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background
Mindfulness is a specific state of attention which involves 
a constant focus on what is happening at the present time 
in a way that is neither judgmental nor evaluative. The aim 
of this study was to investigate the importance of mindful-
ness for relationship quality and conflict resolution strate-
gies in close relationships. Five components of mindfulness 
were examined: observing, describing, acting with aware-
ness, nonjudging, and nonreactivity.

participants and procedure
The study included 153 participants (79 women, 74 men; 
aged 19-60 years). 39.2% of the respondents were married, 
20.9% were engaged, 39.9 were in romantic relationships. 
The mean duration of the close relationship was 6.25 years. 
The following measures were used: the Five Facet Mindful-
ness Questionnaire, the Patterns of Problem Solving Ques-
tionnaire, and the Dyadic Adaptation Scale.

results
Acting with awareness, dialogue and avoiding conflict es-
calation strategy were predictors of relationship quality. 

The relationship status (marriage and engagement) was 
also a predictor of relationship quality. Gender, age, and 
duration of the relationship were not predictors of rela-
tionship quality. The results showed correlation between 
mindfulness and relationship quality (r =  .28). There was 
a positive correlation between nonjudging and satisfaction 
in the relationship and between describing and emotional 
expression. Also, there was a negative correlation between 
nonreactivity and compatibility. Mindfulness was positive-
ly correlated with dialogue and negatively correlated with 
escalation of and withdrawal from a conflict.

conclusions
Mindfulness is important to the relationship’s quality and 
conflict resolution strategies. Among the components of 
mindfulness, especially acting with awareness is important 
to relationship quality.
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Background

Mindfulness

Mindfulness is described as “the presence of mind”, 
as a state of “pure consciousness” (Gunaratana, 2002; 
Shapiro et al., 2006). It can be understood as a result 
of the constant focus on what is happening at the 
present time, which is non-judgmental (Kabat-Zinn, 
1990, 1994, 2003). It is the ability to find details from 
the peripheral perception field more easily, as well as 
to notice them preverbally and to keep them in the 
memory (Langer, 1989; Lazar, 2005). The term can be 
understood as open awareness that is directed at the 
individual’s current experience (Brown & Ryan, 2003; 
Pepping & Duvenage, 2016). People who have a higher 
level of mindfulness can see details that are ignored by 
other individuals (Tredway & Lazar, 2009). The con-
cept of mindfulness is understood as a specific state, 
a  technique, and a  quality of life feature. It may be 
derived either from an individual’s predisposition or 
from the use of mindfulness training (Didonna, 2009). 

It has been proven that there is a positive impact 
of mindfulness on the individual’s functioning. The 
positive relationship between mindfulness and reflec-
tiveness was demonstrated with the reduction of non-
adaptive forms of thinking (ruminations and worries) 
(Brown &  Ryan, 2003). Mindfulness also positively 
correlates with emotional and motivational aspects 
of life, i.e. with adaptive regulation of emotions, the 
needs of autonomy, competence, psychological well-
being, empathy, self-compassion, resilience, sexual 
satisfaction and mental health (Baer et al., 2012; Bloch 
et  al., 2017; Brown & Ryan, 2003; Creswell & Lind-
say, 2014; Davidson, 2010; Dekeyser et al., 2008; Keng 
et al., 2011; Pepping et al., 2018; Rizal et al., 2020). 

A greater tendency for mindful observation was 
associated with more engagement in empathy, with 
altruism, better identification and description of feel-
ings, more body satisfaction, less social anxiety, and 
less distress contagion (Dekeyser et  al., 2008; Ilies 
et  al., 2019). There is a  relationship between mind-
fulness and the level of self-esteem and authenticity 
(Brown &  Ryan, 2003). In addition, there has been 
a positive link between a high level of mindfulness 
and an increased level of daily enjoyment, an in-
creased sense of autonomy, optimism, closeness, and 
acceptance of one another (Carson et al., 2004). Mind-
ful attention can contribute to becoming aware of 
one’s own thoughts and experiences, making it pos-
sible to observe them as current and passing mental 
events (Papies et al., 2015).

There is extensive literature on the relationship of 
mindfulness with health and well-being of the sub-
ject, while relatively few studies focus on the role of 
mindfulness in functioning in romantic relationships 
(Barnes et al., 2007; Burpee & Langer, 2005; Carson 
et al., 2004; Jones et al., 2011). The aim of the study 

was to investigate the relationship between mind-
fulness, relationship quality, and conflict resolution 
strategies used by partners in romantic relationships. 

Mindfulness and close relationships

Mindfulness can be important in close relationships. 
A relationship was reported between marital attach-
ment, mindfulness and marital satisfaction (Burpee 
& Langer, 2005; Jones et al., 2011). Carson et al. (2004) 
found that mindfulness had a positive effect on the 
daily joy of the relationship and the acceptance of 
and closeness to the partner. 

Mindfulness was associated with partner accep-
tance (Kappen et al., 2018), sexual satisfaction (Pep-
ping et al., 2018) and the mood in romantic relation-
ships. A particularly high level of improvement and 
strengthening of the close relationship with the im-
plementation of mindfulness training and an increase 
in the level of attentiveness were noted in couples 
who showed a  high level of happiness (Sagrestano 
et  al., 1999). It was noted that mindfulness in men 
was linked with higher levels of feeling loved and 
feeling supported, and mindfulness in women was 
associated with lower levels of relationship anxiety 
and relationship sadness (Iida & Shapiro, 2017). 

Bodenmann et  al. (2001) showed that programs 
for couples that take into account the effects of 
mindfulness-care techniques improved their ability 
to cope with stressful situations. Barnes et al. (2007) 
found that trait mindfulness predicted greater capac-
ity to respond constructively to relationship stress. It 
was also shown that problem-solving skills (Mark-
man et al., 1988) and constructive conflict resolution 
strategies were positively associated with partner 
satisfaction, while destructive strategies were nega-
tively associated with it (Barnes et al., 2007; Margolin 
& Wampold, 1981; Rusbult et al., 1986). 

Relationship quality is a complex concept that en-
compasses different subjective feelings, i.e. a sense of 
happiness, satisfaction, adaptation and communica-
tion. It depends on factors such as commitment, the 
ability to cope with difficult situations, respect for 
other alternatives, and religious beliefs. The partners’ 
analysis of the quality of the relationship is possible 
on the basis of the profit and loss balance sheet (Spa-
nier & Lewis, 1980). 

Spanier and Lewis (1980) distinguished the com-
ponents of the quality of the close relationship that 
determine its success: (1) the couple’s views on how 
the relationship is supposed to work, (2) cohesion, 
i.e. engaging in family life, (3) emotional expression, 
i.e. expressing oneself, one’s emotions and showing 
one’s attachment to another person in the relation-
ship, and (4) satisfaction, connected with the need to 
be in the relationship and the desire to maintain it as 
long as possible. 
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Communication about the emotions experienced, 
empathy and exchange of information between part-
ners in a close relationship are the basis for the sense 
of cohesion and unity of the relation (Kaźmierczak, 
2008; Mandal, 2008). Some misunderstandings, lack 
of cohesion and conflicts are natural elements of 
communication (Wilmot & Hocker, 2011). Conflict is 
a concept that characterizes differences in goals, atti-
tudes and tactics for dealing with situations in a close 
relationship (Korner et al., 1980). 

The ability to identify a problem, exchange opin-
ions, seek a solution, find a solution and compromise 
are important aspects of the feeling of satisfaction 
with a close relationship in a behavioral context (Ja-
cobson &  Margolin, 1979). As time goes by and as 
partners get to know each other, they learn to ex-
press positive and negative emotions to each other. 
However, it was found that speaking openly about 
negative emotions or behaviors was not conducive 
to further good understanding of partners (Margolin 
& Wampold, 1981; Noller, 1987). 

There are two dimensions of the response to a ro-
mantic conflict: constructiveness-destructiveness, and 
activity-passivity (Rusbult et al., 1986). On the basis of 
these dimensions, four conflict resolution strategies 
can be distinguished: 

(1) Dialogue (which is both an active and con-
structive strategy, while maintaining a close relation-
ship at a level that satisfies both partners, and resolv-
ing conflict by discussing the problem). Partners who 
use dialogue as a form of conflict resolution ensure 
proper communication between themselves, and par-
ticularly value mutual openness and consideration of 
every possibility that is intended to alleviate tension 
in their relationship.

(2) Loyalty (which is a  constructive and passive 
strategy) is mainly related to the lack of action to re-
solve the conflict, waiting for the problem to resolve 
itself. Partners want to wait the problem out, trusting 
that it will be forgotten, and everything will return 
to normal.

(3) The escalation of conflict, which is an active 
but destructive strategy, manifests itself in negative 
behavior towards the partner. Such behaviors may 
include accusation, criticism or verbal aggression. 
At the same time, the partner exerts a strong nega-
tive influence and expresses their negative emotions 
without restraint.

(4) Withdrawal, which is a passive and destructive 
strategy, manifests itself in a lack of commitment to 
the partner relationship. It consists in ignoring the 
other person and reducing the amount of time he/she 
previously spent with him/her. Partners who apply 
this strategy more often refuse to enter into a  dia-
logue or discussion and treat each other coldly.

Destructive problem-solving responses were more 
powerfully predictive of couple distress/nondistress 
than constructive problem-solving behaviors (Rus-

bult et al., 1986). Couples who are dissatisfied with 
their relationship are more likely to criticize their 
partner, which can result in increased tension in the 
relationship. The growing misunderstandings and 
accumulating tensions are destructive to close rela-
tionships. Couples were more likely to divorce when 
partners reported higher marital tension (i.e. feel-
ings of tension, resentment, irritation) (Birditt et al., 
2017). In marital conflicts, men prefer coercive be-
havior rather than reconciliation. Women tend to ex-
ert pressure on matters of importance to them, which 
men most often respond to by avoidance (Markman, 
1991; Markman et al., 1988, 1994).

Mindfulness and gender 

Studies on gender differences in mindfulness have 
not been conducted yet. In the context of gender 
differences, it can be assumed that mindfulness is 
a  characteristic associated with emotionality, ratio-
nality, and empathy as the ability to empathize with 
emotions and understand other people.

Research on empathy between women and men 
has shown that gender differences depend on mea-
surement methods and the situational context. 
Analyses have demonstrated that there is a large sex 
difference favoring women when the measure of em-
pathy was assessed using self-report scales. Moder-
ate differences (favoring females) were found for re-
flexive crying and self-report measures in laboratory 
situations. No sex differences were evident when the 
measure of empathy was physiological or unobtru-
sive observations of nonverbal reactions to another’s 
emotional state (Eagly &  Crowley, 1986; Eisenberg 
& Lennon, 1983).

There are also cognitive empathy (mental per-
spective taking) and emotional empathy (the vicari-
ous sharing of emotion) (Smith, 2006). At the same 
time, numerous analyses have emphasized that the 
differences between the sexes related to rationality 
(greater in men) and emotionality (greater in wom-
en) of sex were related to different biological and so-
cial roles of women and men (Eagly et al., 2000; Eagly 
& Koenig, 2006; Fischer, 2000; Mandal, 2003). It may 
be argued that possible gender differences in mind-
fulness of women and men may have an important 
impact on functioning in close relationships, includ-
ing the influence on conflict resolution strategies and 
the quality of a relationship.

the present study

The aim of the present study was to investigate the 
relationship between mindfulness, relationship qual-
ity, and the conflict resolution strategies used by part-
ners. Based on the fundamental assumptions about 
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mindfulness indicating its positive impact on the 
well-being of the individual, the current study inves-
tigated the relation between mindfulness and a sense 
of quality in close relationships. It was hypothesized 
that there was a positive correlation between mind-
fulness and relationship quality in close relations.

The study also investigated the relationship be-
tween mindfulness and preferred conflict resolution 
strategies used by partners in close relationships. It 
was hypothesized that mindfulness positively corre-
lated with the tendency to use constructive strategies 
(dialogue, loyalty) and negatively with destructive 
strategies (conflict escalation, withdrawal).

A secondary goal of the study was to compare 
mindfulness of men and women. In the context of 
knowledge about similarities and differences be-
tween the sexes in terms of emotional empathy and 
rational empathy, the study hypothesized that wom-
en and men did not differ significantly in terms of 
mindfulness. It was also assumed that both sexes had 
a similar level of satisfaction with close relationships. 
On the other hand, based on the knowledge that 
women are more likely to react emotionally than ra-
tionally in marital conflict situations, it was assumed 
that women would be more likely to use the conflict 
escalation strategy compared to men.

ParticiPants and Procedure

participants

The research was conducted on a  snowball sample 
in the recruitment process. The respondents were 
students of universities in Upper Silesia in Poland as 
well as their friends and family members. All respon-
dents were of Polish nationality. 153 people (79 wom-
en and 74 men) aged 19-60 (M = 27.71, SD = 7.52) par-
ticipated in the study. 

The study assumed that close relationships were 
as follows: marriage, engagement, and romantic rela-
tionships. Participants were asked to answer whether 
they were currently in a close relationship. When the 
answer was positive, they were asked if they were 
in a relationship and about the form and duration of 
the close relationship. 39.2% of the respondents were 
married, 20.9% were engaged, 39.9% were in romantic 
relationships. The duration of the close relationship 
was M = 75 months (6.25 years), SD = 78.66 months 
(6.55 years) (range: 1 month to 38 years). 62.7% of the 
respondents lived with a  partner, 29.4% lived sepa-
rately, and 7.8% lived with a  partner from time to 
time. 58.1% of the respondents had higher education, 
36.6% had secondary education, and 5.3% had voca-
tional education. 43.8% of the respondents lived in 
towns of up to 100,000 inhabitants, 42.3% in cities of 
between 100,000 and 300,000 inhabitants, and 13.9% 
in cities of over 300,000 inhabitants. 

data collection

The data were collected via the Internet. The respon-
dents were provided with written instructions con-
cerning the purpose of the research, its confidential-
ity, anonymity and voluntariness. Having provided 
informed consent, each participant completed a  set 
of questionnaires in a random order. The respondents 
did not receive any gratification for participating in 
the study. 

research Measures

The following measures were administered: 
The Five Facet Mindfulness Questionnaire (FFMQ; 

Baer et al., 2006; Polish adaptation: Radoń, 2014). This 
tool tests the general level of mindfulness. It also tests 
5 subscales (dimensions) of mindfulness: Observing, 
Describing, Acting with awareness, Nonjudging of 
inner experiences, and Nonreactivity to inner expe-
riences. The questionnaire consists of 39 statements, 
with possible answers concerning the frequency of 
behavior on a 5-point scale from 1 – (almost) never 
to 5 – (almost) always. There are 8 items in each sub-
scale, and 7 items in the Nonreactivity subscale only. 
The results calculated according to the questionnaire 
key allowed the intensity of a given dimension to be 
determined – the higher the score on a given scale, 
the greater its intensity. The reliability coefficients 
of Cronbach’s α for each scale of the questionnaire 
were: Nonreactivity – .66, Observing – .73, Acting 
with awareness – .79, Nonjudging – .86, and Describ-
ing – .74. Examples of the questionnaire items belong-
ing to different subscales were: Nonreactivity – “I am 
not forced to react to the emotions I feel”; Observing 
– “When I walk, I pay attention to the impressions 
coming from my moving body”; Acting with aware-
ness – “I have difficulty concentrating on what is 
happening here and now”; Describing – “I can easily 
find the words to describe my feelings”; Nonjudging 
– “Assess whether my thoughts are right or wrong”.

The Patterns of Problem Solving Questionnaire 
(Rusbult et al., 1986; Polish adaptation: Kriegelewicz, 
2003). The questionnaire consists of 32 statements 
that refer to 4 conflict resolution strategies that de-
scribe reactions to dissatisfaction in a close relation-
ship, i.e. dialogue (a constructive and active strategy), 
conflict escalation (a destructive and active strategy), 
loyalty (a constructive and passive strategy), and 
withdrawal (a destructive and passive strategy). The 
person is to mark the answer on a 6-point scale from 
0 (never behaves in a given way) to 5 (always behaves 
in a given way). The score for each scale is 0-40 points 
and the higher the score on a given scale, the great-
er the intensity of a  given strategy being used as 
a means of resolving a conflict in a close relationship 
by an individual. The Cronbach’s α reliability coeffi-
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cients for each scale were as follows: Dialogue – .89, 
Escalation of conflict – .86, Withdrawal – .91, and 
Loyalty – .78. 

The following are examples of questionnaire items 
belonging to particular scales: Loyalty – “If my part-
ner makes me upset, I try to justify his/her behav-
ior”; Escalation of conflict – “In anger, I sometimes 
say or do something I know will hurt my partner”; 
Dialogue – “When I feel sorry for my partner about 
something, I try to tell him/her calmly about what 
lies in my heart”; Withdrawal – “When my partner’s 
behavior makes me angry, I stop talking to him/her”.

The Dyadic Adjustment Scale (DAS; Spanier, 1976; 
Polish adaptation: Cieślak, 1989) distinguishes 4 main 
aspects of marital adaptation, i.e. cohesion, compli-
ance, satisfaction, and emotional expression. The 
scale consists of 32 statements. The person is sup-
posed to respond to each of them by determining the 
frequency or compliance with a given statement on 
6- and 5-degree scales (always/never frequency scale). 
The subscale regions were distinguished: Compat-
ibility (understood as the level of mutual agreement 
between spouses on matters that are relevant to the 
functioning of the relationship; for instance: family 
budget regulation; the possible number of points to 
receive in this case is 65); Satisfaction (the general 
feeling of satisfaction with the relationship is related 
to the need to be and remain in the relationship, for 
instance: “Do you trust your spouse?”; the person can 
score a maximum of 50 points in this subscale); Coher-
ence (understood as the involvement of spouses in ev-
eryday life; for instance: “Are you involved in family 
responsibilities together?”; a maximum of 24 points); 
Emotional expression (refers to showing affection for 
each other; an example of the statement by means of 
which the subject is supposed to describe his/her re-
lationship is: “Aversion to sexual intercourse due to 
excessive fatigue”; the possible score for this scale is 
12). The number of points to score for the whole ques-
tionnaire is 151, according to the answer key. 

The higher the score achieved in this subscale, the 
greater is the intensity of the aspect in a close rela-
tionship. Cronbach’s α reliability coefficients were .96 
for the DAS questionnaire, and for each subscale of 
the questionnaire were as follows: .90 (compliance), 
.94 (satisfaction), .86 (consistency), and .73 (emotional 
expression). 

results

statistical analyses

The results for the study group were measured and 
comparisons were made between the groups of wom-
en and men. The results showed that in the Five Facet 
Mindfulness Questionnaire (FFMQ), the overall level 
of mindfulness was M = 131.79 (SD = 15.36) for the 

whole study group; in the male group – M = 131.29 
(SD = 16.11) and in the female group – M = 132.25 
(SD = 14.71). Gender differences in overall mindful-
ness score and its dimensions were not statistically 
significant (Table 1). 

In DAS, the average global relationship quality for 
the whole study group was M = 120.25 (SD = 14.91) 
(men – M = 119.74, SD = 14.21; women – M = 120.73, 
SD = 15.62). Gender differences in the overall score 
and its dimensions were not statistically significant 
(Table 1). 

The results in the Patterns of Problem Solving 
Questionnaire (SRK) showed that the respondents 
most often pointed to dialogue, followed by loyal-
ty, withdrawal, and least often to the escalation of 
conflicts. Men (M = 23.74) stated that they used the 
strategy of loyalty statistically significantly more of-
ten than women (M = 21.5, p = .006), while women 
(M = 14.69) admitted to using escalation of conflicts 
more often than men (M = 12.58, p = .041) (Table 1).

Next, an analysis of the correlation between all 
studied variables was performed. The results showed 
statistically significant, small correlations between 
mindfulness in general (FFMQ total score) and rela-
tionship quality in general (DAS total score) (r = .28, 
p  =  .006). There were small correlations between 
mindfulness and the components of relationship 
quality: satisfaction (r = .27, p = .001), and cohesion 
(r = .26, p = .001). Compatibility was statistically in-
significant (r = .15, p = .064).

Also, a  statistically significant, medium correla-
tion was found between nonjudging and satisfaction 
in relationship (r = .31, p < .001). A small correlation 
was found between desrcibing and emotional expres-
sion (r = .25, p = .002). A small negative correlation 
was found between nonreactivity and compatibility 
(r = –.26, p = .001) (Table 2).

There are statistically significant, medium corre-
lations between mindfulness and conflict resolution 
strategies. Mindfulness was positively correlated 
with dialogue (r = .31, p < .001) and negatively cor-
related with conflict escalation (r = –.44, p < .001) and 
withdrawal (r = –.41, p < .001) (Table 2).

There were statistically significant correlations 
between relational quality and conflict resolution 
strategies. A large correlation was noted between 
relationship quality and dialogue strategy (r  =  .51, 
p <  .001). Also, a medium correlation was observed 
between relationship quality and loyalty as a  con-
flict resolution strategy (r = .32, p < .001). There was 
also a negative correlation between the quality of the 
relationship and the withdrawal strategy (r  =  –.36, 
p < .001). A negative correlation was also found be-
tween the quality of the relationship and the escala-
tion of the conflict (r = –.35, p < .001) (Table 2).

The study showed that there were statistically 
significant large and medium correlations between 
satisfaction and conflict resolution strategies. Dia-
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logue (r = .50, p < .001) and loyalty (r = .31, p < .001) 
were positively correlated with satisfaction from 
a close relationship, but conflict escalation (r = –.44, 
p  <  .001) and withdrawal (r  =  –.42, p  <  .001) were 
negatively correlated.

Next, linear regression analysis for relationship 
quality (DAS overall score) with strategies of prob-
lem resolution was performed. The results showed 
(R2 =  .26) that the predictors of relationship quality 
were dialogue (t = 3.99, p < .001) and conflict escala-
tion (t = –3.02, p = .003) (Table 3).

Linear regression analysis was also performed for 
the variable relationship quality (DAS overall score) 
and five facets of mindfulness (FFMQ). The results 
showed (R2 = .06) that mindfulness components were 
not statistically significant predictors of relationship 
quality (Table 4).

Moreover, a  linear regression was performed for 
the dependent variable of relational quality, consid-
ering all variables included in the study. The results 
(R2 = .39) showed that the predictors of relationship 
quality were dialogue (t = 4.15, p < .001), conflict es-
calation (t = –4.16, p < .001), and acting with aware-
ness (t = 1.71, p =  .089). The relationship status, i.e. 
engagement (t = 3.36, p < .001) and marriage (t = 2.59, 
p = .011), was also a predictor. In the examined mod-

el, gender, age, and relationship duration were not 
predictors of relationship quality (Table 5).

discussion

The results of the study showed an important role 
of mindfulness in relationship quality and conflict 
resolution strategies. Mindfulness was reported to 
be a  predictor of the quality of close relationships. 
A positive correlation was observed between mind-
fulness and the overall quality of the relationship, 
as well as its components (satisfaction, consistency, 
emotional expression and compliance). It showed 
that more mindful partners were more satisfied with 
their close relationships. This confirmed the hypoth-
esis posed in the study that there was a positive re-
lationship between mindfulness of partners and the 
close relationship quality. It was also consistent with 
the results of other studies showing the beneficial 
importance of mindfulness in romantic relationships 
(Barnes et  al., 2007; Burpee &  Langer, 2005; Jones 
et al., 2011; Kozlowski, 2013).

In the study, statistically significant correlations 
were noted between mindfulness and its components 
as well as the sense of relationship quality and its 

Table 1

Mindfulness, relationship quality, and strategies of problem resolving in study groups of women and men

Variable Women Men Total t p

M SD M SD M SD

Mindfulness (general) 132.25 14.71 131.29 16.11 131.79 15.36 0.38 .702

Nonjudging 28.20 6.11 28.19 6.69 28.19 6.38 –0.21 .834

Describing 29.16 5.26 28.64 5.91 28.91 5.58 0.78 .438

Acting with awareness 29.15 4.68 29.12 6.03 29.14 5.36 0.03 .972

Observing 25.49 5.62 24.27 6.59 24.90 6.12 1.24 .218

Nonreactivity 20.24 3.73 21.08 5.04 20.65 4.42 –1.17 .241

Relationship quality (general) 120.73 15.62 119.74 14.21 120.25 14.91 0.64 .523

Compatibility 52.49 7.09 51.49 8.20 52.01 7.64 0.79 .424

Satisfaction 40.52 5.57 40.55 5.32 40.54 5.44 0.16 .877

Cohesion 17.59 3.63 17.84 2.89 17.71 3.28 –0.13 .897

Emotional expression 10.13 1.77 9.86 2.17 10.00 1.97 0.41 .684

Patterns of problem resolution

Dialogue 29.54 7.05 27.74 8.82 28.67 7.98 1.00 .321

Loyalty 21.59 5.52 23.74 6.30 22.63 5.99 –2.74 .006

Escalation of conflict 14.69 7.44 12.58 7.90 13.67 7.72 2.01 .041

Withdrawal 16.45 6.53 15.02 6.42 15.76 6.50 1.16 .242
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components (for instance the relationship between 
nonjudging and satisfaction in a close relationship). 
It seems reasonable that people who are able to re-
frain from assessing their partner, his/her features, 
competences, emotions, intentions, behavioral abili-
ties and who are able to accept the other person as 
he/she is, with their advantages and disadvantages, 
feel greater satisfaction from a close relationship.

The study also revealed a  relationship between 
describing and emotional expression. This result 
showed that partners who were able to recognize 
and describe their thoughts and emotions of behavior 
found it easier to show and express their emotions. 
It facilitated mutual communication and understand-
ing in romantic relationships.

There was also a relationship between nonreactiv-
ity and compatibility. This result showed that part-
ners who could refrain from immediate reactions dis-
tanced themselves from postponing their reactions, 
especially in difficult situations, and experienced 
a greater sense of compatibility with their partner in 
a romantic relationship.

Acting with awareness also correlated with com-
pliance, which indicates that attentive focus on ex-
periencing the current moments and the situation 
in the relationship, focusing on the present and not 
returning to the situation in the past can contribute 
to satisfaction in the relationship.

The study also confirmed the hypothesis about 
the relationship between mindfulness and conflict 
resolution strategies. Mindfulness positively corre-
lated with dialogue, and negatively with escalation of 
the conflict and the withdrawal strategy. Therefore, 

mindfulness may favor constructive methods of con-
flict resolution, particularly conversation and mu-
tual listening to each other, and consequently may 
contribute to greater relational quality. Constructive 
ways of resolving conflicts (dialogue and loyalty) 
correlated positively with the relationship quality, 
while destructive strategies (conflict escalation and 
withdrawal) were negatively correlated with the 
relationship quality. These results confirm previous 
reports (Margolin et  al., 1989; Rusbult et  al., 1986), 
which showed the positive influence of constructive 
patterns and the negative influence of patterns of 
destructive conflict resolution on the satisfaction of 
partners in close relationships. Satisfied couples were 
more likely to use constructive strategies to resolve 
conflicts, i.e. they preferred dialogue and loyalty as 
the main ways of dealing with such situations. De-
structive strategies (withdrawal, conflict escalation) 
were used more often by couples with a lower level 
of relationship satisfaction. Dialogue and loyalty 
were associated with justifying unpleasant behavior 
of a partner, as well as faith in his/her good inten-
tions and the hope of changing him/her for the bet-
ter with time. There was a  positive attitude, which 
makes it possible to deal better with a conflict in a re-
lationship and, consequently, gives greater satisfac-
tion from such a relationship. 

The results showed that if the frequency of appli-
cation of conflict escalation strategies increased, the 
level of perceived satisfaction decreased too. As in 
the case of the escalation of the conflict, a negative 
correlation with satisfaction was noted in the case 
of withdrawal. The more frequent the use of with-

Table 3

Linear regression relationship quality (DAS overall) 
and patterns of problem resolution

Model fit measures

Model R R2 Adjusted R2

1 .51 .26 .24

Model coefficients – DAS

Predictor Estimate SE t p

Intercept 102.59 7.04 14.58 < .001

Dialogue 0.74 0.18 3.99 < .001

Loyalty 0.09 0.23 0.37 .711

Escalation  
of conflict

–0.48 0.16 –3.02 .003

Withdrawal 0.07 0.21 0.34 .733
Note. DAS – Dyadic Adjustment Scale.

Table 4

Linear regression relationship quality (DAS overall) 
and five facets of mindfulness (FFMQ)

Model fit measures

Model R R2 Adjusted R2

1 .25 .06 .03

Model coefficients – DAS

Predictor Estimate SE t p

Intercept 93.76 10.69 8.77 < .001

Nonreactivity –0.05 0.30 –0.16 .874

Observing 0.11 0.22 0.53 .601

Acting with 
awareness

0.24 0.29 0.85 .398

Describing 0.29 0.26 1.15 .251

Nonjudging 0.32 0.22 1.48 .140
Note. DAS – Dyadic Adjustment Scale.
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drawal as a means of dealing with the conflict, the 
lower was the level of satisfaction felt. This result 
was consistent with the research results indicating 
that low-level relationship satisfaction was associ-
ated with more frequent use of combat tactics and 
the use of negative behaviors (such as punishing the 
partner, lack of positive messages, not allowing the 

partner to speak, criticizing him/her, higher reactiv-
ity and stimulation), while high-level relationship 
satisfaction was associated with argument avoidance 
and the use of constructive tactics (Margolin et  al., 
1989; Rusbult et al., 1986). 

The results of the regression analyses showed that 
acting with awareness was particularly important 

Table 5

Predictors of relationship quality. Linear regression results for the explanatory variable relationship quality

Model fit measures

Model R R2 Adjusted R2

1 .63 .39 .29

Model coefficients – DAS general results

Predictor Estimate SE t p

Intercept 89.59 17.56 5.10 < .001

Dialogue 0.87 0.21 4.15 < .001

Loyalty 0.14 0.26 0.55 .586

Escalation of conflict –0.69 0.16 –4.16 < .001

Withdrawal 0.27 0.23 1.20 .230

Living with a partner        

2 separate – 1 together –2.30 3.16 –0.73 .468

3 partly – 1 together –0.20 4.49 –0.04 .964

Relationship status        

2 engagement – 1 couple 10.97 3.26 3.36 .001

3 marriage – 1 couple 10.40 4.02 2.59 .011

Education        

2 secondary – 1 primary –0.77 9.80 –0.08 .938

3 vocational – 1 primary 2.90 11.36 0.26 .799

4 higher – 1 primary –6.59 9.99 –0.66 .511

Place of residence        

2 100-300,000 – 1 up to 100,000 –0.90 2.47 -0.36 .716

3 over 300,000 – 1 up to 100,000 1.52 3.48 0.44 .662

Nonreactivity 0.19 0.28 0.71 .482

Observing 0.04 0.20 0.18 .858

Acting with awareness 0.46 0.27 1.71 .089

Describing  –0.31 0.25 –1.24 .219

Nonjudging 0.06 0.20 0.32 .749

Gender –0.91 2.42 –0.38 .707

Age –0.13 0.27 –0.51 .614

Duration of relationship 0.00 0.03 0.04 .967
Note. DAS – Dyadic Adjustment Scale.
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among the components of mindfulness. In the tested 
model, mindfulness was a predictor (p = .089) of the 
relationship quality. However, the analyses showed 
that constructive strategies of conflict resolution 
were stronger than acting with awareness predictors 
of relationship quality: preferring dialogue (p < .001) 
and avoiding escalation of conflict (p < .001). The way 
in which partners resolve conflicts significantly influ-
ences relational quality. The components of mindful-
ness were less important for the relationship quality 
than dialogue in the relationship and avoiding esca-
lation of the conflict. This can be explained by the 
fact that the skills of constructive problem solving 
are acquired by people in the course of life and are 
related to various experiences in conflict situations 
in life. Constructive conflict resolution skills do not 
necessarily come from mindfulness alone and from 
training mindfulness skills. The results of the study 
confirm the data on the important role of mindful-
ness in reactions to relationship stress (Barnes et al., 
2007).

Furthermore, in the current study, the relationship 
status (marriage and engagement) was a predictor of 
relationship quality. Gender, age, education, the place 
of residence and the duration of the relationship were 
not predictors of relationship quality. Being engaged 
or married was a predictor of good-quality relation-
ships. At the same time, the duration of the romantic 
relationship did not predict its good quality. It can be 
assumed that relationship quality was largely deter-
mined by the social status of the relationship. More-
over, engagement and marriage usually give partners 
a greater sense of stability, durability, sense of secu-
rity and certainty than informal relationships. 

In the current study, no gender differences were 
observed as regards mindfulness or relationship 
quality. This confirms the hypotheses that women 
and men do not differ significantly in terms of mind-
fulness, and that both sexes had a similar level of sat-
isfaction with close relationships.

In terms of preferred conflict resolution strate-
gies, it was found that both sexes were most likely 
to use the dialogue strategy, which is beneficial in 
resolving problems in close relationships. The noted 
gender differences were the following: women were 
more willing to use conflict escalation strategies, 
while men were more willing to use the loyalty strat-
egy compared to women. This can be explained by 
a greater tendency of women to argue and over-react 
emotionally in difficult situations, as well as by great-
er composure and rationality of men. This confirms 
the hypotheses that women are more likely to use 
conflict escalation strategies in close relationships 
than men. A greater tendency of the surveyed men 
to use the loyalty strategy than in women may be 
explained by their greater tendency to rational rather 
than emotional behavior (Fischer, 2000; Manstead, 
1992; Matud, 2004). The result remains consistent 

with the data showing that women are more likely to 
exert pressure in close relationships than men (Mark-
man et al., 1994).

In conclusion, the present research showed that 
mindfulness of partners in close relationships was 
important for both the quality of the relationship 
and the preferred conflict resolution strategies. The 
results of the study may be important for people who 
want to improve their close relationships. 

liMitations

However, the study has some limitations. First of all, 
most participants were relatively young or middle-
aged, mostly with secondary or higher education. 
The feelings and behavior of young, middle-aged or 
elderly people in close relationships may vary. There-
fore, further research should be conducted on larger 
groups of people of different ages.

Secondly, people with a different type and dura-
tion of close relationships participated in the study. 
It can be assumed that the methods of conflict reso-
lution may be different in short-term relationships 
than in long-term close relationships. Couples with 
a shorter history may be more likely to use construc-
tive rather than destructive strategies to deal with re-
lationship conflicts compared to couples with a lon-
ger history. Similarly, various aspects of the quality 
of close relationships (e.g. satisfaction with financial 
distribution) may be different than in relationships 
with many years of experience. Therefore, further re-
search should be conducted on larger groups of peo-
ple of different ages with different duration of close 
relationships.

Third, the subjects had no experience with mind-
fulness training. In the research on the role of mind-
fulness, it would also be interesting to compare peo-
ple who have experience in mindfulness training or 
various forms of meditation with those who do not.
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