
of the AUTh and the Scientific Board of the General 
Hospital Papageorgiou, where the Clinic is hosted. 
Moreover, the use of MEQ and CWS has been ap‐
proved by the authors of the scales. After their 
agreement to participate, women were asked to 
complete a consent form and the questionnaires. 

Results 

Sample characteristics and baseline  
comparisons  
Twenty‐five participants were recruited and ran‐

domly allocated to the PE+TAU or the TAU group. 
Participant characteristics (Table 1) indicate compa‐
rability between the two groups. Age ranged from 23 
to 46 years, with an average of 36.9 years (SD = 5.66). 
Less than half of the sample (40%) reported comor‐
bidities, while 56% reported family history of DM. 
Three out of four participants (76%) were not smok‐
ers and almost all (92%) had conceived naturally. For 
the PE+TAU group, the mean of BMI was 33.9 kg/m2 
(SD = 8.27, Min‐Max = 18.7‐44.9), the mean of MEQ 
total score was 2.65 (SD = 0.39, Min‐Max = 2.0‐3.4) 

and the mean CWS 40.5 (SD = 16.1, Min‐Max = 5‐65). 
Regarding TAU group, the mean of BMI was 34.9 
kg/m2 (SD = 5.21, Min‐Max = 25.3‐43.1), the mean of 
MEQ total score was 2.58 (SD = 0.28, Min‐Max = 2.3‐
3.0), while the mean CWS was 41.8 (SD = 18.6, Min‐
Max = 4‐63). The proportion of smokers was higher 
in the PE+TAU group (χ2 = 7.29, p = 0.01), while there 
were no other baseline differences between treat‐
ment groups in any of the sociodemographic charac‐
teristics or outcome measures. 

Feasibility 
The PE intervention was adjusted to the proce‐

dures of the outpatient clinic. During that period 40 
pregnant women were diagnosed with GDM for the 
first time and were considered for eligibility. From 
these eligible patients, 25 consented to take part in 
the study, corresponding to a recruitment rate of 
62.5%. Reasons for exclusion were lack of time or 
motivation to participate. Out of the 25 patients con‐
senting to participate, only three did not complete 
the study (two from the PE+TAU and one from the 
TAU group), due to movement to another city and 
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Table 2. Summary statistics and adjusted between‐group mean differences for all outcome measures. 
PE+TAU TAU Adjusted
group group mean

Mean n Mean n difference p value η2 
score (SD) score (SD) (95% CI)

BMI
Baseline                34.7 (7.5)                13 35.4 (5.1)                  12
Week 5                  34.1 (7.5)                11 37.6 (5.6)                  11 ‐2.61 0.001                   0.47 

(‐3.98, ‐1.23)
MEQ
Baseline                 2.7 (0.3)                 13 2.5 (0.2) 12
Week 5 2.8 (0.3)                 11 2.5 (0.2) 11 0.07 0.45 0.03 

(‐0.12, 0.27)
CWS
Baseline              38.7 (16.2)               13 39.9 (18.3)                 12
Week 5                33.5 (18.4)               11 39.3 (14.5)                 11 ‐4.79 0.39 0.04 

(‐16.4, 6.78)
BMI: Body Mass Index (kg/m2); CWS: Cambridge Worry Scale; MEQ: Mindful Eating Questionnaire; PE: Psychoeducation; TAU: Treat‐
ment‐as‐usual. η2 = Partial eta squared for between‐group effect size. 


