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Introduction

The rising incidence of breast cancer, alongside
decreased mortality rates and therapeutic advances,
has led to an increasing population of breast cancer
survivors. These individuals are susceptible to acute
and chronic psychological distress. Mindfulness-
based interventions have been proposed as
iIntegrative strategies to support mental health and
well-being in this population. This study aimed to
evaluate the effectiveness of mindfulness practices
compared to standard care in improving the quality of
life among women surviving breast cancer.

A systematic review was conducted including
randomized controlled trials (RCTs) involving women
aged =218 years who had undergone treatment for
breast cancer (surgery, radiotherapy, chemotherapy,
or a combination), at any clinical stage, without
psychiatric disorders and no prior mindfulness
practice. Studies not meeting these criteria were
excluded. A comprehensive literature search was
performed without language or date restrictions
across PubMed, Embase, Scopus, Web of Science,
CINAHL, SciELO, LILACS, Cochrane Library, WHQO,
and grey literature sources (Google Scholar,
OpenGrey, ProQuest, and direct contact with field
experts). Risk of bias was assessed using the RoB 2
tool. Standardized mean differences (SMD) were
calculated for pooled effect estimates using R
software. The certainty of evidence was evaluated
using the GRADE framework.

Twelve RCTs met inclusion criteria, comprising a total
of 1620 breast cancer survivors, of whom

849 received mindfulness interventions

and

771 received standard care.

Risk of bias was considered low across the included
studies.

Meta-analysis revealed that mindfulness practices
resulted in a small but statistically significant
iImprovement in

quality of life

(SMD = 0.36; 95%ClI: 0.20 to 0.53).

However, the certainty of evidence was rated as
moderate due to moderate heterogeneity (1> = 59.9%),
low risk of publication bias, and serious imprecision
(confidence interval spanning small to moderate effect
sizes).

Contact

Paulo Gustavo Tendrio do Amaral
UNESP - FMB

Email: paulotenorio@gmail.com
Phone: +55 11 950936411

Standard Error

0.20 0.15 0.10 0.05 0.00

0.25

| | [ |
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6

Standardised Mean Difference

Figure 1. Funnel Chart. Egger’s test p 0.097
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Key limitations of this review include study
heterogeneity, the predominance of Mindfulness-
Based Stress Reduction (MBSR) as the primary

intervention, limited representation of patients with
metastatic disease, and possibly attenuated effects in
those with early-stage tumors due to less intensive
treatment regimens. Despite these limitations,
mindfulness practices demonstrated potential benefits
in enhancing quality of life and, due to their
socioeconomic accessibility, may warrant clinical
recommendation as part of survivorship care in breast
cancer patients.

This study did not receive external funding. The
review protocol was registered with PROSPERO
(CRD42024502665) on January 26, 2024.

Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference Risk of Bias RoB2

Study Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% ClI IV, Random, 95% ClI ABCDEF
Carlson 2013 (FACT-B) 107.89 19.94 113 101.02 19.64 54 9.1%  0.34[0.02; 0.67] — L X X X X X |
Chu 2020 (FACT-G) 84.94 1459 42 7159 18.73 42 7.0% 0.79[0.34; 1.23] —— N X X X X
Hoffman 2012 (FACT-B) 103.56 17.91 114 96.84 21.14 115 10.5% 0.34[0.08; 0.60] — L X X X KX
Kenne Sarenmalm 2017 (SF-36) 67.60 19.10 62 69.60 19.60 52 8.3% -0.10[-0.47; 0.27] — L X X X XX )
Lengacher 2014 (SF-36) 52.80 570 40 5050 6.80 42 7.1%  0.36[-0.07; 0.80] C L X X X XX
Lengacher 2021 (SF-36) 69.00 21.30 165 67.10 19.90 155 11.3%  0.09 [-0.13; 0.31] —— +++Q0+ 0
Liu 2022 (FACT-B) 103.25 15.37 68 96.90 15.96 68 8.8%  0.40[0.06; 0.74] —il— +++Q0+ 0
Park 2020 (FACT-G) 84.94 1459 38 7159 1873 36 6.5% 0.79[0.32; 1.26] - X B )
Rosen 2018 (FACT-B) 107.01 14.86 57 9147 2542 55 8.0% 0.74[0.36; 1.13] —— ®e®0'0
Shergill 2022 (SF-12) 4594 12.78 49 47.06 11.10 49 7.8% -0.09 [-0.49; 0.30] —— ‘XX L.X
Wang 2022 (FACT-B) 90.07 13.74 51 84.04 1152 52 7.9% 0.47[0.08;0.86] —— P00
Zhu 2022 (FACT-B) 91.36 16.61 50 83.02 1962 51 7.8% 0.45[0.06; 0.85] —— ‘L. L.X B )
Total (95% ClI) 849 771 100.0%  0.36 [ 0.20; 0.53] <>

Prediction interval [-0.16; 0.88]

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.0492; Chi® = 27.44, df = 11 (P = 0.0039); I* = 59.9%

Test for overall effect: Z=4.32 (P <0.0001)

Figure 2. Forest Plot
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