
Summary Focus Group
Background
Converging evidence shows that mindfulness training can benefit individual well-being and interpersonal functioning (see for meta-analyses e.g. Donald et al., 2018; Khoury, Sharma, Rush, & Fournier, 2015). However, research into the possible benefits of mindfulness training among the police is only recently emerging (Bergman, Christopher, & Bowen, 2016; Christopher et al., 2016, 2018). Prior to our non-randomized wait-list controlled trial, we aimed to gain more insights into the possible benefits of mindfulness training on daily functioning among the police. On the basis of the current focus group and previous research we selected questionnaires appropriate to the police context. 
Participants
Participants where eight police employees who had previous experience with mindfulness meditation. Participants had different functions within the police organization (e.g. police officer, teacher, secretary, etc.). 
Aims and method
With the focus group discussion we aimed to gain a better understanding of 1) possible effects of mindfulness training on the day-to-day police practice and 2) how good functioning – influenced by mindfulness training – could look like in the police setting. 
We first asked our participants the specific question: “In which situation would mindfulness make a difference in your day-to-day work?” After an initial exploration, we divided the emerged answers into four themes. Within each theme we were interested to unravel concrete behaviors with the following questions: 1) “What do you experience when things go well?”, and 2) “Which behavior accompanies good functioning?”
Results
Responses to the initial question for exploration - “In which situation would mindfulness make a difference in your day-today work?” – are presented in table 1. 
	Table 1. 
In which situation would mindfulness make a difference in your day-today work?

	· Sharpness during contact with civilians
· Awareness of others. Being conscious of others
· Closeness to others
· During presentations
· More inner peace
· More connection with the audience
· More attuned to signs from the audience
· Connected to people and processes
· Awareness of what is needed in each moment
· Capacity to switch between different tasks
· Professional behavior towards (difficult) clients/civilians
· Letting go of difficult situations
· Collaboration with colleagues
· Decision making in critical situations
· Decrease of fear and distrust
· Inner peace to reflect
· What can I do?
· What do I have? 
· Development-process
· To let people be who they are in the context of education and training
· To discover your own strength and how to apply it
· Time to think 
· Contact with clients/civilians 
· Really listening
· Acceptance
· Feeling next to thinking
· Attention/awareness – what is really happening?
· Space 
· Feeling in charge
· Awareness and conscious decision making
· Timemanagement 
· Difficult meeting
· Reflection – are my thoughts reflecting reality? 
· Going beyond one’s own perspective
· Acceptance of frustration/restlessness – letting go



Participants mostly described situations in which mindfulness could help them to take a moment of peace to take a little distance from a situation, to gain perspective and to reflect about themselves and, from there, make a conscious and thoughtful decision. Some participants indicated that mindfulness could help them to feel more connected to others and to be more accepting of moment-to-moment experiences.
From the above-mentioned examples we selected four themes for further discussion, namely: presenting/teaching, contact with colleagues, contact with civilians, and strategic decisions. 
Presenting/teaching. Participants largely agreed about what you experience when presenting/teaching goes well: you see a connection and interaction with the group, you see the emergence of a certain positive atmosphere and there is space to ask critical questions. The participants agreed that teaching goes well when the teacher disappears more to the background and, instead, supervises the process. You could see this with the following examples of behavior: critical questions to and fro, accepting attitude to each other’s opinions, and a certain calmness in the presenter/teacher.  
Contact with colleagues. In the discussion about contact with colleagues, participants quickly converged onto similar concepts. When the contact with colleagues goes smoothly one feels more close, trust, and respect for each other’s opinions and differences. Participants indicated that it is easier to let the other be who they are. From there, there is space to show your vulnerability, emotions and to ask for help when necessary.  
Contact with civilians. Participants indicated that contact with civilians goes well when you get the feeling that you are working together to create a safe society. You experience trust and cooperation from the civilian. For instance, a concrete behavior of trust from civilians manifest itself in the degree of sensitive information that civilians share with the police. Furthermore, participants discussed how you gain trust and cooperation from civilians. Many participants indicated the importance of communicating with civilians. Talking with civilians was also regarded as a means to further understand civilians and to overcome prejudice and stereotyping. On the other hand, participants also indicated that it may be important to show civilians that police people are also just humans and that they may not always be readily approachable due to the many stressful events in their day. Humor may be helpful in these cases. 
Strategic decisions. Participants’ opinions differed about what constitutes good behavior when it comes to strategic decision making. At first, participants agreed that with strategic decisions group members need to attune with each other and compromise, which together brings acceptance about the decision and the result of the decision among group members. Next followed a discussion about the moment in which the strategic decisions need to me made: How does it feel? What happens in this moment? Participants working as executive police officers indicated that strategic decisions need to me made on the basis of as much information as possible and needs to be a balance between emotions and objective perception. In the meantime, some participants greatly recognized the “this is it”-feeling when making strategic decisions – you can gather a lot of information, but at a certain moment you need to feel that it is the right decision. There was also a discussion about group processes. Ideally, you seek consensus in the group; it is important to take each individuals’ gut-feeling seriously. However, there is often no time to consider everyone’s opinion and listening to each other’s doubts can also undermine the group atmosphere. It was suggested that when the supervisor argues for his/her decision it often leads to acceptance of the group. Also, implicit attunement between colleagues may help. Furthermore, the group discussed that taking the time to reflect on decisions and behaviors afterwards can be very informative and valuable for future events. 
Conclusion
This focus group aimed to examine the possible benefits of mindfulness training on the day-to-day police practice. Participants discussed how good job performance – affected by mindfulness – would look like with the themes presenting/teaching, contact with colleagues, contact with civilians, and strategic decisions. Notably, gaining calmness to make conscious and thoughtful decisions, and connecting with others emerged across all these theme discussions. One participant nicely summarized this with the following quote she learned at a mindfulness course: “Is it true? Is it helpful? Is it kind? If it is neither of them then nothing needs to be said and it is good to leave it as it is.”




	Table 1.
Overview of all Mindfulness-Based Stress Reduction (MBSR) training cycles included in the study. Measurements were taken 2 months before the training (T-1), one week before the training (T0), one week after the training (T1) and at 2 months follow up (T2).

	Measurement points
	Training Cycle

	
	1
	2
	3
	4

	2017
	
	
	
	

	   June
	T-1

	
	
	

	   July
	Waiting

	
	
	

	   Aug
	T0

	
	
	

	   Sept
	MBSR intervention
	T-1
	
	

	   Oct
	
T1
	Waiting
T0
	
	

	   Nov 
	
	MBSR intervention
	
T-1
	

	   Dec
	T2

	
	Waiting
	

	2018
	
	
	
	

	   Jan
	
	T1
	
T0
	

	   Feb
	
	
	MBSR intervention
	T-1

	   March
	
	
T2
	
	Waiting

	   April 
	
	
	T1

	
T0

	   May
	
	
	
	MBSR intervention

	   June
	
	
	T2

	

	   July
	
	
	
	T1


	   Aug
	
	
	
	


	   Sept
	
	
	
	T2


	Note: There was always 9 weeks between measurement points. MBSR interventions were staggered after each other and measurements of subsequent groups were planned in the same period. Note that alignment of measurement points was not perfect across groups due to public holidays and personal circumstances of the trainer. 
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	Table 2
Description of used concepts, their definitions, used scales and internal consistency per measurement point.

	Concept
	Definition
	Scale
	
	Cronbach’s alpha

	
	
	
	
	T-1
	T0
	T1
	T2

	Self-reported mindfulness
	The tendency to pay attention to the present moment with an open and nonjudgmental attitude (Kabat-Zinn, 2013)
	FFMQ-SF; Bohlmeijer, Klooster, Fledderus, Veehof, & Baer, 2011
	
	.90
	.90
	.88
	.91

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constructive interpersonal responses
	The degree to which behavior is oriented towards the interests of others, instead of driven by immediate self-interest or reactivity (cf. Lange & Rusbult, 2012; Rusbult & Van Lange, 2003).
	-
	
	.68
	.70
	.76
	.81

	   Perspective taking
	The inclination to take the psychological perspective of another (de Corte et al., 2007)
	IRI: Corte et al., 2007
	
	.75
	.74
	.76
	.67

	   Empathic concern
	The inclination to feel warmth and concern towards another (de Corte et al., 2007)
	IRI: Corte et al., 2007
	
	.73
	.77
	.70
	.63

	   Suspending 
   judgement
	The degree to which an individual first makes an assessment of the situation and asks questions before laying a judgement on another person or situation
	developed for this study
	
	.83
	.73
	.77
	.80

	   Forgiveness
	A prosocial change in motivation change toward the offender in spite of their previous hurtful actions (McCullough et al., 1997; 1998).
	TTF: Brown, 2003
	
	.56
	.75
	.76
	.71

	   Helping intentions
	The tendency to help versus proceed against others in ambiguous situations
	developed for this study
	
	.62
	.67
	.58
	.67

	   Self-transcendence 
   value 
	The degree to which the protection and welfare of others and nature are regarded as important in life (Schwartz et al., 2012)
	PVQ-RR : Schwartz et al., 2012
	
	.84
	.84
	.87
	.71

	   Connectedness
	The degree to which an individual feels connected to other people. 
	Aron, Aron, & Nelson, 1991
	
	.531
	.541
	.591
	.291

	   Anger and aggression
	An intense emotional reaction to perceived hurt, threat or provocation and the inclination to threat, hurt or provoke in return.
	STAXI: Barrio et al., 2004; Forgays & Spielberger 1997; Kamphuis et al., 2014
	
	.76

	.78
	.81
	.74

	   Personal distress 
	The inclination to feel personal discomfort in the face of others’ negative experiences (de Corte et al., 2007)
	IRI: Corte et al., 2007
	
	.82
	.84
	.85
	.74

	   Self-enhancement 
   value
	The degree to which personal pleasure, achievements and power over other people or resources are regarded as important in life. (Schwartz et al., 2012)
	PVQ-RR : Schwartz et al., 2012

	
	.70
	.76
	.78
	.73

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Individual well-being
	The overall feeling about one’s own functioning, including the degree to which one feels that he/she has the availability of resources top deal with challenges in a meaningful way and has the subjective feeling of one’s capability to do so ( Smit, Slagmolen, & Brepoels, 2015;  Bandura, 1997)
	-
	
	.78
	.80
	.79
	.81

	   Self-esteem
	The degree to which one feels a sense of self-worth or personal value (Blascovich & Tomaka, 1991)
	SISES; Robins, Hendin, & Trzesniewski, 2001
	
	-
	-
	-
	-

	   Resilience
	The degree to which individuals feel they are in control of their reactions in and can flexibly respond to challenging situations (Smit, Slagmolen & Brepoels, 2015).
	Bartone, Ursano, Wright & Ingraham, 1989; as used by TNO: Kamphuis et al., 2014
	
	.76
	.81
	.79
	.84

	   Self-efficacy
	The degree to which one feels capable to do the behaviors that one deems necessary to achieve specific outcomes (Bandura, 1977, 1986, 1997).
	Connor & Davidson, 2003; Smith et al., 2008; Clough, Earle, & Sewell, 2002; as used by TNO: Kamphuis et al., 2014
	
	.85
	.86
	.88
	.86

	   Work-related well-
   being
	The degree to which individuals feel energy at work and can detach from and recover after work.
	developed by the SKB for an inventory among police employees, 2014
	
	.90
	.90
	.91
	.91

	   Coping
	The way individuals deal with challenging situations.
	CSI: Carver, Scheier, & Weintraub, 1989 as used by TNO (Kamphuis et al., 2014)
	
	.75
	.65
	.61
	.67

	Note: Our scoring and referencing manual as well as a table including indices of normality (skew, kurtosis and outliers) per scale per time of assessment can be found in the supplementary materials
1Connectedness was based on how close participants felt towards colleagues and people in general and this number represents the correlation between these two instead of an Cronbach’s alpha 



	Table 3. 
Table showing correlations between indices of primary and secondary outcomes at pre-measure (T0 ; N = 102) and post-measure (T1 ; N = 71)


	Correlations between the indices of constructive interpersonal responses and self-reported mindfulness

	 
	Self-reported mindfulness
	Perspective taking
	Empathic concerns
	Suspending judgement
	Forgiveness
	Helping behavior
	Self-transcendence
	Closeness
	Anger
	Personal distress
	Self-enhancement

	Self-reported mindfulness
	-
	.29**
	-.34**
	.40**
	.54**
	-.03
	.11
	.14
	-.65**
	-.60**
	-.23*

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constructive interpersonal responses
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Perspective taking
	.43**
	-
	.21*
	.52**
	.17
	.30**
	.22*
	-.07
	-.30**
	-.27*
	-.14

	Empathic concern
	-.21
	.07
	-
	.03
	-.45**
	.22*
	.25**
	-.08
	.23*
	.52**
	.17

	Suspending judgement
	.35**
	.56**
	.18
	-
	.12
	.24*
	.14
	-.02
	-.48**
	-.40**
	-.12

	Forgiveness
	.53**
	.31**
	-.19
	.14
	-
	-.02
	-.15
	.16
	-.38**
	-.43**
	-.21*

	Helping behavior
	.20
	.33**
	.11
	.28*
	.04
	-
	.23*
	-.03
	-.11
	-.09
	-.23*

	Self-trans
	.16
	.31**
	.27*
	.12
	.03
	.16
	-
	.12
	-.14
	-.10
	-.30**

	Closeness
	.04
	-.12
	-.24*
	.00
	.13
	.02
	.06
	-
	-.11
	-.07
	.01

	Anger
	-.63**
	-.36**
	.19
	-.30**
	-.58**
	-.16
	-.12
	.04
	-
	.52**
	.28*

	Personal distress
	-.64**
	-.39**
	.38**
	-.15
	-.47**
	-.21
	-.16
	-.12
	.65**
	-
	.27*

	Self-enhance
	-.21*
	-.46**
	.02
	-.26*
	.37**
	-.38**
	-.31**
	.06
	.30**
	.30**
	-

	

	Correlations between the indices of Individual well-being and self-reported mindfulness
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Self-reported mindfulness
	Self-esteem
	Resilience
	Self-efficacy
	Work-related well-being
	Coping
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-reported mindfulness
	-
	.61**
	.65**
	.66**
	.71**
	.09
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Individual well-being
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-esteem
	.57**
	-
	.61**
	.55**
	.57**
	.09
	
	
	
	
	

	Resilience
	.66**
	.65**
	-
	.76**
	.59**
	.12
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-efficacy
	.69**
	.46**
	.72**
	-
	.56**
	.04
	
	
	
	
	

	Work-related well-being
	.72**
	.63**
	.60**
	.56**
	-
	.17
	
	
	
	
	

	Coping
	.16
	.14
	.21
	.01
	.14
	-
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note: Estimates above the diagonal show the correlations between variables at T0. Estimates below the diagonal show the correlations between variables at T1
** p ≤ .01, * p ≤ .05



Paired-samples t-test

Paired-samples t-tests were conducted to assess the difference in scores for constructive interpersonal responses, individual well-being and self-reported mindfulness from pre-measure to post-measure and pre-measure to follow-up. 
For constructive interpersonal responses there was a significant difference in scores from pre-measure to post-measure, t(57) = -4.94, p<.001, d = -.65, as well as from pre-measure to follow-up, t(40) = -4.96, p<.001, d = .78.
For Individual well-being there was a significant difference in the scores from pre-measure to post-measure: t(61)=-5.60, p < .001, d = -.71, and also from pre-measure to follow-up: t(41) = -4.58, p < .001, d = -.71.
For self-reported mindfulness there was a significant difference in scores from pre-measure to post-measure t(61) = -7.25, p<.001, d = -.92, and also from pre-measure to follow-up, t(41) = -6.08, p<.001, d = -.94. 


Multiple Imputation
We used the multivariate imputation by chained equations technique with the MICE package (van Buuren & Groothuis-Oudshoorn, 2011) to accound for missing data. Hereby, missing values are predicted and imputed by other available information in the dataset. The variables self-reported mindfulness, individual well-being and interpersonal responses were included for multiple imputation of 50 samples. Subsequently, separate linear mixed effects analyses were used to test the effect of time on self-reported mindfulness, individual well-being and constructive interpersonal responses as separate outcome variables, with time as contrast coded fixed factor (with  T0  as reference point) and a per participant random intercept to account for existing variation. Results indicated significant decreases in self-reported mindfulness and individual well-being from T-1 to T0, and significant increases in self-re[prted mindfulness, individual well-being and cosntructive interpersonal responses from T0 to T1 and from T0 to T2 (see Table 1; Figure 1). These results yielded the same conclusions as the analyses without imputations. 




	Table 4. 
Effects of MBSR training over time per variable as analysed over 50 imputed datasets.  

	Variable
	T-1 to  T0
	T0 to  T1
	T0 to  T2

	   
	b
	se
	t
	df
	p
	
	b
	se
	t
	df
	p
	
	b
	se
	t
	df
	p

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-Reported Mindfulness
	-.13
	.04
	-3.45
	  95.94
	< .001
	
	.27
	.03
	7.70
	142.58
	< .001
	
	.36
	.04
	8.67
	53.49
	< .001

	Individual well-being
	-.08
	.03
	-2.69
	126.33
	   .008
	
	.18
	.03
	6.35
	208.95
	< .001
	
	.25
	.04
	6.98
	56.26
	< .001

	Constructive interpersonal responses
	-.01
	.02
	 -.90
	118.30
	.37
	
	.09
	.02
	5.67
	129.71
	< .001
	
	.13
	.02
	7.32
	83.88
	< .001



[image: C:\Users\u731167\Desktop\TemporaryWorkFolder\PoliceDataAnalyses\Analyses\plot_MI.jpeg]
Figure 1. Graphical depiction of the effect of mindfulness-based stress reduction training on individual well-being (a), constructive interpersonal responses (b), and self-reported mindfulness (c) after multiple imputation analyses.  The red lines depicts the mean and black lines are individual participants. 
	
Table 5. 
Effects from baseline to pre-measure per variable.

	Variable
	T-1
	T0
	T-1 to  T0

	   
	M (SD)
	M (SD)
	 
	b
	β
	t
	p
	95% CI 

	     Self-reported    
     mindfulness
	3.12 (.50)
	3.18 (.49)
	
	-.09
	-.18
	-2.00
	.05
	[-.17, -.0009]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Individual well-being
	3.18 (.49)
	3.26 (.48)
	
	-.06
	-.13
	-1.59
	.11
	[-.13, .01]

	     Self-esteem
	3.37 (.85)
	3.44 (.84)
	
	-.05
	-.06
	 -.68
	.50
	[-.21, .10]

	     Resilience
	3.26 (.61)
	3.33 (.60)
	
	-.04
	-.07
	 -.71
	.48
	[-.15, .07]

	     Self-efficacy
	3.10 (.73)
	3.30 (.70)
	
	-.14
	-.20
	-2.43
	.02
	[-.25, -.03]

	     Work-related well-being
	3.03 (.68)
	3.09 (.62)
	
	-.05
	-.07
	 -.89
	.37
	[-.15, .06]

	     Coping
	3.18 (.38)
	3.17 (.33)
	
	-.02
	-.06
	 -.47
	.63
	[-.10, .06]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constructive interpersonal responses
	3.46 (.28)
	3.46 (.28)
	
	 .02
	 .05
	  .75
	.45
	[-.02, .06]

	     Perspective Taking
	3.57 (.45)
	3.55 (.43)
	
	 .02
	 .05
	  .54
	.59
	[-.06, .10]

	     Empathic Concern
	3.49 (.54)
	3.38 (.54)
	
	 .08
	 .15
	1.61
	.11
	[-.02, .17]

	     Suspending Judgement
	3.53 (.61)
	3.48 (.51)
	
	 .05
	 .09
	 .98
	.33
	[-.05, .14]

	     Forgiveness
	2.69 (.60)
	2.78 (.69)
	
	-.05
	-.07
	-.84
	.40
	[-.16, .06]

	     Helping Behaviour
	3.36 (.42)
	3.31 (.38)
	
	 .04
	 .11
	1.19
	.24
	[-.03, .11]

	     Self-Transcendence
	4.18 (.36)
	4.06 (.37)
	
	 .18
	 .18
	2.10
	.04
	[.004, .13]

	     Closeness
	  3.54 (1.28)
	3.35 (1.22)
	
	 .29
	 .24
	2.09
	.04
	[.02, .54]

	     Anger
	2.76 (.44)
	2.70 (.46)
	
	 .07
	 .15
	1.88
	.06
	[-.002, .14]

	     Personal Distress
	2.50 (.58)
	2.47 (.58)
	
	-.02
	-.03
	-.33
	.74
	[-.10, .07]

	     Self-enhancement
	2.40 (.45)
	2.42 (.44)
	
	-.03
	-.06
	-.69
	.50
	[-.11, .06]

	Note: Reported statistics are without corrections for multiple testing. *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05 indicate significance levels after Bonferroni-Holms corrections



Detailed statistics of the linear-mixed effects models and discontinuous growth curve analyses





	Table 6. 
Effects of mindfulness training over time per variable from pre-measure to post-measure and from pre-measure to follow-up.

	Variable
	T-1
	T0
	T1
	      T2
	T0 to  T1
	T0 to  T2

	   
	M (SD)
	M (SD)
	M (SD)
	M (SD)
	 
	b
	β
	t
	p
	95% CI 
	 
	b
	β
	t
	p
	95% CI 

	     Self-reported  
     mindfulness
	3.12 (.50)
	3.18 (.49)
	3.49 (.39)
	3.54 (.43)
	
	 .36
	   .74
	8.50
	< .001***
	[.28, 45]
	
	 .38
	 .79
	7.85
	< .001***
	[.29, .48]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constructive interpersonal responses
	3.46 (.28)
	3.46 (.28)
	3.57 (.29)
	3.60 (.31)
	
	 .13
	   .45
	6.28
	  < .001
	[.09, .17]
	
	 .15
	 .52
	6.42
	 < .001
	[.10, .20]

	     Perspective Taking
	3.57 (.45)
	3.55 (.43)
	3.70 (.40)
	3.65 (.38)
	
	 .15
	   .35
	3.51
	  < .001**
	[.06, .23]
	
	 .10
	 .24
	2.18
	    .03
	[.01, .20]

	     Empathic Concern
	3.49 (.54)
	3.38 (.54)
	3.46 (.50)
	3.34 (.42)
	
	 .01
	   .03
	  .28
	     .78
	[-.08, .11]
	
	-.01
	-.02
	 -.21
	    .84
	[-.12, .10]

	     Suspending Judgement
	3.53 (.61)
	3.48 (.51)
	3.61 (.50)
	3.69 (.52)
	
	 .15
	   .28
	3.07
	 .002*
	[.06, .25]
	
	 .23
	 .42
	4.06
	< .001***
	[.12, .34]

	     Forgiveness
	2.69 (.60)
	2.78 (.69)
	2.95 (.69)
	3.09 (.64)
	
	 .23
	   .34
	4.02
	< .001***
	[.12, .33]
	
	 .33
	 .49
	5.17
	< .001***
	[.20, .45]

	     Helping Behaviour
	3.36 (.42)
	3.31 (.38)
	3.42 (.35)
	3.38 (.40)
	
	 .10
	   .26
	2.78
	 .006*
	[.03, .18]
	
	 .07
	 .19
	1.78
	    .08
	[-.008, .16]

	     Self-Transcendence
	4.18 (.36)
	4.06 (.37)
	4.17 (.39)
	4.16 (.36)
	
	 .12
	   .12
	1.35
	    .18
	[-.02, .11]
	
	 .07
	 .07
	 .70
	    .48
	[-.05, .10]

	     Closeness
	  3.54 (1.28)
	3.35 (1.22)
	3.33 (1.18)
	3.10 (.95)
	
	 .04
	  .03
	   .30
	    .77
	[-.23, .31]
	
	-.06
	-.05
	 -.43
	    .67
	[-.39, .25]

	     Anger
	2.76 (.44)
	2.70 (.46)
	2.58 (.42)
	2.56 (.40)
	
	-.14
	-.32
	-3.88
	< .001***
	[-.21, -.07]
	
	-.18
	-.40
	-4.25
	< .001***
	[-.26, -.10]

	     Personal Distress
	2.50 (.58)
	2.47 (.58)
	2.32 (.59)
	2.22 (.58)
	
	-.21
	-.35
	-4.50
	< .001***
	[-.29, -.12]
	
	-.26
	-.43
	-4.94
	< .001***
	[-.36, -.15]

	     Self-enhancement
	2.40 (.45)
	2.42 (.44)
	2.38 (.42)
	2.42 (.41)
	
	-.05
	-.12
	-1.32 
	    .19
	[-.13, .02]
	
	-.03
	-.08
	 -.72
	    .47
	[-.12, .06]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Individual well-being
	3.18 (.49)
	3.26 (.48)
	3.43 (.46)
	3.49 (.43)
	
	 .23
	   .49
	6.24
	 < .001
	[.16, .31]
	
	 .26
	 .54
	6.09
	 < .001
	[.18,.35]

	     Self-esteem
	3.37 (.85)
	3.44 (.84)
	3.64 (.92)
	3.80 (.73)
	
	 .32
	   .38
	4.17
	< .001***
	[.17, .47]
	
	 .43
	 .51
	4.92
	< .001***
	[.26, .60]

	     Resilience
	3.26 (.61)
	3.33 (.60)
	3.52 (.53)
	3.56 (.55)
	
	 .23
	   .39
	4.25
	< .001***
	[.12, .34]
	
	 .29
	 .49
	4.66
	< .001***
	[.17, .41]

	     Self-efficacy
	3.10 (.73)
	3.30 (.70)
	3.41 (.64)
	3.51 (.58)
	
	 .23
	   .34
	4.11
	< .001***
	[.12, .35]
	
	 .26
	 .39
	4.05
	< .001***
	[.14, .39]

	     Work-related well-being
	3.03 (.68)
	3.09 (.62)
	3.31 (.57)
	3.32 (.59)
	
	 .27
	   .44
	5.27
	< .001***
	[.17, .38]
	
	 .28
	 .44
	4.62
	< .001***
	[.16, .39]

	     Coping
	3.18 (.38)
	3.17 (.33)
	3.27 (.31)
	3.24 (.37)
	
	 .10
	   .30
	2.46
	 .015* 
	[.02, .18]
	
	 .05
	 .16
	1.12
	    .26
	[-.04, .15]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note: measurements were taken two months before the MBSR training (T-1), one week before the training (T0), one week after the training (T1) and at two months follow-up (T2). Reported statistics are without corrections for multiple testing. *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05 indicate significance levels after Bonferroni-Holms corrections.







	Table 7.
Effects of mindfulness training over time as assessed with discontinuous growth curve analyses

	
	Baseline slope
	
	Transition parameter

	Variable
	b
	beta
	t
	p
	95% CI
	
	b
	beta
	t
	p
	95% CI

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self-reported mindfulness
	.09
	.17
	2.00
	.05
	[.00, .17]
	
	.29
	.58
	4.16
	<.001
	[.15, .42]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interpersonal responses
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Perspective taking
	-.02
	-.05
	-.55
	.58
	[-.11, .06]
	
	.15
	.36
	2.28
	.02
	[.02, .28]

	   Empathic concern
	-.08
	-.15
	-1.61
	.11
	[-,17, .02]
	
	.08
	.15
	1.05
	.30
	[-.07, .23]

	   Suspending judgement
	-.05
	-.09
	-.97
	.33
	[-.15, .05]
	
	.23
	.42
	2.90
	.004
	[.07, .38]

	   Forgiveness
	.05
	.07
	.85
	.40
	[-.06, .16]
	
	.22
	.33
	2.44
	.016
	[.04, .40]

	   Helping behavior
	-.04
	.11
	-1.91
	.24
	[-.12, .03]
	
	.14
	.35
	2.30
	.023
	[.02, .25]

	   Self-transcendence
	-.07
	-.18
	-2.10
	.04
	[-.13, -.00]
	
	.10
	.28
	2.01
	.045
	[.00, .20]

	   Closeness
	-.29
	-.24
	-2.09
	.04
	[-.55, -.02]
	
	.28
	.24
	1.28
	.20
	[-.16, .73]

	   Anger
	-.07
	-.16
	-1.98
	.06
	[-.14, .00]
	
	-.09
	-.20
	-1.48
	.14
	[-.20, .03]

	   Personal distress
	.01
	.03
	.33
	.74
	[-.07, .10]
	
	-.24
	-.41
	-3.30
	.001
	[-.38, -.10]

	   Self-enhancement
	.03
	-.17
	.69
	.49
	[-.05, .10]
	
	-.07
	-17
	1.13
	.26
	[-.20, .05]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Individual well-being
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Self-esteem
	.05
	.06
	.69
	.49
	[-.10, .21]
	
	.31
	.36
	2.49
	.014
	[.07, .57]

	   Resilience
	.04
	.07
	.72
	.47
	[-.07, .39]
	
	.21
	.36
	2.44
	.016
	[.04, .39]

	   Self-efficacy
	.14
	.20
	2.44
	.016
	[.03, .25]
	
	.11
	.16
	1.17
	.245
	[-.08, .29]

	   Work-related well-being
	.05
	.07
	.89
	.37
	[-.06, .15]
	
	.23
	.36
	2.74
	.007
	[.06, .39]

	   Coping 
	.02
	.06
	.47
	.641
	[-.06, .10]
	
	.06
	.19
	.95
	.343
	[-.07, .20]

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note: measurements were taken two months before the MBSR training (T-1), one week before the training (T0), one week after the training (T1) and at two months follow-up (T2). Reported statistics are without corrections for multiple testing. *** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05 indicate significance levels after Bonferroni-Holms corrections.
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