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Further Results from Original Mediation Models 

Our original models controlled for Phase 1 actor gender, age, and relationship length. 

The results of the two models which we did not have predictions about but included for the 

sake of rigour (i.e., mindfulness→ empathy→ attachment anxiety and mindfulness→ 

relationship preoccupation→ attachment avoidance) are presented below. 

Direct and Indirect Effects of Mindfulness on Attachment Change via Relationship 

Preoccupation and Empathy 

General and Relationship Mindfulness, Partner-Focused Empathy, and Attachment 

Anxiety 

 As seen in Figure 1, controlling for demographic covariates and Phase 1 attachment 

orientations, greater Phase 1 actor—but not partner—general mindfulness directly predicted a 

relative decrease in Phase 1-3 actor attachment anxiety. There were no direct associations 

between Phase 1 actor or partner relationship mindfulness and change in Phase 1-3 actor 

attachment anxiety. 

Greater Phase 1 actor—but not partner—relationship mindfulness positively predicted 

Phase 2 actor empathy. Phase 1 actor and partner general mindfulness did not predict Phase 2 

actor empathy. There were no links between Phase 2 actor or partner empathy and change in 

Phase 1-3 actor attachment anxiety. No indirect effects emerged in this model.  
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Figure 1 

Direct and Indirect Effects of Phase 1 General and Relationship Mindfulness, Phase 2 Partner-Focused Empathy, and Phase 1-3 Change in Attachment Anxiety 

 
Note. P1 = Phase 1 (baseline); P2 = Phase 2 (14-day diary period); P3 = Phase 3 (2-month follow-up). Higher scores on continuous variables represent greater standing on the 

variable (e.g., greater general mindfulness). Solid paths are statistically significant. **p < .01, ***p < .001  
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General and Relationship Mindfulness, Relationship Preoccupation, and Attachment 

Avoidance 

 As seen in Figure 2, controlling for demographic covariates and Phase 1 attachment 

orientations, there were no direct associations between Phase 1 actor or partner general or 

relationship mindfulness and change in Phase 1-3 actor attachment avoidance. 

Greater Phase 1 actor and partner relationship mindfulness negatively predicted Phase 

2 actor relationship preoccupation. Phase 1 actor and partner general mindfulness did not 

predict Phase 2 actor relationship preoccupation. There were no associations between Phase 2 

actor or partner relationship preoccupation and change in Phase 1-3 actor attachment 

avoidance. No indirect effects emerged in this model. 
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Figure 2 

Direct and Indirect Effects of Phase 1 General and Relationship Mindfulness, Phase 2 Relationship Preoccupation, and Phase 1-3 Change in Attachment Avoidance 

 
Note. P1 = Phase 1 (baseline); P2 = Phase 2 (14-day diary period); P3 = Phase 3 (2-month follow-up). Higher scores on continuous variables represent greater standing on the 

variable (e.g., greater general mindfulness). Solid paths are statistically significant. **p < .01, ***p < .001  
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Further Method Information: Exploratory Covariate Measures 

To rule out potential alternative explanations for our findings, an anonymous reviewer 

requested we consider relationship satisfaction, perceived partner responsiveness, and 

positive and negative affect as additional covariates. Information about those measures 

appears below. 

Relationship Satisfaction 

 Relationship satisfaction was measured at Phase 1 using the satisfaction subscale of 

the Investment Model Scale (IMS; Rusbult et al., 1998). Participants responded to five items 

(e.g., “My relationship is close to ideal”) on a 9-point scale (1 = completely disagree, 9 = 

completely agree). Item responses were averaged to get a total score across items such that 

higher scores indicated higher relationship satisfaction (α = .87). 

Perceived Partner Responsiveness 

 Perceived partner responsiveness was measured at Phase 1 with the Perceived Partner 

Responsiveness Scale (PPRS; Reis et al., 2018). Participants responded to 18 items beginning 

with the stem “My current romantic partner...” and were followed by various examples of 

perceived responsiveness (e.g., “understands me”). Responses were rated on a 9-point scale 

(1 = never, 9 = always). Item responses were averaged to get a total score across items such 

that higher scores indicated higher perceived partner responsiveness (α = .93). 

Positive and Negative Affect 

Positive and negative affect were measured at Phase 2 using a subset of 10 items 

taken from the Positive and Negative Affect Schedule-Expanded (PANAS-X; Watson & 

Clark, 1994). Participants rated the extent to which they had experienced each of five positive 

emotions (e.g., amused, calm) and five negative emotions (e.g., sad, guilty) in the past 24 

hours on a 5-point scale (0 = not at all, 4 = a great deal). Item responses were averaged to get 
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a total score across items and an aggregate for the 14 days of Phase 2 such that higher scores 

indicated higher positive affect (α = .84) and negative affect (α = .80), respectively. 

Correlation Table with Exploratory Covariates 

For descriptive purposes, Table 1 displays the correlations among study variables, 

including the exploratory covariates requested by an anonymous reviewer. 
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Table 1 

Correlations among Study Variables 

  Correlations 

 Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 

1 P1 Rel. Mindfulness .08                

2 P1 Gen. Mindfulness .46*** .11               

3 P3 Gen. Mindfulness .36*** .66*** -.03              

4 P1 Att. Anxiety -.11 -.29*** -.30*** .02             

5 P3 Att. Anxiety -.20** -.33*** -.38*** .71*** .17*            

6 P1 Att. Avoidance -.11 -.14 -.11 .01 .03 .13           

7 P3 Att. Avoidance -.12 -.18* -.23** .12 .12 .65*** .08          

8 P2 Preoccupation -.09 .01 .05 .09 .16* .05 -.05 .45***         

9 P2 Empathy .31*** .13 .10 .02 -.08 -.32*** -.31*** .10 .34***        

10 P1 Gender .07 -.02 -.14 .20** .24** -.10 -.05 .12 .06 —       

11 P1 Age .07 .17* .04 -.17* -.18* .08 .003 -.20** -.06 -.09 .90***      

12 P1 Rel. Length <.001 .14 .07 -.13 -.08 -.03 -.11 -.20** -.04 -.02 .81*** —     

13 P1 Satisfaction .17* .15* .10 .01 -.07 -.36*** -.31*** .03 .28*** .11 -.18* -.09 .46***    

14 P1 PPR .32*** .18* .11 -.05 -.06 -.44*** -.38*** .12 .41*** .10 -.12 -.02 .65*** .51***   

15 P2 PA .05 .26*** .34*** -.22** -.28*** -.12 -.27*** .17* .34*** -.24*** .03 .07 .21** .19** .30***  

16 P2 NA -.18* -.28*** -.22** .22** .30*** .13 .15* .10 -.15* .07 -.13 -.14 -.23*** -.13 -.29*** .46*** 

Note. P1 = Phase 1 (baseline); P2 = Phase 2 (14-day diary period); P3 = Phase 3 (2-month follow-up); Rel. = relationship; Gen. = general; PPR = perceived partner responsiveness; Att. = 

attachment; PA = positive affect; NA = negative affect. Higher scores on continuous variables represent greater standing on the variable (e.g., greater empathy). Gender was effect-coded (-1 = 

men, 1 = women). We present actor correlations, with actor-partner correlations (e.g., actor empathy and partner empathy) appearing in boldface along the diagonal. 

*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Results from Mediation Models with Exploratory Covariates 

At the request of an anonymous reviewer, we reran all six of our models including 

Phase 1 actor relationship satisfaction, Phase 1 actor perceived partner responsiveness, and 

Phase 2 actor positive and negative affect as further covariates. The results of these analyses 

are presented below. 

Direct and Indirect Effects of Mindfulness on Attachment Change via Relationship 

Preoccupation and Empathy 

General and Relationship Mindfulness, Relationship Preoccupation, and Attachment 

Anxiety 

The results of this model were nearly identical to those of our original model. As seen 

in Figure 3, controlling for covariates and Phase 1 attachment orientations, greater Phase 1 

actor—but not partner—general mindfulness directly predicted a relative decrease in Phase 1-

3 actor attachment anxiety. There were no direct associations between Phase 1 actor or 

partner relationship mindfulness and change in Phase 1-3 actor attachment anxiety. 

Greater Phase 1 actor relationship mindfulness negatively predicted Phase 2 actor 

relationship preoccupation. In the only difference from our original model, Phase 1 partner 

relationship mindfulness no longer predicted Phase 2 actor relationship preoccupation. Phase 

1 actor and partner general mindfulness did not predict Phase 2 actor relationship 

preoccupation. We also found that lower Phase 2 actor—but not partner—relationship 

preoccupation predicted a Phase 1-3 decrease in attachment anxiety. No indirect effects 

emerged in this model. 
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Figure 3 

Direct and Indirect Effects of Phase 1 General and Relationship Mindfulness, Phase 2 Relationship Preoccupation, and Phase 1-3 Change in Attachment Anxiety 

 
Note. P1 = Phase 1 (baseline); P2 = Phase 2 (14-day diary period); P3 = Phase 3 (2-month follow-up). Higher scores on continuous variables represent greater standing on the 

variable (e.g., greater general mindfulness). Solid paths are statistically significant. *p < .05, **p < .01  
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General and Relationship Mindfulness, Partner-Focused Empathy, and Attachment 

Avoidance 

The results of this model were nearly identical to those of our original model. As seen 

in Figure 4, controlling for covariates and Phase 1 attachment orientations, there were no 

direct associations between Phase 1 actor or partner general or relationship mindfulness and 

change in Phase 1-3 actor attachment avoidance. 

Nonetheless, greater Phase 1 actor—but not partner—relationship mindfulness 

positively predicted Phase 2 actor empathy. As in our original model, greater Phase 2 actor—

but not partner—empathy predicted a relative decrease in Phase 1-3 actor attachment 

avoidance. The indirect effect of Phase 1 actor relationship mindfulness on Phase 1-3 change 

in actor attachment avoidance via Phase 2 actor empathy was significant, as the confidence 

interval for the indirect effect did not include zero. 

Counterintuitively, and unlike our original model (in which neither Phase 1 actor nor 

partner mindfulness predicted Phase 2 actor empathy), Phase 1 partner—but not actor—

general mindfulness negatively predicted Phase 2 actor empathy. However, we note that 

when testing each new covariate in separate models, this particular effect was inconsistent 

and emerged only in the Phase 2 PA covariate model and no others. Thus, we treat this 

particular effect as noise and do not discuss it further.  
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Figure 4 

Direct and Indirect Effects of Phase 1 General and Relationship Mindfulness, Phase 2 Partner-Focused Empathy, and Phase 1-3 Change in Attachment Avoidance 

 
Note. P1 = Phase 1 (baseline); P2 = Phase 2 (14-day diary period); P3 = Phase 3 (2-month follow-up). Higher scores on continuous variables represent greater standing on the 

variable (e.g., greater general mindfulness). Solid paths are statistically significant. *p < .05, ***p < .001  
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General and Relationship Mindfulness, Partner-Focused Empathy, and Attachment 

Anxiety 

The results of this model were nearly identical to those of our original model. As seen 

in Figure 5, controlling for demographic and relationship covariates as well as Phase 1 

attachment orientations, greater Phase 1 actor—but not partner—general mindfulness directly 

predicted a relative decrease in Phase 1-3 actor attachment anxiety. There were no direct 

associations between Phase 1 actor or partner relationship mindfulness and change in Phase 

1-3 actor attachment anxiety. 

Greater Phase 1 actor—but not partner—relationship mindfulness positively predicted 

Phase 2 actor empathy. There were no associations between Phase 2 actor or partner empathy 

and change in Phase 1-3 actor attachment anxiety. No indirect effects emerged in this model. 

This model also revealed the counterintuitive effect discussed in the section above: 

Phase 1 partner—but not actor—general mindfulness negatively predicted Phase 2 actor 

empathy. This effect did not emerge in our original model, and when testing each new 

covariate in separate models, this particular effect was inconsistent and emerged only in the 

Phase 2 PA covariate model and no others. Thus, as stated earlier, we treat this particular 

effect as noise and do not discuss it further. 

  



MINDFULNESS AND ATTACHMENT CHANGE IN COUPLES 15 

Figure 5 

Direct and Indirect Effects of Phase 1 General and Relationship Mindfulness, Phase 2 Partner-Focused Empathy, and Phase 1-3 Change in Attachment Anxiety 

 
Note. P1 = Phase 1 (baseline); P2 = Phase 2 (14-day diary period); P3 = Phase 3 (2-month follow-up). Higher scores on continuous variables represent greater standing on the 

variable (e.g., greater general mindfulness). Solid paths are statistically significant. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001  
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General and Relationship Mindfulness, Relationship Preoccupation, and Attachment 

Avoidance 

The results of this model were nearly identical to those of our original model. As seen 

in Figure 6, controlling for covariates and Phase 1 attachment orientations, there were no 

direct associations between Phase 1 actor or partner relationship mindfulness and change in 

Phase 1-3 actor attachment avoidance, and no direct associations between Phase 1 actor 

general mindfulness and change in Phase 1-3 actor attachment avoidance. 

Greater Phase 1 actor relationship mindfulness negatively predicted Phase 2 actor 

relationship preoccupation. The partner effect of Phase 1 relationship mindfulness on Phase 2 

relationship preoccupation that was significant in our original model became nonsignificant 

in this model. As in our original model, Phase 1 actor and partner general mindfulness did not 

predict Phase 2 actor relationship preoccupation. Neither Phase 2 actor nor partner 

relationship preoccupation predicted a change in Phase 1-3 actor attachment avoidance. No 

indirect effects emerged in this model. 

Counterintuitively, in this model Phase 1 partner—but not actor—general mindfulness 

directly predicted a relative increase in Phase 1-3 actor attachment avoidance. This effect did 

not emerge in our original model and did not emerge in the other relationship preoccupation 

mediation model including the new covariates. Moreover, when testing each new covariate in 

separate models, this particular effect continued to be inconsistent. Thus, we treat this 

particular effect as noise and do not discuss it further.  
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Figure 6 

Direct and Indirect Effects of Phase 1 General and Relationship Mindfulness, Phase 2 Relationship Preoccupation, and Phase 1-3 Change in Attachment Avoidance 

 
Note. P1 = Phase 1 (baseline); P2 = Phase 2 (14-day diary period); P3 = Phase 3 (2-month follow-up). Higher scores on continuous variables represent greater standing on the 

variable (e.g., greater general mindfulness). Solid paths are statistically significant. *p < .05  
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Direct and Indirect Effects of Attachment Orientations on General Mindfulness Change 

via Relationship Preoccupation and Empathy 

Attachment Orientations, Relationship Preoccupation, and General Mindfulness 

The results of this model were identical to those of our original model. As seen in 

Figure 7, controlling for covariates and Phase 1 general and relationship mindfulness, lower 

Phase 1 actor and partner attachment anxiety directly predicted a relative increase in Phase 1-

3 actor general mindfulness. There were no direct associations between Phase 1 actor or 

partner attachment avoidance and change in Phase 1-3 actor general mindfulness.  

There were no links between Phase 1 actor or partner attachment anxiety or avoidance 

and Phase 2 relationship preoccupation, and no links between Phase 2 actor or partner 

relationship preoccupation and Phase 1-3 change in general mindfulness. No indirect effects 

emerged in this model. 

  



MINDFULNESS AND ATTACHMENT CHANGE IN COUPLES 19 

Figure 7 

Direct and Indirect Effects of Phase 1 Attachment Anxiety and Avoidance, Phase 2 Relationship Preoccupation, and Phase 1-3 Change in General Mindfulness 

 
Note. P1 = Phase 1 (baseline); P2 = Phase 2 (14-day diary period); P3 = Phase 3 (2-month follow-up). Higher scores on continuous variables represent greater standing on the 

variable (e.g., greater general mindfulness). Solid paths are statistically significant. **p < .01, ***p < .001  
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Attachment Orientations, Partner-Focused Empathy, and General Mindfulness 

 The results of this model were nearly identical to those of our original model. As seen 

in Figure 8, controlling for covariates and Phase 1 general and relationship mindfulness, 

lower Phase 1 actor and partner attachment anxiety again directly predicted a relative 

increase in Phase 1-3 actor general mindfulness. There were no direct associations between 

Phase 1 actor or partner attachment avoidance and change in Phase 1-3 actor general 

mindfulness. 

Phase 1 actor—but not partner—attachment avoidance negatively predicted Phase 2 

actor empathy. The only difference from our original model was that the partner effect of 

Phase 1 attachment avoidance on Phase 2 actor empathy became nonsignificant in this model. 

There were no links between Phase 1 actor or partner attachment anxiety and Phase 2 actor 

empathy. There were also no links between Phase 2 actor or partner empathy and Phase 1-3 

change in general mindfulness. No indirect effects emerged in this model.
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Figure 8 

Direct and Indirect Effects of Phase 1 Attachment Anxiety and Avoidance, Phase 2 Partner-Focused Empathy, and Phase 1-3 Change in General Mindfulness 

 
Note. P1 = Phase 1 (baseline); P2 = Phase 2 (14-day diary period); P3 = Phase 3 (2-month follow-up). Higher scores on continuous variables represent greater standing on the 

variable (e.g., greater general mindfulness). Solid paths are statistically significant. **p < .01, ***p < .001  
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Summary of Differences between Original and Exploratory Covariate Models 

The results from the models containing the additional exploratory covariates were 

largely identical to the results of our original models. Two partner effects that were 

significant in our original models (i.e., Phase 1 partner relationship mindfulness predicting 

Phase 2 actor relationship preoccupation and Phase 1 partner attachment avoidance predicting 

Phase 2 actor empathy) became nonsignificant in the exploratory covariate models. All other 

direct and indirect effects described in the main text of the article remained robust, with 

similar effect sizes. 

There were two new, and counterintuitive, effects that emerged in the exploratory 

covariate models. First, Phase 1 partner general mindfulness negatively predicted Phase 2 

actor empathy in both the attachment anxiety and attachment avoidance outcome models. 

Second, Phase 1 partner general mindfulness directly predicted a relative increase in Phase 1-

3 attachment avoidance in the relationship preoccupation mediation model, but not the 

empathy mediation model. These effects did not emerge in our original models. Moreover, 

when testing each new covariate in separate models, both effects were inconsistent (e.g., 

emerging only in the PA covariate model but no others). Given the inconsistencies 

surrounding these effects, we believe they are simply noise and do not interpret or discuss 

them further.
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