Bijlage Figuren Risk of bias en forest plots
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Figuur 1. RoB tabel Tang 2014 [vermeld in Lau 2016]
Experimental Control $td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Lauetal, 2016 -7.83 4249 17 -10.09 476 16 100.0% 0.55 [-0.14,1.24]
Total (95% Cl) 17 16  100.0% 0.55 [-0.15, 1.25]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 5 b T 3

Testfor overall effect =155 (F =0.12) Favours [control] Favours [experimental]

Figuur 2. Meta-analyse acupressuur met olie vs sham [Tang 2014, vermeld in Lau 2016]

Experimental Control $td. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Fixed, 95% CI IV, Fixed, 95% CI
Lauetal, 2016 -7.47 488 24 -10.09 476 16 100.0% 0.53[-0.11,1.18]
Total (95% CI) 24 16 100.0% 0.53 [-0.11, 1.18]
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable 0 5 b T H

Testfor overall effect =162 (F=0.11) Favours [control] Favours [experimental]

Figuur 3. Meta-analyse acupressuur vs sham [Tang 2014, vermeld in Lau 2016]
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Experimental Control
Study or Subgroup  Mean  SD Total Mean SD Total Weight

5td. Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% CI

5td. Mean Difference

IV, Random, 95% CI

2.1.1 Acupressuur met olie vs sham accupressuur

Lauetal, 2016 -7.83 429 17 -10.09 476 g 47.3%
Subtotal (95% CI) 17 8  47.3%
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.28 (P = 0.20)

2.1.2 Acupressuur vs sham accupressuur

Lauetal, 2016 -7.47 488 24 -1009 476 8 527%
Subtotal (95% CI) 24 8 52.7T%
Heterogeneity: Mot applicakle

Testfor overall effect: Z=1.27 (P =0.20)

Total (95% Cl) 41 16 100.0%

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=0.00, df=1 (P = 0.96); F= 0%
Testfor averall effect: Z=1.80{F =0.07)
Testfor subaroup differences: Chi®=0.00, df=1 (P = 0.96), F= 0%

0.56 [-0.30, 1.41] -
0.56 [-0.30, 1.41] e
0.53 [0.29,1.34] .
0.53 [-0.29, 1.34] s
0.54 [-0.05, 1.13] -
1 -2 0 2 1

Favours [control]

Figuur 4. Meta-analyse acupressuur interventies vs sham [Tang 2014, vermeld in Lau 2016]
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Figuur 5. RoB tabel [Yildirim 2020]
Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference Std. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 95% CI
Yildinm2020 7828 2137 34 6296 21.28 34 100.0% 0.71[0.22,1.20]
Total (95% CI) 34 34 100.0% 0.71 [0.22, 1.20]

Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor overall effect: £=2.84 (F=0.004)

Figuur 6. Meta-analyse lavendel vs standaardzorg [Yildirim 2020]
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Figuur 7. RoB tabel [Kawabata 2020]
Experimental Control Std. Mean Difference 5td. Mean Difference
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total Mean SD Total Weight [V, Random, 95% Cl IV, Random, 95% CI
Kawahata etal, 2020 3841 8928 27 4058 1028 30 100.0% -0.22 [-0.74, 0.30]
Total (95% Cl) 27 30 100.0% -0.22 [-0.74, 0.30]
Heterageneity: Mot applicakle oo A s =0 100

Testfor overall effect Z= 0.82 (P = 0.41) Favours [experimental] Favours [control]

Figuur 8. Meta-analyse aromatherapie massage versus controle [Kawabata 2020]
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@ | Other hias

Unal Aslan en Getinkaya, 2022

Figuur 9. RoB tabel Unal Aslan en Cetinkaya, 2022
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Experimental
Study or Subgroup Mean SD Total

Control
Mean SD

Mean Difference
Total Weight IV, Random, 95% Cl

Mean Difference
IV, Random, 95% Cl

anal Aslan etal, 2022 -4.66 237 36

Total (95% CI) 36
Heterogeneity: Mot applicable
Testfor averall effect: 2= 21.75(F = 0.000013

-17.03 262

37 100.0% 1247 [11.35, 13.59]

37 100.0% 12.47 [11.35, 13.59]

Figuur 10. Meta-analyse Unal Aslan en Cetinkaya, 2022

Richtlijn Slaapproblemen in de palliatieve fase_september 2023

*

20 1o
Favours [control]

]

10 20
Favours [experimental]



