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Effects of Mindfulness Therapy on Nurses’ Sleep Quality: A Meta-analysis
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[ Abstract] Objective To systematically review the intervention effects of mindfulness therapy on nurses’
sleep quality.Methods Databases of Wanfang, CNKI, VIP, CBM, PubMed, Web of Science, Embase, Med-
line were searched for relevant studies on the effects of mindfulness therapy on nurses’ sleep quality which
were published from the establishment of each database to October, 2020. Two researchers screened rele-
vant studies,assessed risks of bias,and extracted data independently. RevMan 5.3 Software was used for
meta-analysis.Results A total of 8 studies were included,involving 832 nurses. Meta-analysis showed that
mindfulness therapy could effectively improve nurses’ sleep quality compared with conventional nursing
methods. The sleep quality of nurses who received mindfulness therapy was higher than that of the nurses
receiving conventional care [ WMD= —0.59,95%CI (—0.82,—0.35),P <C0.001 ].Conclusions Mindful-
ness therapy can improve nurses’ overall quality of sleep.
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odicals, VIP) | [ A= 4y I 27 SCHk B4 )% (China Bi-
ology Medicine Disc, CBM) ., PubMed, Web of Sci-
ence,Embase, Medline, Cochrane Library, EBSCO,
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2.4.1 EAFEAPLERASTH YA EIESST
TR T B AR B A R R B A 5 R BT AN A F g
YA T R I T B Ay, 45 R R« T A 45 BE 5
ZIRETE R BE S R (P =0.15, 12 =35%) , iz H [

FEROW BRI AT Meta 4387 45 2R WoR , 1 P4 76 &
RHEIR T A S XA 2R A5 # 8 L E
AT AT B A B AR T i [ WMD = — 0.59,95%
CI(—0.82,—0.35),P<C0.001], 7 WK 2,

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

_Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight V. Fixed, 95% C| I\ Fixﬂ.r._iﬁ% Cl

Hilcove 2020 085 059 41 124 064 37 71.3% -0.39[-0.66,-0.12] O

Katreena 2018 69 23 22 84 39 22 15% -1.50(-3.39 039 - 1

Liao 2018 6 16 42 747 403 42 31% -1.47[-278,-0.16]

Naorio 2019 542 369 40 617 357 40 21% -0.75[-2.34, 0.84] - 1

H ik 2019 478 283 B0 583 298 80 6.6% -1.05[1.95,-0.15) -

FEEERE 2014 48 288 92 583 297 92 7.5% -1.03[-1.88,-0.18] -

Hidh 2016 48 288 55 514 288 55 4.6% -0.34[-1.42 0.74] -1

FEE#E 2017 704 332 46 B92 295 46 3.3% -1.88[-3.16,-0.60]

Total (95% CI) 418 414 100.0% -0.59 [-0.82, -0.35] *

Heterogeneity: Chi* = 10.83, df = 7 (P = 0.15); I* = 35% i z o 2 f‘

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.96 (P < 0.00001)
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2.4.2.1 IRME IR ApMARARFEIT AL T
WAl 5 WAE s AL T H O PSQI(P =
0.09, 1% =50%) . & H Bl AL &% 17 A58 AL i 47 Meta 43
Bt » 45 F R L 1 1004 A B IR T i A5 40 b 5 X il 2=
S G A B 0, VA TR PSQI 1Y IE &7 2 Af

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

dy o baroup pan D Total Mean ota : Random, 95% Random, 95%
Hilcove 2020 085 058 41 124 064 37 37.9%  -0.39[-0.66,-0.12] =
5 AR 2019 478 283 80 583 298 80 17.8%  -1.05(-1.95-0.15] -
Fmedh 2014 48 283 92 583 297 92 194%  -1.03[-1.88,-0.18] —
i ih 2016 48 288 55 514 288 55 142% -0.34[-1.42,0.74] "T—
FEANH 2017 704 332 46 892 295 46 11.1%  -1.88[-3.16, -0.60] -
Total (95% ClI) 314 310 100.0%  -0.79 [-1.28, -0.29] <>

Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.15; ChP = 7.99, df = 4 (P = 0.08); " = 50%
Test for overall effect: Z =3.11 (P = 0.002)

(—1.28,—0.29),P=0.002],3 THF 521012 374k
T HKE PSQI(P=0.76,1° =0%) , 5% JT] [{l 52 2k 17 455 751
AT Meta Z0HT » 25 5% W 7, 1 T 41 76 B AR 5 & 750 1
5% Bl 22 A BT 2E i S0 VAl T2 R EE PSQI M IE
ARYT R AT B B AR T 4 [ WMD = — 1.25,95% CI
(—2.14,—0.36) ,P=0.006], FE W&l 3.4,
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Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
—Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Fixed. 95% Cl IV, Fixed, 95% C|
Katreena 2018 69 23 22 84 39 22 222% -1.50(-3.39,0.39] I
Liao 2018 6 16 42 74T 4.03 42 46.3% -1.47[-2.78, -0.16] — &
Norio 2019 542 3.69 40 B.17 3.57 40 31.5% -0.75[-2.34, 0.84] e
Total (35% CI) 104 104 100.0% -1.25 [-2.14, -0.36] .

Heterogeneity: Chi® = 0.55, df = 2 (P = 0.76); IF = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 2.75 (P = 0.006)
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2.4.2.2 VFHREHRA A IFRFTRASK T
AL 4 T FE O T IR E R (P =
0.06, 1% =159%), 5k FH b HL 2L 17 452 B i/ 4T Meta 43
Mr o &5 5 /R, T 790 4 A B IS 5 4 45 0 b 5 0 HR 4 A
ZRAGITFE X, T W 1E 2k 2 1 IE &7
T 3 P A R R T i [ WMD = —0.98, 95% CI
(—1.78,—0.18) , P =0.02], 4 TRFFE 5 i T T
it R 1 R BB AEIE R %2 (P =0.65,1" =
0%+ K F [ 52 R R S AL 64T Meta 43 M7 45 R B
+ T2 A B B R A 4 S X B 25 A AR
SCLF U A 1E X 2k ) B A AR 1 U4 ) I IE &7
T 3 A R R S i [ WMD = —0.91, 95% CI

(—1.43,—0.40),P=0.0005], WK 5.6,

2.4.2.3 AT KASARAEITRASH T
Tl b3 TRE g R R K <8 JE (P =
0.08,1* =60%) . >k JH Bl HLRL W 455 BY 34 4T Meta 43
B » G5 o, 100 20 7 i IR T o A5 3 b 5 ) R 22
SIG ¥ L (P =0.08),5 WAFs- 102 W 5+
T =8 JH (P =0.95,1>=0%) , R J1I [ 1 % o 4
RUHEAT Meta 4341, 25 2R W7, 1 900 20 7 B IR 5T 3 75
g1 BES XTI 22 A it o L, =8 i B IE &Y
T A R R T i [ WMD = — 1,11, 95% CI
(—1.61,—0.60),P<C0.0001 ], 3¢ WK 7.8,

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
dy or Subg i Mean D_Total Weigh Random, 95% Cl 1V, Random, 95% Cl
Hilcove 2020 085 059 41 1.24 064 37 425%  -0.39[-0.66,-0.12] =
Liao 2018 6 1.6 42 T47 403 42 204%  -1.47[-2.78,-0.16] I
Norio 2019 542 369 40 617 357 40 162% -0.75 [-2.34, 0.84] —
FEmA#I 2017 704 332 46 B892 295 46 209%  -1.88(-3.16, -0.60] -
Total (35% CI) 169 165 100.0%  -0.98 [-1.78, -0.18] X " ) )

Heterogeneity: Taw® = 0.38; Chi® = 7.26, df = 3 (P = 0.06); I* = 59%
Test for overall effect: 2= 2.38 (P = 0.02)
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Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
__Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Katreena 2018 69 23 22 84 39 22 7.4% -1.50[-3.39, 0.39] B
BBk 2019 478 2.83 80 5.83 298 B0 327% -1.05[-1.95, -0.15] =
TR 2014 48 2.88 92 583 297 892 371% -1.03[-1.88,-0.18] L]
#iidh 2016 48 288 55 514 2.88 55 229% -0.34[-1.42, 0.74] ol
Total (95% CI) 249 249 100.0% -0.91 [-1.43, -0.40] <>
Heterogeneity: Chi* = 1,62, df = 3 (P = 0.65); I = 0% s 2 o H
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.48 (P = 0.0005) Favours experimental Favours control
B6 FTHEMBAEAXGIBRSFEREINERTEMNPTERRENZMN
Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
Mean S (1] Rﬂnﬂﬂm 95% Cl
Hilcove 2020 0.85 059 41 1.24 0.64 3'.’ 51.3% -0 39 [ Oaﬁ -0.12] L
#Edh 2018 48 288 55 514 288 55 26.7% -0.34 [-1.42, 0.74] ol
i W 2017 7.04 3.32 46 892 295 46 22.0% -1.88 [-3.16, -0.60] =
Total (95% CI) 142 138 100.0%  -0.70 [-1.48, 0.07] -
Heterogeneity: Tau® = 0.29; Chi* = 4,99, df = 2 (P = 0.08); I = : _:2 p 2 4

Test for overall effect: Z = 1.78 (P = 0.08)

Favours experimental Favours control

B7 FHRK<SAMERFEMNIPIERRENEZN
Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference

_Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed. 95% CI

Katreena 2018 69 23 22 B4 38 22 7.2% -1.50[-3.39,0.39] B

Liao 2018 6 16 42 747 403 42 150% -1.47[-2.78,-0.16)

Norio 2019 542 369 40 617 357 40 10.2% -0.75[-2.34,0.84) I

Bk 2019 478 283 80 583 298 B0 317% -1.05[-1.95 -0.15 -

gmEdk 2014 48 288 92 583 297 92 36.0% -1.03[-1.88,-0.18] -

Total (95% CI) 276 276 100.0% -1.11 [-1.61, -0.60] &>

Heterogeneity: Chi®

=0.70,df = 4 (P =0.95), I'= 0%

Test for overall effect: Z = 4.28 (P < 0.0001)
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2.4.2.4 AFTRBEEA S UEIGAFHATR A S M W
ABEFE R 1 I i W YI ZRoi B X R Ay 7 Sk AT
WA N, A 4 T 5 53 04 4 R I 25 B fe)
<3 h(P=0.28,1"=21%) , >k F [& 2 &4 i A5 8 i 47
Meta 434, 45 5 w1 190 41 7 Bl R 0 4 45 4 | 5
X B 22 A et o X BRI ZRET R <<3 h Y IE
YT IR T B R BR B [ WMD = —0.46,95%

CI(—0.73,—0.20), P =0.0005], 3 3 i 557 4
JE RN Gt ] =3 h(P =0.54,1* =0%) , % FH [l 52

OV AR A HEAT Meta 4387, 45 3 B, T 700 41 76 B HIR
A4y B A 25 R Ge it e i S BRI 2k

BflE] = 3h B IE & 97 35 0] B0 & P 4 R BR R =
[WMD=—0.87,95% CI (— 1.40, —0.33), P =
0.001], W 9,

Experimental Control Mean Difference Mean Difference
r I Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed. 95% CI
1.22.1 i B DN RIME ) <<3h
Hilcove 2020 0.85 0.59 41 124 064 37 91.4% -0.39[-0.66,-0.12] .
Katreena 2018 69 23 22 84 39 22 1.9% -1.50[-3.39, 0.39] —
Liao 2018 6 18 42 747 403 42 40% -1.47[-2.78,-0.16]
Norio 2019 542 3.69 40 617 3.57 40  27% -0.75[-2.34, 0.84] —
Subtotal (95% Cl) 145 141 100.0% -0.46 [-0.73, -0.20] *
Heterogeneity: Chi* = 3.82, df = 3 (P = 0.28); I = 21%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.47 (P = 0.0005)
1.22.2 5 RN ERIH ) =3h
HIER 2019 478 2.83 80 583 298 80 35.3% -1.05[-1.95,-0.15] —
gk 2014 48 288 92 583 297 92 40.0% -1.03[-188,-0.18] —a
#2016 4.8 288 55 514 2.88 55 24.7% -0.34[-1.42,0.74] .
Subtotal (95% CI) 227 227 100.0% -0.87 [-1.40, -0.33] -
Heterogeneity: Chi* = 1.22, df = 2 (P = 0.54); 2 = 0%
Test for overall effect: Z = 3.18 (P = 0.001)
+ t + t
2 41 0 1 2
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Hortr. Hop, g H oy ik X 2k > 19 IE &7
[WMD=—0.98,95%CI (—1.78,—0.18) , P =0.02] %}
I IR T 2 1) 0038 RO L T U 2Rt H Ol 1E 22 2] B
JEE X LS B E &7 B [WMD= —0.91,95% CI
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