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Abstract
Objective The factor structure, reliability, and concurrent, convergent, and incremental validity were tested for a new theo-
retically informed measure of couple relationship mindfulness, the Mindfulness in Couple Relationships Scale (MCRS).
Methods The analytic (training) sample included 408 (independent) adult men and women, and the cross-validation (test) 
sample included 368 adults who responded to 52 survey items as part of a measurement development study conducted within 
the context of a relationship education evaluation. Both samples were racially, economically, and relationally diverse.
Results Confirmatory factor analyses of individual measurement models in the training sample informed the refinement of 
a 31-item, eight-factor measure. The full measurement model had good fit and reliability. Cross-validation in the test sample 
provided further evidence of validity and reliability. Support for concurrent validity was evidenced by significant associations 
between the MCRS and couple quality, relationship positivity, relationship negativity, and sexual satisfaction. Support for 
convergent validity was evidenced by significant associations between the MCRS and the abbreviated Five Facet Mindfulness 
Questionnaire (FFMQ). Finally, regression models indicated support for incremental validity over and above the influence 
of the abbreviated FFMQ (i.e., a measure of individual mindfulness) in predicting relationship well-being.
Conclusions This measure provides an efficient and multi-dimensional assessment of mindfulness in the context of couple 
relationships and may prove useful, whether using the total scale or subscales of the measure, in future research and in 
practice.

Keywords Measure development · Relational mindfulness · Couple relationship · Confirmatory factor analysis · Criterion 
validity · Incremental validity

Along with growing openness to the integration of mindful-
ness into regular living, the past two decades have seen a 
surge in the research on mindfulness (Baminiwatta & Sol-
angaarachchi, 2021). As the research evidence focused on 
the positive benefits of mindfulness begins to accumulate 
there has been a greater focus on mindfulness in context 
(i.e., mindful parenting, mindful teaching, etc.) and the 
development of new measures that assess the level of mind-
fulness in specific relational contexts (e.g., Interpersonal 
Mindfulness in Parenting Scale; Duncan, 2007; Mindful-
ness in Teaching Scale; Frank et al., 2016). Within this realm 
of relational mindfulness is emerging attention on couple 

relationship mindfulness, or the state of being attuned to 
the present moment while in relation to one’s intimate part-
ner (e.g., Stanley, 2012). Although this research is expand-
ing, a limitation is the common use of general measures of 
mindfulness, assuming that individual mindfulness indicates 
mindfulness in the couple context. Also limiting is that the 
few measures of couple mindfulness assess only awareness 
in couple relationships, rather than other dimensions or 
practices.

Mindfulness is often described as an inner state of mind 
(Kabat-Zinn, 2009); however, several scholars suggest 
mindfulness allows for meaning in relation to social con-
texts and that mindfulness can manifest differently depend-
ing on the interpersonal experience (Gambrel & Keeling, 
2010; Stanley, 2012). Nhat Hanh (1992) originally described 
it as “interbeing” or the interconnectedness of all beings. 
Nhat Hahn wrote that we do not exist independently and 
that we are a continuation or extension of our family and 
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relationships. Relationship awareness has been defined as 
thinking about one self’s and one’s partner’s interactions, 
patterns, and similarities (Acitelli, 1992); however, this defi-
nition seems to be focused solely on consciousness and does 
not consider other aspects of mindfulness.

According to several scholars and world-renowned practi-
tioners, awareness or noticing is only one dimension or facet 
of mindfulness practices (e.g., Baer et al., 2006; Kabat-Zinn, 
2009). More specifically, Kabat-Zinn articulated seven core 
attitudes of mindful individuals, in addition to noticing: (1) 
non-judging: being an impartial observer to each experience; 
(2) patience: allowing each experience to emerge in its own 
time; (3) a beginner’s mind: inviting each experience as if it 
is for the first time; (4) trust: believing in your intuition and 
your own ability; (5) non-striving: being or “non-doing”; (6) 
acceptance: seeing things as they actually are; and (7) let-
ting go: detaching from feelings and thoughts. More explicit 
assessment of these attitudes in dyadic relationships can aide 
in research on mindfulness and on couple relationships, as 
well as provide internal consistency between practices taught 
in relationship-focused mindfulness-based interventions and 
measurement of change in couple mindfulness.

Although it is clear mindfulness can be relational in 
nature, couple relationship mindfulness has not been spe-
cifically defined in the literature, as have other types of rela-
tional mindfulness. For example, Kabat-Zinn and Kabat-
Zinn (1998) defined relational mindfulness in the context of 
parenting and state that it is characterized by intentionality 
in relationship interactions with children, which is evidenced 
by careful listening and attention, as well as providing non-
judgmental responses and compassion for self and children. 
Relational mindfulness has also been described in educa-
tional research as an educator’s ability to observe thoughts 
and emotions based on interactions with students without 
feeling the need to react or judge (Burrows, 2011). Taking 
the two contextualized definitions described above together 
and incorporating a multi-dimensional approach to mindful 
attitudes and practices, a proposed definition of couple rela-
tionship mindfulness is intentional awareness and observa-
tion of one’s own thoughts and emotions in interactions with 
one’s partner approached with patience, openness, nonjudge-
ment, and compassion. More specifically, couples marked by 
high relational mindfulness would be purposefully attuned to 
one another in their regular daily living displayed by loving, 
tolerant, and perceptive attitudes. Considering this defini-
tion, a critical evaluation of previous literature on mindful-
ness and couple relationships is warranted.

The growing literature focused on this topic indicates 
higher levels of mindfulness (typically measured as trait 
mindfulness) are associated with greater relationship satis-
faction (McGill et al., 2016; Quinn-Nilas, 2020) and more 
positive relationship behaviors (Barnes et al., 2007; McGill 
& Adler-Baeder, 2020). Recently, Karremans et al. (2017) 

developed a conceptual model depicting how mindfulness 
may positively influence relationship functioning by (1) 
increasing pro-relationship motivation and behavior, (2) 
improving the ability to cope with distress, and (3) enhanc-
ing positive relationship cognitions.

The conceptual framework by Karremans et al. is sup-
ported by research evidence. For example, previous research 
indicated mindfulness was positively associated with pro-
relationship behaviors such as, forgiveness after a relational 
offense (Johns et al., 2015), less aggression and negativity 
in the context of conflict (Barnes et al., 2007), and empathy 
and understanding (Block-Lerner et al., 2007). Further, one’s 
level of mindfulness can also influence one’s ability to cope 
with distress and prevent an unconscious stress spillover into 
the relationship (Neff & Karney, 2005). Finally, Carson et al. 
(2004) found improvements in acceptance of one’s partner 
(i.e., perception of ability to accept difficult characteristics 
in their partner) were associated with improvements in rela-
tionship satisfaction after a couple-focused mindfulness 
training, suggesting cognitions about one’s relationship and 
partner can influence relationship well-being. The model, 
however, does not distinguish individual trait mindfulness 
from mindfulness in the context of the couple relationship. 
This is likely because most of the extant literature has pri-
marily used measures focused on an individual’s level of 
mindfulness in general when examining couple relationship 
outcomes. This approach may be incomplete since individ-
ual measures of mindfulness assume transference to context-
specific relational mindfulness; yet this may not be the case.

Due to the recent recognition of the relational context 
of mindfulness, researchers have developed corresponding 
relational measures. The Interpersonal Mindfulness Scale 
(IMS; Pratscher et al., 2019) was developed by creating 
theoretically informed items that built a multi-dimensional 
measure assessing mindfulness in a broad range of relation-
ships. The IMS is composed of four subscales: presence, 
awareness of self and others, non-judgmental acceptance, 
and non-reactivity and is shown to provide adequate reli-
ability and evidence of validity. The study indicated that 
the measure overall as well as subscales exhibited content, 
convergent, and incremental validity in samples of mostly 
White, undergraduate, female respondents, as well as scale 
stability over time. Although the multidimensionality of this 
measure is especially useful, the IMS assumes mindfulness 
would be equivalent across relational contexts.

Other relationship mindfulness scales use items focused 
on a type of relationship. Specifically, the Interpersonal 
Mindfulness in Parenting Scale (Duncan, 2007) was devel-
oped to assess mindfulness related to interpersonal interac-
tions during parenting and is composed of four subscales: 
present-centered attention, present-centered emotional 
awareness, non-judgmental acceptance, and non-reactivity. 
The Mindfulness in Teaching Scale (Frank et al., 2016) 
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accounts for the interpersonal and intrapersonal aspects 
of mindfulness while teaching and has been validated in 
diverse teaching settings.

Three measures also were developed with items specific 
to the couple relationship as opposed to relationships in 
general since couple relationships are marked by greater 
intimacy and closer ties. The Sexual Five-Facet Mind-
fulness Questionnaire (FFMQ-S; Adam et al., 2015) is a 
13-item self-report measure adapted from the Five Facet 
Mindfulness Questionnaire (FFMQ; Baer et al., 2006). 
It contains altered wording and new items for each facet 
that are relevant for sexual functioning. In a sample of 
251 French-speaking, mostly heterosexual females, the 
FFMQ-S demonstrated both appropriate structural and 
criterion validity, and internal consistency was accepta-
ble for most subscales, although the non-judging of inner 
experience had a low reliability (α = 0.51). The Relation-
ship Mindfulness Measure (RMM) was adapted from the 
Mindful Attention and Awareness Scale (MAAS; Brown 
& Ryan, 2003) and altered to apply to couple relation-
ships (Kimmes et al., 2017). In a sample of predominantly 
female and White college students, the authors revised the 
5-item version of the MAAS by adding statements about 
relationships to the existing items and found support for 
construct and concurrent and predictive criterion validity. 
Finally, the Attentive Awareness in Relationships Scale 
(AAIRS; Daks et al., 2021) is a 16-item self-report meas-
ure that was created by combining author-developed items 
and items from the Relationship Mindfulness Measure and 
Relationship Anxiety and Monitoring measure (Snell, 
2002) that were phrased to address the couple relation-
ship context. Using item response theory in a large sample 
of mostly White individuals in couple relationships, the 
authors discovered two different factors: attentive aware-
ness and inattention or distraction. The AAIRS demon-
strated internal consistency, convergent and discriminant 
validity, and measurement invariance across different 
demographic groups. The methodological rigor and design 
of the measurement development was strong; however, 
the authors emphasized that this is a measure of couple 
relationship awareness. Thus, it captures the awareness 
or noticing aspects of mindfulness and is not inclusive of 
other facets and attitudes related to mindfulness.

These measures move the field forward toward contex-
tualizing mindfulness in the couple relationship; however, 
there remains a gap in measuring a broader range of theory-
based mindfulness practices and attitudes specific to couple 
relationship processes and using larger, more diverse sam-
ples of couples. Of note, the field will benefit from measures 
that distinguish specific aspects of couple relationship mind-
fulness. A more complex multi-dimensional measure will 
allow for research testing whether some aspects of couple 
mindfulness may foster some specific relationship processes 

or outcomes, while other aspects of couple mindfulness may 
support other relationship processes or outcomes.

In response to the growing field of relational mindful-
ness, the current study sought to develop a theory-informed, 
multi-dimensional, context-specific mindfulness measure 
that assesses the use of mindfulness within couple relation-
ships. The structure of the Mindfulness in Couple Relation-
ships Scale (MCRS) is based on Kabat-Zinn (2009) descrip-
tion of mindful attitudes and practices and is conceptually 
aligned with Karremans et al.’s (2017) theoretical model of 
mindfulness and couple relationships. The purpose of this 
study was to describe the development of the self-report 
mindfulness measure for couple relationships and test its fac-
tor structure in a sample of racially and economically diverse 
men and women in committed relationships. The concurrent, 
convergent and incremental validity of the MCRS was tested 
in an effort to add a potentially useful tool for mindfulness 
and family science researchers and practitioners.

Methods

Participants

The overall sample was racially, economically, and relation-
ally diverse. Approximately 60% identified as White, just 
over a third (35%) identified as African American/Black, 
and the remaining 5% identified as other races (e.g., Asian-
American, biracial). Thirty percent of respondents reported 
a combined household income of less than $25,000 per 
year, another 42% reported an income between $25,000 
and $74,999 per year, and the remaining 28% reported an 
income greater than $75,000 per year. The majority (69%) 
were married, and the remaining 31% were in a committed 
non-marital relationship or engaged to be married. Table 1 
provides demographic information for both the training and 
test samples (methods for creating these are described in 
“Procedures”). Results of group comparisons between train-
ing and test samples revealed no significant between-group 
differences for income, age, race, relationship type, or parent 
status.

Procedures

The sample of adults were recruited for participation in a 
study focused on the efficacy of couple relationship edu-
cation programs. After informed consents were collected, 
individuals completed a baseline survey that assessed a 
range of demographics, as well as individual, relational, and 
family functioning indicators. Follow-up surveys were sent 
at 2 months, 6, months, 1 year, and 2 years post-baseline. 
To ensure participants completed the survey independently 
from their partner, each member of a couple was sent an 
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individualized email with a link to the survey to complete. 
All respondents received a monetary incentive for complet-
ing each survey ($50 for the first 4 surveys and $100 for the 
2-year follow-up).

The work to develop the MCRS was conducted in par-
allel to the efficacy study, and the scale was added to the 
2-year follow-up survey. A total of 832 individuals were 
presented with the MCRS items on the follow-up survey. 
Of those, 46 individuals (6%) with missing data on the 
MCRS scale and 10 individuals (1%) in a same-gender 
couple relationship were dropped. Gender was used as the 
sorting variable to create the independent samples for the 
analyses described below. Thus, 776 individuals (334 cou-
ples and 108 individuals in a couple relationship but with-
out a partner in the dataset) were retained for the measure-
ment study. Group difference tests to compare those with 
complete data on the MCRS and included in the study and 
those excluded revealed only one significant difference: 
those included in the study were more likely to report their 
race as White than those excluded in the study (60% vs. 
40%; χ2 = 4.34; p = 0.037).

Based on recommended procedures for within-sample 
measurement validation (James et al., 2013), the sample 
(n = 776) was randomly split into two groups, rendering 
the data independent. The “training” sample was used to 
test the assumptions of the original factor structure and to 
refine items, and the “test” sample was used to cross-val-
idate the factor structure of the adjusted measure (James 

et al., 2013). The training sample was created by randomly 
selecting half of the women and deleting out their partners if 
they also completed the survey, leaving only unrelated men 
in the sample (408 individuals; 53% identified as women; 
47% identified as men) to affirm independence of data. The 
test sample consisted of the men and women not selected 
for the training sample (368 individuals; 53% identified as 
women; 47% identified as men) who were also unrelated to 
one another.

DeVellis’ (2017) guidelines for scale development were 
consulted in the creation of the Mindfulness in Couple Rela-
tionships Scale (MCRS). In line with DeVellis’s first step 
of scale development, Kabat-Zinn’s (2009) framework of 
seven guiding attitudes of mindfulness was used as a theory 
to ensure the measure captures distinctly and collectively 
the key aspects of mindfulness. Next, items were created 
or adapted from related measures [FFMQ (Baer et  al., 
2006); Interpersonal Mindfulness in Parenting Scale (Dun-
can, 2007); and Mindfulness in Parenting Questionnaire 
(McCaffrey et al., 2017)], with the concepts and theoreti-
cal framework in mind. In the end, eight a priori subscales 
were created—(1) non-judging, (2) patience, (3) beginner’s 
mind, (4) trust of self, (5) non-striving, (6) acceptance, (7) 
letting go, and (8) noticing self and other. These items were 
then reviewed by the research team for clarity, reading level, 
redundancy, and wording. Items were scored on a 7-point 
Likert scale from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly 
agree.” See Table 2 for the complete list of the original 52 

Table 1  Demographic 
information by sample

ANOVA and chi-square tests conducted to compare groups, with results summarized in the last column

Training sample Test sample F value or χ2 value
(p value)

Sample size 408 368
Gender .01 (.94)
Male 47% 47%
Female 53% 53%
Age .26 (.28)
Range 18–74 18–78
M (SD) 36.58 (11.33) 35.71 (11.34)
Race (%) .08 (.77)
White 60% 59%
Black 36% 35%
Other minority 4% 6%
Annual household income (%) .03 (.67)
 < $25,000 30% 30%
$25,000–39,000 17% 17%
$40,000–74,999 24% 26%
 > $75,000 29% 27%
Relationship type (%) 1.13 (.77)
Married 69% 68%
Non-married 31% 32%
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Table 2  Subscales and Items from the Mindfulness in Couples Relationship Scales with Standardized Loadings for Final Items

Item Estimate (Stand.)

Non-judging subscale (reduced 4-item subscale, ω = .82)
CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.00; RMSEA = .00, p = .73
  1. I observe my experiences with my partner without judging .77
  2. I judge my partner’s behaviors as good or bad. (Reverse)
  3. Even when it makes me uncomfortable, I allow my partner to express his/her feelings .64
  4. I listen to my partner’s ideas without judgement .74
  5. I observe my partner’s emotions without judging .76
  6. I judge my partner’s thoughts and behaviors. (Reverse)

Patience subscale (reduced 4-item subscale, ω = .75)
CFI = .99; TLI = .98; RMSEA = 06, p = .28
  7. I take time to thoughtfully be present with my partner .76
 8. I allow each experience with my partner to emerge in its own time
  9. I carefully listen to my partner when they are speaking without regard for time .66
  10. I rush through activities with my partner without really paying attention to them. (Reverse) .52
  11. I tune into my partner when they are talking to me without regard for time .74
  12. I grow impatient with my partner. (Reverse)

Beginner’s mind subscale (reduced 3-item subscale, ω = .80)
CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.00; RMSEA = .00, p < .001
  13. My interactions with my partner are opportunities to learn new things about them .82
  14. Our past experiences influence my current interactions with my partner. (Reverse)
  15. I anticipate my partners’ thoughts and responses based on past experiences. (Reverse)
  16. Each moment with my partner is an opportunity for new or unique experiences .77
  17. I know how conversations with my partner will go before we have them. (Reverse)
  18. I keep an open mind when talking to my partner .66

Trust of self subscale (reduced 3-item subscale, ω = .78)
CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.00; RMSEA = .00, p < .001
  19. I believe in my own basic goodness as a partner
  20. I am capable of being present in my relationship .75
  21. I am able to purposefully participate in my relationship .72
  22. I trust my abilities in my relationship .75
  23. I don’t trust myself to be a good partner. (Reverse)
  24. I’m capable of being a good partner

Non-striving subscale (reduced 3-item subscale, ω = .61)
CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.00; RMSEA = .00, p < .001
  25. I can “just be” with my partner .69
  26. When my partner shares problems with me, I don’t try to immediately fix it
  27. I do not try to change my partner .49
  28. In difficult situations with my partner, I can pause without immediately reacting
  29. I can spend time with my partner without trying to achieve a goal .54
  30. When my partner shares a problem with me, I try to immediately fix it. (Reverse)

Acceptance subscale (reduced 3-item subscale, ω = .74)
CFI = 1.00; TLI = 1.00; RMSEA = .00, p < .001
  31. I accept that our relationship is the way it is right now
  32. During arguments I accept my partner has a different point of view than I do .58
  33. I accept how our relationship is right now so we can move forward
  34. I push back on my partner’s negative moods. (Reverse)
  35. I accept the positive and negative characteristics of my partner .76
  36. I accept my partner for who my partner is today .77

Letting go subscale (reduced 4-item subscale, ω = .83)
CFI = .99; TLI = .99; RMSEA = .06, p = .33
  37. Negative emotions related to my partner take over my everyday thoughts. (Reverse) .70
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items. The measure was then tested with a small pilot sample 
(n = 32) to assess readability, ease of administration, initial 
reliability, and discrete validity between subscales. Next, the 
scale was reviewed by experts in the field of mindfulness 
and their feedback was incorporated to enhance clarity on 
some items (e.g., slight word changes). Finally, the scale was 
administered to the large diverse sample of adults described 
in the current study.

Measures

Four measures of relationship functioning, and one measure 
of individual trait mindfulness were used to assess two types 
of criterion validity (i.e., concurrent and convergent) as well 
as incremental validity in the training sample. These data 
were collected concurrently with the MCRS items on the 
2-year follow-up survey.

Three items from the Quality of Marriage Index (QMI; 
Norton, 1983) were used to assess participants’ reports of 
relationship quality. Response options were on a 7-point 
Likert scale, ranging from 1 (very strongly disagree) to 7 
(very strongly agree). An example item is, “We have a good 
relationship.” Because there was minimal missingness on 
these items (i.e., less than 10% on average), mean scores 
were created and higher levels indicated higher relationship 
quality (McDonald’s ω = 0.97).

Two items from Fincham and Linfield (1997) Positive and 
Negative Quality in Marriage Scale were used to assess posi-
tive and negative feelings about the relationship. Response 
options ranged from 1 (not at all negative/positive) to 10 

(extremely negative/positive). The items were used as indi-
vidual items and were not combined. Higher scores indicated 
more positive or negative feelings.

Three items from the Sexual Function Index (Rosen et al., 
2000) were used to assess sexual satisfaction in the relation-
ship. Response options ranged from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 
(very satisfied). An example item is “How satisfied have you 
been in your sexual relationship with your partner?” Because 
there was minimal missingness on these items (i.e., less than 
10% on average), mean scores were created and higher levels 
indicated more sexual satisfaction (McDonald’s ω = 0.94).

Fifteen items from three of the subscales (non-reactivity, 
acting with awareness, and nonjudgement) of the Five Facets 
of Mindfulness Questionnaire (Baer et al., 2006) were uti-
lized to assess individual mindfulness. de Bruin et al. (2012) 
emphasized good reliability for the total measure, as well as 
the subscales, and asserted utilizing either is appropriate. 
These subscales were selected for the original efficacy study 
based on their connection to specific program content. For 
purposes of our instrument development study, and because 
the observing and describing subscale items were not used, 
it is referred to as the abbreviated FFMQ. Example items 
include: “I watch my feelings without getting lost in them,” 
and “I find myself doing things without paying attention.” 
Response options ranged from 1 (never or very rarely true) 
to 5 (very often or always true). Because there was minimal 
missingness on these items, mean scores were created and 
higher levels indicated higher levels of mindfulness. The 
abbreviated FFMQ had acceptable reliability (McDonald’s 
ω = 0.76).

Boldfaced items were maintained in the final 31-item measure; (Reverse) indicates the item was reverse coded before analysis

Table 2  (continued)

Item Estimate (Stand.)

  38. After conflict I recognize when it is time to let go of negative feelings
  39. When I have negative thoughts about my partner, I let them go
  40. After conflict with my partner I continue to be overwhelmed by negative feelings. (Reverse) .76
  41. I easily let go of negative emotions towards my partner .59
  42. I get stuck in my negative emotions toward my partner. (Reverse) .85

Noticing subscale (reduced 7-item subscale, ω = .76)
CFI = .97; TLI = .96; RMSEA = .06, p = .29
  43. I notice my feelings toward my partner .74
  44. I am aware when I am feeling negative towards my partner .48
  45. I notice when my mind jumps around during discussions with my partner
  46. I am attentive to my partner .55
  47. I find myself listening to my partner with one ear because I am thinking about or doing something else at the same time. 

(Reverse)
  48. I am often unaware when my partner makes attempts at connecting. (Reverse)
  49. I notice when my partner seems upset .80
  50. I often feel unaware of my partner’s thoughts and feelings. (Reverse) .43
  51. I notice when my partner appears distracted .61
  52. I notice when my partner makes efforts in our relationship .59
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Data Analyses

Because the MCRS was developed to assess eight aspects 
of couple relationship mindfulness distinguished a priori 
based on Kabat-Zinn’s (2009) conceptual framework (i.e., 
non-judging, patience, beginner’s mind, trust, non-striving, 
acceptance, and letting go), we used a confirmatory rather 
than exploratory factor analysis approach. Before analyses 
were conducted, reverse coding was conducted in order to 
align several items with the direction of the scaling. Initially, 
we fit measurement models individually for each subscale. 
Descriptive statistics, factor loadings, and goodness-of-fit 
indices were examined, and decisions were made about item 
refinement before testing the full measurement model and 
its factor structure (Devellis, 2017).

The training sample (n = 408) was used to test the factor 
structure and content validity of the MCRS, and the test 
sample (n = 368) was used to reproduce the factor structure 
resulting from the training sample. A combination of com-
mon tests for model fit was utilized to examine whether the 
data fit the model. The comparative fit index (CFI), RMSEA, 
and a χ2/df ratio were utilized. The CFI estimate indicated 
good model fit with values of 0.95 or higher, and acceptable 
model fit for values of 0.90–0.95 (Kenny, 2015). The root 
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) utilizes an 
acceptable cut-off of 0.08 (Kenny, 2015), and values < 0.01 
indicated excellent model fit, values ranging from 0.02 to 
0.05 indicate good model fit, and values ranging from 0.06 
to 0.08 indicated adequate model fit (MacCallum et al., 
1996). Finally, a χ2/df ratio of less than 3.9 indicated accept-
able model fit (McIver & Carmines, 1981).

Using the training sample, assessments of concurrent, 
convergent, and incremental validity were conducted next. 
In the current study, we assessed concurrent validity (i.e., 
associations between the MCRS, the MCRS subscales, and 
measures of relationship well-being) and convergent validity 
(i.e., associations between the MCRS, the MCRS subscales, 
and a measure of general mindfulness) from data collected at 
the same time. To assess these types of validity, correlations 
between the MCRS sum scores, the MCRS subscale scores, 
and four measures of relationship well-being and one meas-
ure of intrapersonal mindfulness were examined. Finally, to 
assess incremental validity, or whether the MCRS provided 
predictive power over and beyond the predictive value of a 
general measure of mindfulness in regard to measures of 
relationship well-being, a series of block-entered regression 
models were fit. The four relationship well-being measures 
(i.e., the dependent variables) were individually regressed on 
the abbreviated FFMQ and then the MCRS was added in the 
second block in each model. Final models, standardized beta 
coefficients, and changes in R2 were examined to assess for 
the additional amount of variance in each dependent variable 
predicted by the MCRS.

Results

Prior to fitting the full measurement model, individual meas-
urement models were fit for each of the MCRS subscales 
using the training sample. Although Hair et al. (1998) sug-
gested statistically significant factor loadings greater than 
0.30 can be retained, a cut-off of 0.40 was initially used 
to prune the measure to be more brief and easily usable; 
however, we utilized the 0.30 limit for the full measure-
ment models run with the training and test samples since 
the subscales were pruned adequately. Results from the 
pruned individual measurement models for the MCRS sub-
scales indicated factor loadings ranged from 0.43 to 0.82 
and were statistically significant. Goodness-of-fit indices 
indicated adequate fit of the individual measurement mod-
els (CFI > 0.90; RMSEA < 0.08; χ2/df ratio < 3.0). All but 
one of the subscales (non-reactivity; ω = 0.61) had an indi-
vidual reliability score considered “acceptable to good,” as 
specified by McDonald’s omega coefficient (ω = 0.74–0.83; 
Hayes & Coutts, 2020). See Table 1 for factor loadings, 
omega reliability coefficients, goodness-of-fit indices, and 
items dropped from individual subscales.

Next, the factor structure of the full MCRS measure-
ment model consisting of the eight first-order factors (31 
items total) representing the seven mindful attitudes and 
the general noticing facet was fit using the training sample. 
Each of the first-order factors were allowed to covary. The 
model fit was not satisfactory and inter-item correlations 
across subscales were assessed. Six statistically significant 
residual correlations between items were added to the model 
(e.g., I carefully listen to my partner when they are speaking 
without regard for time [#9], and I am able to purposefully 
participate in my relationship [#21]). The revised model 
with 31 items and 6 significant correlations had acceptable 
model fit (CFI = 0.92; RMSEA = 0.06, p = 0.03; χ2 = 851.71, 
df = 375, χ2/df ratio = 2.26). The standardized factor loadings 
ranged between 0.44 and 0.89, and the latent factor covari-
ances were moderate (ranged from 0.33 to 0.73, M = 0.52; 
see Table  3) indicating the subscales were distinct yet 
related. McDonald’s omega coefficient for the MCRS was 
0.94 and indicated good reliability. Then, the full measure-
ment model was fit using the test sample to ensure that the 
factor structure including the 8 latent factors held across 
samples. Consistent with the initial findings, the standard-
ized factor loadings ranged between 0.34 and 0.86 and the fit 
indices suggested adequate fit (CFI = 0.89; RMSEA = 0.06, 
p < 0.001; χ2/df ratio = 2.56) and validated the factor struc-
ture of the MCRS measure. Item-to-total correlation values 
(see Table 4) indicated each individual item is correlated 
substantially with the collection of items (excluding the rel-
evant individual item) suggesting each item was related to 
the overarching relational mindfulness construct.
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Concurrent validity was tested by examining correla-
tions between the mean score of the MCRS and measures 
of relationship quality, relationship positivity and negativity, 
and sexual satisfaction. Results indicated the MCRS was 
positively associated with participants’ reports of relation-
ship quality (r = 0.63, p < 0.001), relationship positivity 
(r = 0.52, p < 0.001), relationship negativity (r =  − 0.53, 
p < 0.001), sexual satisfaction (r = 0.46, p < 0.001), and 
individual mindfulness (r = 0.46, p < 0.001). Statistically 
significant positive correlations were also evident between 
all the MCRS subscales and reports of relationship quality 
(r = 0.44–0.61, p < 0.001; Mr = 0.50), relationship positivity 
(r = 0.36–0.56, p < 0.001; Mr = 0.41), relationship negativity 
(r =  − 0.32 to − 0.57, p < 0.001; Mr =  − 0.41), and sexual sat-
isfaction (r = 0.30–0.43, p < 0.001; Mr = 0.37). Specific cor-
relation coefficients are presented in Table 5. As expected, 
the MCRS and its subscales were positively associated with 
relational outcomes that intrapersonal measures of mindful-
ness have been connected to in previous research (McGill 
et al., 2020; Parent et al., 2014).

Convergent validity was tested by examining correla-
tions between the mean score of the MCRS and the abbre-
viated FFMQ (Baer et al., 2006), a measure of individual 
mindfulness. Results indicated the MCRS was moderately 
associated with the abbreviated FFMQ in the expected direc-
tion (r = 0.46, p < 0.001) and that the MCRS subscales had 
small to moderate positive associations with the abbreviated 
FFMQ (r = 0.30–0.48, p < 0.001; Mr = 0.36). Specific cor-
relation coefficients are presented in Table 5.

To understand whether the MCRS uniquely predicted var-
iance in each outcome and was not redundant with a meas-
ure of general mindfulness (i.e., the abbreviated FFMQ), 
linear regression models were fit with both the MCRS and 
the abbreviated FFMQ as predictors. The abbreviated FFMQ 
was added in the first block, and the MCRS was added in 
the second block to understand whether and how much 
additional variance in the outcome was explained by the 
MCRS, indicating added value. Prior to fitting models, cor-
relations were assessed and both the MCRS and the abbrevi-
ated FFMQ were statistically significantly associated with 
all relational outcomes (see Table 5 for details). In general, 
evidence for the MCRS’ incremental validity is strong as 
evidenced by the results presented below.

Both the MCRS (β = 0.689, p < 0.001) and the abbrevi-
ated FFMQ (β =  − 0.126, p = 0.006) were statistically signif-
icantly associated with relationship quality. The abbreviated 
FFMQ originally was positively correlated with relationship 
quality, and the switch in sign suggests issues with multicol-
linearity. The collinearity diagnostic information corrobo-
rated this assumption since the conditional index is larger 
than 15 (20.35; IBM, n.d.); hence, these results should be 
interpreted with caution. Originally, the abbreviated FFMQ 
predicted 0.041 of the variance in relationship quality, and 
when the MCRS was added, both predicted 0.407 of the 
variance. This indicated that the MCRS accounted for an 
additional 37% of variance in relationship quality above 
and beyond the abbreviated FFMQ (ΔR2 = 0.366; F(1, 
375) = 231.49, p < 0.001).

Table 3  Covariances between latent constructs in training and test samples

Non-judging Patience Beginner’s 
mind

Trust of self Non-striving Acceptance Letting go

Training sample
  Patience .73
  Beginner’s mind .74 .77
  Trust of self .53 .55 .53
  Non-striving .60 .67 .65 .49
  Acceptance .49 .49 .53 .42 .46
  Letting go .64 .58 .61 .49 .54 .41
  Notice .41 .46 .46 .36 .41 .36 .34

Test sample
  Patience .67
  Beginner’s mind .64 .70
  Trust of self .50 .53 .55
  Non-striving .57 .57 .60 .50
  Acceptance .42 .43 .44 .37 .45
  Letting go .63 .66 .60 .47 .47 .34
  Notice .41 .47 .43 .39 .44 .35 .33
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Results of the regression model indicated the MCRS was 
positively associated with relationship positivity (β = 0.510, 
p < 0.001). The abbreviated FFMQ was not uniquely or sig-
nificantly associated with relationship positivity (β = 0.022, 
p = 0.628) while accounting for both measures. There was 
no evidence of multicollinearity. Originally, the abbreviated 
FFMQ predicted 0.072 of the variance in relationship posi-
tivity, and when the MCRS was added, both predicted 0.271 
of the variance in relationship positivity and the R2 change 
was significant. The MCRS accounted for an additional 
20% of variance in relationship positivity above and beyond 

the abbreviated FFMQ (ΔR2 = 0.199; F(1, 368) = 100.48, 
p < 0.001).

The MCRS was negatively associated with relation-
ship negativity (β =  − 0.502, p < 0.001), and the abbrevi-
ated FFMQ was not uniquely or significantly associated 
with relationship negativity (β =  − 0.062, p = 0.246) while 
accounting for both measures. There was no evidence of 
multicollinearity. Originally, the abbreviated FFMQ pre-
dicted 0.091 of the variance in relationship negativity. How-
ever, when the MCRS was added, both predicted 0.285 of 
the variance and the R2 change was significant. The MCRS 

Table 4  Item-to-total correlations for the final measure and loadings for the full and original individual measurement models

Item Full factor analysis Individual factor analyses Item-to-total 
correlation 
valuesStandardized factor loading Non-judging Patience Begin-

ner’s 
mind

Trust Non-striving Acceptance Letting go Noticing

1 .73 .77 .64
2 .74 .74 .75
3 .73 .74 .65
4 .71 .76 .63
5 .79 .76 .72
6 .65 .66 .57
7 .53 .52 .52
8 .71 .74 .65
9 .77 .82 .71
10 .72 .77 .62
11 .75 .66 .71
12 .74 .75 .63
13 .72 .72 .65
14 .75 .75 .68
15 .58 .69 .57
16 .54 .49 .54
17 .60 .54 .57
18 .59 .58 .51
19 .76 .76 .66
20 .77 .77 .68
21 .69 .70 .46
22 .74 .76 .49
23 .60 .59 .54
24 .89 .85 .61
25 .71 .74 .61
26 .44 .48 .32
27 .59 .55 .55
28 .72 .80 .61
29 .44 .43 .49
30 .60 .61 .53
31 .63 .59 .59
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accounted for an additional 19% of variance in negativity 
above and beyond the abbreviated FFMQ (ΔR2 = 0.194; F(1, 
306) = 83.15, p < 0.001).

The MCRS was positively associated with sexual satis-
faction (β = 0.451, p < 0.001), and the abbreviated FFMQ 
was not uniquely or significantly associated with sexual 
satisfaction (β = 0.027, p = 0.615) while accounting for 
both measures. There was no evidence of multicollinearity. 
Originally, the abbreviated FFMQ predicted 0.058 of the 
variance in sexual satisfaction. However, when the MCRS 
was added, both predicted 0.216 of the variance and the 
R2 change was significant. The MCRS accounted for 16% 
of the variance in sexual satisfaction above and beyond 
the abbreviated FFMQ (ΔR2 = 0.158; F(1, 365) = 73.39, 
p < 0.001).

Discussion

The Mindfulness in Couple Relationships Scale (MCRS) 
was designed by primarily creating theoretically informed 
items (28 items in the final measure) and adapting relevant 
items (3 items in the final measure) from other measures to 
be applied to couple relationship processes. Our purpose 
was to provide internal consistency for couples-focused 
mindfulness-based prevention and intervention programs, as 
well as to create a measure of couple relationship mindful-
ness that is multifaceted in nature for use in basic research 
on couple mindfulness. The factor structure of the MCRS 
was tested in a large, racially and economically diverse 
sample and was found to have strong reliability, construct 
validity, and concurrent and convergent validity. The MCRS 
was also found to have incremental validity when compared 
to the abbreviated FFMQ, indicating the MCRS uniquely 
predicts the majority of variance in relational outcomes 
compared to an individual mindfulness measure that has 
historically been used in this area of research. Thus, the 
measure can serve to advance both applied and basic sci-
ence studies of mindfulness in the context of couple rela-
tionships. There may also be some utility of this measure 
in clinical practice; however, testing its practical use and 
benefit has yet to be documented.

In an effort to advance the field of mindfulness and 
couple relationships, the factor structure of a measure 
of couple relationship mindfulness was tested and vali-
dated utilizing a multi-dimensional approach based on 
Kabat-Zinn’s (2009) description of the seven attitudes 
of mindfulness, as well as an eighth overarching dimen-
sion of noticing (self and other). The validated MCRS 
can be used as a research measure since historically, stud-
ies of the influence of mindfulness on couple relationship 

satisfaction and functioning focused on mindfulness uni-
dimensionally. These studies were singularly focused on 
the awareness element of mindfulness; however, there has 
been a recent shift to delve into the mindful facets and 
their association with relationship outcomes. For example, 
Lenger et al.’s (2017) dyadic study of the influence of five 
mindfulness facets (observing, describing, non-reactivity, 
acting with awareness, and nonjudgement) on relation-
ship quality found that when considered all together, only 
nonjudgement of inner thoughts was associated with one’s 
own relationship satisfaction and that only non-reactivity 
was uniquely important to one’s spouse’s relationship 
satisfaction. By using the facets as individual predictors 
instead of as a global measure, researchers are better able 
to understand the relative value of each subscale in spe-
cific types of relationships. Expanding on this study in 
a sample of racially and economically diverse couples, 
McGill et al. (2020) assessed the dyadic influence of three 
mindfulness facets (non-reactivity, acting with awareness, 
and nonjudgement) on relationship quality and sexual sat-
isfaction. Findings indicated that non-reactivity was most 
strongly related to one’s own and partner’s relationship 
quality, whereas women’s acting with awareness was most 
strongly associated with one’s own and partner’s sexual 
satisfaction. This study also emphasized the importance 
of considering the different facets for cross-dyad influ-
ences and indicates specific facets or subscales may be 
differentially influential based on the relational outcome of 
interest. These studies, and others (e.g., Desrosiers et al., 
2013; Iani et al., 2017), highlight the importance of the 
use of a multi-dimensional measure.

The MCRS includes 8 facets—non-judging, patience, 
beginner’s mind, trust of self, non-striving, acceptance, 
letting go, and noticing (self and others)—and specifi-
cally focuses on the couple relationship. Although there 
are other multi-dimensional relationship measures (e.g., 
FFMQ-S; AAIRS), they have limitations. For example, 
the FFMQ-S (Adam et al., 2015) is focused solely on the 
sexual aspect of a romantic relationship, and although the 
AAIRS (Daks et al., 2021) is concentrated on regular inter-
actions with an intimate partner, it only utilizes two sub-
scales (attentive awareness and inattention or distraction) 
which can limit understanding details about the specifics 
of how and whether other aspects of mindfulness influence 
relationship well-being. The expanded focus on multiple 
facets and principles of mindfulness beyond awareness is 
the most significant contribution of the MCRS develop-
ment. Furthermore, contextualizing multiple dimensions 
and practices within the couple relationship creates an even 
better conceptual alignment when assessing a range of rela-
tional outcomes.
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Although the current paper highlighted several couple 
relationship-focused mindfulness measures (see Adam 
et  al., 2015; Daks et  al., 2021; Kimmes et  al., 2017), 
there is no evidence of a study that has utilized a multi-
dimensional measure of couple mindfulness to predict 
relational outcomes. This is surely a next step since the 
criterion validity results of the subscales indicated that 
facets and principles of couple mindfulness are associ-
ated with relationship quality indicators. The subscales 
of the measure provide an opportunity to investigate the 
most essential aspects of mindfulness in the couple rela-
tionship or whether all aspects are important for couple 
well-being. For example, based on the size of the cor-
relations, the “Letting Go” subscale appeared to be most 
strongly associated with the four relational outcomes, 
which is particularly noteworthy because no other couple 
mindfulness measure includes this aspect. Multiple linear 
regressions utilizing all subscales as predictors of relation-
ship outcomes would be an important next step to test this 
preliminary result; however, it was not assessed here since 
the focus of the study was the development and validation 
of the measure.

As Kimmes et al. (2017) noted, couple relationships are 
marked by intimacy and are a source of strong understand-
ing and connection. They are, therefore, substantively dif-
ferent from other relationships such as those with friends or 
co-workers. Thus, a context-specific measure is important 
because individuals behave, think, and engage differently 
in isolation and across relationships—and individuals may 
be more or less mindful in these distinct instances (Haun 
et al., 2020). In the current study, a moderate correlation 
between the MCRS and abbreviated FFMQ provides evi-
dence that a person may be generally mindful but not as 
mindful in their couple relationships—or vice versa, more 
mindful with an intimate partner and less mindful generally. 
Although the current study did not assess whether one’s 
ability to be presently and nonjudgmentally aware is more 
easily accessible in couple relationships than in other less 
intimate relationships, it was apparent that the MCRS is a 
stronger predictor of indicators of relationship quality com-
pared to the validated and individually focused abbreviated 
FFMQ. This novel finding and contribution is noted with 
caution, however, since the full FFMQ was not utilized in 
the current study. This is a particularly interesting finding 
considering that the vast majority of research published on 
mindfulness and couple relationships has utilized an indi-
vidually focused measure of mindfulness as a predictor of 

relationship outcomes rather than a couple mindfulness 
measure (see exceptions Khorasani et al., 2021; Kimmes 
et al, 2020). Our study provides evidence that mindfulness 
in interactions with one’s partner may be distinct from gen-
eral mindfulness or mindfulness in a parent–child relation-
ship, for example. This type of context-specific measure of 
couple relationships may be able to more accurately capture 
how individuals’ mindfulness in the couple realm influ-
ences the well-being of the couple relationship. This type 
of contextual measure may also allow researchers to assess 
mindfulness across the ecological system of an individual 
and determine whether there are distinctions and similari-
ties across contexts. Considering this, the MCRS offers a 
unique contribution to the mindfulness and relationship lit-
erature and is a distinctive example of how context-based 
information may be more clearly linked to behaviors in a 
specific context.

The MCRS is offered as an efficient 31-item assessment 
of eight facets of mindfulness in couple relationships. It is 
completed, on average, in 10 min and was designed to make 
sense to respondents who have no experience with or knowl-
edge of mindfulness-based practices. In regard to calculat-
ing overall and subscale scores for the MCRS, researchers 
and practitioners have several options. Inclusion criteria 
for the current study included completing all items of the 
measure. This enhanced the validity of the factor structure 
and allowed us to calculate sum scores that enhanced vari-
ability. Researchers, however, can make informed choices 
as to whether they use complete data (either by virtue of 
no missingness or by reliable imputation methods) for sum 
scores, or to use mean scores from datasets with missingness 
on item responses.

Researchers can utilize either individual subscale 
scores or the full measure of couple relationship mind-
fulness depending on the research question. Utilizing the 
total score would reflect the overarching couple-focused 
relational mindfulness construct; however, as informed by 
previous studies highlighted above, the use of subscales 
as individual measures is strongly encouraged given the 
important findings related to the distinct facets of gen-
eral mindfulness. The data also corroborated that either 
approach is appropriate—the item-to-total correlations 
validate the use of the full scale, and the reliabilities and 
factor loadings on the seven of the eight dimensions vali-
date the subscale use. Using the MCRS subscales would 
make it possible to explore the relative influence of indi-
vidual facets on outcomes, and results of empirical studies 
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can inform decisions about foci or intervention points for 
couples in therapy or educational programs. Although not 
meant to be a diagnostic or screening tool, clinicians could 
use the measure as a discussion launch, having couples 
discuss their answers and scores to develop shared mean-
ing and/or discuss needs related to specific couple mind-
fulness facets/practices. There also may be some utility 
for practice particularly since the dimensions represent 
specific, identifiable practices that could be the focus of 
interventions. At present, the clinical use of the measure 
cannot be asserted but further refinement and use of the 
measure may lead to that. Further, because the conceptual 
basis of the MCRS is grounded in Kabat-Zinn’s (2009) 
commonly cited and used description of mindfulness, it 
can be considered inclusive of common practices taught 
in mindfulness-based strategies. This enhances internal 
consistency between program content and measurement 
of expected outcomes, as well as the ability to inform 
adjustments or modifications to programs. This is highly 
valuable for logic model planning and implementation 
(McDavid & Hawthorn, 2006).

Limitations and Directions for Future Research

This study had several strengths including the large, 
racially and economically diverse sample of community-
based respondents, the theoretical basis of the measure’s 
development, and the use of several forms of validity test-
ing; however, there were limitations to consider that can 
inform future research. First, further validation of the fac-
tor structure in other samples of couples not represented in 
our study, including LGBTQ + individuals and couples and 
couples from other regions in the USA and other countries, 
is warranted since the couples in this sample are from a 
singular state in the USA and all identified as different-
gender couples. This may help refine or adapt the MCRS 
to be most relevant for the population being studied. Addi-
tionally, the respondents in this study were part of a larger 
efficacy study where couples were randomly assigned to 
a program that taught mindfulness-based stress reduction 
techniques, or a no-program control group; thus, a portion 
of respondents in this study had been exposed to concepts 
of mindfulness approximately 2 years before this assess-
ment. This exposure may have influenced the comfort 
with answering the questions or biased their responses. A 

longitudinal study examining changes in the MCRS after 
participation in a mindfulness-based program would be 
valuable for future research and programs. The current 
study utilized self-report data, as this is the most com-
mon approach to assessment in family sciences with large 
samples. Since mindfulness is an internal skill that may 
be hard to capture observationally by a researcher or out-
sider, this will likely remain a limitation of all mindfulness 
measures; however, new research on the behavioral mani-
festations of mindfulness indicates observational assess-
ments are feasible (Kaplan et al., 2018). An observational 
measure of mindfulness in couple relationships, as well 
as partner report, may better capture a picture of one’s 
mindfulness level within relational processes. Finally, our 
assessments of validity were conducted cross-sectionally 
which cannot test direction of associations or whether 
the MCRS is predictive over time of future relationship 
well-being.

The current sample assessed the factor structure of 
the MCRS of individuals in couple relationships, and 
although the data were rendered independent, assessing 
the dyadic nature of the measure by conducting dyadic 
confirmatory factor analyses is a potential next step. 
Mapping the subscales of the MCRS to components of 
Karremans’ framework, especially over time, is a valu-
able action step for the field, as well. Additionally, to 
make the value of this new measure more evident, testing 
for measurement invariance across time is an important 
step. This would be particularly important for mindful-
ness-based intervention, since much of the research on 
mindfulness-based interventions indicate shifts in mind-
ful attitudes and behaviors after participation and assur-
ing similar factor structure over time is critical (Quaglia 
et al., 2016).

In sum, this study introduced and validated the MCRS 
as an additional tool in the collection of context-specific 
mindfulness assessments currently available. The measure 
is based on a comprehensive framework of mindfulness, is 
multi-dimensional, and is specific to the couple relation-
ship. Researchers and practitioners can make use of either 
full-scale or subscale scores, depending on research ques-
tions and clinical goals. This measure serves to advance 
continued growth in the study of mindfulness in couple 
relationships.
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Appendix

Final Scale Version with Format and Response Options.

Instructions: Read the following items and indicate the degree to which you agree or disagree with the statement

Strongly 
disagree
①

Disagree
②

Somewhat 
disagree
③

Neither 
disagree  
or agree
④

Somewhat 
agree
⑤

Agree
⑥

Strongly 
agree
⑦

1 I observe my experiences with my partner without judging ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
2 Even when it makes me uncomfortable, I allow my partner to express his/her feelings ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
3 I listen to my partner’s ideas without judgement ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
4 I observe my partner’s emotions without judging ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
5 I take time to thoughtfully be present with my partner ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
6 I carefully listen to my partner when they are speaking without regard for time ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
7 I rush through activities with my partner without really paying attention to them ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
8 I tune into my partner when they are talking to me without regard for time ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
9 My interactions with my partner are opportunities to learn new things about them ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
10 Each moment with my partner is an opportunity for new or unique experiences ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
11 I keep an open mind when talking to my partner ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
12 I am capable of being present in my relationship ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
13 I am able to purposefully participate in my relationship ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
14 I trust my abilities in my relationship ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
15 I can “just be” with my partner ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
16 I do not try to change my partner ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
17 I can spend time with my partner without trying to achieve a goal ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
18 During arguments I accept my partner has a different point of view than I do ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
19 I accept the positive and negative characteristics of my partner ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
20 I accept my partner for who my partner is today ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
21 Negative emotions related to my partner take over my everyday thoughts ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
22 After conflict with my partner I continue to be overwhelmed by negative feelings ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
23 I easily let go of negative emotions towards my partner ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
24 I get stuck in my negative emotions toward my partner ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
25 I notice my feelings toward my partner ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
26 I am aware when I am feeling negative towards my partner ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
27 I am attentive to my partner ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
28 I notice when my partner seems upset ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
29 I often feel unaware of my partner’s thoughts and feelings ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
30 I notice when my partner appears distracted ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦
31 I notice when my partner makes efforts in our relationship ① ② ③ ④ ⑤ ⑥ ⑦

Directions for Scoring:
1. Reverse code items 7, 21, 22, 24 and 29
2. Total measure directions:
a. Sum or mean all items, excluding original items #7, 21, 22, 24, and 29 and including the reverse coded versions
3. Subscale creation:
a. Nonjudging: sum or mean items 1–4
b. Patience: sum or mean items 5–8. Note that item 7 should be reverse coded
c. Beginner’s Mind: sum or mean items 9–11
d. Trust of Self: sum or mean items 12–14
e. Non-striving: Sum or mean items 15–17
f. Acceptance: Sum or mean items 18–20
g. Letting Go: Sum or mean items 21–24. Note that items 21, 22, and 24 should be reverse coded
h. Noticing: Sum or mean items 25–31. Note that item 29 should be reverse coded
4. Items do not have to remain in this order and can be randomly ordered
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