37.5 ± 6.3 0.208 0.806 0.060 

Lipids % 41.7 ± 4.5 44.0 ± 5.3 45.3 ± 4.1 48.37 ± 5.0 42.8 ± 6.81 42.0 ± 8. 37.8 ± 10.2 39.5 ± 5.3 43.3 ± 6.0 39.4 ± 4.4 43.1 ± 6.7 43.4 ± 3.4 0.163 0.431 0.017 

Lipidic profile                                 

SFA % 13.8 ± 2.0 12.7 ± 2.4 13.4 ± 2.5 14.9 ± 3.3 12.8 ± 2.7 14.3 ± 4.7 11.8 ± 3.9 12.3 ± 4.0 13.5 ± 2.2 11.8 ± 3.5 13.7 ± 3.7 12.0 ± 3.1 0.483 0.799 0.042 

MUFA % 18.2 ± 4.3 20.9 ± 3.5 20.4 ± 4.2 23.1 ± 4.4 18.9 ± 4.3 17.5 ± 4.9 17.2 ± 6.8 16.3 ± 4.3 19.4 ± 5.2 18.5 ± 3.8 19.6 ± 3.8 21.0 ± 3.7 0.308 0.401 0.092 

PUFA % 7.8 ± 9.6 41.8 ± 109.1 31.1 ± 60.1 22.9 ± 46.3 29.9 ± 68.9 46.8 ± 111.8 53.7 ± 120.9 29.9 ± 59.1 18.8 ± 38.7 13.4 ± 24.8 14.1 ± 23.7 29.0 ± 57.5 0.849 0.587 0.590 

SFA, Saturated fatty acids; MUFA, Monounsaturated fatty acids; PUFA, Polyunsaturated fatty acids. Values are expressed as mean ± standard deviation. 
 451 
 452 
Table 6. Fatty acid profile of erythrocytes depending on treatment              

    Standard dose of DMB High dose of DMB Placebo p-value 
    Baseline 3 months Baseline 3 months Baseline 3 months Time (t) Treatment (T) T x t 

Palmitic acid (16:0) % 26.4 ± 1.8 22.4 ± 11.3 29.7 ± 8.3 26.5 ± 2.6 26.3 ± 2.7  26.1 ± 7.5 0.342 0.483 0.814 
Stearic acid (18:0) % 20.4 ± 1.4 18.2 ± 2.7 21.8 ± 4.6 18.6 ± 2.5 21.1 ± 3.0 19.8 ± 4.3 0.068 0.676 0.817 
Oleic acid (18:1 n‒9) % 19.7 ± 3.1  20.0 ± 2.1 18.7 ± 3.2 17.8 ± 2.8 18.2 ± 1.4  17.1 ± 1.2 0.497 0.122 0.787 
Total PUFA % 41.2 ± 1.4 47.1 ± 5.2 40.7 ± 4.6 45.2 ± 5.9 41.3 ± 2.8 41.9 ± 3.1 0.009 0.759 0.784 
Linoleic acid (18:2 n‒6) % 8.0 ± 0.8 9.0 ± 0.8  8.2 ± 0.6 8.6 ± 1.7 8.8 ± 0.9 8.4 ± 2.0 0.327 0.949 0.296 
Arachidonic acid (20:4 n‒6) % 10.0 ± 2.8 13.1 ± 1.8 10.3 ± 2.1 14.0 ± 2.8 11.1 ± 2.0 12.0 ± 2.0 0.004 0.810 0.396 
Eicosapentaenoic acid (20:5 n‒3) % 0.4 ± 0.2 0.6 ± 0.4 0.5 ± 0.1 0.7 ± 0.4 0.3 ± 0.2 0.5 ± 0.3 0.093 0.536 0.963 
Docosahexaenoic acid (22:6 n‒3) % 3.0 ± 1.3 4.4 ± 1.7  3.0 ± 1.1  4.1 ± 1.0 2.9 ± 0.7 3.9 ± 1.6 0.014 0.923 0.836 
Omega‒3 Index % 3.4 ± 1.3 5.0 ± 2.1 3.5 ± 1.2 4.8 ± 1.2 3.2 ± 0.9 4.4 ± 1.4 0.010 0.936 0.947 

 Values are expressed as mean ± standard deviation. 453 
 454 

 455 
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 456 
The energy contribution of lipids (p = 0.017) and carbohydrates (p = 0.060) changed 457 

over time and depending on the treatment assigned. Only patients consuming the stand- 458 
ard dose of DMB reduced the energy contribution of carbohydrates (% change = –17.6 ± 459 
13.1). Also, these patients had a greater lipid contribution compared to those consuming 460 
the high dose of DMB (p = 0.003) or placebo (p = 0.020). In addition, patients taking the 461 
standard dose of DMB also had a greater lipid percentage of change from the beginning 462 
to the end of the intervention (22.0 ± 15.7 %). Moreover, there was a significant change 463 
over time and depending on treatment in the dietary percentage provided by saturated 464 
fatty acids (SFA, p = 0.042) and monounsaturated fatty acids (MUFA, p = 0.092). In this 465 
regard, patients consuming a standard dose of DMB tended to intake more SFA versus 466 
placebo (p = 0.071). Additionally, patients consuming the standard dose of DMB increased 467 
all major dietary fatty acids from the beginning to the end of the intervention, including 468 
SFA (% change = 11.2 ± 20.2 %), MUFA (40.6 ± 33.2) and polyunsaturated fatty acids 469 
(PUFA, 41.1 ± 123.9 %) different from those consuming high dose of DMB (-8.6 ± 32.7; -6.4 470 
± 15.4; 3.2 ± 45.6 %) or placebo (-12.0 ± 16.5; 4.1 ± 20.6; 1.9 ± 29.9 %). 471 

Taking the latter into account, after three months of intervention, all patients showed 472 
a trend to decrease in levels of palmitic and stearic acid from the fatty acid profile of eryth- 473 
rocytes (p = 0.068), particularly in DMB patients (% change standard dose: -13.2 ± 44.0/ - 474 
7.9 ± 17.5; high dose: -7.9 ± 29.1/-11.9 ± 19.7; placebo: 3.6 ± 35.9/-1.0 ± 42.3) (Table 6, Figure 475 
5). In patients consuming standard and high doses of DMB, the increase in linoleic acid 476 
percentage change was 15.3 ± 15.0 and 4.7 ± 17.3 % respectively, while it was reduced in 477 
placebo (-6.0 ± 20.7 %).  478 
 479 

480 
Figure 5. Percentage of change in membrane fatty acids at the end of the intervention (%). 481 

 482 
Moreover, there was a change in total PUFA (p = 0.009), total PUFA n‒6 (p = 0.010), 483 

arachidonic acid (20:4 n-6, p = 0.004), EPA (20:5 n-3, p = 0.093), DHA (22:6 n-3, p = 0.014) 484 
and Omega‒3 index (p = 0.010) over time. In the groups consuming standard and high 485 
doses of DMB, AA increased the percentage change by 49.9 ± 57.9 and 42.1 ± 49.8 %, re- 486 
spectively, while in placebo 8.4 ± 31.5 %. The percentage of change of n‒6 PUFA was 487 
higher in patients consuming the standard dose of DMB (30.2 ± 26.0 %) and high dose of 488 
DMB (23.5 ± 28.5 %) in contrast to placebo (1.5 ± 26.6 %). It was also the standard dose of 489 
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DMB consumed by cancer patients who observed a greater percentage of change in DHA 490 
(81.2 ± 94.7 %) and omega‒3 index (52.7 ± 81.0 %) from the beginning to the end of the 491 
intervention. 492 

 493 
3.2.3 The effect on anthropometry and body composition 494 

After three months of intervention with the miraculin-based food supplement, onco- 495 
logic patients tended to change body weight (p = 0.073), BMI (p = 0.073), and waist cir- 496 
cumference (p = 0.053) and significantly changed fat-free mass (p = 0.006) and total water 497 
(p = 0.029) over time and depending on treatment (Table 7). Patients consuming the stand- 498 
ard dose of DMB were those who had a higher percentage of change in body weight      499 
(‒1.9 ± 4.4 %), BMI (‒1.4 ± 4.6 %) and waist circumference (-2.4 ± 6.7 %) compared to the 500 
beginning of the intervention. Compared to placebo, patients consuming the standard 501 
dose of DMB increased fat-free mass (p = 0.007) and those with the high dose of DMB had 502 
greater total water (p = 0.020). Only patients consuming DMB reduced fat mass, mainly 503 
those with a standard dose [(‒2.5 ± 1.3 vs. –1.3 ± 3.2 vs. 0.5 ± 0.8 kg); (% change = ‒11.4 ± 504 
35.0 vs. -6.1 ± 19.5 vs. 2.1 ± 14.8 %)] (Table 7).  505 

When the bioimpedance phase angle was evaluated, all patients showed a loss of 506 
cellular integrity throughout the study (< 5°). However, when the angle phase was stand- 507 
ardized by age and sex, patients treated with DMB tended to present an improvement 508 
depending on treatment (p = 0.072). Also, the percentage of change was greater in patients 509 
consuming the standard dose of DMB (61.8 ± 19.1 %) than in those with a high dose of 510 
DMB (53.7 ± 99.6 %) or placebo, where it worsened (‒20.6 ± 95.6 %) (Table 7). 511 

After three months of intervention, all patients regained part of the weight lost dur- 512 
ing the last 6 months before the start of the study and improved their nutritional status 513 
without significant differences between treatments (Table S2). Two patients consuming a 514 
standard dose of DMB continued with severe malnutrition after the study ended.  515 

 516 
3.2.4 The effect on quality of life 517 

Although the global health status perception was not modified by the consumption of 518 
the miraculin-based food supplement, changes were observed on social (p = 0.018), fatigue 519 
(p = 0.044) and constipation (p = 0.048) scales depending on treatment (Table 8). At the 520 
end of the intervention patients consuming a high dose of DMB significantly reduced their 521 
social scale (p < 0.05) and felt more fatigue (p < 0.05) compared to a standard dose of DMB 522 
and placebo. Patients consuming a standard dose of DMB significantly improved the pres- 523 
ence of constipation compared to the other two groups (p < 0.05). In this regard, cancer 524 
patients consuming the standard dose of DMB showed a higher percentage change in the 525 
social functional scale (19.6 ± 40.3 %) and constipation (-66.7 ± 57.7 %) from the beginning 526 
to the end of the intervention. 527 

Over time, a trend of change was also observed on the physical (p = 0.083), emotional 528 
(p = 0.074) and loss of appetite (p = 0.070) scales (Table 8). Consistent with food consumed 529 
perception, those patients consuming the standard dose of DMB showed a higher fall in 530 
loss of appetite (% change = ‒100.0 ± 0.0) contrasting with those consuming the high dose 531 
(‒33.3 ± 57.7) or placebo (‒33.3 ± 57.7 %) that increased their inappetence. These patients 532 
also were the only ones who improved their emotional scale during the intervention (% 533 
change = 1.2 ± 9.9 %). 534 

Additionally, to a better quality of life, the perception perceived by cancer patients 535 
about product effectiveness tended to improve depending on treatment (p = 0.074) (Table 536 
S3). Patients consuming the standard dose of DMB showed a better perception of its ef- 537 
fectiveness from the start to end of intervention (% chance = 44.2 ± 73.5 vs. 14.6 ± 75.3 or 538 
placebo -21.4 ± 44.4 %).  539 
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 540 
Table 7. Anthropometric and body composition parameters depending on the assigned treatment 

  

  Standard dose of DMB High dose of DMB Placebo p-value 

  Baseline 1 month 2 months 3 months Baseline 1 month 2 months 3 months Baseline 1 month 2 months 3 months 
Time 

(t) 
Treatment 

(T) T x t 

Peso  kg 61.4 ± 11.1 60.9 ± 11.6 59.8 ± 12.5 59.6 ± 12.6 62.0 ± 14.1 65.4 ± 14.3 67.5 ± 13.3 65.5 ± 14.2 62.6 ± 10.7 60.1 ± 11.8 60.8 ± 11.6 61.5 ± 11.2 0.450 0.516 0.073 

BMI 
kg/m
2 21.9 ± 3.6 21.4 ± 3.1 21.0 ± 3.4 20.9 ± 3.6 22.0 ± 3.3 22.7 ± 3.3 23.0 ± 3.2 22.7 ± 3.4 22.9 ± 3.4 23.3 ± 3.4 23.6 ± 3.2 23.9 ± 3.0 0.56 0.266 0.073 

WC cm 80.5 ± 9.7 81.6 ± 11.6 78.8 ± 12.6 77.8 ± 11.9 84.3 ± 12.8 87.9 ± 12.6 90.2 ± 13.6 89.4 ± 11.4 79.4 ± 10.5 83.1 ± 10.4 83.7 ± 10.2 86.0 ± 11.6 0.857 0.209 0.053 

FFM kg 46.8 ± 8.3 48.7 ± 8.7 48.4 ± 9.4 47.4 ± 9.3 47.6 ± 9.9 48.4 ± 7.4 50.9 ± 8.5 47.3 ± 7.1 45.7 ± 5.9 43.4 ± 5.0 43.3 ± 5.2 44.1 ± 4.7 0.017 0.346 0.006 

FM kg 14.6 ± 5.5 12.1 ± 3.9 11.4 ± 4.5 12.1 ± 4.2 14.2 ± 7.3 17.0 ± 9.0 16.5 ± 9.8 12.9 ± 4.1 17.0 ± 8.4 16.9 ± 9.9 17.5 ± 9.8 17.5 ± 9.2 0.498 0.262 0.446 

TW L 34.8 ± 6.0 36.1 ± 6.2 35.7 ± 6.9 35.1 ± 6.6 36.0 ± 9.0 36.9 ± 7.2 38.0 ± 7.2 35.0 ± 5.4 34.8 ± 5.6 32.0 ± 3.9 32.0 ± 4.3 32.8 ± 3.1 0.240 0.326 0.029 

BCM kg 22.7 ± 5.5 23.6 ± 5.9 23.2 ± 5.9 22.0 ± 6.1 22.3 ± 5.7 21.7 ± 5.3 25.4 ± 8.7 22.7 ± 4.7 20.4 ± 3.2 20.6 ± 2.9 20.7 ± 2.7 20.9 ± 3.7 0.067 0.603 0.213 

PhA ° 4.9 ± 1.0 4.9 ± 0.8 4.8 ± 0.6 4.6 ± 0.8 4.7 ± 0.8 4.4 ± 1.0 5.3 ± 2.2 4.8 ± 0.7 4.4 ± 1.0 4.7 ± 0.9 4.9 ± 0.8 4.8 ± 0.9 0.194 0.837 0.632 

S. PhA ° -0.9 ± 1.0 -0.9 ± 0.7 -1.0 ± 0.5 -1.0 ± 0.8 -1.3 ± 1.1 -1.5 ± 1.1 -1.7 ± 0.9 -1.4 ± 0.8 -1.1 ± 1.7 -1.0 ± 0.4 -1.0 ± 0.4 -0.7 ± 0.5 0.378 0.072 0.662 

BMI, body weight index; WC, waist circumference; PhA, phase angle; FFM, fat free mass; FM, Fat mass; TW, total water; BCM, body cell. mass; S. PhA, standardized phase angle. Values are expressed 
as mean ± standard deviation. 
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Table 8. Quality of life depending on the assigned treatment  

  

  Standard dose of DMB High dose of DMB Placebo p-value 

  Baseline 1 month 2 months 3 months Baseline 1 month 2 months 3 months Baseline 1 month 2 months 3 months Time (t) Treatment (T) T x t 

Global health status Points 66.67 ± 12.42 66.67 ± 21.65 68.75 ± 13.91 69.79 ± 16.02 46.21 ± 15.97 41.67 ± 22.27 44.05 ± 19.07 40.28 ± 8.19 57.41 ± 23.36 73.81 ± 23.78 73.81 ± 16.27 78.57 ± 9.45 0,000 0.473 0.181 

Functional Scales                                 

Physical Points 94.67 ± 6.89 95.56 ± 6.67 95.83 ± 7.07 94.17 ± 7.51 90.3 ± 8.62 85.83 ± 12.57 89.52 ± 13.25 92.22 ± 6.55 97.04 ± 4.84 96.19 ± 7.56 99.05 ± 2.52 98.1 ± 5.04 0.083 0.117 0.228 

Daily activities Points 96.67 ± 7.03 98.15 ± 5.56 97.92 ± 5.89 97.92 ± 5.89 90.91 ± 11.46 89.58 ± 15.27 95.24 ± 8.13 91.67 ± 13.94 96.3 ± 7.35 92.86 ± 8.91 95.24 ± 8.13 100.00 ± 0.0 0.159 0.125 0.408 

Emotional Points 89.17 ± 14.19 89.81 ± 14.3 91.67 ± 11.79 89.58 ± 11.57 75.76 ± 19.88 70.83 ± 17.82 70.24 ± 20.33 61.11 ± 20.18 85.19 ± 15.47 91.67 ± 12.73 89.29 ± 16.47 82.14 ± 26.1 0.074 0.273 0.947 

Cognitive Points 93.33 ± 11.65 94.44 ± 11.79 97.92 ± 5.89 97.92 ± 5.89 80.3 ± 14.56 70.83 ± 21.36 73.81 ± 16.27 69.44 ± 12.55 85.19 ± 22.74 90.48 ± 13.11 90.48 ± 18.9 92.86 ± 13.11 0.010 0.586 0.427 

Social Points 75 ± 22.57 88.89 ± 16.67 87.5 ± 14.77 87.5 ± 17.25 60.61 ± 30.98 68.75 ± 41.25 71.43 ± 34.31 58.33 ± 31.18 81.48 ± 19.44 85.71 ± 15 92.86 ± 13.11 85.71 ± 20.25 0.108 0.018 0.936 

Symptomatic Scales                                 

Fatigue Points 24.44 ± 23.89 20.99 ± 23.2 12.5 ± 12.51 13.89 ± 21.21 42.42 ± 18.47 40.28 ± 18.72 44.44 ± 26.45 50 ± 26.06 38.27 ± 26.12 25.4 ± 19.99 23.81 ± 23.51 20.63 ± 28.28 0.092 0.044 0.307 

Nausea and vomiting Points 3.33 ± 7.03 3.7 ± 11.11 2.08 ± 5.89 4.17 ± 11.79 12.12 ± 18.4 10.42 ± 17.68 9.52 ± 13.11 5.56 ± 13.61 7.41 ± 12.11 2.38 ± 6.3 4.76 ± 8.13 0.0 ± 0.0 0.457 0.232 0.517 

Pain Points 16.67 ± 19.25 11.11 ± 18.63 8.33 ± 12.6 10.42 ± 12.4 24.24 ± 31.06 35.42 ± 43.13 38.1 ± 39.34 50 ± 39.44 14.81 ± 21.15 4.76 ± 12.6 7.14 ± 13.11 4.76 ± 12.6 0.176 0.678 0.304 

Dyspnoea Points 3.33 ± 10.54 3.7 ± 11.11 4.17 ± 11.78 0.0 ± 0.0 15.15 ± 17.41 12.5 ± 24.8 4.76 ± 12.6 16.67 ± 18.26 3.7 ± 11.11 4.76 ± 12.6 0.0 ± 0.0 9.52 ± 25.2 0.615 0.306 0.244 

Insomnia Points 26.66 ± 30.63 11.11 ± 16.67 16.67 ± 17.82 16.67 ± 25.2 24.24 ± 26.21 29.16 ± 33.03 14.28 ± 26.22 22.22 ± 27.21 25.92 ± 27.78 23.81 ± 25.2 28.57 ± 29.99 23.81 ± 31.7 0.757 0.787 0.731 

Lost of appetite Points 6.67 ± 14.05 7.41 ± 14.7 4.17 ± 11.78 4.17 ± 11.78 15.15 ± 22.92 12.5 ± 17.25 14.28 ± 26.22 22.22 ± 27.21 14.81 ± 24.21 38.09 ± 29.99 33.33 ± 33.33 23.81 ± 31.7 0.070 0.688 0.227 

Constipation Points 16.67 ± 23.57 3.7 ± 11.11 4.17 ± 11.78 4.17 ± 11.78 15.15 ± 27.34 0.0 ± 0.0 19.05 ± 26.22 16.67 ± 18.26 18.52 ± 29.39 9.52 ± 25.2 14.28 ± 17.82 9.52 ± 16.26 0.608 0.048 0.716 

Diarrhea Points 10.00 ± 16.10 7.41 ± 14.7 8.33 ± 15.43 8.33 ± 23.57 21.21 ± 26.97 29.16 ± 33.03 23.81 ± 31.7 16.67 ± 18.26 14.81 ± 24.21 23.81 ± 31.7 19.05 ± 26.22 23.81 ± 31.7 0.174 0.723 0.879 

Financial difficulties Points 6.67 ± 14.05 3.7 ± 11.11 4.17 ± 11.78 4.17 ± 11.78 15.15 ± 22.92 4.17 ± 11.78 19.05 ± 26.22 11.11 ± 27.21 3.7 ± 11.11 4.76 ± 12.60 4.76 ± 12.60 9.52 ± 16.26 0.821 0.195 0.192 

Values are expressed as mean ± standard deviation. 557 
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3.3 Miraculin-Based Food Supplement Safety  558 
3.3.1 Adverse events 559 

During the study, some adverse events occurred in the patients evaluated (Table S4). 560 
However, when patients were asked about the possible association with DMB consump- 561 
tion all declared no none of them were associated with these adverse events. Indeed, the 562 
intensity of adverse events reported by cancer patients consuming DMB improved once 563 
the intervention was completed. In this sense, patients who initially reported a moderate 564 
intensity changed from having a moderate intensity to mild or not described. Symptoms 565 
such as abdominal distention improved only in those patients consuming the standard 566 
dose of DMB. When an adverse event occurred, oncologic patients consumed the medica- 567 
tion indicated by the physician. Thus, after three months of treatment, patients consuming 568 
DMB did not present more adverse events than those consuming placebo. 569 

 570 
3.3.2 Biochemical parameters 571 

Glucose metabolism parameters remained within normal ranges in all considered 572 
groups (Table 9). It is worth mentioning that, in patients consuming the standard dose of 573 
DMB, the percentage of change since the beginning of the intervention in insulin concen- 574 
tration was –20.8 ± 39.7 %, while in high dose was ‒1.6 ± 50.2 % and in placebo ‒7.5 ± 23.4 575 
%.  576 

Even though the diet of patients consuming the standard dose of DMB was fat–high 577 
(Table 5), the blood lipid profile was not altered and parameters related to lipid metabo- 578 
lism remained within normal ranges for the age and sex of the population (Table 9).  579 

Proteins usually related to nutritional status such as retinol-binding protein (RBP) 580 
showed changes over time and depending on treatment (p = 0.027). Patients consuming 581 
the high dose of DMB had higher RBP values than placebo (p < 0.05); however, the mean 582 
of this increase remained within normal ranges.  583 

Vitamin and mineral biomarkers, except for magnesium, were not affected by habit- 584 
ual consumption of the miraculin-based food supplement and remained stable through- 585 
out the clinical trial and within the normal ranges of the population throughout the clini- 586 
cal trial (Table S5). Magnesium showed a change throughout the study depending on the 587 
time and treatment assigned (p = 0.028). Only those patients consuming DMB improved 588 
magnesium concentration at the end of the study (% change standard dose 4.2 ± 5.7; high 589 
dose: 11.7 ± 13.6; placebo -3.0 ± 12.7). 590 

At the end of the study kidney function biomarkers such as creatinine (p = 0.054), 591 
glomerular filtration rate (p = 0.051) and uric acid (p = 0.066) tended to change over time 592 
and depending on treatment (Table 10). Nevertheless, all patients had values within nor- 593 
mal ranges. 594 

Finally, safety biomarkers of liver function did not show significant changes after 595 
completing the clinical trial (Table 10), except for ALT levels (p = 0.057). Only patients 596 
consuming the standard dose of DMB reduced ALT levels from the beginning to the end 597 
of the intervention (% change = ‒7.5 ± 23.4 %, high dose: 16.7 ± 32.9 % and placebo: 5.6 ± 598 
23.2 %) within the normal range while this was not so in patients consuming the placebo 599 
who had final ALT blood concentrations higher than normal (< 35 UI/L). From the begin- 600 
ning of the intervention to the end, lactate dehydrogenase (LDH), an enzyme used to de- 601 
tect tissue or liver damage, had higher levels than those recommended (100–190 UI/L) in 602 
all patients. 603 

 604 
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 606 
Table 9. Parameters of carbohydrate and lipid metabolism and nutritional status depending on the treatment 
    Standard dose of DMB High dose of DMB Placebo p-value 
    Baseline 1 month 2 months 3 months Baseline 1 month 2 months 3 months Baseline 1 month 2 months 3 months Time (t) Treatment (T) T x t 

Glucose mg/dL 106.1 ± 15.37 104.89 ± 12.72 100 ± 15.22 102.5 ± 13.9 108.82 ± 30.68 102.13 ± 15.81 95 ± 7.98 104.83 ± 26.01 109.3 ± 22.99 104.57 ± 27.96 106.86 ± 25.37 102.05 ± 23.21 0.809 0.678 0.789 

Insulin µU/mL 11.3 ± 10.71 10.56 ± 8.35 6.25 ± 3.33 6.21 ± 3.28 12.18 ± 7.67 9.14 ± 8.11 9.29 ± 6.65 16 ± 14.46 11.3 ± 9.02 9 ± 7.44 11.29 ± 8.98 10.1 ± 6.19 0.845 0.323 0.435 

                                  

Total Cholesterol mg/dL 187.4 ± 33.28 174.44 ± 38.76 170.63 ± 33.39 178.5 ± 27.15 174.45 ± 27.19 177.13 ± 27.22 186.24 ± 23.43 188.67 ± 36.46 185.2 ± 29.08 169.57 ± 26.51 183.29 ± 23.62 187.1 ± 21.69 0.751 0.932 0.768 

HDL Cholesterol mg/dL 60.7 ± 23.99 53.33 ± 23.08 50.88 ± 22.08 52.25 ± 25.42 53.45 ± 17.95 51.63 ± 17.72 50.19 ± 19.02 56.33 ± 21.71 57 ± 24.82 55.43 ± 24.58 64.14 ± 27.01 65.48 ± 28.25 0.909 0.546 0.192 

No HDL mg/dL 97 ± 0 121.11 ± 34.09 119.75 ± 31.67 131.83 ± 50.7 132.5 ± 0 125.5 ± 29.77 124.14 ± 41.33 132.5 ± 0 130.75 ± 27.93 114.14 ± 15.85 118.86 ± 27.27 126 ± 21.4 0.801 0.991 0.989 

LDL Cholesterol mg/dL 105.9 ± 24.12 99.67 ± 27.58 100.5 ± 26.44 106.13 ± 25.93 95.91 ± 30.45 99.38 ± 30.39 107.19 ± 22.49 111 ± 27.62 100.2 ± 25.19 91.29 ± 18.87 91.86 ± 19.18 97.86 ± 14.68 0.244 0.721 0.694 

Triglycerides mg/dL 113.8 ± 60.35 107.44 ± 49.51 96.38 ± 28.87 102.42 ± 43.73 145.45 ± 67.59 134.88 ± 66.2 145.38 ± 45.12 107.5 ± 26.36 140.2 ± 44.86 114.29 ± 30.51 135.57 ± 60.35 120.33 ± 50.46 0.203 0.58 0.506 

                                  

Total proteins g/dL 6.77 ± 0.45 6.68 ± 0.33 6.78 ± 0.31 6.53 ± 0.38 6.96 ± 0.7 6.79 ± 0.76 6.86 ± 0.57 6.95 ± 0.62 6.2 ± 1.47 6.66 ± 0.5 6.71 ± 0.34 6.79 ± 0.43 0.268 0.502 0.415 

Albumin g/dL 4.35 ± 0.17 4.22 ± 0.2 4.31 ± 0.2 4.06 ± 0.5 4.24 ± 0.31 4.1 ± 0.23 4.2 ± 0.21 4.32 ± 0.23 4.33 ± 0.36 4.17 ± 0.28 4.21 ± 0.23 4.27 ± 0.21 0.595 0.062 0.114 

Prealbumin mg/dL 23.8 ± 7.11 22.22 ± 5.47 20.47 ± 5.29 20.29 ± 5.76 22.07 ± 7.96 21.49 ± 8.34 23.73 ± 8.94 24.94 ± 11.42 19.94 ± 5.68 17.61 ± 3.76 19.74 ± 3.34 20.58 ± 4.55 0.337 0.297 0.152 

RBP mg/dL 4.36 ± 1.68 3.93 ± 1.47 3.79 ± 1.32 3.76 ± 1.64 4.22 ± 1.34 3.99 ± 1.54 4.29 ± 1.42 4.69 ± 2 3.88 ± 1.28 3.07 ± 0.6 3.33 ± 0.78 4.16 ± 1.32 0.47 0.218 0.027 

RBP, Retinol binding protein. Values are expressed as mean ± standard deviation. 
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Table 10. Security parameters depending on the assigned treatment   

    Standard dose of DMB High dose of DMB Placebo p-value   

    Baseline 1 month 2 months 3 months Baseline 1 month 2 months 3 months Baseline 1 month 2 months 3 months Time (t) Treatment (T) T x t   

Creatinine mg/dL 0.76 ± 0.27 0.79 ± 0.27 0.85 ± 0.26 0.77 ± 0.28 0.71 ± 0.2 0.7 ± 0.18 0.68 ± 0.15 0.71 ± 0.25 1 ± 1.03 0.65 ± 0.11 0.68 ± 0.12 0.75 ± 0.18 0.329 0.033 0.054  

GFR mL/min/1.73 m2 82 ± 13.22 79.44 ± 13.74 78.38 ± 15.83 81.17 ± 14.03 87.55 ± 8.68 89.63 ± 3.89 90.14 ± 2.27 87.17 ± 9.39 81.1 ± 23.74 88.14 ± 7.56 86.57 ± 8.42 81.71 ± 14.19 0.832 0.202 0.051  

Uric acid mg/dL 4.25 ± 1.27 4.56 ± 1.77 4.86 ± 2.08 4.12 ± 1.52 4.38 ± 1.2 4.59 ± 0.82 4.64 ± 1 4.55 ± 1.22 5.1 ± 2 4.34 ± 1.13 4.77 ± 0.98 5.01 ± 1.28 0.16 0.057 0.066  

AST UI/L 31.64 ± 12.61 29.5 ± 18.73 27.1 ± 18.42 26.39 ± 12.27 29.37 ± 17.57 30.96 ± 22.07 35.86 ± 30.03 31.67 ± 21.56 26.75 ± 15.23 26 ± 10.77 28.29 ± 20.31 28.05 ± 14.15 0.778 0.985 0.903  

ALT UI/L 34.2 ± 18.02 24.33 ± 12.86 27.88 ± 15.01 23.88 ± 12.8 26.64 ± 13.31 25.13 ± 18.91 31.19 ± 24.55 29.5 ± 13.77 32.11 ± 11.6 32.71 ± 14.51 36.43 ± 16.52 37.71 ± 17.98 0.221 0.051 0.057  

LDH UI/L 225.6 ± 25.68 230.75 ± 43.44 238.75 ± 27.86 229.25 ± 23.75 291.8 ± 154.17 236.08 ± 77.87 272.07 ± 109.24 240.08 ± 117.92 520.74 ± 841.91 258 ± 65.68 262 ± 53.59 248.11 ± 60.64 0.267 0.865 0.996  

AP UI/L 82.57 ± 27.28 79.17 ± 20.15 69.8 ± 9.65 72.07 ± 10.39 149.6 ± 138.72 145.56 ± 172.63 167.79 ± 199.69 89 ± 31.03 146.78 ± 75.96 128.14 ± 43.13 131.14 ± 46.46 126.48 ± 40.81 0.264 0.934 0.982  

GGT UI/L 39.14 ± 20.31 35.33 ± 19.19 31 ± 17.07 34.07 ± 18.74 168.3 ± 389.02 235 ± 523.74 250 ± 544.6 43.17 ± 29.39 142.63 ± 157.81 92.33 ± 92.83 117.67 ± 129.16 116.06 ± 122.14 0.537 0.727 0.748  

Bilirubin mg/dL 0.74 ± 0.45 0.66 ± 0.37 0.6 ± 0.24 0.65 ± 0.36 0.53 ± 0.13 0.52 ± 0.3 0.47 ± 0.24 0.46 ± 0.15 0.56 ± 0.31 0.43 ± 0.2 0.52 ± 0.19 0.5 ± 0.22 0.239 0.730 0.867  

GFR, glomerular filtration rate; AST, aspartate aminotransferase; ALT, alanine transaminase; LDH, lactate dehydrogenase; AP, alkaline phosphatase; GGT, gamma-glutamyl transferase. Values are expressed as mean ± standard deviation. 
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 619 
It is worth mentioning that, although there were no differences depending on time 620 

or treatment, at the end of the intervention the gamma-glutamyl transferase (GGT), a bi- 621 
omarker of possible damage to the bile ducts, was normal just in those patients consuming 622 
the standard dose of DMB while the rest were above normal ranges (< 38 IU/L). 623 

4. Discussion 624 
The main findings of the present study were that the habitual intake of a standard 625 

dose of DMB improved the electrochemical perception of taste in cancer patients allowing 626 
a greater food intake and a better quantity and quality of dietary lipid intake, which in 627 
turn was reflected in an ameliorated fatty acids status. Additionally, improvements in 628 
body composition, nutritional status and quality of life were observed. Furthermore, the 629 
main safety parameters remained stable and within normal ranges throughout the entire 630 
study. These results suggest that habitual consumption of a standard dose of 150 mg of 631 
miraculin–food supplement (DMB) is effective and safe for malnourished cancer patients 632 
in active treatment who present an objective TDs. 633 

Two clinical trials have been carried out on patients receiving chemotherapy using 634 
the miracle berry. In the first study, a crossover clinical trial was carried out on 23 chem- 635 
otherapy patients whose taste alterations were measured by the Wickham questionnaire 636 
[39]. In two weeks, patients consumed either the miracle fruit or supportive measures 637 
alone. At the end of the study, 30% of patients showed an improvement in taste. The sec- 638 
ond study included eight participants who received three or more cycles of chemotherapy 639 
and expressed positive taste changes to the nurse [40]. These patients were assigned to the 640 
experimental (n = 4) or control group (n = 4) in a nonrandomized manner. Patients con- 641 
sumed six fruits per day of miracle fruit or dried cranberries as a placebo for two weeks. 642 
At the end of the study, all patients reported positive taste changes with miracle fruit con- 643 
sumption through qualitative data.  644 

In the present study, a reduction in the electrical threshold (taste acuity) was ob- 645 
served in all patients evaluated, including those consuming the miraculin-based food sup- 646 
plement. This finding is relevant because a gradual deterioration in taste perception is 647 
expected to occur because of antineoplastic treatment [3,4,49,50] and this deterioration has 648 
remained stable throughout the study. Although the overall change in electrical taste per- 649 
ception change was not conclusive, the chemical perception of salty taste significantly im- 650 
proved in cancer patients habitually consuming the standard dose of DMB. Analysis of 651 
subjective taste changes reported that salt and umami tastes are more sensitive to chemo- 652 
therapy than other taste descriptors [51]. Salty taste distortion is the most frequently re- 653 
ported taste alteration during neo/adjuvant chemotherapy [52]. Umami taste was not eval- 654 
uated as a descriptor in the present clinical trial because foods providing umami flavor 655 
are not commonly used in the Spanish population. Since one taste perception is associated 656 
with changes in other tastes during chemotherapy [53] an improvement in an affected 657 
descriptor can contribute to a better perception of global food taste.  658 

Up to 87% of cancer patients with TDs experience a loss of appetite [54] which is 659 
widely known to be associated with poor prognosis [55]. However, patients who con- 660 
sumed the standard dose of DMB did not exhibit a loss of appetite at the end of the study. 661 
Therefore, habitual consumption of a standard dose of DMB may protect against loss of 662 
appetite in cancer patients; in fact, these patients had greater food intake and better met 663 
their energy needs. This finding is of relevance since cancer patients have shown a lower 664 
intake of total energy, protein and fat during chemotherapy related to TDs [56]. 665 

In addition to better covering the total energy expenditure, habitual consumption of 666 
a standard dose of DMB was associated with increased quantity and quality of fat intake 667 
in cancer patients. Various studies have shown that high-fat diets, especially those rich in 668 
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trans and saturated fat, promote tumorigenesis by modulating the gut microbiota [57–59], 669 
systemic low-grade inflammation [60], and changes in the adipocytokine profile [61,62]. 670 
On the other hand, although epidemiological data do not support the theory that a de- 671 
crease in total fat intake is effective in preventing cancer [63-66] or decreasing cancer-spe- 672 
cific mortality [67], dietary lipid composition can have an impact on cancer pathogenesis 673 
[68]. Thus, cancer patients who consumed a standard dose of DMB exhibited notably im- 674 
proved MUFA and PUFA intake. MUFA intake has been inversely associated with de- 675 
creased cancer risk [63,69]. Indeed, a higher intake of MUFA from plant sources was as- 676 
sociated with lower mortality rates associated with all causes [70]. Olive oil is the largest 677 
contributor to MUFA since it provides up to 78 % of oleic acid, the most abundant MUFA 678 
in the Spanish diet [71]. Thus, olive oil was the most commonly used culinary fat by cancer 679 
patients in the present study. A meta-analysis of case-control studies showed that olive 680 
oil consumption was associated with lower odds of developing any type of cancer [72], 681 
which highlights the importance of its consumption.  682 

On the other hand, a majority of studies examining the relationship between PUFAs 683 
and cancer risk have focused on n–6 and n–3, two of their most biologically active repre- 684 
sentatives. However, a meta-analysis of observational studies revealed a mild inverse as- 685 
sociation between diets high in total PUFA and specific-cancer risk [73], while others have 686 
not found an association with increased risk [66,74]. Therefore, an adequate quantity and 687 
quality of dietary fats, promoted by the habitual consumption of a standard dose of DMB 688 
could improve the prognosis of these patients. 689 

As shown in the present study, erythrocyte percentages of oleic acid and selected 690 
PUFA, including linoleic acid, AA, and DHA, increased following habitual intake of a 691 
standard dose of DMB. Additionally, cancer patients who consumed DMB had the highest 692 
omega-3 index, an indicator of omega-3 status and coronary heart disease risk [75]. A 693 
higher omega-3 index has also been found to be inversely associated with lower cancer- 694 
specific risk in a meta-analysis of case-control studies [76]. PUFA play important roles as 695 
precursors of lipid mediators that regulate metabolic pathways and inflammatory re- 696 
sponses, oxidative stress, and modifications of membrane composition that could impact 697 
cell signaling pathways and cancer progression [77]. In addition, cancer cells with more 698 
membranes are less susceptible to oxidative stress induced by chemotherapeutic agents 699 
[78].  700 

On the other hand, cancer patients undergoing chemotherapy often suffer from nu- 701 
tritional alterations, particularly in terms of essential fatty acid and long-chain PUFA sta- 702 
tus [79]. Additionally, nutritional status is associated with poor prognosis, lower treat- 703 
ment completion and greater healthcare consumption [80]. Accordingly, it has been re- 704 
ported that supplementation with EPA and DHA in cancer patients has a positive impact 705 
during treatment, which is associated with cellular membrane modulation [81]. Moreover, 706 
the discovery of pro-resolution mediators of inflammation derived from arachidonic acid, 707 
called lipoxins, and from EPA and DHA, called resolvins, protectins and maresins [82– 708 
84], supports the idea that a PUFA-enriched membrane could be favorable for the man- 709 
agement of this disease [85,86]. In this scenario, it is possible to assume that consuming 710 
more and better quality food would involve the intake of more essential fatty acids and 711 
lead to an improvement in the levels of PUFA with a concomitant improvement in nutri- 712 
tional status [87]. Changes in the fatty acid profile of the erythrocyte membrane would be 713 
indicative of improved nutritional status in cancer patients. This improvement can be at- 714 
tributed to supplementation with the miraculin food supplement given that it was ex- 715 
tended for 12 weeks, sufficient time for the complete renovation of the total pool of eryth- 716 
rocytes [88].  717 

In a randomized clinical trial carried out on malnourished cancer patients a high–fat 718 
diet provided for eight weeks improved weight control, fat–free mass and body mass from 719 
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the first to the third chemotherapy cycle [89]. In this regard, in the present clinical trial, 720 
habitual consumption of a standard dose of DMB maintained body weight and increased 721 
fat–free mass, as measured by BIA, a reliable tool in nutritional intervention studies [90]. 722 
This is probably because a high–fat diet, favored by the consumption of DMB, would com- 723 
pensate at least in part for the rise in resting energy expenditure observed in cancer pa- 724 
tients [66], which is also a major determinant of the development of malnutrition [91]. 725 
Calorie intake is also a significant factor in preventing fat–free mass weight loss in cancer 726 
patients [92], and those consuming a standard dose of DMB adequately meet their energy 727 
requirements.  728 

Malnutrition predicts the risk of physical impairment, chemotherapy toxicity and 729 
mortality in cancer patients [93,94]. In this sense, all cancer patients improved their nutri- 730 
tional status once the intervention was completed. Loss of body weight (skeletal muscle 731 
and body fat) is associated with a reduction in quality of life [95]. The latter is also affected 732 
by the disease itself and the antineoplastic treatment used [96]. Therefore, it is not surpris- 733 
ing that poor quality of life in cancer patients is associated with poor nutritional status 734 
[97] and conversely, that malnutrition reduces their quality of life [98]. Additionally, qual- 735 
ity of life can significantly impact long-term cancer survivorship [99]. In this regard, in the 736 
present clinical trial, it was found that habitual consumption of a standard dose of DMB 737 
improved quality of life, in particular constipation, as measured by symptom scales, Di- 738 
verse catabolic factors are activated by the presence of constipation, fatigue, nausea, vom- 739 
iting and other relevant symptoms usually present in cancer patients [100]. Fatigue or loss 740 
of appetite are among the most common symptoms exhibited by cancer patients that affect 741 
their quality of life [101]. In the present study, only patients who consumed a standard 742 
dose of DMB improved their loss of appetite and improved their scores on the emotional 743 
scale from the beginning to the end of the intervention. They also showed improvements 744 
in fatigue. Since TDs caused by cancer therapies negatively affect patient quality of life 745 
[14,28,54], the improvement observed in the perception of salty taste in patients consum- 746 
ing a standard dose of DMB could have contributed to the improvement of these quality 747 
of life scales. 748 

Synsepalum dulcificum fruits have been consumed since the 18th century by natives of 749 
Western and Central Africa [102] without describing adverse events beyond wanted taste 750 
changes. In 2021, DMB obtained from dried fruits of S. dulcificum was approved as a novel 751 
food in the European Union after a positive scientific opinion by the European Food Safety 752 
Authority (EFSA). The panel concluded that an intake of 10 mg/kg body weight (bw) per 753 
day is safe for human consumption [41]. The maximum dose used in the present clinical 754 
trial was 0.9 g/day, slightly above this recommendation. However, the EFSA also indi- 755 
cated that a 90–day oral dose of 2000 mg/kg bw per day was not associated with adverse 756 
effects. In this vein, different studies assessed the taste-modifying properties of different 757 
products from S. dulcificum and although this has not been its main objective, the authors 758 
of these studies did not report adverse events during its consumption [40,103–107]. The 759 
potential allergenicity and toxicity of miraculin have also been evaluated and it has not 760 
been associated with any safety concerns [108]. 761 

 In this regard, cancer patients who habitually consumed DMB did not experience 762 
any adverse events related to their consumption. A negative effect, but not an adverse 763 
event, was the dropout of six patients due to the taste distortion caused by habitually non- 764 
sweet acidic foods such as tomatoes and salads. The majority of dropouts (67 %) occurred 765 
at a high dose of DMB, indicating that patients are more likely to accept a standard dose 766 
of DMB. Indeed, the effectiveness perceived by patients of the food supplement contain- 767 
ing miraculin increased notably in those patients consuming a standard dose of DMB over 768 
time. Several studies have shown that the degree of the taste-modifying effect of miracle 769 
berries differs according to fruit type, source or preparation [109] since it determines the 770 
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miraculin content. The smaller quantity the lower the sweetness intensity and vice versa 771 
[107]. A high dose of DMB, with a higher miraculin content, probably provided high 772 
sweetness intensity and persistence, significantly modifying the cancer patient's taste of 773 
sour foods. This is because miraculin stimulates a sweet taste 400,000 times greater than 774 
sucrose [110] and its effect can linger up to two hours until miraculin dissociates from the 775 
taste receptors by the action of salivary amylase [111].  776 

While the energetic contribution of dietary lipids increased significantly in those con- 777 
suming the standard dose of DMB, its continued consumption for 3 months did not alter 778 
the blood lipid profile. Triterpenoids isolated from the miracle fruit can act as cholesterol- 779 
lowering agents [112] and as effective antihyperglycemic agents [113] by increasing insu- 780 
lin synthesis, inhibiting carbohydrate metabolizing enzymes [114] and improving insulin 781 
sensitivity [115]. In this regard, it is worth mentioning that the plasma lipid profile, as well 782 
as glucose metabolism parameters, remained stable and within normal ranges throughout 783 
the intervention.  784 

Habitual consumption of a standard dose of DMB may have a hepatoprotective effect 785 
since the placebo patients had liver markers such as ALT and GGT above normal ranges. 786 
The hepatoprotective effect of miracle berries has already been described in previous ex- 787 
perimental studies [113]. Kidney protection was also been observed when miracle fruit 788 
extracts were used. Indeed, it has been proposed as a novel plasma uric-lowering agent 789 
[116]. In this sense, it was observed that patients consuming a standard dose of DMB 790 
tended to reduce, within normal ranges, the concentration of uric acid.  791 

The major strength of the present clinical trial was the use of objective analysis in the 792 
evaluation of the effect of habitual consumption of a food supplement containing mirac- 793 
ulin on electrochemical taste perception in cancer patients undergoing active treatment. 794 
Due to the exploratory nature of the present study, one of the limitations was the reduced 795 
number of patients evaluated. Additionally, the complexity of managing cancer patients 796 
(polypharmacy, complications, intercurrent diseases, etc.) may have conditioned the high 797 
treatment dropout rate. However, based on the results obtained at the present study, the 798 
calculation of the ideal sample size will allow us to confirm and expand the results in 799 
future clinical trials as the DMB optimal dose has now been established.  800 

5. Conclusions 801 
Habitual consumption of a standard dose of DMB, equivalent to 150 mg of the dried 802 

berry, before each main meal, improves electrochemical food perception allowing greater 803 
food intake and a better quantity and quality of the lipid profile reflected in the diet and 804 
membrane fatty acids. Additionally, a standard dose of DMB increases fat–free mass and 805 
reduces fat mass but also promotes improvements in quality–of–life such as constipation. 806 
The nutritional status of cancer patients who consumed a standard dose of DMB also im- 807 
proved. Additionally, the habitual consumption of DMB appears to be safe with no 808 
changes in major biochemical parameters associated with health status. 809 
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