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Abstract Recent evidence indicates that mindfulness is
associated with adult attachment, such that individuals
with a secure attachment style also tend to be more mind-
ful. In the present experiment, we extend prior cross-
sectional research by examining whether priming attach-
ment insecurity (anxiety and avoidance) leads to a de-
crease in state mindfulness and whether this is mediated
by decreased state emotion regulation. Priming attachment
anxiety led to a decrease in state emotion regulation
which, in turn, was associated with decreased state mind-
fulness. That is, when individuals experience heightened
anxiety about relationships and abandonment, they expe-
rience difficulties in the regulation of emotion, which re-
duces capacity for mindfulness. No such effects were
found for priming attachment avoidance. Results of the
present research provide experimental evidence that at-
tachment anxiety may be related to low mindfulness via
difficulties in emotion regulation and provides some pre-
l iminary evidence of the socia l foundat ions of
mindfulness.

Keywords Attachment . Attachment priming . Emotion
regulation .Mindfulness

Introduction

Mindfulness is commonly defined as the process of ‘paying
attention in a particular way: on purpose, in the present mo-
ment, non-judgementally’ (Kabat-Zinn 1994, p. 4). It involves
the ability to perceive thoughts, emotions, and physical sen-
sations without becoming overwhelmed by them and without
engaging in efforts to avoid or reduce them. Mindfulness can
refer to a psychological trait, known as dispositional mindful-
ness, to a state of awareness or to the practice of cultivating
and enhancing mindfulness through meditation (Brown and
Ryan 2003; Germer et al. 2005). Much evidence indicates that
individuals higher in mindfulness fare better on a wide range
of positive psychosocial outcomes (Keng et al. 2011).

Attachment is the affectional bond formed between an in-
fant and a caregiver during the early years of life and is active
and influential across the lifespan (Bowlby 1973; Mikulincer
and Shaver 2007a). Attachment in adulthood is conceptual-
ized along the two dimensions of anxiety and avoidance.
Attachment anxiety refers to intense fear of abandonment in
intimate relationships, worry about the availability of signifi-
cant others, and the tendency to hyperactivate emotion (Fraley
et al. 2000; Mikulincer and Shaver 2007a). Attachment avoid-
ance is characterized by discomfort with intimacy and close-
ness and the tendency to deny attachment needs and deacti-
vate emotion (Fraley et al. 2000; Mikulincer and Shaver
2007a). Attachment security (low anxiety and avoidance) is
associated with numerous positive outcomes, whereas attach-
ment insecurity (high attachment anxiety and/or avoidance) is
associated with poor outcomes (Mikulincer and Shaver
2007a). Interestingly, researchers have noted that mindfulness
is associated with many of the same beneficial outcomes as
attachment security (Pepping et al. 2014b; Shaver et al 2007).

Mindfulness and attachment security both predict positive
interpersonal relationships (Mikulincer and Shaver 2007a;
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Pepping et al. 2014a), romantic relationship satisfaction
(Kachadourian et al. 2004; Barnes et al. 2007; Pepping and
Halford 2016), enhanced well-being (Mikulincer and Shaver
2007a; Brown and Ryan 2003), higher self-esteem (Park et al.
2004; Pepping et al. 2013b; Pepping et al. 2016), less psycho-
pathology (Mikulincer and Shaver 2012; Brown and Ryan
2003), and greater capacity for emotion regulation (Arch and
Craske 2006; Creasey et al. 1999; Shaver and Mikulincer
2009). Due to the shared association with many of the same
psychosocial outcomes, several researchers have proposed
that attachment and mindfulness may be somehow related.

Shaver et al. (2007) first investigated the association be-
tween mindfulness and attachment and found that attachment
anxiety and avoidance accounted for 42 % of the variance in
mindfulness in a group of experienced mindfulness medita-
tors. Several studies have replicated this association between
mindfulness and attachment (e.g. Goodall et al. 2012; Pepping
et al. 2015b; Walsh et al. 2009). More recently, Pepping et al.
(2014b) demonstrated that mindfulness and attachment are
related but that the strength of the association differs based
on meditation experience. Specifically, the authors found that
attachment anxiety and avoidance predicted 18.8 % of the
variance in dispositional mindfulness in a group of non-
meditators and 43.3 % of the variance in dispositional mind-
fulness in experienced mindfulness meditators. In brief, there
is a well-replicated association between mindfulness and
attachment.

Researchers have become increasingly interested in the un-
derlying processes that might explain how attachment and
mindfulness are related. Several researchers have argued that
individuals high in attachment security may have greater ca-
pacity for mindfulness, as they are less consumed by the cog-
nitive and emotional processes that characterize attachment
insecurity (Caldwell and Shaver 2013; Ryan et al. 2007;
Shaver et al. 2007). Pepping et al. (2013a) proposed that if
attachment security enhances capacity for mindfulness, it
seems likely that it is the ability to adaptively regulate emotion
that may explain this association, as secure individuals are less
likely to struggle with the cognitive and emotional processes
associated with insecure attachment, which may provide
greater capacity for mindfulness. Emotion regulation ‘refers
to the processes by which individuals influence which emo-
tions they have, when they have them, and how they experi-
ence and express these emotions’ (Gross 1998, p.275).

Much evidence indicates that attachment security is asso-
ciated with adaptive emotion regulation, whereas insecure in-
dividuals display maladaptive strategies (Mikulincer and
Shaver 2007a; Shaver and Mikulincer 2009). Individuals high
in attachment anxiety hyperactivate emotion and become
overwhelmed by difficult emotions, whereas those high in
attachment avoidance deactivate emotion and deny or inhibit
emotion and emotional needs. Mindfulness is also associated
with adaptive emotion regulation (e.g. Arch and Craske 2006;

Hayes and Feldman 2004), as it involves an open and recep-
tive awareness of emotion, without becoming overwhelmed
by experiences (as in attachment anxiety), or engaging in ef-
forts to avoid emotion (as in attachment avoidance). Thus, it
seems likely that emotion regulation may be the mechanism
by which attachment and mindfulness are related. Consistent
with this proposition, Pepping et al. (2013a) found that height-
ened attachment anxiety and avoidance each predicted low
mindfulness, and these associations were mediated by
difficulties in emotion regulation. Similarly, Caldwell and
Shaver (2013) found that attachment anxiety predicted low
mindfulness, and this association was mediated by rumination
and poor attentional control. Attachment avoidance was also
associated with low mindfulness, and this association was
mediated by thought suppression and poor attentional control.

Despite there being a well-replicated cross-sectional asso-
ciation between attachment and mindfulness, and the
mediating role of emotion regulation, to date, very little
research has examined these associations experimentally.
Ryan et al. (2007) argued that there may be a bidirectional
causal association between attachment security and mindful-
ness, whereby on the one hand, high mindfulness may foster
the capacity to remain open and receptive in relationships, and
on the other hand, attachment security may increase the ca-
pacity for mindfulness, as secure individuals would be less
distracted by cognitive and emotional processes associated
with insecure attachment.

Longitudinal research is clearly needed to definitively es-
tablish causation. However, a recent experimental study does
shed some light on this. To examine this bidirectional associ-
ation, Pepping et al. (2015a) examined whether inducing state
mindfulness would increase state attachment security (study
1) and whether priming attachment security would increase
state mindfulness (study 2). In study 1, state mindfulness in-
creased in the experimental condition and not in the control,
indicating that the manipulation was effective. However, no
change emerged in state attachment security. In study 2, state
attachment security increased in the experimental condition
and not in the control condition, again, indicating that the
manipulation was successful. However, no change in state
mindfulness emerged. These results clearly demonstrate that
there is no direct, immediate, causal association between at-
tachment security and mindfulness. However, in light of re-
cent evidence that the relationship between attachment and
mindfulness is largely indirect via emotion regulation
(Caldwell and Shaver 2013; Pepping et al. 2013a), researchers
may need to examine indirect effects of experimental
manipulations.

Some important questions therefore remain unanswered.
Firstly, given recent evidence that the association between
attachment and mindfulness is indirect via emotion
regulation, it is important to examine whether there are
indirect effects of attachment on mindfulness via emotion
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regulation in an experimental setting. Secondly, Pepping et al.
(2015a) examined only attachment security manipulations. It
is possible that enhancing security did not affect the interven-
ing variable, namely emotion regulation, and thus, no change
in mindfulness was observed. The possibility remains that had
they primed attachment insecurity (anxiety and avoidance);
this would have resulted in decreased emotion regulation,
and, in turn, less capacity for mindfulness.

Attachment priming refers to the process of temporarily
activating mental representations of attachment figures and
has been shown to lead to a range of theoretically relevant
outcomes (Mikulincer and Shaver 2007b) and can activate
both state attachment security and insecurity (Gillath et al.
2009). If attachment insecurity is related to low mindfulness
via emotion regulation difficulties, then priming attachment
insecurity (anxiety and avoidance) should lead to decreased
state mindfulness via decreased state emotion regulation. It
was predicted that participants in the attachment anxiety and
attachment avoidance priming conditions would show a de-
crease in state mindfulness via decreased state emotion regu-
lation. No such changes were expected in the control
condition.

Method

Participants

Participants were 117 undergraduates enrolled in an introduc-
tory psychology course (36 males and 78 females aged 16–56,
M = 23.81 years, SD = 10.27) who participated for course
credit.

Procedure

Participants signed up to participate in the study online.
Sessions were run in groups of up to ten participants, which
were randomly assigned to either an attachment anxiety prim-
ing condition (N= 36), an attachment avoidance priming con-
dition (N = 47), or to a neutral control condition (N = 34).
Participants completed the pre-manipulation questionnaires
that assessed state mindfulness, attachment, and emotion reg-
ulation, then completed the experimental manipulation, and
finally completed the post-manipulation questionnaires that
assessed state mindfulness, attachment, and emotion regula-
tion. Following the post-questionnaires, a positive mood in-
duction was performed to reduce any potential negative im-
pact of the primes. Specifically, participants were asked to
write a few sentences about the three best times in their life,
which has been used in prior research to induce positive
mood.

The primes were adapted fromBartz and Lydon (2004) and
have been used successfully in several studies (Carnelley and

Rowe 2010; Rowe et al. 2012). Participants in the avoidant
priming condition were asked to visualise a relationship in
which they felt uncomfortable and where they found it diffi-
cult to trust the other person and felt uneasy when the person
tried to get too close to them. Participants in the anxious con-
dition were asked to visualise a relationship in which they felt
the other person was reluctant to get too close and where they
often worried about whether they were loved by the other
person. Participants were then given 3 min to visualise this
person, using prompting questions, including ‘what was it like
to be with this person?’ and ‘how do you feel when you are
with this person?’ Participants were then given 3 min to write
a few sentences about their thoughts and feelings in relation to
their chosen person. In the neutral priming condition, partici-
pants were asked to visualise a neutral activity that was unre-
lated to attachment, namely brushing their teeth. Participants
then wrote about the thoughts and feelings related to brushing
their teeth. This control condition was chosen as it was unre-
lated to attachment, mindfulness, or emotion regulation and
was therefore unlikely to influence these variables.

Measures

State Attachment

The 21-item State Adult Attachment Measure (SAAM) as-
sesses state attachment along three dimensions: state attach-
ment anxiety, avoidance, and security (Gillath et al. 2009).
Higher scores on each subscale reflect higher state attachment
anxiety (e.g. ‘I really need to feel loved right now’), security
(e.g. ‘I feel loved’), or avoidance (e.g. ‘I would be uncomfort-
able having a good friend or a relationship partner close to
me’). Each of the subscales demonstrates high internal consis-
tency (α = .81–.85 for the anxiety subscale; α = .71–.85 for
avoidance subscale; Gillath et al. 2009). The scales also con-
verge with measures of dispositional attachment and display
discriminant validity from the positive and negative affect
schedule (Gillath et al. 2009). The SAAM displayed high
internal consistency in the present sample (α = .85 and .87)
for anxiety and avoidance, respectively.

State Mindfulness

The Mindful Attention Awareness Scale state (MAAS-state;
Brown and Ryan 2003) is a five-item measure of state mind-
fulness that correlates with dispositional measures of mindful-
ness and is sensitive to experimental manipulations (e.g.
Pepping et al. 2015a). The MAAS-state is generally adminis-
tered following the completion of a task and requires partici-
pants to reflect on their level of mindfulness during the task. In
the present research, the task used was completing the ques-
tionnaires prior to this scale (e.g. ‘I found it difficult to stay
focussed onwhat was happening in the present’). TheMAAS-
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state has good internal consistency (α = .92; Brown and Ryan
2003) and displayed high internal consistency in the present
sample (α = .84).

State Emotion Regulation

The 30-item generalised expectancy for Negative Mood
Regulation Scale (NMR; Catanzaro and Mearns 1990) as-
sesses belief that a particular behaviour or cognition will alle-
viate a negativemood state or induce a positive one. The items
refer to emotion regulation strategies that people may use to
modulate their emotional arousal (e.g. ‘Telling myself it will
pass will help me calm down’, ‘I can do something to feel
better’, ‘I’ll be upset for a long time’, and ‘I won’t be able to
enjoy the things I usually enjoy’). Because widely used mea-
sures of emotion regulation generally assess individuals’ typ-
ical, or dispositional, emotion regulation strategies, to assess
state emotion regulation, participants were asked to respond
based on how they were feeling at that particular moment. In
this way, the use of the NMR in the present research assesses
individuals’ current access to emotion regulation strategies
perceived as effective, which has been identified as an impor-
tant component of emotion regulation (Gratz and Roemer
2004). The scale has high internal consistency (alpha of .87)
and demonstrates discriminant validity from measures of so-
cial desirability (Catanzaro and Mearns 1990). The NMR had
high internal consistency in the present sample (α = .90).

Data Analyses

The independent variable (priming condit ion) is
multicategorical, and mediation guidelines have been devel-
oped for use with experimental multicategorical data (Hayes
2013). Themediating role of mindfulness was examined using
the PROCESS macro (Hayes 2013) which tests for mediation
in experimental designs. PROCESS provides an estimate of
the direct effect of priming condition on mindfulness and gen-
erates bias-corrected bootstrap confidence intervals to esti-
mate the indirect effect of priming condition on mindfulness
via state emotion regulation (Hayes 2013). As recommended
by Hayes (2013), 10,000 bootstrap samples were used in the
present mediation analysis. There were three groups used in
this analysis (anxious, avoidant, and control), and therefore,
two dummy coded variables were created (control condition
as the comparison). In each mediation analysis, a single dum-
my coded variable is used as the IV, with the other dummy
coded variable used as a covariate. The same mediator and
DVare used in both analyses. Change scores were calculated
for the proposed mediator and the outcome measure. Change
scores have been used in previous research testing for media-
tion with experimental data (e.g. MacKinnon et al. 1991;
Wicksell et al. 2010), and we therefore followed these same
procedures.

Results

Manipulation Checks

To ensure that the attachment priming manipulations success-
fully manipulated state attachment, two 2 × 2 (condition ×
time) mixed ANOVAs were used to assess the change in the
two SAAM subscales (anxiety and avoidance).

For state attachment anxiety, there was no significant main
effect of time, F (1, 111) = 1.14, p = .291, partial η2 = .01, but
there was a significant interaction between condition and time,
F (2, 111) = 4.46, p < .05, partial η2 = .07. For the anxious
priming condition, there was a significant increase from pre
(M = 27.86, SD = 7.38) to post (M = 30.08, SD = 8.62) on the
SAAM anxiety subscale, t(35)= −3.029, p < .01, whereas no
such change occurred in the avoidant condition between pre
(M = 30.90, SD = 9.20) and post (M = 30.20, SD = 10.38;
t(44) = .895, p = .376) or the control condition between pre
(M = 28.88, SD = 9.94) and post (M = 28.71, SD = 10.15;
t(33) = .221, p = .826).

For state attachment avoidance, there was a significant
main effect of time, F (1, 112) = 6.82, p < .05, partial
η2 = .06, and a significant interaction between condition and
time, F (2, 112) = 4.29, p < .05, partial η2 = .07. For the
avoidant condition, there was a significant increase from pre
(M = 21.20, SD = 9.87) to post (M = 24.33, SD = 10.65) on the
SAAM avoidance subscale, t(44) = −3.510, p < .01. There
were no changes in avoidance for the anxious condition be-
tween pre (M = 18.50, SD = 7.95) and post (M = 19.92,
SD = 9.54; t(35) = −1.518, p = .138) or the control condition
between pre (M = 20.65, SD = 9.07) and post (M = 20.15,
SD = 8.79; t(33) = .579, p = .566).

Mediation

The relative total, direct, and indirect coefficients for the anx-
ious and avoidance priming conditions, with the MAAS
change scores as the DV, and the NMR change scores as the
mediator, are displayed in Table 1. As shown in the column
labelled ‘NMR’, the relationship between being in the anxious
attachment priming condition and NMR change scores was
significant, indicating that being in the anxious condition is
associated with a decrease in emotion regulation. The

Table 1 Regression coefficients showing mediating role of NMR
change scores in the relationship between attachment and MAAS
change scores

Priming group NMR Total Direct Indirect

Anxious −4.70* −.90 −.52 −.38*
Avoidant −1.21 −.45 −.35 −.10

*p < .05 or within 95 % CI
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association between the NMR change score and MAAS
change score (b path) was significant (b = .08, p < .05), indi-
cating that as state emotion regulation increases, mindfulness
also increases. The direct and total effects of being in the
anxious attachment priming condition on MAAS change
scores were not significant, demonstrating no direct effects
of anxious priming condition on mindfulness. As shown in
the column labelled ‘Indirect’, there was a significant indirect
effect of being in the anxious attachment priming condition
and MAAS change scores via NMR change scores, CI95 % =
−1.04 to −.03, indicating that being in the attachment anxiety
priming condition is related to a decrease in state mindfulness
via decreased state emotion regulation. No such effects were
found for the avoidant attachment condition.

Discussion

The aim of the present experiment was to examine whether
priming state attachment insecurity (anxiety and avoidance)
would reduce capacity for mindfulness via decreased state
emotion regulation. Participants in the anxiety and avoidance
priming conditions displayed an increase in state attachment
anxiety and avoidance, respectively, indicating that the exper-
imental manipulations were successful. As predicted, being in
the anxious attachment priming condition was associated with
a reduction in state mindfulness via a reduction in state emo-
tion regulation. No mediation effects were found for attach-
ment avoidance.

The present study extends prior cross-sectional research by
providing the first experimental evidence that priming attach-
ment anxiety leads to reduced mindfulness via reduced emo-
tion regulation. That is, when individuals experience height-
ened anxiety about relationships and abandonment, they ex-
perience difficulties in the regulation of emotion, which re-
duces capacity for mindfulness. This finding is interesting to
consider in the context of potential predictors of mindfulness.
To date, very little is known about factors that impact on the
development of individual differences in mindfulness. Several
researchers have proposed that the development of mindful-
ness may have its roots in early childhood experiences and
attachment processes (Ryan et al. 2007; Shaver et al. 2007),
and recent cross-sectional evidence supports this proposition
(Pepping and Duvenage 2015). Much evidence indicates that
attachment orientations develop based on experiences with
attachment figures in childhood (Mikulincer and Shaver
2007a). Although our data do not pertain to developmental
origins of mindfulness, the finding that increasing state attach-
ment anxiety led to a decrease in state mindfulness is consis-
tent with the proposition that attachment may be one potential
antecedent of mindfulness. It is important to note, however,
that the present study did not test a potential alternative model
whereby experimentally enhancing mindfulness may lead to

enhanced security via emotion regulation. Future research
should address this possibility. The present study extended
upon cross-sectional research demonstrating emotion regula-
tion mediated the attachment-mindfulness association
(Caldwell and Shaver 2013; Pepping et al. 2013a) by exam-
ining this relationship experimentally. Further research is
needed to examine potential alternative pathways between
these variables.

Contrary to expectations, priming attachment avoidance
did not lead to decreased emotion regulation or mindful-
ness. There are several potential explanations for this un-
expected finding. Firstly, it is possible that emotion regu-
lation strategies used by those high in attachment avoid-
ance were not adequately captured by the NMR. Those
high in attachment avoidance tend to suppress negative
emotions, which may not involve the consideration of po-
tential strategies for emotion regulation, as assessed by the
NMR. Caldwell and Shaver (2013) found the cross-
sectional association between attachment avoidance and
mindfulness was mediated by thought suppression and
poor attentional control, which suggests that using multi-
dimensional measures of emotion regulation may be bene-
ficial. Although such a state measure does not yet exist,
future research should examine experimental manipula-
tions of attachment avoidance on emotion regulation using
measures that assess state emotion regulation as a multi-
faceted construct (e.g. Gratz and Roemer 2004).

Secondly, it is possible that the association between at-
tachment avoidance and mindfulness is less clear than
originally thought. Although cross-sectional research gen-
erally finds an association (e.g. Pepping et al. 2014b;
Shaver et al. 2007), Walsh et al. (2009) found that attach-
ment anxiety but not avoidance predicted reduced mindful-
ness in a regression model. The authors suggested that
some features of attachment avoidance such as thought
suppression would likely produce a negative association
with mindfulness, whereas other features of attachment
avoidance such as inhibited processing of threat and non-
elaboration of cognitions may produce a positive associa-
tion between attachment avoidance and mindfulness.
Perhaps the lack of change in state mindfulness for those
in the avoidance priming condition reflects this complex
association. Walsh et al. (2009) proposed that a multiface-
ted measure of avoidance attachment could clarify this is-
sue, and future research should address this possibility.

Finally, it is interesting to consider the results of the pres-
ent research in the context of a relatively new construct in the
psychological literature, nonattachment. Nonattachment re-
fers to the capacity to relate to experiences with flexibility,
without clinging or grasping, and without engaging in
efforts to avoid and suppress these experiences (Sahdra
et al. 2010). Nonattachment is related to, but distinct
from, mindfulness, and those high in attachment anxiety
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and avoidance also tend to be low in nonattachment. Further,
self-reported nonattachment correlates highly with psycho-
logical acceptance and negatively with measures of emotion
regulation (Sahdra et al. 2010). Thus, it seems likely that a
relatedmediator of the association between attachment inse-
curity and low mindfulness may be the reduced capacity for
nonattachment.Althoughnonattachmentwasnot assessed in
the present study, it may be useful for future research to in-
vestigate how this construct relates to the model presented
here and in prior studies (e.g. Pepping et al. 2013a).

Implications, Limitations, and Future Directions

The finding that state attachment anxiety is related to
lower state mindfulness via reduced emotion regulation
capacity has important implications. Firstly, the present
study provides experimental evidence for the association
between attachment anxiety and mindfulness, extending
upon prior cross-sectional research. These findings are
consistent with, but do not confirm, the proposition that
attachment processes may be involved in the development
of mindfulness capacity. Longitudinal research is clearly
needed to definitively establish causation and provide ev-
idence as to the developmental and social origins of
mindfulness.

There are some limitations of this study that need to be
acknowledged. Firstly, the measure used to assess state
emotion regulation did not assess all aspects of emotion
regulation proposed in the literature (e.g. Gratz and
Roemer 2004). At present, such a state measure does not
exist. Here, we used the NMR, a measure of expectancies
for negative mood regulation, which assesses access to
emotion regulation strategies perceived as effective.
However, future research should test the hypotheses of
the current study with a multifaceted state measure of emo-
tion regulation. This is particularly important given the
evidence that specific emotion regulation strategies differ-
entially mediate the association between attachment inse-
curity and mindfulness cross-sectionally (Caldwell and
Shaver 2013). Nonetheless, the present study sheds light
on the indirect effects of access to emotion regulation strat-
egies more broadly.

Secondly, the focus of the present research on state
variables was necessary to experimentally investigate as-
sociations between these variables; however, it also means
that results cannot readily be generalised to dispositional
measures of attachment and mindfulness. However, con-
ceptually and empirically, state and dispositional measures
have much in common, with dispositional measures refer-
ring to the frequent experience of the particular state, oc-
curring for some duration, at a reasonably high level of
intensity. Further, the state attachment measure (Gillath
et al. 2009) and state mindfulness measure (Brown and

Ryan 2003) correlate with dispositional measures. Again,
longitudinal research is required to establish causation be-
tween attachment and mindfulness. Similarly, the attach-
ment primes were very brief in the present study.
Although brief primes have been used successfully in pri-
or research (e.g. Bartz and Lydon 2004; Mikulincer and
Shaver 2007b), and our manipulation checks demonstrat-
ed the primes were effective, the possibility remains that
longer primes may have had stronger impact on attach-
ment avoidance and emotion regulation capacity. This
possibility remains to be investigated empirically.

Although the aims of the present research were to ex-
tend previous security priming studies by priming attach-
ment insecurity (anxiety and avoidance), and to examine
indirect effects via emotion regulation, it would also be
beneficial for future research to investigate indirect effects
of attachment security priming on state mindfulness via
state emotion regulation. All cross-sectional studies to date
have examined associations between attachment insecurity
(anxiety and avoidance) and mindfulness via emotion reg-
ulation, and the present study clearly provides some exper-
imental evidence in support of this model. Nonetheless,
future research should also investigate indirect effects of
security priming on state mindfulness.

It is also important to consider variation between partic-
ipants in how readily available mental representations of
attachment figures were and how willing and able each
participant was to engage in the visualisation primes.
Although we used primes that had been validated in prior
research and found that the manipulations for anxiety and
avoidance were successful in the present research, it is
important to keep in mind that there is likely to be vari-
ability between participants in the efficacy of such primes.

It is useful to consider the impact of the administration
of the State Adult Attachment Measure (SAAM) within the
same session given the potential for participants to recall
earlier responses and attempt to remain consistent. We ad-
ministered the SAAM pre and post in order to assess mo-
mentary fluctuations in state attachment that result from
the manipulations within the experimental session. It was
therefore not ideal to administer the pre-SAAM at an ear-
lier session as it would not be possible to attribute pre-post
changes in the SAAM to the experimental manipulation.
Further, the finding that the SAAM was sensitive to the
manipulations of attachment anxiety and avoidance is en-
couraging. Nonetheless, results should be interpreted with
the above limitations in mind.

Findings from the present research demonstrate that
experimentally enhancing state attachment anxiety re-
duces state mindfulness via a reduction in state emotion
regulation. This study provides some interesting new
evidence for the potential social foundations of mindful-
ness, though further longitudinal research is needed.
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