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Abstract

Objectives While self-compassion (SC) has mostly been understood as a stable trait-like property, growing evidence sug-
gests that it may fluctuate over time within a given individual. However, little is known on how these fluctuations relate to
affective well-being and affective dynamics, such as emotional inertia and stress reactivity in daily life.

Methods A sample of 119 non-clinical individuals (mean age: 31.3 years, 53.8% female) completed a 7-day smartphone-
based ecological momentary assessment study with six semi-random signals per day. With each signal, individuals reported
their momentary positive affect (PA) and negative affect (NA), recent SC, and occurrence and perceived strain of daily
hassles since the last signal.

Results Whenever individuals reported higher recent SC than usual, they experienced higher momentary PA and lower
momentary NA. Moreover, higher recent SC related to lower stress reactivity in terms of lower decrease of PA and lower
increase of NA following the experience of daily hassles. No associations between SC and emotional inertia were found.
When distinguishing between the positive components (SC-Pos) and negative components (SC-Neg) of SC, SC-Neg (com-
pared to SC-Pos) was more strongly connected to NA, while SC-Pos and SC-Neg were similarly connected to PA. SC-Pos
was associated with an attenuated NA stress reactivity, and SC-Neg with an increased NA stress reactivity. SC-Pos and SC-
Neg did not significantly moderate PA stress reactivity nor emotional inertia.

Conclusions Results show that the benefits of SC for well-being and stress reactivity may unfold whenever we treat ourselves
with compassion, irrespective of how self-compassionate we are in general.

Keywords Self-compassion - Momentary affect - Affective dynamics - Emotional inertia - Stress reactivity - Ecological
Momentary Assessment

Self-compassion (SC) describes a “healthy way of relating to
oneself in times of suffering” (Neff et al., 2021, p. 1). Accord-
ing to its most common definition by Neff (2003b), SC entails
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three interacting dimensions with a positive and a negative
facet each. First, being self-compassionate means treating
oneself with kindness and caring rather than being harsh, criti-
cizing, or judgmental toward oneself (self-kindness vs. self-
judgment). Second, it includes the understanding that all our
wanted and unwanted experiences are part of human nature,
which connect (rather than isolate) us as human beings (com-
mon humanity vs. isolation). Last, SC involves an accepting
and balanced awareness towards the thoughts, feelings, and
circumstances connected to our suffering, instead of being
carried away by them (mindfulness vs. over-identification).
SC shows strong and consistent connections to the overall
well-being (see Zessin et al., 2015, for a meta-analysis) as
well as other related psychological outcomes, such as lower
levels of depression or anxiety (e.g., Bakker et al., 2019; Neff,
2003a), higher self-esteem (e.g., Krieger et al., 2015; Neff,
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2003a), more happiness and optimism (Neff et al., 2007), or
higher life-satisfaction (Neff, 2003a).

So far, most studies in the field have conceptualized SC
as a stable, trait-like property and mostly assessed it at a sin-
gle time-point. However, there is growing evidence suggest-
ing that an individual’s SC is not static but may change over
time. For instance, levels of SC can be increased through a
wide range of SC-based interventions (Ferrari et al., 2019),
which either encompass several weekly sessions (e.g., Bluth
& Eisenlohr-Moul, 2017; Neff & Germer, 2013) or may be
brief, one-session interventions (e.g., Kirschner et al., 2019;
Neff et al., 2021). Importantly, in these studies, increases in
SC were associated with improvements in a range of trait-
oriented outcomes connected to well-being such as lower
anxiety (e.g., Neff & Germer, 2013), lower perceived stress
(Bluth & Eisenlohr-Moul, 2017; Neff & Germer, 2013),
or higher life satisfaction and happiness (Neff & Germer,
2013). Regarding momentary outcomes, it has been found
that brief SC interventions led to increases in momentary
positive affect (PA) and decreases in momentary negative
affect (NA; e.g., Neff et al., 2021) as well as decreases in
depressed mood (Diedrich et al., 2014). Hence, SC seems
to be a trainable skill rather than a static personality trait.

In addition, a few non-interventional ambulatory stud-
ies have conceptualized SC as a state varying across time
using daily diary or ecological momentary assessment
(EMA) methods, finding important implications for well-
being. For instance, daily diary studies found that, on days
when individuals reported higher appearance-related or
global SC than usual, they indicated healthier eating behav-
iors (e.g., Breines et al., 2014; Kelly & Stephen, 2016),
a better body image (Kelly & Stephen, 2016), less per-
ceived stress (Li et al., 2020), and, overall, a lower prob-
ability for clinical impairment due to pathological eating
habits compared to other days (Katan & Kelly, 2021). To
our knowledge, only two EMA studies in the field of SC
exist so far assessed SC several times throughout the day,
finding similar benefits of momentary SC. When assessed
several times a day, Thggersen-Ntoumani et al. (2017) found
that, in moments when female individuals engaged in more
appearance-related SC than usual, they were less socially
anxious about their appearance, felt less drive for thinness,
and were less dissatisfied with their bodies. Another recent
study by Thggersen-Ntoumani et al. (2021), which recruited
overweight adults pursuing a weight loss plan, assessed SC
in response to potential dietary lapses twice per day over
2 weeks and found more favorable reactions to a lapse in
moments of higher SC. While these studies recruited mostly
female participants and focused on the associations between
SC and eating behavior or body image, they nevertheless
show that SC may fluctuate throughout the day or week and
that these fluctuations have important implications for con-
current well-being-related outcomes. Taken together, we can

conclude that SC may not only benefit our well-being on
the trait level (i.e., when we are a more self-compassionate
person in general), but also on the state level (i.e., when we
are treating ourselves with more SC in a certain moment).

An individual’s well-being varies constantly over time,
often indicated by momentary levels of affect. It has been
proven in multiple past studies that our affect is subject to
constant fluctuations as a response to internal or external
events or emotion regulation processes (e.g., Koval et al.,
2015; Kuppens et al., 2010) and that these affective dynam-
ics represent important indicators for psychopathology and
well-being (see Houben et al., 2015, for a meta-analysis).
Two frequently examined measures of affective dynamics
are affective stress reactivity and emotional inertia, which
may both be beneficially influenced by momentary SC.

Stress reactivity describes how strongly an individual
affectively reacts to stressful events (Bolger & Zuckerman,
1995). In the context of affective dynamics, daily hassles are
especially relevant, as these stressful events occur frequently
in our everyday lives. For most of us, daily hassles are asso-
ciated with subsequent decreases in well-being throughout
the day (e.g., Mey et al., 2020). In their negative impact on
health and well-being, daily hassles even seem to exceed the
relevance of major life events (e.g., DeLongis et al., 1982).
SC may positively influence how we cope with daily hassles
in a certain moment. When we are more mindful of the daily
hassle, instead of over-identifying with it, we may keep a
more balanced perspective of the circumstances and how we
relate to them (Desbordes et al., 2014). Keeping the common
humanity of these everyday stressful events in mind may
help us seeing stressful events simply as a normal part of
our lives instead of a proof of our own incompetence (Neff,
2003Db). The resulting feelings of connectedness may protect
us from aggravating the personal extent of our suffering or
from self-pity (Neft, 2003b), which has been associated with
dysfunctional stress responses (Stober, 2003). Treating our-
selves with kindness after having experienced a daily hassle
instead of condemning ourselves may help ourselves over-
come the stressful events more quickly (Neff, 2003b). All in
all, engaging in more SC in a certain moment in daily life
may enable us to cope with stressful events more effectively
and maintain well-being in the face of stress. This notion is
supported by past studies, as outlined below.

Not only has trait and daily SC been associated with lower
levels of perceived stress in general (e.g., Krieger et al., 2015;
Li et al., 2020), but it also buffered the impact of stress on
indicators of well-being such as depression, anxiety, and NA
(Krieger et al., 2015; Stutts et al., 2018). Highly self-com-
passionate individuals seem to have better strategies at hand
to cope with adverse events. For example, both healthy and
depressed or anxious individuals with higher trait SC tend to
apply more adaptive emotion-regulation strategies, such as
more acceptance (Bakker et al., 2019), and less maladaptive
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strategies, such as denial or rumination (Bakker et al., 2019;
Neff et al., 2005). A recent meta-analysis by Ewert et al.
(2021) found moderate to strong overall correlations between
trait SC and adaptive coping (r=0.31) and maladaptive cop-
ing (r= —0.50). In sum, these findings show that momentary
SC fosters a healthy response to adverse events.

A healthy response to adverse events is also characterized
by the ability to quickly recover and detach from the nega-
tive affective states caused by these events, once they are
over, instead of lingering in them for a longer time. Linger-
ing in these past affective states may indicate a “resistance
to emotional change” (Kuppens et al., 2010, p. 985), also
called emotional inertia, which is the extent to which affec-
tive states are carried over from one moment to the next
(e.g., Koval & Kuppens, 2012). High emotional inertia of
both PA and NA demonstrates an impaired ability to flexibly
regulate one’s emotions in response to changing situational
requirements, thus depriving emotions from its adaptive pur-
pose (Koval et al., 2015; Kuppens et al., 2010). Accordingly,
high emotional inertia is connected to mental disorders such
as depression (Kuppens et al., 2010) as well as to lower
overall well-being, with NA inertia showing stronger and
more consistent results than PA inertia (Houben et al., 2015;
Koval et al., 2015). Even though no study has investigated
how SC relates to emotional inertia, one can speculate that
momentary SC may facilitate detachment from past affec-
tive states. Treating oneself with kindness rather than self-
criticism and acknowledging the common humanity of one’s
affective experiences in a certain moment in daily life might
give oneself the emotional support and comfort needed to
successfully overcome difficult emotional experiences and
support individuals to perceive momentary unpleasant emo-
tions as a natural part of our human life instead of feeling
isolated and flawed for experiencing them (Neff, 2003b).

Furthermore, being self-compassionate involves being
mindful towards outer and inner events. By adopting an
accepting attitude and developing equanimity towards one’s
present-moment experiences when being mindful, one may
generate the ability to detach from past positive and negative
affective states and regulate them more flexibly (Desbordes
et al., 2014). Accordingly, mindfulness has been linked to
lower emotional inertia, even though findings are not con-
sistent. Trait mindfulness has been linked to lower levels
of (low arousal) NA inertia; i.e., more mindful individu-
als lingered less in negative affective mood states, such as
feeling depressed or sad. No connection was found to PA
inertia (Keng & Tong, 2016; Rowland et al., 2020). Interest-
ingly, momentary mindfulness was not related to NA inertia,
but was found to be positively associated with low arousal
PA inertia (i.e., being relaxed and satisfied; Rowland et al.,
2020). Even though higher affective inertia in general had
been associated with lower well-being (e.g., Houben et al.,
2015), the authors argued that this persistent low arousal
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PA in moments of higher mindfulness could nevertheless
be beneficial for an individual’s well-being. They built
their argument on past research. Finding an upward spiral
between state mindfulness and PA, in which these two pro-
cesses mutually enhanced each other from one moment to
the next (Gotink et al., 2016; Rowland et al., 2020). Taken
together, even though the evidence on mindfulness and iner-
tia is inconsistent, the theoretical considerations suggest that
SC may facilitate a more flexible emotional response, mini-
mizing both PA and NA inertia.

SC is typically conceptualized as the average score of
all six subscales of the Self-Compassion Scale (SCS; Neff,
2003a) with each subscale representing one of the six
components of SC. Evidence has been provided that this
approach adequately reflects SC (e.g., Neff et al., 2019).
However, some researchers have queried the validity of
the SCS total score (e.g., Lopez et al., 2015; Muris et al.,
2021). Instead of confirming one general factor reflecting
overall SC, an increasing number of factor-analytical stud-
ies have found evidence for two factors (for an overview, see
Muris & Otgaar, 2020, p. 1474): one factor encompasses
the positive components of SC (self-kindness, common
humanity, and mindfulness), referred to as SC-Pos in the
following. The other factor entails the negative components
of SC (over-identification, isolation, and self-judgment, not
reversed coded), which we will refer to as SC-Neg from
now on. It has further been argued that the items of SC-
Neg are confounded with psychological malfunctioning
instead of simply reflecting the absence of SC (e.g., Muris
et al., 2021). Consequently, the relationship between SC and
psychopathology may be inflated (e.g., Muris et al., 2018,
2021). Thus, it has been suggested to not only rely on the
total score of SC, but rather distinguish between SC-Pos and
SC-Neg in order to properly map the true protective nature
of SC (e.g., Brenner et al., 2017; Lopez et al., 2015).

As one may expect, SC-Pos was positively related to
indicators of well-being on the trait level, while SC-Neg
showed negative correlations (e.g., Brenner et al., 2018;
Chio et al., 2021). However, SC-Pos and SC-Neg differed
regarding the strength of these associations, supporting
claims for their distinction: SC-Neg (compared to SC-Pos)
was relatively more strongly related to negative indicators
of well-being, such as psychological distress (Chio et al.,
2021), depressive symptoms, negative affect (Lopez et al.,
2016, 2018), or rumination and neuroticism (L6pez et al.,
2015). By contrast, SC-Pos showed greater effect sizes with
mental well-being (Chio et al., 2021) or PA (e.g., Lopez
etal., 2015) compared to SC-Neg. Regarding their associa-
tion with stress, SC-Pos correlated negatively with perceived
stress while SC-Neg was positively related (Eriksson et al.,
2018; Lopez et al., 2015). Furthermore, SC-Pos was associ-
ated with more positive and less negative cognitive reac-
tions to daily life problems as well as more adaptive coping
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in adolescents whereas the opposite pattern was identified
for SC-Neg (Muris et al., 2019). These results suggest that
SC-Pos may be associated with more favorable reactions to
stress and, thus, potentially a lower stress reactivity, while
SC-Neg may be connected to a higher stress reactivity. To
our knowledge, no study has investigated the association
between SC-Pos and SC-Neg and emotional inertia.

The present study aimed to examine how momentary SC
in daily life relates to momentary well-being (as indicated
by momentary affect), affective inertia, and stress reactiv-
ity in the same moment, assessing these constructs several
times daily within an EMA design. In doing so, we intended
to extend past studies regarding the following points: First,
most studies on SC and well-being have understood SC
as a trait (e.g., Krieger et al., 2015; Neff, 2003a), thereby
neglecting important within-person fluctuations. Second,
studies assessing SC as a state at one or two time-points in
the laboratory (e.g., Kirschner et al., 2019) were not able to
capture the dynamic interplay between SC, stressful events,
and affect in real-life contexts, possibly dampening the eco-
logical validity of findings (Shiffman et al., 2008). Third, the
existing daily diary or EMA studies assessing SC daily or
several times daily have not focused on the affective dynam-
ics of emotional inertia and stress reactivity (e.g., Kelly &
Stephen, 2016; Thggersen-Ntoumani et al., 2017), which
represent important proxies for well-being. Additionally,
these studies have included mostly female participants, not
being able to generalize results to all genders. To this end,
we hypothesized that higher SC in a given moment would be
associated with lower concurrent momentary NA (Hypoth-
esis la) and higher momentary PA (Hypothesis 1b). Further-
more, we expected that higher SC in a given moment would
be related to lower NA inertia (Hypothesis 2a) and lower PA
inertia (Hypothesis 2b). Lastly, we hypothesized that higher
SC in a given moment in daily life would be associated with
a lower stress reactivity in terms of lower NA increases
(Hypothesis 3a) and lower PA decreases (Hypothesis 3b)
following the experience of daily hassles. We did not only
examine the above hypotheses regarding the total score for
SC, but also distinguished between the SC-Pos and SC-Neg
to allow for a more nuanced and possibly less confounded
evaluation of the benefits of SC for well-being, stress reac-
tivity, and emotional inertia.

Method
Participants

This paper is based on data from the LifeStress study, a large
longitudinal EMA project aiming to investigate the interre-
lations between daily hassles, resilience, and cardiovascular
parameters in daily life. The study was implemented within

two large longitudinal studies on resilience factors conducted
within the Leibniz-Institute for Resilience Research and the
University Medical Center in Mainz (for a more detailed
description of the two studies, see Kalisch et al., 2020). Each
participant took part in up to four 7-day EMA phases approxi-
mately every 6 months with data collection between 07/2018
and 11/2022 (recruitment for the first EMA phase completed
in 02/2021). Items on SC had been added during the course
of the study in 08/2019. We only analyzed the first complete
wave of each participant which included items on SC. Data
collection for this project took place between 08/2019 and
02/2021. In the following, only the method of the LifeStress
study relevant for this paper will be presented.

Participants were non-clinical individuals from the general
population, recruited via mails, letters, and flyers within the two
parent studies mentioned above. In total, data from 119 partici-
pants was eligible for analyses. The mean age was 31.30 years
(SD=9.22 years). Sixty-four participants (53.78%) identified as
female, 55 (46.22%) as male, and none as diverse. Regarding
the highest completed level of education, two participants were
still enrolled in high school, three participants had completed
a basic secondary school (“Realschulabschluss”), 46 partici-
pants had finished high school with a general qualification for
university entrance (“Abitur”), 19 had completed a professional
training (“Ausbildung”), and 47 had finished university. Among
all participants, 79 participants were currently part- or full-time
(self-)employed, 52 were currently students or completing a
professional training, one person was unemployed, and one
person was on parental leave (multiple entries were possible).
To be included in the LifeStress study, interested participants
had to meet the following inclusion criteria at study entrance:
(1) at least 18 years of age, (2) sufficient command of Ger-
man to follow the instructions and to complete questionnaires,
(3) previous experience in using smartphones, (4) no planned
major deviation from the usual daily routine during the EMA
phase (e.g., vacation), (5) no consumption of illegal drugs or
large quantities of alcohol, and (6) no self-reported mental
disorders. Additionally, all participants had been screened for
mental disorders in structured clinical interviews (Mini Inter-
national Neuropsychiatric Interview; Sheehan et al., 1998) as
part of inclusion in the two larger studies. Current state of self-
reported mental health was checked during the baseline and
final sessions of the EMA phase of the LifeStress study with
the General Health Questionnaire-28 (GHQ); Goldberg et al.,
1997). The average GHQ score (M=16.04, SD="7.64) dem-
onstrated an overall healthy sample. During the EMA phase,
two individuals dropped out due to a lack of time and two due
to problems with the cardiovascular measurement equipment of
the LifeStress study. No participant indicated serious measure-
ment effects of the EMA methodology during the final session.
We excluded participants with a compliance rate below 50%,
which was the case for one participant. Thus, the final sample
comprised n=114. In total, 4784 signals were available for data
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analysis. Of these 4784 signals, 4330 signals were answered
completely. Overall, compliance was high with a mean of
90.50% (SD=10.12%) completely answered signals per person.

Procedures

Figure 1 displays an overview of the study procedure. Before
participation, participants provided informed consent. Partici-
pants meeting the inclusion criteria were invited to an introduc-
tory session in the laboratory and completed baseline measures.
They were equipped with study smartphones (model Motorola
Moto E; Chicago, IL) and received detailed instructions on how
to complete the EMA signals. The 7-day EMA phase started
on the day following the baseline session. Within a timeframe
of 12 hr each day, starting at 8, 9, or 10am depending on the
participant’s preference, participants received six semi-random
signals on their study smartphone asking participants to indi-
cate momentary affect as well as SC and occurred daily hassles
since the last signal. Besides a minimum default time of 60 min
between signals (M =121.27 min, SD=38.44), signals were
randomly generated. Each signal had to be completed within
30 min with two reminders every 10 min. We employed the
EMA software and App movisensXS (versions 1.4.8-1.5.18)
to implement the EMA protocol on the smartphones. A final
session in the laboratory or per telephone (during the COVID-
19 pandemic) was scheduled for the day following the EMA
phase, where participants underwent a semi-structured interview
to obtain information about measurement effects of the EMA
methodology. For their participation in the EMA phase (which
included further measurements not mentioned in this paper),
participants received a staggered financial compensation of up
to 95 Euros, depending on their individual level of compliance.
Each completely answered signal increased the amount of com-
pensation. Additionally, participants could collect bonuses for
compliance rates over 80% and 90%. Daily automated e-mails
were sent out to inform about current signal compliance and the
expected compensation.

Measures
Each EMA signal comprised the following measures.

Positive and Negative Affect Based on the affective cir-
cumplex model of emotions (Russell, 2003), participants rated
how happy, anxious, satisfied, excited, sad, relaxed, depressed,
and angry they felt at the moment on a slider style visual
analog scale from 0 (not at all) to 100 (very much; Kuppens
et al., 2010). The mean momentary PA was calculated by
averaging the items happy, satisfied, excited, and relaxed. The
mean momentary NA comprised the average of the remaining
four items (Kuppens et al., 2010). We calculated McDonald’s
omega as a measure for within- and between-person inter-
nal consistency (Hayes & Coutts, 2020). For within-person
consistency, McDonald’s omega was w=0.69 for NA and
0.78 for PA. Regarding between-person reliability, we found
a McDonald omega of @ =0.92 for NA and w=0.86 for PA.

Self-compassion As no validated state measure for SC
had been available at the start of the study (the State Self-
Compassion Scale was published by Neff et al., 2021, only
recently), we assessed SC with six self-constructed items
(Table 1). For item construction, we selected one item
of each subscale of the short form (Raes et al., 2011) of
the SCS (Neff, 2003a) and translated them into German,
thereby orienting our wording on the respective items of
the validated German version of the long form of the SCS
(Hupfeld & Ruffieux, 2011). We slightly changed the word-
ing to comply with assessment within an EMA protocol
(e.g., shorter phrases, focus on the time interval since the
last signal instead of general moments of suffering). Each
item represented one of the six subscales of the trait SCS
(self-kindness, self-judgment, common humanity, isola-
tion, mindfulness, and over-identification). Participants
indicated to which extent they treated themselves (un-)
compassionately since the last signal on a slider style

Day 0 Day 1-7 Day 8
Introductory Final
EMA phase

session E> = E> session
Baseline Each day: eD* Semi-struc-
measures tured inter-
EMA instruc- 6 semi-random signals per day view
tions Gor 1I0 —t— t $ |

am t-1 t 8/9/10pm

Since the last signal t-1 (recent)
Self-compassion
Daily hassle strain

At signal t (momentary)

Fig.1 Overview of the study procedure
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Table 1 Items assessing self-compassion (English translation and original German version) as well as respondent and scoring instructions

Subscore Dimension Item (English translation)

Item (original German version)

Please indicate to which extent the following state-

ments apply to you
Since the last signal...

Bitte geben Sie nun an, inwieweit die folgenden Aus-
sagen auf Sie zutreffen

Seit dem letzten Signal...

SC-Neg Over-identification “...I have mainly paid attention to everything that has ... habe ich hauptséchlich auf das geachtet, was mich
bothered me about myself.” an mir gestort hat.”
SC-Pos  Self-kindness *“...I'have tried to be understanding and patient *“...habe ich versucht, mit mir selbst verstandnisvoll und
towards myself.” geduldig umzugehen.”
SC-Neg Isolation *“...I have thought that most other people are probably “...habe ich gedacht, dass die meisten anderen Men-
happier at the moment than I am.” schen wahrscheinlich gerade gliicklicher sind als ich.”
SC-Pos  Common humanity “...I have thought that it is human to make mistakes.” “...habe ich gedacht, dass es menschlich ist, Fehler zu
machen.”
SC-Pos  Mindfulness “...I'have tried to take a balanced view of things.” *“ ...habe ich versucht, die Dinge niichtern zu betra-
chten.”
SC-Neg  Self-judgment “...I' have condemned my own faults and weak- *“...habe ich meine eigenen Fehler und Schwichen

nesses.”

verurteilt.”

Note. Response scale: visual analog scale from O (does not apply at allftrifft gar nicht zu) to 100 (applies completely/trifft voll zu). Scoring
instruction: the total SC score was computed as the mean of all items after reversing the items for over-identification, isolation, and self-judg-
ment. SC-Pos was computed as the mean of the items for self-kindness, common humanity, and mindfulness. SC-Neg was computed as the
mean of the unreversed items for self-judgment, isolation, and over-identification

visual analog scale from 0 (does not apply at all) to 100
(applies completely). We calculated an overall SC score
as the mean of all items after reversing the items for over-
identification, isolation, and self-judgment (total score).
We additionally computed separate scores for SC-Pos
(mean of the items for self-kindness, common humanity,
and mindfulness) and SC-Neg (mean of the unreversed
items for self-judgment, isolation, and over-identification).
Thus, higher SC-Pos scores indicate a more self-compas-
sionate, kinder response while higher SC-Neg scores indi-
cate a less self-compassionate, harsher response. In this
study, within-person internal consistency of the six items
amounted to a McDonald omega of @ =0.46. Internal con-
sistency of SC-Pos and SC-Neg items was slightly higher
with 0.54 (SC-Pos) and 0.56 (SC-Neg). All scores indi-
cate fair reliability (Shrout, 1998). Between-person reli-
ability yielded higher parameters with a McDonald omega
of w=0.61 for the complete six-item scale and @ =0.87
(SC-Pos) and @ =0.90 (SC-Neg). The improvement of the
within- and between-person reliability scores for SC-Pos
and SC-Neg compared to the full scale, as well as the low
within- and between-person correlation between SC-Pos
and SC-Neg (Table 2), support the notion of separating the
positive components from the negative components when
measuring SC. The person means of the scale exhibited
medium to large correlations (Cohen, 1988) or “relatively
large” correlations (Gignac & Szodorai, 2016) with the
respective scores derived with the trait SCS (Neff, 2003a),
administered during the baseline session (SC-Total score:
r=0.55, SC-Pos: r=0.52, SC-Neg: r=0.50), supporting
the construct validity of the scale.

Daily Hassle Strain Daily hassles were assessed with an
EMA version of the Mainz Inventory of Microstressors
(MIMIS; Chmitorz et al., 2020). It consists of a list of 58
potential daily hassles covering different aspects of daily life
(e.g., work, family, friends, monetary aspects). Individuals
selected each daily hassle, which had occurred since the last
signal, from the list. For each selected daily hassle, they sub-
sequently rated the perceived daily hassle strain on a 5-point
Likert scale from 0 (not at all straining) to 4 (very strain-
ing). We calculated the daily hassle strain for each signal
as the sum of all strain ratings in one signal. If participants
had not experienced any daily hassle, they could choose the
option “none of the above events has occurred since the last
signal” at the end of the list. In these cases, the daily hassle
strain was coded as zero. Evidence for the reliability of the
MIMIS has been provided in a past study (Chmitorz et al.,
2020), demonstrating high correlations regarding daily has-
sle number and mean strain between the EMA version of the
MIMIS and respective end-of-day and end-of-week versions.

Data Analyses

All analyses were performed in Stata 15 (Stata Corporation,
College Station, TX, USA). We estimated two-level models
with random intercepts and slopes to consider the hierarchical
data structure of daily signals (level 1) nested within partici-
pants (level 2), thereby accounting for both within-person var-
iation and between-person differences in this data. If possible,
an unstructured covariance matrix was requested in all models
on level 2 to allow for random covariation between random
intercepts and slopes (Robson & Pevalin, 2016). All predictors
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PA, and signal number and represent the average effect of
these variables on momentary PA for participant i across
all signals. Error term €; reflects the within-person vari-
ability, which allows momentary PA at a given time-point
to differ from the person mean.

Momentary PA; =
(Bo + ug;) + (By + uy;) recent SC + (B, + uy;) recent daily hassle strain+

(B3 + us;) prior PA + p,signal number + €;

ey

Model 2.1: Moderation of Affective Inertia by SC
(Hypotheses 2a and b)

Emotional inertia is operationalized as the autoregres-
sive slope f; + u3; (e.g., Koval et al., 2015), which indi-
cates how strongly a person’s prior affect is predictive
of their momentary affect. Higher scores reflect higher
inertia. Accordingly, the interaction term prior PA X
recent SC represents changes in PA inertia depending
on recent SC. fs + us; stands for the respective slope.

Momentary PA; =
(Bo + ugy;) + (By +uy;) recent SC + (B, + u,;) recent daily hassle strain+

(B3 + u;) prior PA + B,signal number + (f5 + us;) prior PA X recent SC + ¢;;

(@)

Model 3.1: Moderation of Stress Reactivity by SC
(Hypotheses 3a and b)

Stress reactivity is conceptualized as the slope B, + u,;,
reflecting to which extent a person’s momentary affect
is related to their experienced recent daily hassle strain.
Higher PA stress reactivity (i.e., a stronger decrease in
PA decreases following the experience of daily hassles)
is indicated by higher negative scores. Higher NA stress
reactivity (stronger increase in NA following the experi-
ence of daily hassles) is reflected by higher positive scores.
The interaction term recent daily hassle strain X recent SC
reflects changes in stress reactivity depending on recent
SC. Again, f5 + us; stands for the respective slope.

Momentary PA; =
(Bo + ug;) + (By + uy;) recent SC + (B, + uy;) recent daily hassle strain+
(3 + uy;) prior PA + f, signal number (3)

+(Bs + us;) recent daily hassle strain X recent SC + ¢;;

Exploratory Analysis on the Temporal Associations Between
SC and Affect

While Model 1.1 may confirm the associations between
recent SC and momentary affect, it does not allow for
assumptions regarding the direction of the effect. We
cannot answer whether higher recent SC leads to higher

momentary PA and lower NA, or whether, vice versa, a
more positive affective state of higher PA and lower NA
facilitates a more self-compassionate response. Even
though we cannot state causality, we aimed to shed more
light onto the temporal associations between SC and affect.
For this purpose, we conducted an additional exploratory
analysis, considering the different time frames individu-
als are asked to refer to when answering the questions
regarding SC and affect. While affect at signal ¢ refers to
the very moment of answering the signal, SC reported at
signal ¢ encompasses the complete time frame since the
last signal #-1, implying a temporal order: the “act” of SC
most likely took place before the experience of the reported
momentary affect at signal 7. By contrast, the momentary
affect reported at the prior signal #-1 precedes the act of
SC between t-1 and 7 (reported at t). Thus, we conducted
two models with prior PA (or NA, respectively) predict-
ing recent SC, controlling for prior SC, recent daily hassle
strain, and signal number (all variables also added as ran-
dom effects). Then, we compared the effect sizes of prior
PA (or prior NA, respectively) predicting recent SC in this
model to the effect sizes of recent SC predicting momen-
tary PA (or NA, respectively, Models 1.1). Even though we
still cannot infer causality, we may draw conclusions about
the temporal order of SC and affect, depending on which
model reveals higher effect sizes, i.e., which temporal asso-
ciation was stronger.

Results

Descriptive statistics as well as within- and between-per-
son correlations of the main variables can be found in
Table 2. Results of the multilevel models are presented in
Tables 3 and 4. Corresponding path diagrams can be found
in the supplement (Supplementary Fig. S1).

Association Between SC and Affect (Hypotheses 1a
and b)

As hypothesized, recent SC was significantly associated
with increased momentary PA and decreased momentary
NA (Table 3, Model 1.1). Regarding the subscores of SC,
we found recent SC-Pos to be related to increased momen-
tary PA and decreased momentary NA, while recent SC-Neg
revealed a significant association with decreased momen-
tary PA and increased momentary NA (Table 4, Model 1.2).
While the effect sizes of recent SC-Pos and SC-Neg were
similar in size for momentary PA, the parameter was higher
for SC-Neg (compared to SC-Pos) when predicting NA (con-
sidering the non-overlap of the absolute values of the 95%
confidence intervals of SC-Pos and SC-Neg).
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Table 3 Multilevel models to examine affective dynamics of SC (total score)

Momentary NA Momentary PA

Within-individuals fixed effects Estimate SE [95% CI] Estimate SE [95% CI]
Association between affect and SC (Models 1.1)

Recent SC (total score) —0.228***  0.023  [-0.273;—-0.184] 0.223%** 0.022  [0.181; 0.266]

Recent daily hassle strain 0.311%**  0.023  [0.265; 0.357] —0.293***  (0.022  [-0.336;—0.250]

Prior NA (prior PA respectively) 0.140***  0.019  [0.103;0.178] 0.276%** 0.018  [0.241;0.312]

Signal number 0.001 0.001 [—0.001; 0.004] —0.008***  0.001 [—0.010; —0.006]
Affective inertia (Models 2.1) #

Recent SC X prior NA (prior PA respectively) —-0.021 0.016 [—0.053; 0.011] —-0.016 0.014 [—0.044; 0.013]
Stress reactivity (Models 3.1) *

Recent SC X recent daily hassle strain —0.128***  0.021 [—0.170; —0.086] 0.050%* 0.016  [0.018; 0.082]

Note. SC, self-compassion; NA, negative affect; PA, positive affect; CI, confidence interval. 3325 observations, 114 individuals. All level-1 vari-
ables were within-person standardized (except signal number). Fixed main effects parameters in Models 2.1 and 3.1 are not displayed for better
clarity, as they were almost identical to those in Models 1.1. All p values are two-tailed. ®An unstructured covariance matrix was not requested in
Models 2.1 and 3.1 predicting PA to allow model convergence

*p<0.05, #p<0.01, **¥p <0.001

Moderation of Affective Inertia by SC (Hypotheses
2a and b)

We did not find significant associations between any of the
SC measures and PA or NA inertia. Thus, the extent to which
individuals acted in a (un-)compassionate way toward them-
selves did not seem to meaningfully alter their capacity to
disengage from prior affective states.

Moderation of Stress Reactivity by SC (Hypotheses
3aandb)

We found that recent SC significantly moderated PA and
NA stress reactivity in the expected direction: when par-
ticipants reported higher recent SC than usual, they experi-
enced a lower stress reactivity, meaning that they reported
lower decreases in PA and lower increases in NA after being

confronted with daily hassles compared to times with lower

Table 4 Multilevel models to examine affective dynamics of SC-Pos and SC-Neg

Momentary NA Momentary PA
Within-individuals fixed effects Estimate SE [95% CI] Estimate SE [95% CI]
Association between affect and SC (Models 1.2) #
Recent SC-Pos —0.085*%** 0.019 [-0.123;—0.047] 0.149%*%*  (0.022  [0.107;0.192]
Recent SC-Neg 0.265%**  (0.022 [0.222; 0.308] —0.156*** 0.018 [-0.190;-0.121]
Recent daily hassle strain 0.286***  0.023  [0.240; 0.331] —0.291***% 0.021 [-0.333;-0.249]
Prior NA (prior PA respectively) 0.124***  0.019 [0.088; 0.161] 0.268***  0.018 [0.233;0.303]
Signal number 0.001 0.001 [-0.001; 0.003] —0.009*%** 0.001 [-0.011;—0.006]
Affective inertia (Models 2.2) *
Recent SC-Pos X prior NA (prior PA respectively) -0.016 0.016 [-0.047;0.015] -0.016 0.015 [-0.047;0.014]
Recent SC-Neg X prior NA (prior PA respectively) 0.019 0.016 [-0.013;0.050] 0.007 0.015 [-0.023;0.037]
Stress reactivity (Models 3.2)
Recent SC-Pos X recent daily hassle strain —0.094%**% (0,022 [-0.137;—0.051] 0.029 0.020 [-0.010; 0.069]
Recent SC-Neg X recent daily hassle strain 0.056* 0.023  [0.010; 0.101] —-0.020 0.015 [-0.050;0.011]

Note. SC-Pos, positive components of self-compassion (self-kindness, mindfulness, common humanity); SC-Neg, negative components of self-
compassion (self-judgment, over-identification, isolation); NA, negative affect; PA, positive affect; CI, confidence interval; 3325 observations,
114 individuals. All level-1 variables were within-person standardized (except signal number). Fixed main effects parameters in Models 2.2 and
3.2 are not displayed for better clarity, as they were almost identical to those in Models 1.1. All p values are two-tailed. *An unstructured covari-
ance matrix was not requested in Model 1.2 predicting PA, Models 2.2 predicting PA and NA, and Models 3.2 predicting PA and NA to allow
model convergence

*p<0.05, #¥p <0.01, *%p <0.001
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Moderation of PA stress reactivity by recent SC
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Fig.2 Moderation of PA and NA stress reactivity by SC (total score).
Note. All variables are within-person standardized. O reflects the
respective person mean, and other values show the respective stand-

levels of SC (Table 3, Model 3.1; see Fig. 2 for a visualiza-
tion). The moderating effect of SC on NA stress reactivity
was bigger than the effect on PA stress reactivity (based on
the non-overlap of the absolute values of the 95% confi-
dence intervals), suggesting that SC may particularly pre-
vent individuals from experiencing increases in NA in the
face of stress. Regarding SC-Pos and SC-Neg, we found
both to be only associated with NA stress reactivity but not
to significantly moderate PA stress reactivity. SC-Pos was
associated with an attenuated NA stress reactivity, while
SC-Neg (thus, scoring higher on over-identification, isola-
tion, and self-judgment) was related to an increased NA
stress reactivity (Table 4, Model 3.2). Thus, when indi-
viduals actively responded in a more self-compassionate,
caring way and less harshly toward themselves than usual,
they experienced lower increases in NA (but not lower PA
decreases) when confronted with daily hassles compared to
moments of lower SC.

Exploratory Analysis

In contrast to the effect sizes of recent SC predicting momen-
tary PA/NA (Model 1.1), we found insignificant weak effect
sizes for prior PA/NA predicting recent SC, even though the
estimates for prior PA and NA almost reached significance
(prior PA: f=0.042, SE=0.022; p=0.054; CI: —0.001;
0.084; prior NA: f= —0.038, SE=0.020; p=0.052;
CI: —0.077; 0.0004). The absolute values of the 95% confi-
dence intervals did not overlap with the respective values of
Model 1.1, suggesting that the associations between recent
SC and momentary PA/NA were stronger than the associa-
tion between prior PA/NA and recent SC. These results imply
that SC was more responsible for subsequent affect but not
vice versa.

Moderation of NA stress reactivity by recent SC
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ard deviation (SD) from the person mean. The graphs show the asso-
ciations for 1 SD above and below the person mean in SC. Markers
include the 95% confidence intervals

Discussion

While the benefits of trait SC for an individual’s overall
well-being have been proven multiple times in past research
(e.g., Zessin et al., 2015), little has been known about
within-person relations between momentary SC and well-
being in everyday life. The present study aimed at examin-
ing whether having recently acted self-compassionately was
associated with higher PA and lower NA (both key indica-
tors for well-being) in the next moment, and whether recent
SC was related to the affective dynamics pattern of emo-
tional inertia (which has been linked to lower well-being and
mental health) and stress reactivity in daily life.

As hypothesized, we found that when individuals had
responded more compassionately toward themselves (irre-
spectively of how self-compassionate they were as individu-
als), they reported more PA and less NA in the next moment.
This result is in line with past between-person research
demonstrating higher overall well-being (e.g., Zessin et al.,
2015) as well as higher PA and lower NA in more self-
compassionate individuals (e.g., Hupfeld & Ruffieux, 2011;
Krieger et al., 2015). Additionally, our results go along with
recent findings by Neff et al. (2021) of higher momentary SC
to be associated with higher momentary PA and lower NA
at the same time-point in the laboratory. We conducted an
additional exploratory analysis to clarify the temporal asso-
ciations between SC and affect, finding recent SC to predict
subsequent affect more strongly rather than the other way
around. While we cannot infer causality, these results sug-
gest that SC may be more responsible for subsequent affect
than vice versa. A longitudinal study by Krieger et al. (2016)
backs up this notion, finding trait SC to predict depressive
symptoms 6 months later, but not the other way around. All
in all, our results emphasize once more the protective role of
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SC for an individual’s well-being and expand the trait-level
results to the state level: The benefits of SC for well-being do
not only result from being a more self-compassionate person
but can also unfold in a given moment when someone treats
themself with more compassion. Our results may offer impli-
cations for trait levels of SC as well. Repeatedly increasing
one’s momentary SC may ultimately raise trait levels of SC,
drawing from studies on mindfulness, which have shown
that repeatedly increasing state mindfulness in brief medita-
tions over several weeks led to heightened trait mindfulness
at the end of the intervention (Kiken et al., 2015). Thus,
while it may still not be easy to generate momentary SC
during a challenging situation in daily life, treating oneself
with compassion in a given moment may be a tool to help
individuals to become more self-compassionate as a person,
offering significant benefits for overall well-being (e.g., Zes-
sin et al., 2015).

Regarding the distinction between SC-Pos and SC-Neg,
we found higher SC-Pos in a certain moment to be associ-
ated with higher PA and lower NA. Higher SC-Neg (thus,
scoring higher on over-identification, isolation, and self-
judgment) corresponded to these findings, relating nega-
tively to PA and positively to NA. Looking at the effect
sizes reveals a more nuanced picture. Compared to SC-
Pos, SC-Neg was relatively more strongly connected to
NA while SC-Pos and SC-Neg were similarly connected
to PA. This finding indicates that it is equally important for
momentary PA to respond in a kinder and more compas-
sionate way while at the same time behave in a less criti-
cizing way toward the self. In contrast, a harsh, judgmental
self-response seemed to be more connected to momentary
NA compared to an explicit friendly, compassionate self-
response. These results correspond to past studies finding
the negative components of SC (compared to the positive
ones) to be relatively more strongly connected to negative
indicators of well-being such as psychological distress
(Chio et al., 2021), depressive symptoms, negative affect
(Lopez et al., 2016, 2018), or perceived stress, rumina-
tion, and neuroticism (L6pez et al., 2015). Similarly, Muris
et al. (2018) and Muris et al. (2021) found that SC-Neg
explained most of the variance in internalizing symptoms
leaving only a small share for SC-Pos. While the similar
effect sizes of SC-Neg and SC-Pos regarding PA found in
this study correspond to Brenner et al. (2018), they contra-
dict other studies finding SC-Pos (compared to SC-Neg) to
correlate relatively more strongly to PA (e.g., Lopez et al.,
2016, 2018) and well-being (Chio et al., 2021). However,
the recent meta-analysis by Chio et al. (2021) found dif-
ferences in effect sizes to be small (albeit significant). The
authors reasoned that the inclusion of the component com-
mon humanity, which exhibited the smallest effect sizes
compared to the other components, may have weakened the
overall predictability of SC-Pos.

@ Springer

Contrary to our expectations, SC seemed unrelated to
both PA and NA inertia (regardless of its quantification as
the total score, SC-Pos or SC-Neg). Treating oneself with
more SC in a certain moment in daily life did not seem to
change a person’s ability to affectively disengage from pre-
vious affective experiences. One explanation for this result
may be the temporal resolution of the assessments in this
study. Six daily assessments (thus, one assessment approxi-
mately every 2 hr) may have been too coarse to properly
capture the effect of SC on emotional inertia, which may
have occurred on a shorter timescale.

The apparently missing link between inertia and SC may
reflect a “paradox” within the SC concept (Germer & Neff,
2019). On the one hand, SC generates “the desire to allevi-
ate one’s suffering” (Neff, 2003b, p. 87), and thus wishing
to relieve unpleasant emotions, while on the other hand, SC
involves the acceptance of the current-moment experience,
as represented by the mindfulness component (Neff, 2003b).
Full acceptance, however, allows an individual to be with an
unpleasant emotion just “as it is” without a need for change,
creating the paradox. Misusing SC to solely “alleviate one’s
suffering” without fully accepting one’s unpleasant feelings
at the same time may be a subtle, but maladaptive form of
resistance against negative emotions, which in turn may
increase one’s suffering (Germer & Neff, 2019). However,
fully accepting something unpleasant is not easy. Mindful-
ness research has shown that the skill of acceptance may
require more time and training to develop than other mind-
fulness components, such as mere observational or atten-
tional skills (Baer et al., 2012; Desbordes et al., 2014). This
may also explain why only individuals with prior mindful-
ness meditation experience (but not novices) seemed to be
able to effectively detach from past emotions when being
more mindful (Rowland & Wenzel, 2020). Thus, the ben-
efits of SC (and mindfulness) on affective detachment may
only unfold after significant training and internalization of
the importance to fully accept the present moment experi-
ence. Concluding from the general German public, most of
our participants presumably were not acquainted with SC or
mindfulness practices and thus may not have internalized the
process of acceptance sufficiently, possibly explaining the
missing link between SC and inertia.

According to our hypothesis, when individuals treated
themselves with more SC than usual, they reported a lower
NA and PA stress reactivity in terms of lower PA decreases
and lower NA increases following the experience of daily
hassles. Our results correspond to findings on the trait level
showing higher trait SC to weaken the link between per-
ceived stress and indicators of well-being such as depres-
sion, anxiety, or NA (Stutts et al., 2018) and extend them
to the state level. SC may not only buffer the effect of stress
on well-being when we are more self-compassionate as a
person, but also when we treat ourselves with more SC in a
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stressful moment of daily life (no matter how self-compas-
sionate we may be as individuals). The association between
SC and stress reactivity may be explained by more adap-
tive emotion regulation strategies, as it has been found on
the trait level (e.g., Bakker et al., 2019; Neff et al., 2005).
In more detail, we found that SC may particularly prevent
individuals from experiencing increases in NA in the face of
stress, as the moderating effect of SC on NA following daily
hassles was larger than the effect on PA. These findings are
in line with past research, which consistently found trait SC
to moderate the effect of stress on NA but reported either
less consistent results regarding the moderation of stress on
PA (Stutts et al., 2018) or no relation between SC and PA
stress reactivity at all (Krieger et al., 2015). Thus, SC may
support individuals to regain emotional balance in stressful
situations by reducing negative stress reactivity, but not so
much by explicitly fostering positive emotions. This notion
corresponds to our findings regarding SC-Pos and SC-Neg,
which were both only associated with NA stress reactivity
but did not significantly moderate PA stress reactivity. SC-
Pos was associated with an attenuated NA stress reactivity,
and SC-Neg with an increased NA stress reactivity. Thus,
one may conclude that treating oneself with compassion
or refraining from harsh self-criticism by itself may not be
enough to maintain positive emotions in the face of stress
in a given moment. Rather, one may need to be mindful of
both ways of self-responding at the same time.

Limitations and Future Directions

The results of this study should be interpreted in the light of
some limitations. First, the measure of momentary SC was
an ad hoc measure devised for the purpose of this study, as
no validated measure for momentary SC had been available
at the beginning of the study. While the reliability param-
eters of the total scale as well as the SC-Pos and SC-Neg
subscales appear to be low when evaluated with guidelines
for trait measures, it has been proposed to employ more
relaxed guidelines for within-person reliability (Nezlek,
2017). Furthermore, low omega coefficients for within-
person scores may also reflect a sensitivity of the scale to
measure state changes, indicating state validity (Medvedev
et al., 2017). Nevertheless, the low reliability may have led
to an underestimation of SC scores and an attenuation of
the validity of our results. Furthermore, our scale did not
explicitly focus on negative experiences or painful moments
and rather assessed a broader self-compassionate attitude to
allow for a more continuous and extensive assessment of
SC. While our scale showed significant correlations with
the validated trait version of the SCS, it may nevertheless
have tapped into a more general concept of self-warmth or
self-acceptance. Furthermore, the wording of the items rep-
resenting SC-Pos may have additionally obscured results due

to the inclusion of the verb “try” (mirroring the wording of
the trait SCS items). While even trying to be kind and patient
toward oneself may be an act of SC, our items do not offer
information whether one actually managed to be kind toward
the self. These different levels of “commitment” to the SC
concept may be differentially associated with well-being,
inertia, and stress reactivity. It may be advisable to replicate
our results applying a validated measure for momentary SC,
such as the recently published State Self-Compassion Scale
by Neff et al. (2021). An additional limitation of our study
is that we cannot conclude causal effects of SC with our
results. Even though the reported SC in each signal refers to
the time frame since the last signal, implying that SC took
place before the experience of affect reported in each signal,
we can only assume temporal associations but cannot infer
causality. The results of the exploratory analysis on these
temporal associations need to be interpreted with caution,
as potential measurement effects, response biases, or third
variables could have influenced the results. For example,
simply the fact that recent SC and momentary affect were
assessed at the same signal (vs. two subsequent signals as it
is the case for prior affect and recent self-compassion) could
have increased the association between these variables.
Additionally, as mentioned earlier, the temporal resolution
of assessments may have limited the ability of the study to
adequately capture the dynamic interplay between SC and
inertia. Future studies may increase the number of assess-
ments per day to potentially uncover more subtle effects of
SC on inertia. Moreover, the results of this study rely on self-
report data, which naturally implies some limitations, such
as recall or response biases (even though less pronounced
due to the EMA methodology compared to laboratory-based
studies; Shiffman et al., 2008). Lastly, we did not assess
previous experience with the SC concept or SC meditation,
which may be an important moderator of the effects of SC
on well-being, as discussed earlier.

Future research on SC may benefit from applying an
EMA approach. First, with its frequent assessments, the
EMA methodology is well-suited to capture the within-
person changes (Shiffman et al., 2008), which SC evidently
displays. In this study, we found an intra-class correlation
(ICC) of 0.64, which is similar to the ICCs reported by
the small number of other studies assessing SC daily or
several times daily (e.g., Breines et al., 2014; Katan &
Kelly, 2021). This ICC indicates that a substantial amount
of SC variance was attributable to within-person variance,
suggesting that SC is, indeed, not only a stable personality
trait but also a fluctuating state. Importantly, both in our
study and past research, these fluctuating states covaried
with markers for health and well-being (e.g., Breines et al.,
2014; Li et al., 2020). This emphasizes once more the need
to adequately capture and investigate the momentary pro-
cess of SC fluctuations and their correlates.

@ Springer
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Furthermore, the frequent measurements within an
EMA protocol reduce retrospective biases, which may
obscure recalls of past events and confound results (Shiff-
man et al., 2008). Additionally, EMA allows the data to be
collected within participant’s everyday lives instead of in a
laboratory. Thus, the data are collected where the applica-
tion of SC is most relevant and meaningful, increasing the
ecological validity and generalizability of the results to
real-life experiences (Shiffman et al., 2008). Due to these
benefits, EMA methodologies may draw a more compre-
hensive and nuanced picture of state SC, such as its short-
term benefits or the short-term mechanisms by which SC
may cause these benefits. EMA may also offer a high-
quality design to investigate underrepresented areas of
research on SC, which have recently been identified within
a science-mapping analysis by Swami et al. (2021). Fur-
thermore, so-called ecological momentary interventions
may offer new opportunities to help individuals develop
a more self-compassionate attitude in everyday life by
implementing novel smartphone-based SC trainings.

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplemen-
tary material available at https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-022-02050-y.

Acknowledgements We thank Theresa Schmitt for her great support
regarding the theoretical groundwork of the manuscript. Furthermore,
we thank Anna Herianto, Katrin Mundloch, Pascal Remané, Friederike
Sauer, Christina Schifer, and Laura Scherer for their dedicated support
in collecting the data.

Author Contribution Lara Kristin Mey: methodology, formal analy-
sis, investigation, writing — original draft, review and editing, project
administration. Mario Wenzel: formal analysis, writing — review and
editing. Zarah Rowland: formal analysis, writing — review and editing.
Karolina Morello: methodology, investigation, project administration,
writing — review and editing. Thomas Kubiak: conceptualization,
supervision, funding acquisition, writing — review and editing. Oliver
Tiischer: conceptualization, supervision, funding acquisition, writing
—review and editing.

Funding Open Access funding enabled and organized by Projekt
DEAL. This work has received funding by the Ministry of Science
of the state of Rhineland-Palatinate (DRZ program) and the Leibniz
Association (LIR) as well as funding from the German Research Foun-
dation (DFG CRC 1193, subproject C04), and the European Union’s
Horizon 2020 research and innovation program (grant agreement num-
ber 777084) to Oliver Tiischer.

Data Availability Data is available at the Open Science Framework (https:/
osf.io/pve7u/?view_only=0350de7ec3a5487190add0253aebdec?).

Declarations

Ethics Statement The study was approved by the ethics committee of
the State Chamber of Physicians of Rhineland-Palatinate, Germany
(reference number 2019-14747_4), and adhered to the ethical stand-
ards of the 1964 Declaration of Helsinki and its later amendments or
comparable ethical standards.

Informed Consent All persons gave their informed consent prior to
their inclusion in the study.

@ Springer

Conflict of Interest The authors declare no competing interests.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source,
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are
included in the article's Creative Commons licence, unless indicated
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in
the article's Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a
copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

References

Baer, R. A., Carmody, J., & Hunsinger, M. (2012). Weekly change in
mindfulness and perceived stress in a mindfulness-based stress
reduction program. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 68(7), 755—
765. https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.21865

Bakker, A. M., Cox, D. W., Hubley, A. M., & Owens, R. L. (2019).
Emotion regulation as a mediator of self-compassion and depres-
sive symptoms in recurrent depression. Mindfulness, 10(6), 1169—
1180. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-018-1072-3

Bluth, K., & Eisenlohr-Moul, T. A. (2017). Response to a mindful
self-compassion intervention in teens: A within-person associa-
tion of mindfulness, self-compassion, and emotional well-being
outcomes. Journal of Adolescence, 57, 108—118. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.04.001

Bolger, N., & Zuckerman, A. (1995). A framework for studying per-
sonality in the stress process. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 69(5), 890-902. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.
69.5.890

Breines, J., Toole, A., Tu, C., & Chen, S. (2014). Self-compassion,
body image, and self-reported disordered eating. Self and Identity,
13(4), 432-448. https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2013.838992

Brenner, R. E., Heath, P. J., Vogel, D. L., & Credé, M. (2017). Two is
more valid than one: Examining the factor structure of the Self-
Compassion Scale (SCS). Journal of Counseling Psychology,
64(6), 696-707. https://doi.org/10.1037/cou0000211

Brenner, R. E., Vogel, D. L., Lannin, D. G., Engel, K. E., Seidman, A.
J., & Heath, P. J. (2018). Do self-compassion and self-coldness
distinctly relate to distress and well-being? A theoretical model of
self-relating. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 65(3), 346-357.
https://doi.org/10.1037/cou0000257

Chio, F. H. N., Mak, W. W. S., & Yu, B. C. L. (2021). Meta-analytic
review on the differential effects of self-compassion components
on well-being and psychological distress: The moderating role of
dialecticism on self-compassion. Clinical Psychology Review, 85,
101986. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2021.101986

Chmitorz, A., Kurth, K., Mey, L. K., Wenzel, M., Lieb, K., Tiischer, O.,
Kubiak, T., & Kalisch, R. (2020). Assessment of microstressors
in adults: Questionnaire development and ecological validation
of the Mainz Inventory of Microstressors. JMIR Mental Health,
7(2), e14566. https://doi.org/10.2196/14566

Cobhen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences
(2nd ed.). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203771587

DeLongis, A., Coyne, J. C., Dakof, G., Folkman, S., & Lazarus, R. S.
(1982). Relationship of daily hassles, uplifts, and major life events
to health status. Health Psychology, 1(2), 119-136. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0278-6133.1.2.119


https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-022-02050-y
https://osf.io/pve7u/?view_only=0350de7ec3a5487190add0253aebdec2
https://osf.io/pve7u/?view_only=0350de7ec3a5487190add0253aebdec2
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.21865
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-018-1072-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2017.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.5.890
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.69.5.890
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2013.838992
https://doi.org/10.1037/cou0000211
https://doi.org/10.1037/cou0000257
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpr.2021.101986
https://doi.org/10.2196/14566
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203771587
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.1.2.119
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.1.2.119

Mindfulness (2023) 14:622-636

635

Desbordes, G., Gard, T., Hoge, E. A., Holzel, B. K., Kerr, C., Lazar, S.
W., Olendzki, A., & Vago, D. R. (2014). Moving beyond mindful-
ness: Defining equanimity as an outcome measure in meditation
and contemplative research. Mindfulness, 6(2), 356-372. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s12671-013-0269-8

Diedrich, A., Grant, M., Hofmann, S. G., Hiller, W., & Berking, M.
(2014). Self-compassion as an emotion regulation strategy in
major depressive disorder. Behaviour Research and Therapy, 58,
43-51. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2014.05.006

Eriksson, T., Germunds;jo, L., Astrém, E., & Ronnlund, M. (2018).
Mindful self-compassion training reduces stress and burnout
symptoms among practicing psychologists: A randomized con-
trolled trial of a brief web-based intervention. Frontiers in Psy-
chology, 9, 2340. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02340

Ewert, C., Vater, A., & Schroder-Abé, M. (2021). Self-compassion and
coping: A meta-analysis. Mindfulness, 12(5), 1063-1077. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01563-8

Ferrari, M., Hunt, C., Harrysunker, A., Abbott, M. J., Beath, A. P., &
Einstein, D. A. (2019). Self-compassion interventions and psycho-
social outcomes: A meta-analysis of RCTs. Mindfulness, 10(8),
1455-1473. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-019-01134-6

Germer, C., & Neff, K. (2019). Teaching the mindful self-compassion
program: A guide for professionals. Guilford Press.

Gignac, G. E., & Szodorai, E. T. (2016). Effect size guidelines for
individual differences researchers. Personality and Individual Dif-
ferences, 102, 74-78. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.06.069

Goldberg, D. P., Gater, R., Sartorius, N., Ustun, T. B., Piccinelli, M.,
Gureje, O., & Rutter, C. (1997). The validity of two versions of
the GHQ in the WHO study of mental illness in general health
care. Psychological Medicine, 27(1), 191-197. https://doi.org/10.
1017/50033291796004242

Gotink, R. A., Hermans, K. S. F. M., Geschwind, N., de Nooij, R.,
de Groot, W. T., & Speckens, A. E. M. (2016). Mindfulness and
mood stimulate each other in an upward spiral: A mindful walk-
ing intervention using experience sampling. Mindfulness, 7(5),
1114-1122. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-016-0550-8

Hayes, A. F., & Coutts, J. J. (2020). Use omega rather than Cronbach’s
alpha for estimating reliability. But... Communication Methods
and Measures, 14(1), 1-24. https://doi.org/10.1080/19312458.
2020.1718629

Houben, M., van den Noortgate, W., & Kuppens, P. (2015). The rela-
tion between short-term emotion dynamics and psychological
well-being: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 141(4),
901-930. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038822

Hupfeld, J., & Ruffieux, N. (2011). Validierung einer deutschen Version
der Self-Compassion Scale (SCS-D). Zeitschrift Fiir Klinische
Psychologie Und Psychotherapie, 40(2), 115-123. https://doi.org/
10.1026/1616-3443/a000088

Kalisch, R., Kober, G., Binder, H., Ahrens, K. F., Basten, U., Chmi-
torz, A., Fiebach, C., Goldbach, N., Horstmann, R., Kampa, M.,
Kollmann, B., Lieb, K., Plichta, M., Reif, A., Schick, A., Sebas-
tian, A., Wessa, M., Yuen, K., Tiischer, O., & Engen, H. (2020).
A generic solution for the operationalization and measurement of
resilience and resilience processes in longitudinal observations:
rationale and basic design of the MARP and LORA studies.
Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.i0/jg238

Katan, A., & Kelly, A. C. (2021). A two-week daily diary study exam-
ining the association between daily self-compassion and symp-
toms of bulimia nervosa. The International Journal of Eating
Disorders, 54(8), 1438-1448. https://doi.org/10.1002/eat.23533

Kelly, A. C., & Stephen, E. (2016). A daily diary study of self-compas-
sion, body image, and eating behavior in female college students.
Body Image, 17, 152-160. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bodyim.2016.
03.006

Keng, S.-L., & Tong, E. M. W. (2016). Riding the tide of emotions
with mindfulness: Mindfulness, affect dynamics, and the mediat-
ing role of coping. Emotion, 16(5), 706-718. https://doi.org/10.
1037/emo0000165

Kiken, L. G., Garland, E. L., Bluth, K., Palsson, O. S., & Gaylord, S.
A. (2015). From a state to a trait: Trajectories of state mindfulness
in meditation during intervention predict changes in trait mindful-
ness. Personality and Individual Differences, 81, 41-46. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.12.044

Kirschner, H., Kuyken, W., Wright, K., Roberts, H., Brejcha, C., &
Karl, A. (2019). Soothing your heart and feeling connected: A
new experimental paradigm to study the benefits of self-compas-
sion. Clinical Psychological Science, 7(3), 545-565. https://doi.
org/10.1177/2167702618812438

Koval, P., & Kuppens, P. (2012). Changing emotion dynamics: Indi-
vidual differences in the effect of anticipatory social stress on
emotional inertia. Emotion, 12(2), 256-267. https://doi.org/10.
1037/a0024756

Koval, P., Siitterlin, S., & Kuppens, P. (2015). Emotional inertia is
associated with lower well-being when controlling for differences
in emotional context. Frontiers in Psychology, 6, 1997. https://doi.
org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01997

Krieger, T., Hermann, H., Zimmermann, J., & grosse Holtforth, M.
(2015). Associations of self-compassion and global self-esteem
with positive and negative affect and stress reactivity in daily life:
Findings from a smart phone study. Personality and Individual Dif-
ferences, 87, 288-292. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.08.009

Krieger, T., Berger, T., & Holtforth, M. G. (2016). The relationship of
self-compassion and depression: Cross-lagged panel analyses in
depressed patients after outpatient therapy. Journal of Affective
Disorders, 202, 39-45. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2016.05.032

Kuppens, P., Allen, N. B., & Sheeber, L. B. (2010). Emotional inertia
and psychological maladjustment. Psychological Science, 21(7),
984-991. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610372634

Li, Y., Deng, J., Lou, X., Wang, H., & Wang, Y. (2020). A daily diary
study of the relationships among daily self-compassion, perceived
stress and health-promoting behaviours. International Journal of
Psychology: Journal International De Psychologie, 55(3), 364—
372. https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12610

Lépez, A., Sanderman, R., Smink, A., Zhang, Y., van Sonderen, E.,
Ranchor, A., & Schroevers, M. J. (2015). A reconsideration of the
self-compassion scale’s total score: Self-compassion versus self-
criticism. PLoS ONE, 10(7), e0132940. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0132940

Lépez, A., Sanderman, R., & Schroevers, M. J. (2016). Mindfulness
and self-compassion as unique and common predictors of affect
in the general population. Mindfulness, 7(6), 1289-1296. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s12671-016-0568-y

Lépez, A., Sanderman, R., Ranchor, A. V., & Schroevers, M. J. (2018).
Compassion for others and self-compassion: Levels, correlates,
and relationship with psychological well-being. Mindfulness, 9(1),
325-331. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-017-0777-z

Medvedev, O. N., Krigeloh, C. U., Narayanan, A., & Siegert, R. J.
(2017). Measuring mindfulness: Applying generalizability theory
to distinguish between state and trait. Mindfulness, 8(4), 1036—
1046. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-017-0679-0

Mey, L. K., Chmitorz, A., Kurth, K., Wenzel, M., Kalisch, R., Tiischer,
0., & Kubiak, T. (2020). Increases of negative affect following
daily hassles are not moderated by neuroticism: An Ecological
Momentary Assessment study. Stress and Health, 36(5), 615-628.
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2964

Muris, P., & Otgaar, H. (2020). The process of science: A critical
evaluation of more than 15 years of research on self-compassion
with the Self-Compassion Scale. Mindfulness, 11(6), 1469—1482.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01363-0

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-013-0269-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-013-0269-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2014.05.006
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02340
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01563-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01563-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-019-01134-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.06.069
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0033291796004242
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0033291796004242
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-016-0550-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/19312458.2020.1718629
https://doi.org/10.1080/19312458.2020.1718629
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038822
https://doi.org/10.1026/1616-3443/a000088
https://doi.org/10.1026/1616-3443/a000088
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/jg238
https://doi.org/10.1002/eat.23533
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bodyim.2016.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bodyim.2016.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000165
https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000165
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.12.044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2014.12.044
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167702618812438
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167702618812438
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024756
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024756
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01997
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.01997
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2015.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jad.2016.05.032
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610372634
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijop.12610
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0132940
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0132940
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-016-0568-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-016-0568-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-017-0777-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-017-0679-0
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2964
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01363-0

636

Mindfulness (2023) 14:622-636

Muris, P., van den Broek, M., Otgaar, H., Oudenhoven, I., & Lennartz,
J. (2018). Good and bad sides of self-compassion: A face validity
check of the Self-Compassion Scale and an investigation of its
relations to coping and emotional symptoms in non-clinical ado-
lescents. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 27(8), 2411-2421.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1099-z

Muris, P., Otgaar, H., Meesters, C., Heutz, A., & van den Hombergh,
M. (2019). Self-compassion and adolescents’ positive and nega-
tive cognitive reactions to daily life problems. Journal of Child
and Family Studies, 28(5), 1433—1444. https://doi.org/10.1007/
$10826-019-01353-4

Muris, P., Otgaar, H., Lopez, A., Kurtic, 1., & van de Laar, 1. (2021).
The (non)protective role of self-compassion in internalizing
symptoms: Two empirical studies in adolescents demonstrat-
ing unwanted effects of using the Self-Compassion Scale total
score. Mindfulness, 12(1), 240-252. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12671-020-01514-3

Neff, K. (2003a). The development and validation of a scale to measure
self-compassion. Self and Identity, 2(3), 223-250. https://doi.org/
10.1080/15298860390209035

Neff, K. (2003b). Self-compassion: An alternative conceptualization of
a healthy attitude toward oneself. Self and Identity, 2(2), 85-101.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298860390129863

Neff, K., & Germer, C. K. (2013). A pilot study and randomized con-
trolled trial of the mindful self-compassion program. Journal of
Clinical Psychology, 69(1), 28—44. https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.
21923

Neff, K., Hsieh, Y.-P., & Dejitterat, K. (2005). Self-compassion,
achievement goals, and coping with academic failure. Self and
Identity, 4(3), 263-287. https://doi.org/10.1080/1357650044
4000317

Neff, K., Rude, S. S., & Kirkpatrick, K. L. (2007). An examination of
self-compassion in relation to positive psychological functioning
and personality traits. Journal of Research in Personality, 41(4),
908-916. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2006.08.002

Neft, K., Téth-Kirély, 1., Yarnell, L. M., Arimitsu, K., Castilho, P.,
Ghorbani, N., Guo, H. X., Hirsch, J. K., Hupfeld, J., Hutz, C. S.,
Kotsou, 1., Lee, W. K., Montero-Marin, J., Sirois, F. M., de Souza,
L. K., Svendsen, J. L., Wilkinson, R. B., & Mantzios, M. (2019).
Examining the factor structure of the Self-Compassion Scale in 20
diverse samples: Support for use of a total score and six subscale
scores. Psychological Assessment, 31(1), 27-45. https://doi.org/
10.1037/pas0000629

Neft, K., Téth-Kiraly, 1., Knox, M. C., Kuchar, A., & Davidson, O.
(2021). The development and validation of the State Self-Compas-
sion Scale (long- and short form). Mindfulness, 12(1), 121-140.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01505-4

Nezlek, J. B. (2017). A practical guide to understanding reliability in
studies of within-person variability. Journal of Research in Per-
sonality, 69, 149-155. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jrp.2016.06.020

Raes, F., Pommier, E., Neff, K., & van Gucht, D. (2011). Construction
and factorial validation of a short form of the Self-Compassion
Scale. Clinical Psychology & Psychotherapy, 18(3), 250-255.
https://doi.org/10.1002/cpp.702

Robson, K., & Pevalin, D. (2016). Multilevel modeling in plain lan-
guage. Sage.

@ Springer

Rowland, Z., & Wenzel, M. (2020). Mindfulness and affect-network
density: Does mindfulness facilitate disengagement from affective
experiences in daily life? Mindfulness, 11(5), 1253-1266. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01335-4

Rowland, Z., Wenzel, M., & Kubiak, T. (2020). A mind full of hap-
piness: How mindfulness shapes affect dynamics in daily life.
Emotion, 20(3), 436-451. https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000562

Russell, J. A. (2003). Core affect and the psychological construction
of emotion. Psychological Review, 110(1), 145—-172. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0033-295x.110.1.145

Sheehan, D. V., Lecubrier, Y., Sheehan, H., Amorim, P., Janacs, J.,
Weiller, E., Hergueta, T., Baker, R., & Dunbar, G. C. (1998). The
Mini-International Neuropsychiatric Interview (MINI): The devel-
opment and validation of a structured diagnostic psychiatric inter-
view for DSM-IV and ICD-10. Journal of Clinical Psychiatry,
59(20), 22-33. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0924-9338(97)83296-8

Shiffman, S., Stone, A. A., & Hufford, M. R. (2008). Ecological
Momentary Assessment. Annual Review of Clinical Psychology,
4,1-32. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091415

Shrout, P. E. (1998). Measurement reliability and agreement in psy-
chiatry. Statistical Methods in Medical Research, 7(3), 301-317.
https://doi.org/10.1177/096228029800700306

Stober, J. (2003). Self-pity: Exploring the links to personality, control
beliefs, and anger. Journal of Personality, 71(2), 183-220. https://
doi.org/10.1111/1467-6494.7102004

Stutts, L. A., Leary, M. R., Zeveney, A. S., & Hufnagle, A. S. (2018). A
longitudinal analysis of the relationship between self-compassion
and the psychological effects of perceived stress. Self and Identity,
17(6), 609-626. https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2017.1422537

Swami, V., Andersen, N., & Furnham, A. (2021). A bibliometric review
of self-compassion research: Science mapping the literature, 1999
to 2020. Mindfulness, 12(9), 2117-2131. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s12671-021-01662-0

Thggersen-Ntoumani, C., Dodos, L., Chatzisarantis, N., & Ntoumanis,
N. (2017). A diary study of self-compassion, upward social com-
parisons, and body image-related outcomes. Applied Psychology.
Health and Well-Being, 9(2), 242-258. https://doi.org/10.1111/
aphw.12089

Thggersen-Ntoumani, C., Dodos, L. A., Stenling, A., & Ntoumanis,
N. (2021). Does self-compassion help to deal with dietary lapses
among overweight and obese adults who pursue weight-loss
goals? British Journal of Health Psychology, 26(3), 767-788.
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12499

Wang, L., Zhang, Q., Maxwell, S. E., & Bergeman, C. S. (2019). On
standardizing within-person effects: Potential problems of global
standardization. Multivariate Behavioral Research, 54(3), 382—
403. https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2018.1532280

Zessin, U., Dickhauser, O., & Garbade, S. (2015). The relationship
between self-compassion and well-being: A meta-analysis.
Applied Psychology. Health and Well-Being, 7(3), 340-364.
https://doi.org/10.1111/aphw.12051

Publisher's Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-018-1099-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-019-01353-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-019-01353-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01514-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01514-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298860390209035
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298860390209035
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298860390129863
https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.21923
https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.21923
https://doi.org/10.1080/13576500444000317
https://doi.org/10.1080/13576500444000317
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2006.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000629
https://doi.org/10.1037/pas0000629
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01505-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2016.06.020
https://doi.org/10.1002/cpp.702
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01335-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-020-01335-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000562
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.110.1.145
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.110.1.145
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0924-9338(97)83296-8
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091415
https://doi.org/10.1177/096228029800700306
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6494.7102004
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6494.7102004
https://doi.org/10.1080/15298868.2017.1422537
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-021-01662-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-021-01662-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/aphw.12089
https://doi.org/10.1111/aphw.12089
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjhp.12499
https://doi.org/10.1080/00273171.2018.1532280
https://doi.org/10.1111/aphw.12051

	Be Kind to Yourself: the Implications of Momentary Self-Compassion for Affective Dynamics and Well-Being in Daily Life
	Abstract
	Objectives 
	Methods 
	Results 
	Conclusions 

	Method
	Participants
	Procedures
	Measures
	Data Analyses
	Model 1.1: Association Between SC and Affect (Hypotheses 1a and b)
	Model 2.1: Moderation of Affective Inertia by SC (Hypotheses 2a and b)
	Model 3.1: Moderation of Stress Reactivity by SC (Hypotheses 3a and b)
	Exploratory Analysis on the Temporal Associations Between SC and Affect


	Results
	Association Between SC and Affect (Hypotheses 1a and b)
	Moderation of Affective Inertia by SC (Hypotheses 2a and b)
	Moderation of Stress Reactivity by SC (Hypotheses 3a and b)
	Exploratory Analysis


	Discussion
	Limitations and Future Directions

	Acknowledgements 
	References


