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Coping with stress in medical students:
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using a mindfulness-based stress
prevention training (MediMind) in Germany
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Abstract

Background: High prevalence rates of psychological distress in medical training and later professional life indicate
a need for prevention. Different types of intervention were shown to have good effects, but little is known about
the relative efficacy of different types of stress management interventions, and methodological limitations have
been reported. In order to overcome some of these limitations, the present study aimed at evaluating the effect of
a specifically developed mindfulness-based stress prevention training for medical students (MediMind) on measures
of distress, coping and psychological morbidity.

Methods: We report on a prospective randomized controlled trial with three study conditions: experimental treatment
(MediMind), standard treatment (Autogenic Training) and a control group without treatment. The sample consisted of
medical or dental students in the second or eighth semester. They completed self-report questionnaires at
baseline, after the training and at one year follow-up. Distress (Trier Inventory for the Assessment of Chronic
Stress, TICS) was assessed as the primary outcome and coping (Brief COPE) as a co-primary outcome. Effects on
the psychological morbidity (Brief Symptom Inventory, BSI) as a secondary outcome were expected one year
after the trainings.

Results: Initially, N = 183 students were randomly allocated to the study groups. At one year follow-up N = 80
could be included into the per-protocol analysis: MediMind (n =31), Autogenic Training (n = 32) and control
group (n = 17). A selective drop-out for students who suffered more often from psychological symptoms was
detected (p = .020). MANCOVA’s on TICS and Brief COPE revealed no significant interaction effects. On the BSI,
a significant overall interaction effect became apparent (p = .002, η2partial = .382), but post hoc analyses were
not significant. Means of the Global Severity Index (BSI) indicated that MediMind may contribute to a decrease
in psychological morbidity.

Conclusion: Due to the high and selective dropout rates, the results cannot be generalized and further research
is necessary. Since the participation rate of the trainings was high, a need for further prevention programs is
indicated. The study gives important suggestions on further implementation and evaluation of stress prevention
in medical schools.

Trial registration: This trial is recorded at German Clinical Trials Register under the number DRKS00005354 (08.11.2013).
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Background
The experience of distress during medical training is a
well-known issue and much effort has been made to
examine those effects on the students’ mental health and
to initiate preventive programs [1]. Studies from Germany
and other western countries revealed increased risks for
the development of psychological disorders in populations
of medical students. Depressive symptoms, for example,
are reported to affect 8.8 to 58.2% of the student popula-
tion [2–6]. The prevalence of burnout ranges between
17.2 and 71% [5, 7–9] and between 5.1 and 32% for
anxiety disorders. To verify the assumption that medical
training contributes to the deterioration of mental health,
Brazeau et al. [10] compared matriculating medical
students with age-matched college graduates from the
general population. They found that medical students at
the beginning of their studies were of better mental health
compared to the controls, suggesting that the training
process may contribute to an increase in psychological
morbidity. These findings are confirmed by Kötter et al.
[11] in an ongoing longitudinal study, which compared
freshmen of medical training with students of other
courses of studies in terms of mental health and also
reported no differences at baseline assessment. However,
there are no definite results demonstrating that medical
students are basically more burdened by psychological
morbidity during their studies than other high-achieving
student populations. Henning et al. [12], for example,
indicated that medical students have a similar quality of
life in terms of physical and psychological health as
non-medical students. In contrast, Aktekin et al. [13]
showed a higher psychological distress in medical
students compared to students studying economics
and physical education.
Compared to the general population, there is a clear indi-

cation that burnout and low physical and psychological
health is more prevalent among physicians at each stage of
their career [5, 12]. In order to address the impending risk of
developing mental health problems during training and in
later professional life, health promotion and prevention pro-
grams have become prevalent in medical schools. The struc-
ture and content of interventions vary and include relaxation
training, mindfulness-based stress reduction, mentoring pro-
grams, and stress management or self-hypnosis [14–16]. The
use of mindfulness-based intervention programs has become
very popular in medical schools and it has been proven to be
an effective method, as it positively affects negative emotions,
mental distress and perceived stress, and enhances self-
efficacy, empathy and self-compassion [17–21]. The long-
term effect of mindfulness courses, however, had only been
evaluated by a few studies in a controlled condition [18, 22].
The positive effects on perceived stress or mental distress be-
came apparent directly after the training but did not
persist at follow-up. After six months an increase of self-

compassion and self-efficacy remained. This demonstrates
a need for further follow-up assessments to evaluate the
preventive effects of mindfulness-based intervention.
Additionally, it should be considered how to maintain
the promising effects and if this could be reached more
by adapting mindfulness intervention programs to the
needs of medical students.
Although there are a wide variety of intervention

programs that have been validated for use in medical
training, little is known about their relative efficacy.
Until now, only Jain [23] conducted a three-armed trial
comparing mindfulness meditation, relaxation training, and
a waitlist control group. Both training conditions showed
comparatively good results in reducing mental distress and
improving a positive state of mind. Furthermore, the study
revealed a specific effect of mindfulness meditation in redu-
cing distractive and ruminative thoughts. To confirm this
unique mechanism, there is further need of a comparison
of different approaches of stress prevention programs in
medical school.
In a meta-analysis, Yusoff [1] has shown that stress

prevention trainings are associated with moderate effects
on medical students’ psychological health, and it has
become evident that interventions of a duration of 4 to
8 weeks result in large effect sizes. Regarding the quality
of available studies, systematic reviews [14, 15] report
methodological limitations that should be addressed by
future research. Forthcoming research should include
the use of control groups, random allocation and long-
term follow-up assessments. Furthermore, it should be
considered to use a random sample of subjects instead
of recruiting volunteers in order to minimize motivational
effects [15]. As nothing is known at which stage of study a
prevention training achieves the best health promoting
effects, impacts of intervention on different stages of
medical training should be compared [15]. Considering
the fact that randomized controlled trials meet the re-
quirements of a high scientific standard, the necessity
of using a rigorous scientific method is called for.
Although programs are used to promote health in

medical schools at several universities in Germany [24],
to the best of our knowledge no randomized controlled
trial of a prevention program for German medical schools
has yet been published. In order to face the psychological
health of medical students, our study aimed at evaluating
the effect of a specifically developed mindfulness-based
stress prevention training for medical students (MediMind;
MM) on measures of distress, coping and psychological
morbidity. To overcome some of the methodological
limitations, we carried out a comparison with a well
evaluated relaxation technique as a standard treatment
of stress reduction (Autogenic Training; AT) and a control
group (CG) in a three armed randomized controlled trial.
This would enable us to compare the efficacy of two
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different kinds of intervention. Furthermore, we realized a
follow-up assessment in all three study groups to measure
long-term effects of stress prevention. Addressing poten-
tial discrepancies, we included students of different study
sections.
MediMind has a special focus on the challenges and

issues of medical training and provides concrete coping
strategies. Therefore, we expected MediMind to have a
more beneficial effect on the experience of stress, the use of
functional coping strategies and psychological morbidity
than the standard treatment and the control group.

Methods
Design
This was a prospective, three arm (experimental treat-
ment, standard treatment and a control group without
treatment), randomized, controlled trial with three
assessment time points (baseline, post-intervention and
follow-up one year post-intervention). This design was
created in order to analyze both short term and long term
effects while examining potential effects of the training in
comparison to the waitlist control group and standard
treatment with Autogenic Training.
According to the description in the study protocol

[25], a sample size of 126 participants at the 5-year
follow-up was calculated leading to an initial sample size
of 189 participants. Related publications [20, 23, 26] used
different designs and statistical approaches, with non-
randomization or experimental vs. wait-list control group
design. This lead to a synopsis, integration and analysis
with effect sizes of the different outcome measures
(F-values respective η-square-values, Cohen’s d [27] and Λ
for multivariate approaches) with G*Power [28] and power
calculation with 80% [29].
This trial received approval from the local ethics

committee (Landesärztekammer Rheinland-Pfalz, file
number: 837.380.13/9065-F) and the University Medical
Center data protection official. All participants provided
written informed consent according to the 1964 Helsinki
declaration and its later amendments.

Participants
The study was offered to medical students in the second
and eighth semester of the Johannes Gutenberg University
in Mainz (Germany). Because the curriculum and learning
environment of dental students in the preclinical semesters
is nearly analogous to that of medical students, dental
students in their second semester were also included.
The trainings (MediMind and Autogenic Training) were
provided as a voluntary extra-curricular activity and
students were introduced to the study design and the
opportunity of participation at lectures and by written
information. In order to secure privacy, students were
informed that all health data was strictly secured and

held separately from their medical faculty. The signed
informed consent was a requirement to take part in the
baseline assessment. At the post-intervention assessment
time point, 50.- € vouchers were raffled among the partici-
pants as an acknowledgment of their participation. As a
motivating incentive the participants of the control group
received a 20.- € voucher. Because of the low response
rate, everyone who participated in the follow-up assess-
ment received a 20.- € voucher.
The recruitment started in November 2013. Unfortu-

nately, due to study limitations, the recruitment had to be
terminated before full sampling had been completed.

Interventions and trainers
The training was parallelized in both treatment groups
and each intervention was presented over a period of five
weeks with weekly sessions of 90 min. This also included
the provision of an accompanying booklet or handout to
the participants containing the contents of each training
session and the instructions for practice assignments. The
treatment groups were led by a total of four trainers (clin-
ical psychologists, licensed in psychotherapy with relevant
experience in mindfulness interventions, and one physical
education instructor certified as a trainer of Autogenic
Training). Two of the trainers led MediMind and the other
two trainers the Autogenic Training. There was no change
between the trainers. The staff was instructed in the inter-
vention trainings and followed a comprehensive operation
manual. Participants of the control group remained without
treatment but participated in the assessment time points.
MediMind will be offered to them when the five-year
follow-up assessment is completed.
A detailed description of the trainers’ qualifications as

well as the contents and sequence of trainings (Medi-
Mind and Autogenic Training) is published in the study
protocol [25].

Mindfulness-based stress prevention training for medical
students (MediMind)
In order to develop an intervention program tailored to
the needs of students in medical education, interviews
with the target group were conducted beforehand. Students
often mentioned the need to acquire specific action-
oriented strategies to help them face stressful situa-
tions, such as examinations or high workload. This was
taken into consideration when developing MediMind
and combining mindfulness aspects with approaches
from cognitive behavioral therapies. This implies learning
how to relate to one’s own experiences in a more accepting
and non-judgmental way, and helps one not to be over-
whelmed by thoughts and feelings. Therefore, mindful-
ness meditation was practiced in each training session
and CDs were provided for home practice. The partici-
pants were introduced to the ‘satellite-position’ as a
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target state of mindfulness and learned how to observe
thoughts, emotions, physical reactions and impulse to
act. In exercises, they became familiar with the presence-
of-mind attitude in order to realize and target stress con-
structively. In this context, participants learned to address
intrusive and distracting thoughts and feelings in an
accepting attitude in order to feel less involved and to
reduce their stressful impact. Another concept known
to be effective in preventing stress is represented by the
approaches of cognitive behavioral therapy [30]. This
focuses on the stress heightening influence of dysfunc-
tional cognitive judgment mechanisms and follows the
approach of change and action-oriented strategies that
do not require long-term training and work as skills in
dealing with stressful situations. In this context, the
students became aware of the impact of cognitive judg-
ment mechanisms and core beliefs (‘I always have to
perform perfectly!’) on our feelings and level of stress.
This was taken into account by additionally implementing
stress-management techniques of the cognitive behavioral
therapies to our training. The participants learned how to
detect dysfunctional cognitive judgment mechanisms
(errors in reasoning) and practice the use of functional
reevaluation. Additionally, the stress heightening influence
of personal standards and assumptions were discussed.
The students were introduced to various experiments in
order to find a health-promoting way of dealing with these
personal standards and assumptions. To cope with tense
situations, the use of stress-tolerance skills and the con-
cept of radical acceptance was imparted [31].
The combination of acceptance strategies (concept of

mindfulness) with change strategies (contents of cognitive
behavioral therapies) enabled the participants to be less
reactive when experiencing stress and to decide more
deliberately whether change is possible. This offered the
possibility to either modify the situation, adapt their judg-
ment mechanisms, or to otherwise meet these conditions
with acceptance. This combination follows the concept of
dialectical behavior therapy developed by Linehan [31].
The extension of mindfulness involving strategies to
change dysfunctional cognitive assessment-mechanisms is
also described in Lehrhaupt & Meibert [32] and Hassed et
al. [33]. Practice assignments helped to generalize the ef-
fects of the training and to apply the techniques in every-
day situations.

Autogenic training
The basic skills of Autogenic Training according to the
Schulz method [34] were practiced in this intervention
group. As it is an auto-suggestive relaxation technique,
the participants learned how to instruct themselves to
suggest specific autonomic sensations such as muscular
relaxation, vascular dilatation, stabilization of heart function
or regulation of breathing [35]. These instructions consist

of six exercises with corresponding formulas that are
subvocally repeated (e.g. ‘My arm is very heavy’). Add-
itionally, the training is extended by exercises includ-
ing progressive muscle relaxation, breathing relaxation,
exercises for body awareness, imaginary journeys and
qigong movements. Individual practice outside the training
was supported by informational material.

Measures
In the present study, we report the results of three
assessment time points: (1) baseline, after receiving
signed informed consent and before random assign-
ment to the study groups; (2) post intervention, three
weeks after the last training session; (3) follow-up, one
year post trial. At each assessment time point, data of
the primary, co-primary and secondary outcome measures
were collected. Standard demographic measures were
assessed at baseline. Additionally, at post intervention and
follow-up assessment participants were asked to assess
how often per week they used the strategies that were
taught in the trainings.

Primary outcome measure
Trier Inventory for the Assessment of Chronic Stress
(TICS) [36]. The TICS consists of 57 items to evaluate
different aspects of chronic stress by assessing nine
subscales: ‘work overload’, ‘social overload’, ‘excessive
demands from work’, ‘lack of social recognition’, ‘work
discontent’, ‘social tension’, ‘pressure to perform’, ‘social
isolation’ and ‘chronic worrying’. The answers are
rated on a Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (‘I never
experienced this’) to 4 (‘I experienced this very often’).
In order to assess the experience of chronic stress, an
additional Chronic Stress Screening Scale (SSCS) can
be computed that consists of 12 items taken from the
other dimensions (‘chronic worrying’, ‘work overload’, ‘social
overload’, ‘excessive demands from work’ and ‘lack of social
recognition’). Cronbach’s α ranged from .84 to .91 and is
classified as good to excellent. Validity was confirmed by a
principal component analysis resulting in a nine-factor
solution and plausible correlations between the TICS and
other stress questionnaires [36].

Co-primary outcome measure
Brief COPE [37]. The Brief COPE assesses 14 dimensions
of effective and ineffective coping strategies: ‘self-distrac-
tion’, ‘active coping’, ‘denial’, ‘substance use’, ‘use of emotional
support’, ‘use of instrumental support’, ‘behavioral disen-
gagement’, ‘venting’, ‘positive reframing’, ‘planning’, ‘humor’,
‘acceptance’, ‘religion’ and ‘self-blame’. It consists of 28
items with four response categories of a Likert-type scale
ranging from 1 (‘not at all’) to 4 (‘very much’). Cronbach’s
α range from .50 to .90 and reflects poor to good internal
consistency. Construct validity could be confirmed by a
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nine-factor solution similar to the full inventory [37]. Con-
vergent and discriminant validity is confirmed by plausible
correlations between coping strategies and personality
qualities [38]. The Brief COPE is available in a German
translation and has been validated [39].

Secondary outcome measure
Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI) [40]. The BSI measures
psychological distress based on nine subscales: ‘Obsessive-
Compulsive’, ‘Paranoid Ideation’, ‘Hostility’, ‘Somatization’,
‘Depression’, ‘Interpersonal Sensitivity’, ‘Anxiety’, ‘Psychoti-
cism’ and ‘Phobic Anxiety’. It consists of 53 items to be
answered on a Likert-type scale ranging from 0 (‘not at
all’) to 4 (‘extremely’). A global measure of overall psycho-
logical distress is provided as an average response on each
item (Global Severity Index; GSI). A German version is
available and internal consistency coefficients (Cronbach’s
α) show good results ranging from .70 to .88 in a commu-
nity sample. Validity is proven by plausible correlations
between the BSI and other instruments [41].

Randomization process
After signing informed consent and baseline evaluation,
participants were randomized to one of the three study
groups (MediMind, Autogenic Training or control group)
[25]. In order to control for potential confounding effects,
students were stratified randomized by course of study
(medical versus dental), semester (2nd or 8th) and sex.
Regarding maximum power for analysis between experi-
mental versus standard treatment, an allocation ratio with
2 (MediMind) : 2 (Autogenic Training) : 1 (control group)
was realized. Randomization was operationalized via
drawing lots by an independent member of the institute
not involved in the project.

Statistical analysis
All analyses (except sample size calculation as stated
above) were conducted using IBM SPSS Statistics, Version
23. A p-value of < .05 with an α-level of 5% set for statis-
tical significance. Following a conservative procedure, re-
ducing potential α-errors when imputing data [42], the
two-folded approach [43] stated in the study protocol was
reduced to a completer-analysis including all persons with
complete data-sets.
Descriptive data at baseline was further analyzed with

t-tests for metric variables and X2-tests for binary vari-
ables, respective Fisher’s Exact Test if expected cell fre-
quency was less than five [42]. Differential analysis with
t-tests of missing data, response, drop-out rates and time
of post-data collection were used to access potentially
confounding effects.
All metric variables were tested for normality via

Kolmogorov-Smirnoff-Tests [44] resulting in non-normality

in the secondary outcome and normalization via loga-
rithmic transformation of the data [45].
In order to reduce multiple testing with familywise

Type I errors [46] for primary, co-primary and secondary
outcome, MANCOVA’s with group x time interactions
and the covariates gender and time of post-data collection
(due to differences stated below) were performed. Post
hoc MANCOVA’s were applied with Bonferroni-Holm
[47] corrections for multiple testing regarding differential
interactions between MediMind and control group and
MediMind and Autogenic Training. Separate scales of the
instruments for the outcomes were tested in post hoc
repeated measures ANCOVA’s with Bonferroni-Holm
correction.
Partial η-square values according to Cohen [27]

were calculated for estimating effect sizes referring to
interaction effects with cut-off-norms of η-square
values ≥ .0099 denoting to a small effect size, η-square
values ≥ .0588 denoting to a medium effect size and η-
square values ≥ .1379 pointing to a large effect size.

Results
Baseline characteristics
Data of 80 participants were included for the evaluation.
Figure 1 shows the flowchart of participants in the dif-
ferent study stages. A total of 228 signed informed
consent, 80% (n = 183) completed baseline assessment
and of this sample 61% (n = 112) returned post-measures.
Due to an error in the online version of the baseline as-
sessment, 13 participants had to be excluded from the
evaluation (MM: n = 6, AT: n = 6, CG: n = 1). One partici-
pant dropped out before allocation to the study groups. At
one year post-intervention, a sample of 80 students with
complete data-sets could be included in the per-protocol
analysis. Overall, seven groups of MediMind and seven
groups of Autogenic Training were conducted each com-
prised of six to eleven participants.
The characteristics of the study groups for the per-

protocol analysis are summarized in Table 1. There
were no statistically significant differences in age or
for study stage (preclinical and clinical cohort) between the
groups; however, there was no equal distribution regarding
sex. Some participants did not return post and follow-up
measurements directly after they were asked to complete
the questionnaires. An analysis was run to examine in how
the groups differed with regard to questionnaires return
rate. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) revealed a significant
difference between the groups (F (2,77) = 16.870, p = .000)
for the time of post-data collection. The control group
returned the questionnaires on average 2.5 weeks later than
the two other groups (CG: M = 4.5, SD = 1.8; MM: M = 2.5,
SD = 1.3; AT: M = 2.3 SD = 1.3). The time of the receipt of
the one-year follow-up measurements did not differ
between the groups.
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Further analysis of overall baseline assessment (n = 158)
revealed that the level of distress was high. Compared to a
reference sample of the general population, which is pro-
vided by the authors of the TICS [36], 39.9% of the medical
students scored above a T-score of 60 for the Chronic
Stress Screening Scale (SSCS) of the TICS, whereas
consistently with the normal distribution 15.87% were
to be expected [48]. A student sample as reference was
not available. With regard to psychological morbidity,
medical students of our study showed higher psycho-
logical morbidity at baseline than a student population
given as a reference sample by the authors of the BSI
[41]. Of the students, 18.4% scored above cut-off (T
score > 63) on the Global Severity Index (GSI) as a
measure of overall psychological distress. With regard
to the T-distribution, it exceeded the expected percent-
age of 9.68 by the factor 2 [48].
To explore differences within the medical training, we

compared the preclinical and clinical cohort of our sam-
ple. The level of overall psychological distress (GSI) in the
preclinical cohort was significantly higher at baseline than
in the clinical cohort (t (155) = 2.216; p = .028; preclinic:
M = .70, SD = .51; clinic: M = .52, SD = .40). No differences
could be found for the amount of perceived stress (SSCS).

Concerning the number of training units in which the
participants took part, there was no significant difference
between the two training groups (Table 2). Additionally,
it was analyzed whether the participants of MediMind
or Autogenic Training differ with regard to strategy use
frequency. A repeated measures ANOVA revealed a
significant interaction effect between the groups (F (1,61) =
8.749, p = .004, η2 = 0,125). According to this, students who
received Autogenic Training practiced more often directly
after they finished the training (post-intervention), but had
a stronger reduction in frequency of practice (follow-up)
than students who received the MediMind training (Fig. 2).

Analysis of dropout rates
An analysis was conducted to determine if there was
a systematic dropout effect. Those participants who
completed every assessment (per-protocol participants)
were compared to those who dropped out after the base-
line assessment (non-starters). A t-test of the Global
Severity Index (BSI) revealed significant differences (t
(107.452) = -2.365, p = .020). Students who dropped out of
the study had a significantly higher psychological morbid-
ity (GSI: M = .77, SD = .57) at baseline assessment than
students who completed the study and constituted the

Fig. 1 Flow of participants

Table 1 Characteristics of participants by study group at baseline

Total
N = 80

MediMind
n = 31

Autogenic Training
n = 32

Control group
n = 17

MM vs. AT p-value MM vs. CG p-value AT vs. CG p-value

Mean age (SD) in years 23.39 (3.91) 23.29 (2.81) 23.72 (5.12) 22.94 (3.09) n.s.a n.s.a n.s.a

Female sex, N (%) 67 (84%) 30 (97%) 27 (84%) 10 (59%) .003b

Preclinical cohort, N (%) 48 (60%) 16 (52%) 22 (69%) 10 (59%) n.s.b

Clinical cohort, N (%) 32 (40%) 15 (48%) 10 (31%) 7 (41%)
at-test, bchi-squared test or Fisher’s Exact Test
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per-protocol sample (GSI: M = .56, SD = .40). The dropout
rates of the preclinical and clinical semester did not differ.
Aside from the missing assessments, the participation rate
in the trainings was higher. Figure 1 shows that participa-
tion in the training was higher than the response rate of
the questionnaires. The evaluation of data therefore, does
not include every student who attended the training.

Primary and co-primary outcome
A repeated measures multivariate analysis of covariance
(MANCOVA) was run for the primary outcome in order
to compare the experimental treatment (MediMind), stand-
ard treatment (Autogenic Training) and control group. The
scores of the three assessment time points were entered as
dependent variables and the group status as the inde-
pendent variable. Sex and time of post-data collection
were entered as covariates in order to take the signifi-
cant group differences into account.
No significant interaction effect (group x time) for the

TICS can be stated (p = .502, η2 = .234). In order to examine
interaction effects of the SSCS (Chronic Stress Screening
Scale), repeated measures analysis of covariance (ANCOVA)
with sex and time of post-data collection as covariates was
conducted and revealed no significant result (p = .251,
η2 = .035). The longitudinal changes for each group across
time points are presented in Table 3.
To examine differences in co-primary outcome, a

repeated measures MANCOVA was run with sex and
time of post-data collection as covariates. The scores
of the three assessment time points were entered as
dependent variables and the group status as the inde-
pendent variable. There is no significant interaction

effect (group x time) for the Brief COPE across the
three assessment time points (p = .237, η 2 = .408).

Secondary outcome
At the time of the one-year follow up an impact on
psychological morbidity was assumed. Statistical analysis
of the secondary outcome (BSI) was run with a repeated
measures MANCOVA entering the nine scores of the BSI
as dependent variables, with the group status as the inde-
pendent variable and the covariates sex and time of the
post-data collection. A significant interaction effect (group
x time) was found (F (36,118) = 2.027, p = .002, η2 = .382),
which indicates that the three groups differ in psycho-
logical morbidity over time. Post hoc MANCOVA’s with
Bonferroni-Holm correction (α-level of 2,5%) regarding
differential interactions between MediMind and the
control group revealed a significant interaction effect (F
(18,27) = 3.239, p = .003, η2 = .683) but not between
MediMind and Autogenic Training (p = .087, η2 = .416).
Further post hoc tests that protect against Type I error
revealed no information concerning the type of difference
on the subscales between the groups. The plot of means
(Fig. 3) of the Global Severity Index (GSI) as a measure of
overall psychological distress helps to provide information

Table 2 Frequency of participation by study group

Study Group Perceived training units

1 2 3 4 5

MediMind (n = 31) 0% 0% 3% 29% 68%

Autogenic Training (n = 32) 0% 0% 6% 22% 72%

Fig. 2 Means of strategy use frequency

Table 3 Outcomes on Chronic Stress Screening Scale (SSCS)
and Global Severity Index (GSI)

MediMind
(n = 31)

Autogenic Training
(n = 32)

Control group
(n = 17)

Chronic Stress Screening Scale (SSCS)

pre 21.29 ± 8.86 19.44 ± 7.93 22.18 ± 7.49

post 18.58 ± 8.09 18.81 ± 8.15 20.35 ± 8.94

follow-up 20.42 ± 7.81 22.72 ± 8.79 19.47 ± 7.16

Global Severity Index (GSI)

pre .55 ± .44 .57 ± .37 .56 ± .39

post .54 ± .52 .58 ± .44 .49 ± .40

follow-up .43 ± .34 .66 ± .54 .55 ± .41

Note. Means ± SD

Fig. 3 Means of Global Severity Index (GSI)
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on the direction of change. The descriptive information of
longitudinal changes for each group across time points is
presented in Table 3. Although there is no significant
difference of the GSI between the groups, the plot of
means demonstrates a change in the predicted direction
as MediMind showed a reduction of psychological distress
one year after the training. In contrast to this, Autogenic
Training and the control group seem to have deteriorated
with respect to psychological distress.

Discussion and conclusion
In terms of the primary and co-primary outcome, our study
revealed no significant interaction effect. Therefore, a posi-
tive effect of the interventions on the experience of stress
or the use of functional coping strategies could not be
proved. As previously assumed, an effect on psychological
morbidity could be noticed one year post trial. Statistical
analysis revealed a significant change on the subscales of
the BSI between MediMind and the control group, but
post hoc tests prevent any further interpretation of results.
Considering the means of the Global Severity Index (GSI),
students who participated in MediMind suffered less from
psychological symptoms one year after the training com-
pared to participants of the Autogenic Training and the
control group. Due to the lack of significant post hoc tests,
this observation does not statistically confirm a preventive
efficacy of MediMind. The increase of distress in the other
study groups (Autogenic Training and control group)
could be due to the imminence of the preliminary exams
in medical education and the final exams in medical edu-
cation after one year. Nevertheless, it can be noticed that
even one year later, participants still used the strategies
they had learned in the trainings. The frequency of using
the skills that were taught in MediMind did not decrease
as much as it did in the Autogenic Training. This result
may indicate that the skills of MediMind are more prac-
tical and compatible with the daily realities of medical stu-
dents and that they require less effort in practicing.
Our study did not succeed in confirming the promising

results of the three-armed randomized controlled trial
conducted by Jain [23]. They provided evidence for health
promoting effects of stress prevention trainings in medical
schools and revealed mindfulness meditation to be unique
in reducing ruminative and distractive thoughts compared
to a relaxation training. It might be suggested that mind-
fulness meditation may provide a unique mechanism in
reducing mental distress. In view of our results, differential
effects of the concept of mindfulness and somatic relax-
ation were not apparent, as there were no significant
differences in the use of coping strategies. Since no further
study exists that compares different approaches, no con-
clusion can yet be drawn about their relative efficacy and
which type of training works best for whom. To assess the
efficacy of mindfulness, studies of different standards are

available. With reference to results of two-armed random-
ized controlled trials, mindfulness meditation shows good
effects in reducing distress or enhancing mental health of
medical students [18–20, 22], whereas one study investi-
gating mindfulness meditation could not confirm these
effects [49]. In comparison, MediMind is unique in its
combination of mindfulness meditation and teaching skills
that enable the student to reduce a stressful experience
when change is possible. This should have the advantage
to provide the participants with specific strategies that
can be used directly without the necessity of long-term
practice. A loss of motivation as a probable long-term
effect could thereby be reduced.
In order to optimize control of possible confounding

factors we conducted a randomized controlled trial with
a comparison of three study groups that made it possible
to examine two different types of interventions and to
realize a follow-up assessment. In contrast to other studies
[20, 23, 50, 51], we decided on a conservative approach by
conducting a per-protocol analysis, correcting for multiple
testing and interpreting the interaction effect of the
repeated measures MANCOVA as an evidence of the
effectiveness of the trainings. Since stress prevention
programs seem to affect the experience of distress and
mental health of medical students in other countries
positively, the question is how the results of our study
can be explained. In this context the limiting effect of
the high dropout rate has to be discussed, but the response
rate and the participation rate should be treated separately.
As it can be seen in Fig. 1, the participation rate of the
trainings was higher than the return of post-measurements.
For MediMind and Autogenic Training, the participation
was nearly twice as high as data was available. This shows a
high motivation for attending the trainings, but not for fill-
ing in the questionnaires. Since post assessment time points
overlap with the exam period, this may explain the high
dropout rate. Furthermore, regarding the control group,
the offer of a participation in the trainings five years after
the start of our study might have caused in a decrease of
motivation. This may explain that the highest dropout rate
in our study was found for the control group. It has to be
questioned if the control group represents the natural pro-
gress of data and is therefore suitable as a control condition.
In terms of the response rate it has to be stated, that after
baseline assessment nearly 50% of the students did not
return post-measurements. A comparable dropout rate is
also reported by McGrady et al. [50], who only had a re-
sponse rate of 49.2% at post-assessment. Statistical analysis
at baseline revealed that students who dropped out of our
study were of significantly poorer mental health compared
to the students who formed our evaluation sample, and it
can be assumed that this had an impact on our results. It is
well known that approaches in primary prevention of
mental disorders face small effects, thus a reduction in
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sample size might impede results in a way that small
effects cannot be detected [52, 53]. Furthermore, it is
recognized that the highest effect of an intervention
arises in participants who are initially heavily burdened
[54]. Therefore, students who would possibly have
improved the most by the trainings are not included in
our evaluation. This assumption is supported by McGrady
et al. [50], who found consistently lower depression scores
in a high risk group after the intervention, compared to
low risk students. Therefore, our data do not provide a
reliable statement on every participant and do not allow
drawing conclusions on the effectiveness of stress preven-
tion trainings in German medical schools.
Another limitation was the small sample size that

involved a certain risk of not having enough power to
detect potential effects. Due to study limitations, the
recruitment had to be terminated before the required
sample size had been reached. As we used an ambitious
study design with three study groups, an inclusion of more
participants than in other randomized controlled trials
was required. To our knowledge, only Jain et al. [23]
reported the effects of stress prevention in medical school
by comparing three groups, whereas other studies chose a
comparison of two groups or did not carry out a con-
trolled condition. In contrast to a control group, Jain et al.
[23] confirmed good effects for two different interventions
(meditation and relaxation training) on perceived distress
and positive mood. Furthermore, they detected differences
between the two interventions concerning their mecha-
nisms of action. In this approach they included a sample
size which is similar to ours, but eligible participants had
to “self-identify as currently experiencing a significant
amount of stress” (p. 12) [23]. Therefore, it can be
assumed that this pre-selection may have had an impact
on the results since the participants were of poorer
mental health at baseline. In terms of the Global Severity
Index (GSI) assessed by the Brief Symptom Inventory,
they included students with higher mental distress
(M = .66, SD = .45) compared to our sample (M = .56,
SD = .40).
With respect to our study design, it has to be men-

tioned that our data included students of preclinical
and clinical semesters. Since these two cohorts differed
significantly at baseline in terms of their overall psycho-
logical distress, this might moderate the overall effect of
our study. Former studies on stress prevention trainings
in medical school primarily included students in their first
or second year of study [15], and therefore, these differ-
ences were of no consequence. It is still unclear if the
positive results of previous approaches can be transferred
to students at a stage of advanced studies. Our aim of
comparing the effectiveness of stress prevention at differ-
ent stages of studies could not be achieved because of the
insufficient sample size. Furthermore, our sample has no

equal distribution of sex which may lead to distortions
and effect the generalizability. This limitation is in line
with other studies [18, 23] that included predominantly
female participants. With respect to the gender ratio in
German medical schools, it should be stated that there is
no equal distribution in sex and that female students pre-
dominate [55].
Future research on stress prevention in German med-

ical schools should focus on how to improve the re-
sponse rate. A successful approach seems to be offering
a training as an elective course [20] or as a curricular
tool [22] to minimize motivational effects. Since this
was not possible for the realization of our trainings, we
had to provide the training sessions as an extracurricu-
lar activity. In order to increase the response rate of the
follow-up assessment, every participant who returned
the questionnaire was rewarded by a voucher. This
showed good effects and highlights the need of an exter-
nal motivation in this field of research. It needs to be
emphasized that this reward only had an effect on the
response rate, but that no reward was necessary to
increase the participation in the trainings, since the par-
ticipation rate of the trainings was higher than the re-
turn rate of post-measurements. In conclusion, the
present study provides important suggestions for future
research. It will be necessary to improve the outcome of
a randomized controlled trial by offering an appropri-
ate and sensible implementation of a training in the
curriculum. Time of post-measurements should be
reconsidered to reduce the drop-out rate during exam
periods. Moreover, incentives should be provided in
order to increase the response rate, and finally, a wait-
list control condition should be chosen.

Conclusion
In accordance with former studies [2, 3, 7], our data
confirm the high experience of stress and the vulnerability
for psychological disorders in students of German medical
schools. Since this is still evident in later professional life [5,
56], appropriate preventive interventions should already be
provided during the time of studies to decrease the risk of
suffering from mental disorders and to guarantee a stable
performance of future doctors in patient care. Cur-
rently, no data are available on the effectiveness of
stress prevention programs for students in German medical
schools. Therefore, nothing is yet known about how an
offer of a preventive training would be accepted by the
students and how it could be successfully implemented
in their curriculum. Our data demonstrate that the
stress prevention training was well accepted by the par-
ticipants and provided skills that were still used one
year later. Due to the small sample size, the before
mentioned objectives could not be answered conclusively.
Although means of the Global Severity Index (BSI) indicate
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that MediMind may contribute to decreased psychological
morbidity of the participants, a significant preventive effect
cannot be proved. Due to the high dropout rate and the
small sample size, the results cannot be generalized and
can, therefore, not be regarded as conclusive. Future
research is necessary to evaluate preventive programs
in German medical schools and to determine how they
can be implemented within the heavy course load in
order to reach those students who are severely burdened.
Moreover, the evaluation of a larger sample size is necessary
to represent the gender ratio in German medical schools
for differential analysis.
In conclusion, future research seems to be promising

as the stress prevention trainings in our study were highly
accepted, and with respect to preventing psychological
disorders in future doctors, there is a need for action. To
prevent a high dropout rate and to generate a sufficiently
large sample, the design to assess post-intervention and
follow-up data has to be optimized.

Abbreviations
ANCOVA: Analysis of covariance; AT: Autogenic training; BSI: Brief symptom
inventory; CG: Control group; GSI: Global severity index (BSI); M: Mean;
MANCOVA: Multivariate analysis of covariance; MediMind: Mindfulness-based
stress prevention training for medical students; MM: MediMind - mindfulness-
based stress prevention training for medical students; SD: Standard deviation;
SE: Standard error; SSCS: Chronic stress screening scale (TICS); TICS: Trier
inventory for the assessment of chronic stress

Acknowledgements
The authors wish to recognize the Department of Research and Teaching of
the University Medical Center of the Johannes Gutenberg University Mainz
and the Accident Insurance of Rhineland-Palatinate for funding this project.
The authors would like to thank Prof. Dr. Hanna Christiansen for helpful
comments on this article. We would also like to acknowledge the proof
reading provided by Patricia Meinhardt.

Funding
This study was made possible by the support of Department for Research
and Teaching of Johannes Gutenberg University Medical Center and the
Accident Insurance of Rhineland-Palatinate.

Availability of data and materials
The dataset is set up in German language and therefore not suitable for an
international use. Interested researchers are encouraged to contact the
authors for a provision of data.

Authors’ contributions
SMK, FH and AB contributed to the design and conception of this
study. SMK and AB developed the intervention program. SMK and FH
elaborated the study protocol and gained ethical approval. SMK wrote
the manuscript and FH complemented the description of the design,
randomization and the statistical analysis. MH and AB participated in a
critical review of the manuscript. All authors have contributed to the
revision of the initial manuscript and have read and approved of the
final version of the article submitted.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Consent for publication
All participants provided written informed consent and gave their consent to
an anonymous publication of data.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
This trial received approval from the local ethics committee (Landesärztekammer
Rheinland-Pfalz, file number: 837.380.13/9065-F) and the University Medical Center
data protection official. All participants provided written informed consent
according to the 1964 Helsinki declaration and its later amendments.

Author details
1Department for Child and Adolescent Psychiatry and Psychotherapy,
University Medical Center of the Johannes Gutenberg University Mainz,
Langenbeckstraße 1, 55131 Mainz, Germany. 2Department University Hospital
of Wuerzburg, Center of Mental Health, Department of Child and Adolescent
Psychiatry, Psychosomatics and Psychotherapy, Fuechsleinstraße 15, 97080
Wuerzburg, Germany.

Received: 5 April 2016 Accepted: 30 November 2016

References
1. Yusoff M. Interventions on medical students’ psychological health:

a meta-analysis. J Taibah Univ Med Sci. 2014;9:1–13.
2. Seliger K, Brahler E. Mental health of students of medicine. An empirical

study. Psychotherapeut. 2007;52(4):280–6.
3. Jurkat HB, Richter L, Cramer M, Vetter A, Bedau S, Leweke F, Milch W.

Depression and stress management in medical students. A comparative
study between freshman and advanced medical students. Nervenarzt. 2011;
82(5):646–52.

4. Kohls N, Bussing A, Sauer S, Riess J, Ulrich C, Vetter A, Jurkat HB. Psychological
distress in medical students - a comparison of the Universities of Munich and
Witten/Herdecke. Z Psychosom Med Psychother. 2012;58(4):409–16.

5. Dyrbye LN, West CP, Satele D, Boone S, Tan L, Sloan J, Shanafelt TD.
Burnout among U.S. medical students, residents, and early career physicians
relative to the general U.S. population. Acad Med. 2014;89(3):443–51.

6. Gaspersz R, Frings-Dresen MH, Sluiter JK. Prevalence of common mental
disorders among Dutch medical students and related use and need of
mental health care: a cross-sectional study. Int J Adolesc Med Health. 2012;
24(2):169–72.

7. Voltmer E, Kieschke U, Schwappach D, Wirsching M, Spahn C. Psychosocial
health risk factors and resources of medical students and physicians:
a cross-sectional study. BMC Med Educ. 2008;8:46.

8. Chang E, Eddins-Folensbee F, Coverdale J. Survey of the prevalence of
burnout, stress, depression, and the use of supports by medical students at
one school. Acad Psychiatry. 2012;36(3):177–82.

9. Ishak W, Nikravesh R, Lederer S, Perry R, Ogunyemi D, Bernstein C. Burnout
in medical students: a systematic review. Clin Teach. 2013;10(4):242–5.

10. Brazeau CM, Shanafelt T, Durning SJ, Massie FS, Eacker A, Moutier C, Satele
DV, Sloan JA, Dyrbye LN. Distress among matriculating medical students
relative to the general population. Acad Med. 2014;89(11):1520–5.

11. Kotter T, Tautphaus Y, Scherer M, Voltmer E. Health-promoting factors in
medical students and students of science, technology, engineering, and
mathematics: design and baseline results of a comparative longitudinal
study. BMC Med Educ. 2014;14:134.

12. Henning MA, Krageloh CU, Hawken SJ, Zhao YP, Doherty I. The quality of
life of medical students studying in New Zealand: a comparison with
nonmedical students and a general population reference group. Teach
Learn Med. 2012;24(4):334–40.

13. Aktekin M, Karaman T, Senol YY, Erdem S, Erengin H, Akaydin M. Anxiety,
depression and stressful life events among medical students: a prospective
study in Antalya, Turkey. Med Educ. 2001;35(1):12–7.

14. Shapiro S, Shapiro D, Schwartz G. Stress management in medical education:
a review of the literature. Acad Med. 2000;75:748–59.

15. Yusoff M, Esa A. Stress management for medical students: a systematic
review, Social sciences and cultural studies - issues of language, public
opinion, education and welfare, vol. 1. 2012. p. 478–500.

16. Shiralkar M, Harris T, Eddins-Folensbee F, Coverdale J. A systematic review of
stress-management programs for medical students. Acad Psychiatry. 2013;
37:158–64.

17. Dobkin PL, Hutchinson TA. Teaching mindfulness in medical school: where
are we now and where are we going? Med Educ. 2013;47(8):768–79.

18. Phang CK, Mukhtar F, Ibrahim N, Keng SL, Mohd SS. Effects of a brief
mindfulness-based intervention program for stress management among

Kuhlmann et al. BMC Medical Education  (2016) 16:316 Page 10 of 11



medical students: the mindful-Gym randomized controlled study. Adv
Health Sci Educ Theory Pract. 2015;20:1115–34.

19. de Vibe M, Solhaug I, Tyssen R, Friborg O, Rosenvinge JH, Sorlie T, Bjorndal A.
Mindfulness training for stress management: a randomised controlled study of
medical and psychology students. BMC Med Educ. 2013;13:107.

20. Shapiro SL, Schwartz GE, Bonner G. Effects of mindfulness-based stress reduction
on medical and premedical students. J Behav Med. 1998;21(6):581–99.

21. Warnecke E, Quinn S, Ogden K, Towle N, Nelson M. A randomised
controlled trial of the effects of mindfulness practice on medical student
stress levels. Med Educ. 2011;45:381–8.

22. Erogul M, Singer G, McIntyre T, Stefanov DG. Abridged mindfulness
intervention to support wellness in first-year medical students. Teach
Learn Med. 2014;26(4):350–6.

23. Jain S, Shapiro SL, Swanick S, Roesch SC, Mills PJ, Bell I, Schwartz GE.
A randomized controlled trial of mindfulness meditation versus
relaxation training: effects on distress, positive states of mind,
rumination, and distraction. Ann Behav Med. 2007;33(1):11–21.

24. Gebauer L. Aktuelle nationale und internationale Angebote zur
Stressbewältigung für Medizinstudierende. http://geb.uni-giessen.de/geb/
volltexte/2014/11109/ (2013). Accessed 19 June 2015.

25. Kuhlmann SM, Bürger A, Esser G, Hammerle F. A mindfulness-based stress
prevention training for medical students (MediMind): study protocol for a
randomized controlled trial. Trials. 2015;16(1):40.

26. Rosenzweig S, Reibel DK, Greeson JM, Brainard GC, Hojat M. Mindfulness-
based stress reduction lowers psychological distress in medical students.
Teach Learn Med. 2003;15(2):88–92.

27. Cohen J. Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. New York,
London: Psychology Press; 1988.

28. Faul F, Erdfelder E, Buchner A, Lang A-G. Statistical power analyses using
G* power 3.1: tests for correlation and regression analyses. Behav Res Methods.
2009;41(4):1149–60.

29. Moher D, Dulberg CS, Wells GA. Statistical power, sample size, and their
reporting in randomized controlled trials. JAMA. 1994;272(2):122–4.

30. Kaluza G. Förderung individueller belastungsverarbeitung: was leisten
stressbewältigungsprogramme? In: Röhrle B, editor. Prävention und
gesundheitsförderung. 2nd ed. Tübingen: DGVT; 2002. p. 195–218.

31. Linehan M. DBT skills training manual. 2nd ed. New York: The Guilford
Press; 2015.

32. Lehrhaupt L, Meibert P. Stress bewältigen mit achtsamkeit. Zu innerer ruhe
kommen durch MBSR. München: Kösel-Verlag; 2010.

33. Hassed C, de Lisle S, Sullivan G, Pier C. Enhancing the health of medical
students: outcomes of an integrated mindfulness and lifestyle program.
Adv Health Sci Educ Theory Pract. 2009;14(3):387–98.

34. Thomas K. Praxis des autogenen trainings. Selbsthypnose nach I.H. Schultz.
Stuttgart: TRIAS-Verlag; 2006.

35. Linden W. Autogenic training: a narrative and quantitative review of clinical
outcome. Biofeedback Self Regul. 1994;19(3):227–64.

36. Schulz P, Schlotz W, Becker P. Das trierer inventar zum chronischen stress
(TICS) – manual. Göttingen: Hogrefe; 2004.

37. Carver CS. You want to measure coping but your protocol’s too long:
consider the brief COPE. Int J Behav Med. 1997;4(1):92–100.

38. Carver CS, Scheier MF, Weintraub JK. Assessing coping strategies: a
theoretically based approach. J Pers Soc Psychol. 1989;56(2):267–83.

39. Knoll N, Rieckmann N, Schwarzer R. Coping as a mediator between
personality and stress outcomes: a longitudinal study with cataract surgery
patients. Eur J Personal. 2005;19(3):229–47.

40. Derogatis LR, Melisaratos N. The brief symptom inventory: an introductory
report. Psychol Med. 1983;13(3):595–605.

41. Franke GH. Brief symptom inventory von LR derogatis (kurzform der SCL- 90 - R).
deutsche version. Manual. Göttingen: Beltz Test GmbH; 2000.

42. Bortz J. Statistik für human- und sozialwissenschaftler. 6th ed. Berlin:
Springer; 2005.

43. Tabachnik BG, Fidell LS. Using multivariate statistics. 6th ed. Boston: Pearson; 2013.
44. Razali NM, Wah YB. Power comparisons of shapiro-wilk, kolmogorov-smirnov,

lilliefors and anderson-darling tests. J Stat Model Analytics. 2011;2(1):21–33.
45. Bartlett MS, Kendall D. The statistical analysis of variance-heterogeneity and

the logarithmic transformation. Suppl J R Stat Soc. 1946;8:128–38.
46. Richard AJ, Dean WW. Applied multivariate statistical analysis. London:

Prenticee Hall; 2002. p. 265.
47. Holm S. A simple sequentially rejective multiple test procedure. Scand J Stat.

1979;65–70.

48. Bortz J, Döring N. Forschungsmethoden und evaluation für human- und
sozialwissenschaftler. 4th ed. Heidelberg: Springer; 2006.

49. Paholpak S, Piyavhatkul N, Rangseekajee P, Krisanaprakornkit T, Arunpongpaisal
S, Pajanasoontorn N, Virasiri S, Singkornard J, Rongbudsri S, Udomsri C, et al.
Breathing meditation by medical students at Khon Kaen University: effect on
psychiatric symptoms, memory, intelligence and academic achievement.
J Med Assoc Thai. 2012;95(3):461–9.

50. McGrady A, Brennan J, Lynch D, Whearty K. A wellness program for first
year medical students. Appl Psychophysiol Biofeedback. 2012;37(4):253–60.

51. Yusoff MSB, Yaacob MJ, Naing NN, Esa AR. The effectiveness of a DEAL-
based intervention to reduce stress and depression symptoms. Educ Med J.
2015;7(1):e1–e15.

52. Reddy LA, Newman E, De Thomas CA, Chun V. Effectiveness of school-based
prevention and intervention programs for children and adolescents with
emotional disturbance: a meta-analysis. J Sch Psychol. 2009;47(2):77–99.

53. Berking M, Rief W. Klinische psychologie und psychotherapie für bachelor.
Berlin: Springer; 2012.

54. Britton A, McKee M, Black N, McPherson K, Sanderson C, Bain C. Threats to
applicability of randomised trials: exclusions and selective participation.
J Health Serv Res Policy. 1999;4(2):121.

55. Gibis B, Heinz A, Jacob R, Müller C-H. Berufserwartungen von
medizinstudierenden. Dtsch Arztebl Int. 2012;109(18):327–32.

56. Dobkin PL, Hutchinson TA. Primary prevention for future doctors: promoting
well-being in trainees. Med Educ. 2010;44(3):224–6.

•  We accept pre-submission inquiries 

•  Our selector tool helps you to find the most relevant journal

•  We provide round the clock customer support 

•  Convenient online submission

•  Thorough peer review

•  Inclusion in PubMed and all major indexing services 

•  Maximum visibility for your research

Submit your manuscript at
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central 
and we will help you at every step:

Kuhlmann et al. BMC Medical Education  (2016) 16:316 Page 11 of 11

http://geb.uni-giessen.de/geb/volltexte/2014/11109/
http://geb.uni-giessen.de/geb/volltexte/2014/11109/

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusion
	Trial registration

	Background
	Methods
	Design
	Participants
	Interventions and trainers
	Mindfulness-based stress prevention training for medical students (MediMind)
	Autogenic training
	Measures
	Primary outcome measure
	Co-primary outcome measure
	Secondary outcome measure
	Randomization process
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Baseline characteristics
	Analysis of dropout rates
	Primary and co-primary outcome
	Secondary outcome

	Discussion and conclusion
	Conclusion
	Abbreviations
	Acknowledgements
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Authors’ contributions
	Competing interests
	Consent for publication
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Author details
	References

