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Abstract

Introduction: The Mindfulness-Based Stress Reduction (MBSR) Program for breast cancer survivors (BCS)
is designed to enhance cognitive training through formal and informal meditational practices. This randomized
clinical trial (RCT) aimed to evaluate if BCS assigned to either the MBSR(BC), Breast Cancer Education
Support (BCES), or Usual Care (UC) regimens experienced greater improvements at 6, 12, and 26 weeks on
objective and subjective cognitive performance.

Methods: BCS (n = 212) randomized to a three-group RCT: MBSR(BC) (n = 91), BCES (n = 90), or UC
(n=31) were assessed on cognitive performance and symptoms at baseline, 6, 12, and 26 weeks. Linear mixed
models were fit to evaluate the effects of the MBSR(BC) program, hypothesizing ordered effect improvements:
(MBSR[BC] highest, BCES intermediate, UC lowest) along with baseline characteristics evaluated as
moderators.

1University of South Florida College of Nursing, Tampa, Florida, USA.

Moffitt Cancer Center, Tampa, Florida, USA.

*University of South Florida College of Behavioral and Community Sciences, Tampa, Florida, USA.
4University of Bonn, Bonn, Germany.

°Department of Psychiatry and Psychology, Mayo Clinic, Rochester, Minnesota, USA.
®Brian D. Jellison Cancer Institute, Sarasota, Florida, USA.

7University of South Florida College of Arts and Sciences, Tampa, Florida, USA.
8Veteran Affairs Office of Research & Development, Washington, Washington DC, USA.
Sarasota Memorial Health Care System, Sarasota, Florida, USA.

10University of Virginia School of Medicine, Charlottesville, Virgina, USA.

HMUPMC Health Services Division, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, USA.

1


http://dx.doi.org/10.1089/jicm.2024.0184

Downloaded by MOFFITT CANCER CTR AND RESEARCH INST from www.liebertpub.com at 09/18/24. For personal use only.

LENGACHER ET AL.

Results: Of the BCS (mean age of 57), 73% were White, and non-Hispanic, and 77% received both chemother-
apy (CT) and radiation. Cognitive performance improved in all groups. Although there were no statistically sig-
nificant between-group differences in cognitive outcomes, significant symptom reductions occurred for the
MBSR(BC) group (p = 0.003). Within-group effect size analysis at 26 weeks showed substantial improvements
in all three groups (effect sizes >0.50) in subjective impairments and quality of life (effect size >0.50) and objec-
tive measures of cognitive performance. MBSR(BC) showed the largest within-group effect size in the reduction
of fatigue (effect size = 0.81). Effect sizes occurred in the hypothesized direction for 10 of the 18 outcomes.

Discussion: Although the MBSR(BC) program did not show significant differences in cognitive performance
compared with BCES and UC, all groups improved and reductions in fatigue were beneficial for MBSR(BC).
Results suggest that cognitive performance may improve after CT over time considering one’s natural history.
Furthermore, BCS enrolled in RCTs may be more motivated to improve their health status (NCT02786797).

Keywords: cancer, cognitive function, MBSR, integrative medicine, RCT

Introduction

ancer-related cognitive impairment (CRCI) among

breast cancer survivors (BCS) is a common distressing
long-term side effect after receiving chemotherapy (CT) or
radiation.! Specific causes of CRCI and treatment effects con-
tinue to remain unclear.! Chemotherapy improves the 15-year
survival rate?; however, chemotherapy-associated cognitive
dysfunction or “chemo brain” affects 20%-90% of BCS?
years after treatment ends.*'° Similarly, BCS treated with
radiation therapy often report cognitive impairment.'!!2

BCS report multiple cognitive domains affected as follows:
loss in short-term and long-term memory, executive function-
ing, processing speed, visual, spatial, and constructional ability,
and decreased attention and concentration.”®!3-1° Cognitive
impairment (CI) negatively impacts quality of life,2%2! ability to
concentrate,?? and work,?® contributing to increased economic
burdens and psychological stress.!*!82427 CI is a significant
problem with an increase in the number of female invasive
BC cases estimated to be 310,720 in 2024.%8

Given that pharmacologic treatment for CI may not be
optimal during treatment,?® the National Comprehensive
Cancer Network recommends the use of nonpharmacologic
interventions.3” Limited research exists on testing the effects
of integrative approaches on CI and examining if CI is asso-
ciated with psychological distress.”

Mindfulness-Based Stress Reduction (MBSR) is postulated
to improve cognition through the mechanism of increased
mindfulness occurring during the practice of meditation by
learning as follows: (1) “sustained attention” to each moment;
(2) attention switching between thoughts and feelings'; and
(3) nonelaborative awareness>” by changing negative context
of experiences.? Our MBSR program for BCS, MBSR(BC)
is postulated to interrupt the stress response by increasing
attention and reappraising the situation as less threatening,
thus decreasing negative emotional responses.>! Mindfulness
meditation (MM) practice improves executive functioning by
enhancing skills in self-regulation of attention and accep-
tance, resulting in improved working memory.3%34-3¢

Current evidence remains sparse on testing the effects of
MBSR on cognition among BCS. A pilot MBSR study
examining CRCI among BCS and colorectal patients
randomized patients to MBSR (n = 35) or a Fatigue Educa-
tion and Support (ES) (n = 36) program.>’” MBSR partici-
pants improved significantly on “attention” compared with

ES, with executive functioning sustained for the MBSR
group.” Our MBSR(BC) program compared with Usual
Care (UC) improved BCS’s psychological and physical
symptoms, quality of life (QOL),333° symptom clusters,**+!
and subjective cognitive performance.*?

A systematic review of MBSR interventions and cognitive
functioning among BCS*? reported six MBSR studies with
the following: (1) no improvements in cognitive functioning
for two studies*!'**; (2) subjective cognitive improvements
in a mindfulness clinic program for cancer survivors,*> and
among BCS attending an MBSR program compared with a
control*®; and (3) improved cognition in a mindfulness group
compared with metacognition and control,*’ and the above Johns
(2016) study reports sustained improvements at 6 months.>” A
recent (2022) study among BCS randomized to MBSR (2 = 30)
compared with a waitlist control group (n = 30) reported signifi-
cant reductions in subjective memory failure, in the MBSR
group.*®

Mindfulness offers a solution to mitigate CI by interrupt-
ing the stress response.>> Mindfulness practice potentially
improves executive functioning®! through self-regulation of
awareness, attention, concentration, and acceptance, result-
ing in improved memory.3%343¢ Despite the magnitude of
the problem, gaps in knowledge also remain related to the
variability in objective and subjective cognitive measure-
ments, use of multiple study designs, and lack of clinical trial
evidence on pre-existing CI.

In summary, although studies of MBSR among BCS have
reported improvements in multiple psychological and physical
symptoms and subjective cognitive performance, few random-
ized clinical trials (RCTs) test the effects of MBSR on objec-
tive cognitive performance after chemotherapy. Therefore, the
major aim of this trial was to evaluate if BCS assigned to the
MBSR(BC), Breast Cancer Education Support (BCES), or
UC regimens experienced greater improvements at 6, 12, and
26 weeks on objective and subjective measures of cognitive
performance. We hypothesized that cognitive improvement
would be greatest first for MBSR(BC), followed by BCES,
and lowest in the UC group across the 26 weeks.

Methods

Participants

Recruitment occurred from October 2015 to July 2020
and, due to COVID, was not complete until 2022. BCS (253)
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who met the inclusion criteria (age 21 or older, with a diagno-
sis of Stage I, II, or IIT BC, who completed CT or CT/radia-
tion within 5 years and met screening criteria) were recruited
from Moffitt Cancer Center, USF Morsani Center for
Advanced Healthcare, AdventHealth in Tampa, FL, and Sara-
sota Memorial Health Care System, Sarasota Florida. Exclu-
sion criteria included a severe psychiatric diagnosis, Stage 0
or Stage IV BC, a second cancer diagnosis treated with CT
and/or radiation, a neurologic disorder, or a traumatic brain
injury.

Procedures

Study design and randomization. A total of 212 BCS
out of 214 BCS consented and were randomly assigned in a
1:1:1 ratio to the following: (1) a 6-week MBSR(BC) pro-
gram, (2) a 6-week BCES program, or (3) UC.

A SAS (v. 9.3 SAS Institute, 2015) macro created a
stratified block randomization scheme stratifying BCS by
time since treatment completion, treatment regimen (CT or
CT and radiation), and level of education. The statistician
first prepared the randomization list using ID numbers
identified by the program manager, then assigned partici-
pants to a group, and placed assignments in a sealed enve-
lope. Upon participant completion of informed consent and
baseline assessments, the envelope was opened by the par-
ticipant to reveal their assignment. Once UC reached 30
subjects, the blocked randomly generated scheme occurred
in a 1:1 ratio of one of two conditions as follows: (1)
MBSR(BC) or (2) BCES. The Principal Investigator and
assessors were blinded to the intervention assignments.
The sample size was calculated to detect a clinically mean-
ingful effect size (between groups) of (d) ~0.5 or greater
at 90% statistical power. This trial is registered under
ClinicalTrials.gov, www.ClinicalTrials.gov Registration
Number: ClinicalTrials.gov Identifier: NCT02786797.

Recruitment and data collection procedures. This trial
was approved by the Institutional Review Board at the Uni-
versity of South Florida, Moffitt Cancer Center’s Scientific
Review Committee, AdventHealth, and Sarasota Memorial
Health Care System. BCS meeting inclusion criteria provided
informed consent, followed by obtaining baseline assess-
ments and randomization to MBSR(BC), BCES, or UC.

Intervention procedures: MBSR(BC). BCS assigned to
MBSR(BC) attended six weekly, 2-h sessions conducted by
a psychologist and social worker trained in MBSR. Dr. Len-
gacher received training in Dr. Kabat-Zinn’s 8-week pro-
gram®! and adapted the 8 weeks to 6 weeks for BCS.?® The
MBSR(BC) program enhanced mindfulness cognitive train-
ing in self-regulation of awareness, attention, and concentra-
tion through the following: (1) educational materials; (2)
formal meditation practice in sitting meditation, body scan,
Gentle Hatha Yoga, and walking meditation; (3) informal
meditation in everyday life; and (4) group supportive interac-
tion. BCS practiced MM techniques 15-45 min per day and
recorded practice time. A manual and Compact Discs were
provided to the MBSR(BC) group.

Intervention procedures: BCES. BCS in the BCES pro-
gram attended six weekly, 2-h sessions conducted by an

oncology-certified nurse. The BCES program was matched
to MBSR(BC) on the following: (1) educational materials;
(2) group discussion and homework; and (3) group support-
ive interaction and recorded feelings and coping mechanisms
in a daily diary (matched with MBSR). The BCES program
designed by Dr. Lengacher was based on the NCI program,
“Support for People with Cancer: Taking Time” (https://
www.cancer.gov/publications/patient-education/takingtime
.pdf). A BCES manual was provided, and the MBSR(BC)
program was offered upon study completion.

Fidelity. A structured observational method, including a
time-sequenced evaluation of instructor adherence to the
MBSR(BC) and BCES protocol, was completed by a
research assistant for each group. Instructor’s adherence was
evaluated monthly for fidelity to the MBSR(BC) and BCES
time sequence delivery in the interventions.

UC. BCS assigned to the UC group received standard
post-treatment care and were asked not to initiate a mindful-
ness program during the study period. At study completion,
they were offered the MBSR(BC) program.

Measurements

Objective cognitive performance. Cognitive perform-
ance tests selected were based on research among cancer
patients**->° and demonstrated reliability and validity among
adults.**->° Intellectual ability was measured at baseline by
the Wechsler Test of Adult Reading.>! The following neuro-
psychological tests were conducted at baseline, 6, 12, and
26 weeks. Memory was assessed by the following three
measures: (1) Visuospatial memory, the Brief Visuospatial
Memory Test-Revised (BVMT-R)*2; (2) Verbal memory,
the Hopkins Verbal Learning Test—Revised (HVLT-R)>3>4;
and (3) Logical memory, the Logical Memory I and II with
the Wechsler Memory Scale-IV (WMS-IV).>>

Attention/Concentration was assessed by the Digit Span
subtest of the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale, Fourth
Edition and Part 1 of the Color Trails Test (CTT-1).5%7
Executive functioning was assessed by Part 2 of the Color
Trails Test (CTT-2)°%37 and Stroop Neuropsychological
Screening Test (SNST).>® Verbal fluency was assessed by
the Controlled Oral Word Association Test.”®

Subjective cognitive performance. The Functional Assess-
ment of Cancer Therapy—Cognitive Function (FACT-Cog)
assessed subjective cognitive performance.®® Psychological
and physical symptoms were measured by the PROMIS”
(Patient-Reported Outcomes Measurement Information
System) short forms for Depression, Anxiety, Fatigue, and
Pain.®! Cognitive dysfunction was assessed at recruitment
by two questions from the European Organization for
Research and Treatment of Cancer Quality of Life
questionnaire.®?

Demographic and clinical history. Standard socioeco-
nomic demographic data, including age, gender, ethnicity,
education, marital, income, and employment status, were
collected at baseline, including a clinical history and lifestyle
health behaviors.


http://www.ClinicalTrials.gov
https://www.cancer.gov/publications/patient-education/takingtime.pdf
https://www.cancer.gov/publications/patient-education/takingtime.pdf
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Statistical methods

Statistical data analysis plan. Participants were ran-
domly assigned to conditions, thus minimizing bias and dif-
ferences in characteristics between participants. Baseline
demographic and clinical characteristics were presented by
random assignment as the mean and standard deviation for
continuous variables and counts and percentages for categor-
ical variables. Raw scores on objective cognitive tests were
converted into standardized scores by age and education-
matched norms, demonstrated in prior research.®® This trial
used a 3-group (MBSR[BC] vs. BCES versus UC) X 4 (time
points) mixed model design. This trial was conducted using
the “intention to treat” power calculation for the number of
subjects required to detect a clinically meaningful effect size
of ~0.50 with MBSR(BC) for executive functioning (pri-
mary outcome). Standardized effect sizes (d) were used to
describe between-group differences in outcome measures at
each time point. A sample of 300 participants (with a mini-
mum of 250 expected to complete and a maximum dropout
rate of 17%) was selected to conduct a rigorous evaluation
of the efficacy of MSBR(BC). A sample of 110 per
MBSR(BC) and 110 per BCES with 30 per UC group (total
n = 250) provided 80% power to detect a clinically meaning-
ful effect size (defined as ~0.50) of 0.47 for the Stroop Test
(SNST) (a primary outcome measure). Other outcome

LENGACHER ET AL.

variables included objective and subjective cognitive meas-
ures and measures of psychological and physical symptoms.
SAS System, version 9.4 was implemented to calculate sam-
ple size and power calculations. To statistically test the pat-
tern of between-group effects, the use of random effects
(mixed) models for continuous outcomes®* allowed for the
inclusion of subjects with missing data and accommodated
the nominal baseline differences in the dependent variable
being modeled. Inclusion of participants with missing data
corrected for “attrition bias” was done by including partici-
pants with any follow-up data corrected for “attrition bias”
even if they did not complete all three time points. To mini-
mize comparisons, outcome measures were tested with a lin-
ear mixed model using an order-restricted approach with
MBSR(BC) hypothesized first to show the greatest improve-
ment, followed by BCES and UC. The only p-value eval-
uated and reported was the 4-time point slope (rate of
improvement over all follow-up time) at 26 weeks. For the
mixed model analyses, an unstructured covariance matrix
was specified, and in secondary analyses, within-group effect
sizes from baseline to 26 weeks were calculated.

Moderator effects were explored as tests of interaction
effects in the context of linear mixed models and by calcula-
tion of effect sizes within stratified analyses. Baseline charac-
teristics evaluated as moderators on cognitive improvement
included the following: type of chemotherapy, radiation, time

Assessed for eligibility (N = 13,041)

= Excluded (N = 10,788)
o « Ineligible on initial screening
£ (N=8,583)
ey * Ineligible upon approach
E (N=1,094)
m * Declined to participate (N=1,109)
o Withdrew after consent (N=2)
Total Randomized (N=212) |
=
B=
g
° Allocated to intervention (MBSRBC) Allocated to intervention (BCES) (N=90) ‘ Allocated to Control (N=31)
'::‘ (N=91) ‘ l
Received 6-week intervention (N=91) Received 6-week intervention (N=90) Received 6-week intervention (N=31)
Lost to Follow-up: (N=10' Lost to follow-up (N=11) Lost to follow-up: (n=4
1) Discontinued Assessments after the 1) Discontinued Assessments after 1) Discontinued Assessments after
B intervention (N=10) intervention (N=11) intervention (N=4)
= e Reasons: s Reasons: s  Reasons:
é ¢ Relocated and housing issues (N=2) s Loss of interest (N=4): e Loss of interest and did not want to
o e Medical issues (N=3) o Medical issues (N=2) wait for the intervention (N=4) .
=O ¢ Family iSSUf*S (N=2) e Family transportation issues ( N=3)
= e Work conflicts (N=3) e Work conflicts (N=2)
@ Total MBSR(BC) Analyzed (N=81) Total BCES Analyzed (N=79) Total Control Analyzed (N=27)
17}
=
<
=]
<

FIG. 1. CONSORT flowchart depicting the recruitment and enrollment (214 consented, with 2 withdrawing before
baseline assessments) resulted in 212 randomly assigned to the Mindfulness-Based Stress Reduction (MBSR) interven-
tion, Breast Cancer Education Support (BCES) intervention, or Usual Care (UC).
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since treatment, and formal and informal practice of
MBSR(BC).

Only the BCES and MBSR(BC) groups were included
due to the small sample size for the UC group.

Missing data. Less than 10% of outcome data were
missing. Maximum likelihood estimation was used to create
unbiased parameter estimates without the need for multiple
imputations.

Results
Participant characteristics

Out of 214 BCS who consented and enrolled, 2 withdrew
prior to the completion of baseline assessments. Thus, 212
BCS who completed baseline assessments were randomized
to MBSR(BC) (n =91), BCES (n =90), or UC (n=31). The
CONSORT diagram in Figure 1 identifies the number of
BCS screened, enrolled, and randomized. Table 1 lists the
demographic characteristics by random assignment showing
a mean age of 56.5 and a majority or 73% White, non-
Hispanic. Table 2 shows that BCS completed CT more than
a year previous to enrollment, and most (77%) received CT
and radiation. Baseline demographic and clinical characteris-
tics were similar by random assignment, although it

appeared that the MBSR(BC) group was more likely to have
received anthracycline CT.

Compliance

Median reported “formal” practice time for MBSR(BC)
was 87.8 h over 26 weeks (3.9 h per week), with 75% report-
ing practicing at 2,500 min (41.7 h) over the 26 weeks.
Median reported “informal” practice time over 26 weeks was
2,627 min (1.7 h per week) compared with the median
weekly “formal” practice time of 2,646 min (1.7 h per week).

Efficacy of MBSR(BC) compared with BCES and UC
on objective cognitive outcomes

For the five objective cognitive measures, including our
primary outcome the Stroop Color Task, between-group
effect sizes were small (<0.50) and not statistically signifi-
cant over time (Table 3). Both the Stroop Color Task and
Stroop Color Word executive function measures were simi-
lar by random assignment, with all three groups improving
from baseline. Although between-group comparison of the
Logical Memory Scaled Score was statistically significant
(p = 0.02), the change scores were best for the UC group fol-
lowed by the BCES group and then the MBSR(BC) group
(i.e., opposite the hypothesized direction). The two objective

TABLE 1. DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS BY RANDOM ASSIGNMENT

Total MBSR BCES Control
Characteristic (n=212) (n=91) (n=90) (n=231)
Age, mean, SD 56.5, 10.7 563,114 55.4,9.7 59.5,11.0
Race/ethnicity, %
White, non-Hispanic 73.1 (155) 75.8 (69) 68.9 (62) 77.4 (24)
White, Hispanic 10.8 (23) 7.7 (7) 14.4 (13) 9.7 (3)
Black, non-Hispanic 11.3 (24) 14.3 (13) 7.8 (7) 12.9 (4)
Black, Hispanic 0.5 (1) 0.0 (0) 1.1 (1) 0.0 (0)
Other/Unknown 4.2 (9) 2.2(2) 7.8 (7) 0.0 (0)
Educational attainment, %
Less than a college degree 21.8 (46) 24.2 (22) 18.0 (16) 25.8 (8)
Some college or AA degree 28.4 (61) 26.4 (24) 32.6 (30) 22.6 (7)
College degree 25.1 (53) 24.2 (22) 22.5 (20) 35.5(11)
Graduate/professional school 24.6 (52) 25.3 (23) 27.0 (24) 16.1 (5)
Employment status, %
Employed >=32 h/week 29.9 (64) 35.2 (32) 28.1 (26) 19.4 (6)
Employed <32 h/week 15.6 (33) 11.0 (10) 24.7 (22) 3.2(1)
Retired 26.1 (55) 28.6 (26) 22.5 (20) 29.0 (9)
Other 28.4 (60) 25.3(23) 24.7 (22) 48.4 (15)
Annual income, %
Less than $10,000 11.8 (25) 6.8 (6) 13.1 (12) 22.6 (7)
$10,000 to < $20,000 12.8 (27) 10.2 (9) 17.9 (16) 6.5(2)
$20,000 to < $40,000 22.7 (48) 22.7 (21) 21.4 (19) 25.8 (8)
$40,000 to < $80,000 27.1 (57) 30.7 (28) 26.2 (24) 19.4 (6)
$80,000 to < $100,000 7.9 (17) 10.2 (9) 3.6(3) 12.9 (4)
$100,000 or more 17.7 (38) 19.3 (18) 17.9 (16) 12.9 (4)
Marital status, %
Married 62.6 (133) 62.6 (57) 61.8 (56) 64.5 (20)
Single 11.8 (25) 12.1 (11) 124 (11) 9.7 (3)
Widowed 3.8 (8) 4.4 4) 454 0.0 (0)
Divorced 20.4 (43) 18.7 (17) 20.2 (18) 25.8 (8)
Other 1.4 (3) 2.2(2) 1.1 (1) 0.0 (0)

MBSR, Mindfulness-Based Stress Reduction; BCES, breast cancer education support; SD, standard deviation.
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TABLE 2. CLINICAL AND BEHAVIORAL CHARACTERISTICS BY RANDOM ASSIGNMENT
Total MBSR BCES Control

Characteristic (n=212) (n=91) (n=90) (n=31)
Chemotherapy regimen, %

Chemotherapy alone 22.6 (48) 20.9 (19) 21.1 (19) 32.3(10)

Chemotherapy plus radiation 77.4 (164) 79.1 (72) 78.9 (71) 67.7 (21)
Type of chemotherapy, %

Anthracycline 448 (95) 54.9 (50) 37.8 (34) 355(11)

Taxane 97.2 (206) 97.8 (89) 96.7 (87) 96.8 (30)

Platinum 26.9 (57) 24.2 (22) 32.3(29) 19.4 (6)

Cytoxan 67.5 (143) 71.4 (65) 62.2 (56) 71.0 (22)
Time since treatment completion, %

1 year or less 335 (71) 30.8 (28) 34.4 (31) 38.7 (12)

More than 1 year 66.5 (141) 69.2 (147) 65.6 (59) 61.3 (19)
Breast cancer type, %

Lobular carcinoma 6.6 (14) 5.5(5) 8.9 (8) 3.2(1)

Ductal carcinoma 26.4 (56) 25.3(23) 28.9 (26) 22.6 (7)

Invasive lobular 6.1 (13) 2.212) 7.8 (7) 12.9 (4)

Invasive ductal 33.0 (70) 38.5 (35) 32.2(29) 19.4 (6)

Other/unknown 27.8 (59) 28.6 (26) 22.2 (20) 41.9 (13)
Breast cancer side, %

Left 45.3 (96) 46.2 (42) 48.9 (44) 32.3 (10)

Right 40.6 (86) 40.7 (37) 37.8 (34) 48.4 (15)

Both 6.6 (14) 3.303) 7.8 (7) 129 (4)

Unknown 7.5 (16) 9.9 (9) 5.6 (5) 6.5(2)
Other cancer history, %

No 88.8 (188) 85.4 (78) 92.0 (83) 83.9 (26)

Yes 11.2 (24) 14.6 (13) 8.0 (7) 9.7 (3)

Unknown 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0) 6.5(2)
Medical history, %

Vascular issue 6.6 (14) 7.7 (7) 5.6 (5) 6.5(2)

Respiratory issue 10.9 (23) 15.4 (14) 9.0 (8) 3.2(1)

Hysterectomy 32.5(69) 41.8 (38) 26.1 (24) 22.6 (7)

Oophorectomy 31.0 (66) 42.4 (39) 21.8 (20) 25.8 (8)
Family history of breast cancer, %

No 67.7 (144) 52.7 (48) 73.5 (66) 60.0 (19)

Yes 32.3 (68) 28.6 (26) 26.5 (24) 40.0 (12)

Unknown 0.0 (0) 18.7 (17) 0.0 (0) 0.0 (0)
Behavioral factors, %
Cigarette use

Current 5.2 (11) 3.303) 7.9 (1) 3.2(1)

Former 27.5 (58) 29.7 (27) 24.7 (22) 29.0 (9)

Never 67.3 (143) 67.0 (61) 67.4 (61) 67.7 (21)
Alcohol use 61.9 (131) 61.5 (56) 61.4 (55) 64.5 (20)
Caffeinated beverage use 61.9 (131) 61.5 (56) 61.4 (55) 64.5 (20)
Exercise, %

0-1 day/week 28.3 (60) 29.7 (27) 26.7 (24) 29.0 (9)

2-4 days/week 429 (91) 38.5 (35) 47.8 (43) 41.9 (13)

5-7 days/week 28.8 (61) 31.9 (29) 25.6 (23) 29.0 (9)
Regular use of social therapy 76.9 (163) 74.7 (68) 76.7 (69) 83.9 (26)

MBSR, Mindfulness-Based Stress Reduction; BCES, breast cancer education support; SD, standard deviation.

measures of attention control showed small, nonsignificant
between-group effect sizes over the 26 weeks with all three
groups improving from baseline. Similar results were
observed for verbal fluency.

Efficacy of MBSR(BC) compared with BCES and UC
on subjective cognitive outcomes

In pairwise between-group comparisons, effect sizes (d)
for the four subjective measures of cognitive performance

were small (<0.50) and not statistically different by random
assignment (Table 4). Mean values for all subjective cogni-
tive measures other than the FACT “Comments From
Others” improved over time in all three groups.

Efficacy of MBSR(BC) compared with BCES and UC
on psychological and physical symptoms

For secondary symptom outcomes, all three groups
showed reductions in anxiety, depression, and fatigue over
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p-Value*
0.13

MBSR vs. BCES
d (se)b
0.26 (0.15)
0.40 (0.15)
0.33 (0.15)
0.32 (0.15)

d (se)b
—-0.49 (0.21)
—-0.29 (0.21)
—-0.29 (0.21)
-0.23 (0.21)

BCES vs. Control

d (se)®
-0.23(0.21)
0.11 (0.21)
0.04 (0.21)
0.10 (0.21)

MBSR vs. Control

Control
Mean (SD)*
41.2 (12.1)
39.5 (10.4)
42.6 (12.4)
42.5(11.1)

TABLE 3. (CONTINUED)

BCES
Mean (SD)*
35.5(11.5)
37.1 (10.2)
39.1(11.2)
39.7 (11.7)

MBSR

Mean (SD)*
38.5(12.3)
42.0(11.1)
43.6 (11.2)
44.3 (11.8)

Time
Baseline
12-week
26-week

Downloaded by MOFFITT CANCER CTR AND RESEARCH INST from www.liebertpub.com at 09/18/24. For personal use only.
6-week

"Difference of least-squares means and standard error (se) from general linear mixed model with scaled (z-score) outcome and group, time, and group X time interaction as predictors; esti-

mates at each time point were computed from separate models utilizing data up to that time point.
*p-Value for the order restricted (MBSR > BCES > UC) time X group interaction for improvement.

PROMIS, Patient-Reported Outcomes Measurement Information System.

#Observed means and standard deviations.

Memory
Verbal Fluency
COWA Total

LENGACHER ET AL.

time (Table 5); however, the reduction in fatigue was the
largest and statistically significant (p = 0.003) for the
MBSR(BC) group with a 26-week pairwise effect size of
0.45 and 0.65 compared with the BCES and UC groups,
respectively. The MBSR(BC) group showed greater reduc-
tions in depression compared with BCES and UC, with no
significant between-group differences; however, the MBSR(BC)
group had a nominally larger effect size of 0.50 and 0.53
compared with BCES effect size of 0.35 or UC 0.17. Simi-
larly, both groups, MBSR(BC) and BCES reported reductions
in pain interference with no significant differences occurring;
however, the MBSR(BC) effect size was 0.61 compared with
the BCES effect size of 0.42 at 26 weeks.

Assessment of within-group effect sizes

Given similar between-group improvements, within-group
effect sizes were calculated to assess the magnitude of
improvement. For subjective measures of cognitive perform-
ance, all groups improved on all four outcomes and within-
group effect sizes were 20.50, with a reduction in perceived
cognitive ability and quality of life. As previously observed,
the reduction in fatigue at 26 weeks was greatest in the
MBSR(BC) group (effect size = 0.81) (Fig. 2). For all 10 meas-
ures of objective cognitive performance, all groups showed
improvement (positive effect size) at 26 weeks (Fig. 3). The
general pattern of means was examined to determine if it
occurred randomly or in the hypothesized direction. For all
groups, the effect sizes were found to occur in order of the
hypothesized direction or pattern by first MBSR(BC) > BCES >
UC for 10 of the 18 outcomes. The likelihood of this exact
order in 10 or more of the subscales is 0.02%.

Assessment of effect modification

A subgroup analysis of BCS enrolled within 1 year of CT
completion showed that within-group effect sizes for per-
ceived cognitive abilities, perceived cognitive impairments,
and QOL were highest for the MBSR(BC) group (effect size
0.72-1.19), lower for the BCES group (effect size 0.58-0.90),
and the lowest for the UC group (effect size 0.01-0.38) (Fig.
4). The within-group effect size for objective cognitive meas-
ures did not show beneficial evidence in the MBSR(BC)
group (Fig. 5). Beneficial evidence was absent for MBSR(BC)
on subjective and objective cognitive performance after 1-
year of chemotherapy completion (Figs. 6 and 7). No adverse
events were reported as a result of participation in either the
MBSR(BC) or BCES programs.

Discussion

Results of this large RCT showed that all three groups
[MBSR(BC), BCES, UC] demonstrated meaningful imp-
rovements in both subjective and objective measures of
cognitive performance over 26 weeks. Although minimal
between-group differences occurred in cognitive perform-
ance over time, within-group effect sizes frequently exc-
eeded 0.50 (i.e., “medium” effect size or larger) for all
groups. In addition, effect sizes occurred in the hypothe-
sized direction (i.e., MBSR[BC] largest, BCES intermedi-
ate, UC smallest) in 10 of 18 outcomes. Since the pattern of
effect sizes frequently occurred in the hypothesized order,
and at an unlikely random rate (0.02%), this suggests that
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Subjective Outcome Effect Sizes at 26 Weeks (All Study Participants)

Effect Size

1

0.8

0.6

0.4

0

N

o

0

N

FACT FACT Perceived FACT Perceived FACT
Comments from  Cognitive
Others Abilities

Cognitive  Impairments on Anxiety
Impairments  Quality of Life

m MBSR (BC) mBCES UC

Effect Size >=0.5 1

-0.4 I I I . I

PROMIS PROMIS  PROMIS Fatigue Pain
Depression Interference

FIG. 2. Cohen’sd within-group effect sizes for the subjective measures of cognitive performance. These effect sizes
indicate improvement from baseline to the 26-week time point for Mindfulness-Based Stress Reduction (MBSR[BC]),
Breast Cancer Education Support (BCES), and Usual Care (UC).

effect size differences favoring MBSR(BC) may have been
too small to be detected statistically.

Due to the effects of randomization, this trial corrected for
selection bias (BCS did not self-select into each group). Per-
formance bias was considered when BCS randomly assigned
to conditions were asked about prior use of techniques similar
to MBSR (meditation, yoga, and guided imagery) at baseline.
All three groups were similar in their experience. The ranges
of experience (and p-value for the chi-square comparison
between groups) were the following: meditation 11%-23%

(p = 0.26), yoga 6%—11% (p = 0.35), and guided imagery
6%—9% (p = 0.92). Randomization minimized differences in
characteristics between participants, thus correcting for
“detection bias” showing that participant characteristics influ-
ence how information is collected. “Attrition bias” was cor-
rected by including all follow-up data in the analyses, even if
they did not complete all three time points. These analyses
included 89% of MBSR(BC) participants; 88% of BCES par-
ticipants; and 87% of UC participants, indicating no system-
atically different attrition between groups.

Objective Outcome Effect Sizes at 26 Weeks (All Study Participants)

Effect Size
1
0.9
0.8

0.7

mMBSR mBCES ' UC

0.6 Effect Size>= 0.5 |

0.5 seccssssssssansessedflbocssessassnscessnscnssensassassnssessnsansanss

0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1

/]

BVMT  BVMT Total COWA Total HVLT

Delayed Recall T Delayed Recall T
Recall T Score Recall T Score

Score Score

HVLT Total Stroop Color Stroop  Color Trails WAIS Digit WMS Logical

Task Score Color-Word  T-Score  Span Scaled Memory
Score Score  Scaled Score

FIG. 3. Cohen’sd within-group effect sizes for objective outcomes. These effect sizes indicate improvement from
baseline to the 26-week time point for Mindfulness-Based Stress Reduction (MBSR[BC]), Breast Cancer Education

Support (BCES), and Usual Care (UC).



Downloaded by MOFFITT CANCER CTR AND RESEARCH INST from www.liebertpub.com at 09/18/24. For personal use only.

12

LENGACHER ET AL.

Subjective Outcome Effect Sizes at 26 Weeks (All Study Participants)

Effect Size m MBSR (BC) mBCES UC

1
0.8
0.6 Effect Size >=0.5 1
0.4
0.2

0 Y TOnnn O oo ooonnmn oo oo oo sassmnn
-0.2
-0.4

FACT FACT Perceived FACT Perceived FACT PROMIS PROMIS  PROMIS Fatigue Pain
Comments from  Cognitive Cognitive  Impairments on Anxiety Depression Interference

Others Abilities

Impairments  Quality of Life

FIG. 4. Cohen’s d within-group effect sizes for subjective outcomes in patients who have been out of cancer treatment
for one year or less. These effect sizes indicate improvement from baseline to the 26-week time point for Mindfulness-

Based Stress Reduction (MBSR[BC]), Breast Cancer Educ

Compared with this study, there continues to be limited
research on objective cognitive functioning and MBSR and
BCS. A small RCT with an attention control group among
BCS and colorectal patients found significant improvement
in objective attention and sustained executive functioning
in the MBSR group.3” Our prior RCT comparing MBSR(BC)
to UC (only) showed reductions in psychological and physi-

cal symptoms, QOL3%3; symptom clusters***; and greater

ation Support (BCES), and Usual Care (UC).

subjective cognitive performance,*> compared with improve-

ment in outcomes in both the MBSR(BC) and BCES groups
in this study.

Therefore, upon closely examining the results of this
study, three plausible explanations may be presented. First,
this trial showed the benefits of a well-designed “attention
control” BCES education program. Patients in both the
MBSR(BC) and the BCES program improved at 26 weeks in

Objective Outcome Effect Sizes at 26 Weeks (Participants <1 Year from Treatment Completion)

Effect Size
1.6
1.4
1.2
L

0.8

0.6

0.

; .
-0.2

BVMT BVMT Total COWA Total HVLT
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N

o

HVLT Total Stroop Color Stroop
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Effect Size>= 0.5 1
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Delayed Recall T Delayed Recall T  Task Score Color-Word T-Score SpanScaled Memory
Recall T Score Recall T Score Score Score  Scaled Score
Score Score

FIG. 5. Cohen’s d within-group effect sizes for objective

outcomes in patients who have been out of cancer treatment

for one year or less. These effect sizes indicate improvement from baseline to the 26-week time point for Mindfulness-
Based Stress Reduction (MBSR[BC]), Breast Cancer Education Support (BCES), and Usual Care (UC).
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Subjective Outcome Effect Sizes at 26 Weeks (Participants >1 Year from Treatment Completion)

Effect Size

1
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Others Abilities

Cognitive  Impairments on Anxiety
Impairments  Quality of Life

mMBSR mBCES UC

Effect Size>=0.5 4
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FIG. 6. Cohen’sd within-group effect sizes for subjective outcomes in patients who have been out of cancer treatment
for more than 1 year. These effect sizes indicate improvement from baseline to the 26-week time point for
Mindfulness-Based Stress Reduction (MBSR[BC]), Breast Cancer Education Support (BCES), and Usual Care (UC).

their hypothesized directions for subjective cognitive and
symptom improvements; however, this was not evident in
objective cognitive performance.

A second explanation is related to the primary inclusion
criterion of evidence of cognitive impairment (“‘chemo
brain”) and the long follow-up at 6 months. Research demon-
strates that cognitive functioning (brain imaging abnormal-
ities) may improve after completion of chemotherapy®
suggesting potentially reversible effects among all three

conditions due to the natural history of cognitive functioning
after chemotherapy.

Third, BCS enrolled in clinical trials frequently differ
from nonparticipants in health-related ways, with a higher
self-efficacy,® fewer comorbidities, less medication use,%7-%8
and simply benefiting from participation.®® In our trial of
1362 eligible approached patients, 18.6% verbally agreed to
participate (Fig. 1), and most exercised at 2—4 days per week
(Table 1). Enrolled BCS may have been health motivated to

Objective Outcome Effect Sizes at 26 Weeks (Participants >1 Year from Treatment Completion)

Effect Size
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FIG. 7. Cohen’sd within-group effect sizes for objective outcomes in patients who have been out of cancer treatment
for more than 1 year. These effect sizes indicate improvement from baseline to the 26-week time point for
Mindfulness-Based Stress Reduction (MBSR[BC]), Breast Cancer Education Support (BCES), and Usual Care (UC).
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participate in health-promoting activities independent of ran-
dom assignment.

Clinical implications of findings

Currently, no solution exists for the pervasive adverse
side effects of chemotherapy resulting in loss of memory
and executive functioning. Although the MBSR(BC) pro-
gram did not result in significant cognitive beneficial
between-group differences, it did result in long-term reduc-
tions in fatigue, a clinically relevant outcome confirming
previous work among BC populations.® Importantly, since
fatigue severity is strongly associated with cognitive per-
formance among BCS,”® future work may explore fatigue’s
role in cognition, specifically due to the influence of
MBSR(BC) on fatigue.

Strengths and limitations

To our knowledge, this is the largest RCT evaluating the
effects of an MBSR(BC) program on objective and subjective
cognitive performance over 26 weeks after chemotherapy. As
identified, our sample was generally well educated with
almost half having a college education, and seemingly health
conscious after diagnosis and treatment, as indicated by fre-
quent routine engagement in exercise—this limits the gener-
alizability of our results. Recruitment challenges also
occurred when BCS preferred enrollment (random assign-
ment) in the BCES or MBSR(BC) program rather than the
UC regimen, which required a 26-week wait time before
being offered the MBSR(BC) program. To overcome this
barrier to recruitment and retention, random assignment to
the UC group was capped after 30 subjects were enrolled,
thereby reducing statistical power for outcome comparisons
with this group. Another limitation may have been the inclu-
sion of a large percentage of BCS who received radiation in
conjunction with chemotherapy (i.e., rather than isolated
chemotherapy). Although “chemo brain” affects BCS years
after treatment ends,*'° evidence indicates that BCS treated
with chemotherapy and radiation therapy report higher cogni-
tive impairment.!" This dual treatment may be a marker for
more severe disease and precludes direct assessment of the
effect of MBSR(BC) following chemotherapy alone. Future
work should consider examining radiation treatment as a
moderator on the effects of MBSR following chemotherapy.

Conclusions

Although no significant differences in cognitive performance
were observed overall at 26 weeks between MBSR(BC),
BCES, and UG, all three groups improved substantially over
time, along with significant reductions in fatigue reported for
the MBSR(BC) group. Results suggest that cognitive per-
formance improves over time for BCS treated with chemo-
therapy (natural history), and selected BCS enrolled in RCTs
may be particularly motivated to improve their health status
after CT. Although beyond the scope of this article, future
consideration will be given to examining potential mediators
of MBSR (stress, rumination, and mindfulness) that may
influence the outcome of cognitive performance among BCS.

Authors’ Contributions

C.L. initiated and conceptualized the research objectives
and questions, designed the programs, and applied for fund-
ing as the principal investigator in the study. K.K., R.R.,
H.M., and G.H. were responsible for the methodology
related to data analysis. M.M. and E.B. contributed to the
delivery of the mindfulness intervention, whereas C.R. con-
tributed to the design and delivery of the BCS educational
program. K.D. was the site principal investigator for Moffitt
Cancer Center. T.F. was the site coordinator for Sarasota
Memorial Health Care System, and J.L.. was the site princi-
pal investigator for Sarasota Memorial Health Care System.
C.L. was the creator of the protocol article with contributions
from R.R. and J.P. All authors contributed to the implemen-
tation of the protocol and review of the final version. All
authors revised the article and approved the final version to
be published. The CONSORT checklist was followed during
the development of this manuscript (Table 6).

Author Disclosure Statement

No competing financial interests exist.

Funding Information

Award Number 1 ROl CA199160-01 from the National
Cancer Institute supported the project described. This
research contained within this publication was supported, in
part, by the Survey Methods Core Facility and the
Biostatistics and Bioinformatics Shared Resource at the H.
Lee Moffitt Cancer Center & Research Institute, an NCI-
designated Comprehensive Cancer Center (P30-CA(076292).
The content is solely the responsibility of the authors and
does not necessarily represent the official views of the
National Cancer Institute or the National Institutes of Health.
The Institutional Review Board at the University of South
Florida approved this study protocol to ensure the ethical
treatment of participants.

References

1. Ramalho M, Fontes F, Ruano L, et al. Cognitive impairment
in the first year after breast cancer diagnosis: A Prospective
Cohort Study. Breast 2017;32:173-178.

2. Society AC. Breast Cancer Facts & Figures 2019-2020.
2019. Available from: https://www.cancer.org/

3. Tao L, Lin H, Yan Y, et al. Impairment of the executive
function in breast cancer patients receiving chemotherapy
treatment: A functional MRI study. Eur J Cancer Care
(Engl) 2017;26(6); doi: 10.1111/ecc.12553

4. Ahles TA. Do systemic cancer treatments affect cognitive
function? Lancet Oncol 2004;5(5):270-271; doi: 10.1016/
S1470-2045(04)01463-9

5. Ahles TA, Saykin AJ, Furstenberg CT, et al. Neuropsycho-
logic impact of standard-dose systemic chemotherapy in
long-term survivors of breast cancer and lymphoma. J Clin
Oncol 2002;20(2):485-493.

6. Ganz PA. “Doctor, will the treatment you are recommend-
ing cause chemobrain? J Clin Oncol 2012;30(3):229-231;
doi: 10.1200/JC0O.2011.39.4288

7. Pullens MJ, De Vries J, Roukema JA. Subjective cognitive dys-
function in breast cancer patients: A systematic review. Psy-
chooncology 2010;19(11):1127-1138; doi: 10.1002/pon.1673


https://www.cancer.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/ecc.12553
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1470-2045(04)01463-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1470-2045(04)01463-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2011.39.4288
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pon.1673

Downloaded by MOFFITT CANCER CTR AND RESEARCH INST from www.liebertpub.com at 09/18/24. For personal use only.

16

o]

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

. Vardy J. Cognitive function in breast cancer survivors. Can-
cer Treat Res 2009;151:387-419; doi: 10.1007/978-0-387-
75115-3_24

. Wefel JS, Lenzi R, Theriault RL, et al. The cognitive seque-

lae of standard-dose adjuvant chemotherapy in women with

breast carcinoma: Results of a prospective, randomized, lon-

gitudinal trial. Cancer 2004;100(11):2292-2299; doi: 10

.1002/cncr.20272

Yamada TH, Denburg NL, Beglinger L], et al. Neuropsy-

chological outcomes of older breast cancer survivors: Cog-

nitive features ten or more years after chemotherapy. J

Neuropsychiatry Clin Neurosci 2010;22(1):48-54; doi: 10

.1176/appi.neuropsych.22.1.48

Donovan KA, Small BJ, Andrykowski MA, et al. Cognitive

functioning after adjuvant chemotherapy and/or radiother-

apy for early-stage breast carcinoma. Cancer 2005;104(11):

2499-2507; doi: 10.1002/cncr.21482

Schagen SB, Muller MJ, Boogerd W, et al. Change in cog-

nitive function after chemotherapy: A prospective longitudi-

nal study in breast cancer patients. J Natl Cancer Inst 2006;

98(23):1742-1745; doi: 10.1093/Inci/Djj470

Ahles TA, Saykin AJ. Candidate mechanisms for chemotherapy-

induced cognitive changes. Nat Rev Cancer 2007;7(3):

192-201; doi: 10.1038/nrc2073

Bower JE, Ganz PA, Desmond KA, et al. Fatigue in long-

term breast carcinoma survivors: A longitudinal investiga-

tion. Cancer 2006;106(4):751-758.

Jim HS, Donovan KA, Small BJ, et al. Cognitive function-

ing in breast cancer survivors: A controlled comparison.

Cancer 2009;115(8):1776-1783; doi: 10.1002/cncr.24192

Jim HS, Phillips KM, Chait S, et al. Meta-analysis of cogni-

tive functioning in breast cancer survivors previously

treated with standard-dose chemotherapy. J Clin Oncol
2012;30(29):3578-3587; doi: 10.1200/JC0O.2011.39.5640

Stewart A, Bielajew C, Collins B, et al. A meta-analysis of

the neuropsychological effects of adjuvant chemotherapy

treatment in women treated for breast cancer. Clin Neuro-

psychol 2006;20(1):76-89; doi: 10.1080/138540491005875

Wefel JS, Saleeba AK, Buzdar AU, et al. Acute and late

onset cognitive dysfunction associated with chemotherapy in

women with breast cancer. Cancer 2010;116(14):3348-3356;
doi: 10.1002/cncr.25098

Tong T, Lu H, Zong J, et al. Chemotherapy-related cogni-

tive impairment in patients with breast cancer based on

MRS and DTT analysis. Breast Cancer 2020;27(5):893-902;

doi: 10.1007/s12282-020-01094-z

Xuan H, Gan C, Li W, et al. Altered network efficiency of

functional brain networks in patients with breast cancer after

chemotherapy. Oncotarget 2017;8(62):105648-105661; doi:
10.18632/oncotarget.22358

Ferguson RJ, Ahles TA, Saykin AJ, et al. Cognitive-behav-

ioral management of chemotherapy-related cognitive change.

Psychooncology 2007;16(8):772-777; doi: 10.1002/pon.1133

Von Ah D, Habermann B, Carpenter JS, et al. Impact of

perceived cognitive impairment in breast cancer survivors.

Eur J Oncol Nurs 2013;17(2):236-241; doi: 10.1016/j.ejon

.2012.06.002

Boykoff N, Moieni M, Subramanian SK. Confronting che-

mobrain: An in-depth look at survivors’ reports of impact on

work, social networks, and health care response. J Cancer

Surviv 2009;3(4):223-232; doi: 10.1007/s11764-009-0098-x

Bower JE, Ganz PA, Desmond KA, et al. Fatigue in breast

cancer survivors: Occurrence, correlates, and impact on

quality of life. J Clin Oncol 2000;18(4):743-753.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

LENGACHER ET AL.

Ganz PA, Desmond KA, Leedham B, et al. Quality of life
in long-term, disease-free survivors of breast cancer: A
Follow-Up Study. J Natl Cancer Inst 2002;94(1):39-49.
Munir F, Kalawsky K, Lawrence C, et al. Cognitive inter-
vention for breast cancer patients undergoing adjuvant
chemotherapy: A needs analysis. Cancer Nurs 2011;34(5):
385-392; doi: 10.1097/NCC.0b013e31820254f3

Su TT, Azzani M, Tan FL, et al. Breast cancer survivors:
Return to work and wage loss in selected hospitals in
Malaysia. Support Care Cancer 2018;26(5):1617-1624; doi:
10.1007/s00520-017-3987-y

Siegel RL, Giaquinto AN, Jemal A. Cancer statistics, 2024.
CA Cancer J Clin 2024;74(1):12-49; doi: 10.3322/caac
21820

Biegler KA, Alejandro Chaoul M, Cohen L. Cancer, cogni-
tive impairment, and meditation. Acta Oncol 2009;48(1):
18-26; doi: 10.1080/02841860802415535

National Comprehesive Cancer Network. 2022. Available
from: https://www.nccn.org/

Kabat-Zinn J. Full-Catastrophe Living: Using the Wisdom
of Your Body and Mind to Face Stress, Pain and Illness.
Bantam Doubleday Dell Publishing: New York, NY; 1990.
Chambers R, Lo BCY, Allen NB. The impact of intensive
mindfulness training on attentional control, cognitive style,
and affect. Cogn Ther Res 2008;32(3):303-322; doi: 10
.1007/s10608-007-9119-0

Bishop SR, Lau M, Shapiro S, et al. Mindfulness: A pro-
posed operational definition. Clin Psychol-Sci Pr 2004;
11(3):230-241; doi: 10.1093/clipsy/bph077

Chiesa A, Serretti A. A systematic review of neurobiological
and clinical features of mindfulness meditations. Psychol Med
2010;40(8):1239-1252; doi: 10.1017/S0033291709991747
Goldin PR, Gross JJ. Effects of Mindfulness-Based Stress
Reduction (MBSR) on emotion regulation in social anxiety
disorder. Emotion 2010;10(1):83-91; doi: 10.1037/a0018441
Jha A, Krompinger J, Baime MJ. Mindfulness training
modifies subsystems of attention. Cogn Affect Behav Neu-
rosci 2007;7(2):109-119; doi: 10.3758/cabn.7.2.109

Johns SA, Von Ah D, Brown LF, et al. Randomized con-
trolled pilot trial of mindfulness-based stress reduction for
breast and colorectal cancer survivors: Effects on cancer-
related cognitive impairment. J Cancer Surviv 2016;10(3):
437-448.

Lengacher CA, Reich RR, Paterson CL, et al. Examination
of broad symptom improvement resulting from mindfulness-
based stress reduction in breast cancer survivors: A random-
ized controlled trial. J Clin Oncol 2016;34(24):2827-2834;
doi: 10.1200/jc0.2015.65.7874

Lengacher CA, Johnson-Mallard V, Post-White J, et al.
Randomized controlled trial of Mindfulness-Based Stress
Reduction (MBSR) for survivors of breast cancer. Psychoon-
cology 2009;18(12):1261-1272; doi: 10.1002/pon.1529
Lengacher CA, Reich R, Post-White J, et al. Mindfulness
based stress reduction in post-treatment breast cancer
patients: An examination of symptoms and symptom clus-
ters. J Behav Med 2012;35(1):86-94; doi: 10.1007/s10865-
011-9346-4

Reich RR, Lengacher CA, Alinat CB, et al. Mindfulness-
based stress reduction in post-treatment breast cancer
patients: Immediate and sustained effects across multiple
symptom clusters. J Pain Symptom Manage 2017;53(1):
85-95; doi: 10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2016.08.005

Lengacher CA, Reich RR, Ramesar S, et al. Feasibility of
the mobile Mindfulness-Based Stress Reduction for Breast


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-75115-3_24
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-75115-3_24
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cncr.20272
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cncr.20272
http://dx.doi.org/10.1176/appi.neuropsych.22.1.48
http://dx.doi.org/10.1176/appi.neuropsych.22.1.48
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cncr.21482
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/Jnci/Djj470
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrc2073
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cncr.24192
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/JCO.2011.39.5640
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/138540491005875
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cncr.25098
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12282-020-01094-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.18632/oncotarget.22358
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pon.1133
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejon.2012.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ejon.2012.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11764-009-0098-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/NCC.0b013e31820254f3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00520-017-3987-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.3322/caac.21820
http://dx.doi.org/10.3322/caac.21820
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02841860802415535
https://www.nccn.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10608-007-9119-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10608-007-9119-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/clipsy/bph077
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0033291709991747
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0018441
http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/cabn.7.2.109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1200/jco.2015.65.7874
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pon.1529
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10865-011-9346-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10865-011-9346-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jpainsymman.2016.08.005

Downloaded by MOFFITT CANCER CTR AND RESEARCH INST from www.liebertpub.com at 09/18/24. For personal use only.

MINDFULNESS-BASED STRESS REDUCTION AMONG BREAST CANCER SURVIVORS 17

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

Cancer (mMBSR (BC)) program for symptom improvement
among breast cancer survivors. Psychooncology 2018;
27(2):524-531.

Cifu G, Power MC, Shomstein S, et al. Mindfulness-based
interventions and cognitive function among breast cancer
survivors: A systematic review. BMC Cancer 2018;18(1):
1163-1113.

Lerman R, Jarski R, Rea H, et al. Improving symptoms and
quality of life of female cancer survivors: A Randomized
Controlled Study. Ann Surg Oncol 2012;19(2):373-378.
Dobos G, Overhamm T, Biissing A, et al. Integrating mind-
fulness in supportive cancer care: A cohort study on a
mindfulness-based day care clinic for cancer survivors. Sup-
port Care Cancer 2015;23(10):2945-2955.

Rahmani S, Talepasand S. The effect of group mindfulness-
based stress reduction program and conscious yoga on the
fatigue severity and global and specific life quality in women
with breast cancer. Med J Islam Repub Iran 2015;29:175.
Rahmani S, Talepasand S, Ghanbary-Motlagh A. Compari-
son of effectiveness of the metacognition treatment and the
mindfulness-based stress reduction treatment on global and
specific life quality of women with breast cancer. Iran J
Cancer Prev 2014;7(4):184-196.

Duval A, Davis CG, Khoo EL, et al. Mindfulness-based
stress reduction and cognitive function among breast cancer
survivors: A randomized controlled trial. Cancer 2022;
128(13):2520-2528; doi: 10.1002/cncr.34209

Booth-Jones M, Jacobsen PB, Ransom S, et al. Characteris-
tics and correlates of cognitive functioning following bone
marrow transplantation. Bone Marrow Transplant 2005;
36(8):695-702; doi: 10.1038/sj.bmt.1705108

Jacobs SR, Small BJ, Booth-Jones M, et al. Changes in cog-
nitive functioning in the year after hematopoietic stem cell
transplantation. Cancer 2007;110(7):1560-1567; doi: 10
.1002/cncr.22962

The Psychological Corporation. Wechsler Test of Adult
Reading. Harcourt Assessment: San Antonio TX; 2001.
Benedict R. Brief Visuo-Spatial Memory Test-Revised
(BVMT-R). Psychological Assessment Resources: Odessa,
FL; 1997.

Benedict RHB, Schretlen D, Groninger L, et al. Hopkins
Verbal Learning Test Revised: Normative data and analysis
of inter-form and test-retest reliability. Clin Neuropsychol
1998;12(1):43-55; doi: 10.1076/clin.12.1.43.1726

Brandt J. The Hopkins Verbal Learning Test: Development
of a new memory test with six equivalent forms. Clin Neu-
ropsychol 1991;5(2):125-142.

Wechsler D. Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale-Fourth Edi-
tion (WAIS-IV). NCS Pearson: San Antonio, TX; 2008.
D’Elia LF, Satz P, Uchiyama CL, White T. Color Trails
Test. Psychological Assessment Resources, Inc.: Lutz, FL;
1996.

Maj M, D’Elia L, Satz P, et al. Evaluation of two new neuro-
psychological tests designed to minimize cultural bias in the
assessment of HIV-1 seropositive persons: A WHO Study.
Archives of Arch Clin Neuropsychol 1993;8(2):123-135.
Trenerry MR, Crosson B, Deboe J, et al. Stroop Neuropsy-
chological Screening Test Manual. Psychological Assess-
ment Resources: Odessa, FL; 1989.

59

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

. Benton A, Hamsher K, Sivan A. Multilingual Aphasia
Examination. AJA Associates: Iowa City, IA; Neuropsy-
chology, Blocking, Schizophrenia 1989;59.

Wagner LI, Sweet J, Butt Z, et al. Measuring patient self-
reported cognitive function: Development of the functional
assessment of cancer therapy-cognitive function instrument.
J Support Oncol 2009;7(6):W32-W39.

Jensen RE, Moinpour CM, Keegan TH, et al. The Meas-
uring Your Health study: Leveraging community-based can-
cer registry recruitment to establish a large, diverse cohort
of cancer survivors for analyses of measurement equiva-
lence and validity of the Patient Reported Outcomes Mea-
surement Information System®(PROMIS®) short form
items. Psychol Test Assess Model 2016;58(1):99.

Aaronson NK, Ahmedzai S, Bergman B, et al. The Euro-
pean organization for research and treatment of cancer
QLQ-C30: A quality-of-life instrument for use in interna-
tional clinical trials in oncology. J Natl Cancer Inst 1993;
85(5):365-376.

Castellon SA, Ganz PA, Bower JE, et al. Neurocognitive
performance in breast cancer survivors exposed to adjuvant
chemotherapy and tamoxifen. J Clin Exp Neuropsychol
2004;26(7):955-969; doi: 10.1080/13803390490510905
Laird NM, Ware JH. Random-effects models for longitudi-
nal data. Biometrics 1982;38(4):963-974.

Billiet T, Emsell L, Vandenbulcke M, et al. Recovery from
chemotherapy-induced white matter changes in young
breast cancer survivors? Brain Imaging Behav 2018;12(1):
64-77; doi: 10.1007/511682-016-9665-8

Gouveia R, Cruz VT, Almeida L. Sociodemographic and
psychological characteristics influencing patients’ willing-
ness to participate in clinical trials. BMJ Open Qual 2022;
11(4); doi: 10.1136/bmjoq-2022-002044

Rogers JR, Liu C, Hripcsak G, et al. Comparison of clinical
characteristics between clinical trial participants and nonpartici-
pants using electronic health record data. JAMA Netw Open
2021;4(4):214732; doi: 10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2021.4732
Elting LS, Cooksley C, Bekele BN, et al. Generalizability of
cancer clinical trial results: Prognostic differences between par-
ticipants and nonparticipants. Cancer 2006;106(11):2452-2458;
doi: 10.1002/cncr.21907

Bouzalmate-Hajjaj A, Massé Guijarro P, Khan KS, et al.
Benefits of participation in clinical trials: An umbrella
review. Int J Environ Res Public Health 2022;19(22); doi:
10.3390/ijerph192215368

Gullett JM, Cohen RA, Yang GS, et al. Relationship of
fatigue with cognitive performance in women with early-
stage breast cancer over 2 years. Psychooncology 2019;
28(5):997-1003; doi: 10.1002/pon.5028

Address correspondence to:

Sara Tinsley, PhD, ARNP, AOCN
Moffitt Cancer Center

12902 Magnolia Drive

Tampa

FL 33612-9497

USA

E-mail: Sara.Tinsley @moffitt.org


http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cncr.34209
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/sj.bmt.1705108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cncr.22962
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cncr.22962
http://dx.doi.org/10.1076/clin.12.1.43.1726
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13803390490510905
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11682-016-9665-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1136/bmjoq-2022-002044
http://dx.doi.org/10.1001/jamanetworkopen.2021.4732
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cncr.21907
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ijerph192215368
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pon.5028
mailto:Sara.Tinsley@moffitt.org

