
brain
sciences

Article

Brief Mindfulness Breathing Exercises and Working Memory
Capacity: Findings from Two Experimental Approaches

Frosch Y. X. Quek, Nadyanna M. Majeed , Meenakshi Kothari, Verity Y. Q. Lua, Hee Seng Ong
and Andree Hartanto *

����������
�������

Citation: Quek, F.Y.X.; Majeed, N.M.;

Kothari, M.; Lua, V.Y.Q.; Ong, H.S.;

Hartanto, A. Brief Mindfulness

Breathing Exercises and Working

Memory Capacity: Findings from

Two Experimental Approaches. Brain

Sci. 2021, 11, 175. https://doi.org/

10.3390/brainsci11020175

Received: 31 December 2020

Accepted: 27 January 2021

Published: 1 February 2021

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral

with regard to jurisdictional claims in

published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2021 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

School of Social Sciences, Singapore Management University, 90 Stamford Road, Singapore 178903, Singapore;
froschquek@smu.edu.sg (F.Y.X.Q.); nadyannam.2017@smu.edu.sg (N.M.M.);
meenakshik.2018@smu.edu.sg (M.K.); verity.lua.2018@smu.edu.sg (V.Y.Q.L.); heesengong@smu.edu.sg (H.S.O.)
* Correspondence: andreeh@smu.edu.sg

Abstract: Mindfulness training has been extensively researched and found to elicit positive effects
on cognitive performance, including working memory capacity. Benefits to cognitive function have
been extended to brief mindfulness training as well. However, not much is known about its effect
on working memory capacity. The current study examined the effects of a single 15-min session
of mindful attention to breathing compared to a 15-min session of mind-wandering exercise in a
within-subjects experimental design (Study 1; N = 82) and a between-subjects experimental design
(Study 2; N = 424). Contrary to our hypotheses, in both experiments, we did not find any evidence
that participants in the mindfulness condition outperform the control condition on an operation span
task (Study 1) and a symmetry span task (Study 2). These results suggest that a single session of
mindful practice may not be sufficient to enhance working memory capacity.

Keywords: brief mindfulness intervention; working memory capacity; focused breathing; operation
span task; symmetry span task

1. Introduction

Mindfulness, which is broadly conceptualized as a concentrated and present-centered
awareness (of thoughts), comprises mainly two components: self-regulated attention and
openness to accepting present experiences [1,2]. As such, the cultivation of mindfulness is
often through the involvement of high awareness and higher-order cognitive processes
such as attention and working memory [3]. Accordingly, the practice of mindfulness
which engages attention, working memory, and monitoring of mind-wandering would be
expected to simultaneously train and strengthen these same cognitive processes [4]. At the
same time, the state of mindfulness, being non-elaborative and non-judgmental, observes
thoughts and feelings as events without over-identifying with them, and thus propagates a
dispassionate state of self which is noted to enhance executive functioning [5–7]. Indeed,
in numerous studies, mindfulness training has been shown to elicit positive effects on
cognitive functions [8–12]. More specifically, the literature suggests a strong connection
between mindfulness exercises and a key executive function, working memory capacity.

A component of executive function, working memory is a system of storing and
rehearsing information, coupled with the attentional regulation of the active portion of
memory [13]. This system contributes to higher-order processing, decision-making, and is
highly associated with fluid and crystallized intelligence, traditionally known to represent
the ability to reason and the competency of knowledge, respectively [14]. Working memory
can be quantified by the working memory capacity, which indicates how well an individual
is able to control their attention to maintain more information as active [13,15]. Given
that mindfulness operates through sustained attention towards a specific set of stimuli,
it is expected that training in meditation entails a boost in working memory capacity [4].
For instance, a study by Jha and colleagues [16] supports this notion by demonstrating
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that military men who had spent more time practicing mindfulness meditation during an
eight-week training program performed significantly better on working memory tasks,
compared to their peers who had spent less time or had not been trained in meditation at all.
In another study by van Vugt and Jha [17], participants who had participated in a month of
intensive mindfulness training, which required 10–12 h of daily practice, displayed better
performance on working memory tasks than their counterparts in a control group without
training. Overall, studies have extensively shown the positive impacts on working memory
capacity in subjects who have undergone intensive mindfulness training compared to
controls who have not [18,19].

Besides evidence from intensive mindfulness training, studies examining the benefits
of brief, single-session mindfulness training on cognitive performance have been opti-
mistic [20]. Supporting this notion was a study that found that undergraduate students
who were engaged in a 15-min mindful breathing exercise performed better on a reading
comprehension task than their counterparts who were assigned to a mind-wandering
exercise [21]. Furthermore, Mrazek and colleagues [22] observed in a study using an 8-min
mindful breathing exercise, that compared to students in a relaxation and reading control
group, students in the treatment condition displayed reduced mind-wandering during a
sustained attention task. Despite the brevity, these studies have demonstrated the efficacy
of quick and easily accessible mindfulness training, suggesting that such a short-term
mindfulness practice could be beneficial for training working memory as well. Research
pertaining to brief mindfulness exercises and their effect on working memory capacity is,
however, scarce.

To test the effect of brief mindfulness on working memory, we conducted two pre-
registered experimental studies employing two recordings: a mindful breathing exercise
or a mind-wandering exercise spanning 15 min each (developed by Hafenbrack et al.,
adapted from Clinton et al. and Arch and Craske [21,23,24]). Experimental manipulation
was performed by randomly assigning participants to listen to either 15 min of mindful
breathing instructions or 15 min of mind-wandering instructions (i.e., control). With
evidence from prior work, we hypothesized that subjects who underwent the 15-min
mindful breathing exercise would perform better than subjects who underwent the 15-min
mind-wandering control.

2. Study 1

Study 1 employed a within-subjects approach to examine the effect of a brief mind-
fulness intervention on working memory capacity. By accounting for interindividual
variability, the within-subject experimental approach has strengths in increasing power
and minimizing error rates caused by individual differences [25,26]. To reduce carry-over
effects—a potential confound—we utilized counterbalancing and required participants
to undergo both the intervention and control conditions at two separate time points, one
week apart. Testing the effects of the conditions one week apart allowed for any train-
ing or placebo effects to lose salience before carrying out another test, thus reducing
carry-over effects.

2.1. Materials and Methods
2.1.1. Participants

A total of 89 undergraduates from a local university in Singapore participated for
either extra course credit or cash compensation. As per our pre-registered data collection
plan, seven participants were excluded as they failed the attention check embedded in the
study or scored less than 65% on the distractor trials in the working memory task. The
final sample thus, consisted of 82 participants (71.95% female). Descriptives were reported
only for participants who were included in analyses and are presented in Table 1. All
participants gave informed consent to participate in the study prior to the onset of the
experiment. Data collection was approved by the local IRB [IRB-20-123-A078(1020)]. Details
of the pre-registration are available on AsPredicted at https://aspredicted.org/de2qp.pdf.

https://aspredicted.org/de2qp.pdf
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Due to restrictions imposed by the COVID-19 pandemic, the planned recruitment of
150 participants was not achieved and the pre-registered sample size was not met.

Table 1. Participant Characteristics in Study 1.

Characteristic N M (SD) or % Range

Sex (% female) 82 71.95%
Race (% Chinese) 82 80.49%

Age (years) 81 21.02 (1.82) 18–27
Education 1 82 3.65 (0.78) 3–5

Household income 2 80 4.55 (2.30) 1–9
Personal income 3 82 1.79 (1.17) 1–9

Subjective socioeconomic status 4 82 6.27 (1.37) 3–10

Note. 1 Education was measured on a 6-point scale (1 = Below Secondary, 6 = Masters/PhD/Other Post-graduate
degree). 2 Household income was measured using a nine-point scale in SGD 2500 intervals (1 = less than SGD
2500, 8 = more than SGD 20,000). 3 Personal income was measured on a nine-point scale in SGD 500 intervals
(1 = SGD 0, 9 = more than SGD 3500). 4 Subjective socioeconomic status was measured using a 10-point ladder
scale adapted from Adler et al. [27], with the bottom rung representing the lowest status and the top rung
representing the highest status.

2.1.2. Procedure

Study 1 involved a within-subjects design where participants were randomly assigned
using a random number generator to one of the two conditions in their first session
and were thereafter assigned to the other condition in a second session one week later.
To minimize order effects, the order of the conditions was counterbalanced across all
participants such that half the participants completed the mindfulness condition first, and
the other half completed the active control condition (mind-wandering) first. The study
was conducted online via Qualtrics and participants were notified via email, 10–15 min
prior to their registered timing, with instructions and the link to the online study.

Following the informed consent, participants in the mindfulness condition heard a
15-min audio track on a mindfulness breathing exercise. The track included directions such
as “Focus your awareness on the sensations of slight stretching as the abdomen rises with
each in-breath and of gentle deflation as it falls with each out-breath”. Participants were
asked to direct all their attention to the present, feel their breathing and be mindful of their
bodily sensations. Conversely, participants in the control condition were instructed to let
their minds wander in the 15-min audio track. Directions such as “Now simply think about
whatever comes to mind, let your mind wander freely [...] just let your mind roam as it
normally would”, with no mindfulness advice given to the participants so that they would
have an unrestricted flow of thoughts. To test whether participants paid attention to the
audio track, participants were asked to respond to a listening check after listening to each
track. Participants were asked to describe the content of their respective audio tracks in
one or two sentences.

As an exploratory outcome, stress was measured after exposure to the intervention
via three items (stress, worry, and calm) on a five-point scale (1 = Not at all, 5 = Extremely).
The item “calm” was reverse-coded. The mean of the three items was calculated to arrive
at a stress level for each participant in each condition (α = 0.77). In view of strong evidence
for mindfulness practices reducing stress in healthy individuals [28], stress was included
as an outcome of interest and acts only as an exploratory item, hence it was not reported
during pre-registration of this study.

The main outcome of interest, working memory capacity, was assessed via the op-
eration span task [29,30]. As shown in Figure 1, participants evaluated mathematical
equations (e.g., (3 × 3) − 3 = 6) while memorizing words up to three syllables long for
later recall. Each word was presented right after each equation. Each set consisted of four
to six equation-word pairs, thus resulting in three possible set sizes. The syllables in the
mindfulness condition and active control condition were matched for lexical and semantic
characteristics that may affect working memory recall, such as the number of letters, word
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frequency, orthographic and phonological neighborhood, familiarity, emotional valence,
lexical decision latency, concreteness rating, and age of acquisition [31], all ps > 0.05. At the
end of each set of equation-word pairs, participants were asked to recall as many of the
words from the set as possible. Working memory capacity was then evaluated by the partial
credit unit score (αsession1 = 0.84, αsession2 = 0.84) [32], which was calculated by dividing
the number of correctly recalled words by the total number of words presented for each
set. Prior to the actual task, participants completed two trial blocks of three equation-word
pairs each to familiarize themselves with the task.
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Figure 1. Operation Span Task.

To reduce bias from poor data quality, participants were then faced with an attention
check question that involved a distractor preamble about bilingual research but instructed
participants to show that they were paying attention by choosing the option “Other” to
continue. Additionally, they were asked if they provided honest responses throughout the
course of the study. Lastly, demographic variables including sex, socio-economic status,
age, and education level were collected at the end of the second session.

2.2. Results

All analyses were conducted in R version 3.6.3 [33]. Bayesian hypothesis testing was
conducted using BayesFactor version 0.9.12–4.2 [34] in R, with Jeffreys-Zellener-Siow (JZS)
priors. Standardized group mean difference effect sizes were calculated in terms of Becker’s
d for within-subjects designs [35]. A summary of the results can be found in Table 2.

Table 2. Summary of Outcomes in Study 1.

Outcome N Mindfulness
M (SD)

Control M
(SD) t df p d

Working memory capacity 82 4.71 (0.84) 4.85 (0.72) 2.12 81 0.037 −0.19
Stress 82 2.58 (0.86) 2.63 (0.79) 0.57 81 0.570 −0.06
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2.2.1. Working Memory Capacity

Following our pre-registered analytic plan, we tested if there was a difference in
working memory capacity between the mindfulness and control conditions using both
frequentist and Bayesian two-tailed paired-samples t-tests. The frequentist analysis re-
vealed a significant difference in working memory capacity between the two conditions,
t(81) = 2.12, p = 0.037, d = −0.19. However, the direction of the effect was contrary to our
prediction—we found that participants performed better in the control condition (M = 4.85,
SD = 0.72) than in the mindfulness condition (M = 4.71, SD = 0.84). These results are
depicted in Figure 2. Nevertheless, the Bayesian t-test revealed only anecdotal support for
the alternative hypothesis, BF10 = 1.01.
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2.2.2. Exploratory Outcomes

For exploratory purposes, due to the unbalanced distribution of sex in the current
sample, we conducted a repeated-measures ANOVA with sex entered as a covariate to
examine if there still was a difference in working memory capacity between the mindfulness
and control conditions after controlling for sex. We found no main effect of condition,
F(1, 80) = 2.36, p = 0.128, ηp

2 = 0.029. Additionally, we found no interaction between
condition and sex, F(1, 80) = 0.25, p = 0.621, ηp

2 = 0.003.
Additionally, we examined if there was a significant difference in stress between

the two conditions. A two-tailed paired-samples t-test revealed no significant difference,
t(81) = 0.57, p = 0.570, d = −0.06, suggesting that mindfulness and the control condition
(mind-wandering) did not have different effects on stress in the current sample.

3. Study 2

In order to address concerns about carry-over effects as well as the relatively small and
age-restricted sample in Study 1, we conducted a follow-up study using a between-subjects
design with a larger community sample in Study 2. Participants were randomly assigned
to one of the two conditions, with the same manipulation as in Study 1.
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3.1. Materials and Methods
3.1.1. Participants

A total of 493 participants were recruited via Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk),
an online crowdsourcing platform, with cash compensation. As per our pre-registered
data collection plan, 11 participants’ responses were discarded as they failed the attention
checks embedded in the study, and an additional 59 participants’ responses were removed
as they scored less than 65% on the distractor trials in the working memory task. The final
sample hence consisted of 424 participants (56.25% female). Descriptives are reported for
participants who are included in analyses and are available in Table 3. All participants
gave informed consent to participate in the study prior to the onset of the experiment.
Data collection was approved by the local IRB [IRB-20-123-A078-M1(1120)]. Details of the
pre-registration are available on AsPredicted at https://aspredicted.org/7jx5d.pdf.

Table 3. Participant Characteristics in Study 2.

Mindfulness (N = 208) Control (N = 216)

Characteristic M (SD) Range M (SD) Range

Sex (% female) 56.25% 57.41%
Race (% White) 81.25% 78.70%

Age (years) 42.90 (13.45) 19–73 44.58 (13.13) 19–77
Education 1 8.43 (2.08) 3–12 8.45 (2.02) 3–12

Household income 2 2.82 (1.72) 1–9 2.86 (1.92) 1–9
Personal income 3 6.06 (2.69) 1–9 5.68 (2.74) 1–9

Subjective socioeconomic status 4 5.02 (1.72) 1–10 5.10 (1.68) 1–9

Note.1 Education was measured on a 12-point scale (1 = No school or some grade school, 12 = PhD, ED.D, DDS,
LLD, JD, or other professional degree). 2 Household income was measured using a nine-point scale in USD 2500
intervals (1 = less than USD 2500, 9 = USD 20,000). 3 Personal income was measured on a nine-point scale in USD
500 intervals (1 = USD 0, 9 = more than USD 3500). 4 Subjective socioeconomic status was measured using a
10-point ladder scale adapted from Adler et al. [27], with the bottom rung representing the lowest status and the
top rung representing the highest status.

3.1.2. Procedure

Study 2 involved a between-subjects design where participants were randomly as-
signed via Qualtrics to either the mindfulness condition (15-min mindfulness breathing
exercise) or the active control condition (15-min mind-wandering exercise). Similar to
Study 1, the study was conducted online via Qualtrics.

In light of the monetary compensation and anonymity of MTurk studies, the study
was only open to MTurk workers from the United States who had completed at least
500 Human Intelligence Tasks (HITs) and had at least a 99% HIT approval rating to ensure
that high-quality data was collected. In addition, to prevent bots from providing fake data,
a “Botcha” screener was implemented. Participants first had to answer two questions to
determine that they were real human beings instead of programmed bots. Participants
who failed any of the two questions were not directed to the main study and therefore
their surveys were prematurely terminated with no remuneration. Following this was an
audio check to ensure the smooth delivery of the manipulation without technical issues,
and participants then gave informed consent before proceeding to the study properly.

Before proceeding to the main study, participants were asked an attention check
question similar to that in Study 1, where they had to show their attention by clicking on
“Other” as the answer to a question after reading a preamble. Subsequently, baseline stress
was measured via three items (stress, worry, and calm) on a five-point scale (1 = Not at
all, 5 = Extremely). The item “calm” was reverse-coded. The mean of the three items was
computed for each participant to arrive at a baseline stress score (α = 0.81).

Similar to Study 1, participants assigned to the mindfulness condition listened to
an audio track instructing them to direct all their attention to their breathing and bodily
sensations. Conversely, participants in the active control condition were instructed to allow
their minds to wander freely with no mindfulness advice. To ensure the involvement of the

https://aspredicted.org/7jx5d.pdf
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participants in listening to the audio track there was a listening check for each condition.
Participants were asked to describe the content in their respective audio tracks in one or
two sentences.

Afterward, as a manipulation check, absorption was measured via one item, “After
listening to the recording, how much do you feel absorbed in the present moment?”. Partic-
ipants rated their absorption on a seven-point scale (1 = Not at all absorbed, 7 = Extremely
absorbed). Per Study 1, stress was a secondary outcome of interest. Stress was measured
post-manipulation via the same three items (stress, worry, calm) on a five-point scale as at
baseline. The mean of the three items was computed for each participant to arrive at a post-
manipulation stress score (α = 0.80). The post-manipulation score was then subtracted from
the baseline score for each participant to ascertain the decrease in stress for each participant.
Both the absorption and stress outcomes were not included in the pre-registration analytic
plan due to their secondary roles as either a manipulation check or an exploratory outcome.

The outcome of interest, working memory capacity, was assessed by the symmetry
span task [36,37] in Study 2. As shown in Figure 3, participants were shown a series
of grid locations one-by-one forming the 4 × 4 location grid in the center of the screen.
Before each location grid was shown, the participant was shown a distractor in the form
of an 8 × 8 symmetry grid. The pattern was either symmetrical or asymmetrical along its
vertical axis, and the participant was to make a judgment (i.e., “Is this image symmetrical
along the vertical axis?”) before the next 4 × 4 location grid was shown. At the end of
each symmetry-location block, participants were asked to recall as many grid locations as
possible in the order of appearance. Similar to Study 1, working memory capacity was then
evaluated by the partial credit unit score (α = 0.85) [32]. Prior to the actual task, participants
completed two trial blocks of three symmetry-location pairs each to familiarize themselves
with the task.
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As in Study 1, participants were asked an honesty question to ascertain data quality.
Lastly, participants were asked about their demographic characteristics including their
sex, socio-economic status, age, and education level. A unique compensation code was
generated for each participant which was used in the MTurk platform to collect their
study compensation.
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3.2. Results

As in Study 1, all analyses were conducted in R version 3.6.3 [33]. Bayesian hypothesis
testing was conducted using BayesFactor version 0.9.12–4.2 [34] in R, with Jeffreys-Zellener-
Siow (JZS) priors. Standardized group mean difference effect sizes were calculated in terms
of Cohen’s d for between-subjects designs [38]. A summary of the results can be found in
Table 4.

Table 4. Summary of Outcomes in Study 2.

Outcome
Mindfulness
(N = 208) M

(SD)

Control
(N = 216) M

(SD)
t df p d

Working memory capacity 5.98 (2.16) 6.01 (2.22) 0.15 422 0.884 −0.01
Absorption 4.07 (1.19) 3.83 (1.25) −2.02 422 0.045 0.20

Decrease in stress 0.37 (0.71) 0.21 (0.68) 2.40 422 0.017 0.23

3.2.1. Working Memory Capacity

Following our pre-registered analytic plan, we tested if there was a difference in
working memory capacity between the mindfulness and control conditions using both
frequentist and Bayesian two-tailed independent-samples t-tests. In contrast to our findings
in Study 1, the frequentist analysis revealed no significant difference in working memory
capacity between the mindfulness and control condition in Study 2, t(422) = 0.15, p = 0.884,
d = −0.01. These results are depicted in Figure 4. In line with the results of the frequentist
analysis, the Bayesian t-test revealed substantial support for the null hypothesis (i.e., there
is no significant difference in working memory capacity between the two conditions),
BF10 = 0.11.
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Figure 4. Violin Plots Depicting Working Memory Capacity in Study 2.

3.2.2. Exploratory Outcomes

The absorption measure was used as a manipulation check. A two-tailed independent-
samples t-test revealed that the difference between the two conditions was significant,
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t(422) = −2.02, p = 0.045, d = 0.20, such that participants in the mindfulness condition
(M = 4.07, SD = 1.19) were more absorbed than those in the control condition (M = 3.83,
SD = 1.25), suggesting that the manipulation was successful.

A two-tailed independent-samples t-test was conducted to examine if participants
in the two conditions differed in how much their stress decreased. There was a signif-
icant difference in stress reduction between the two conditions, t(422) = 2.40, p = 0.017,
d = 0.23. Participants in the mindfulness condition (M = 0.37, SD = 0.71) experienced greater
reductions in stress than participants in the control condition (M = 0.21, SD = 0.68).

4. Discussion

The present studies aimed to examine if a brief mindful breathing exercise would
improve the performance of individuals on operation and symmetry span tasks, which are
measures of working memory capacity. The practice of brief mindfulness in our studies
entailed a persistent effort to maintain focus on a single experience, particularly the sen-
sation of breathing, for 15 min, and guidance to perform this intervention was through a
pre-recorded audio track. Findings from both the within-subjects and between-subjects
experiments showed no support for the studies’ hypothesis. Additionally, using a Bayesian
t-test, the null hypothesis was shown to be substantially supported in Study 2. Despite ear-
lier positive findings that mindfulness training enhances working memory [9,16,17,39,40],
the null findings of the present studies suggest that 15 min of brief mindful breathing
exercise does not elicit improvements in working memory capacity.

This is in line with past evidence showing that brief mindfulness training may not
always improve cognitive performance, or more specifically working memory [41–43]. For
instance, Johnson and colleagues [42] found that a single 25-min session of mindful atten-
tion to breathing did not correspond to significant differences in cognitive task performance
measured right before and after the task compared to a single 25-min session of relaxation
and deep breathing. Incidentally, findings from both the present studies and Johnson et al.
suggest that emotions or mood are more likely to be influenced by a short session of mind-
ful breathing, as represented by measures of stress or anxiety. Although the previous work
on mindfulness largely found support for the positive influence of mindfulness training
on working memory, it is plausible that a brief session of mindful breathing is simply
not enough to train the sustained attention and concentration required in a cognitively
demanding task such as the complex span tasks used in this experiment [42]. Drawing
from the findings of Basso and colleagues [41], whereby four weeks of mindfulness training
(13 min daily) did not demonstrate improvements in working memory compared to eight
weeks of training (13 min daily) which did, a likely conclusion is that single sessions of
mindful practice are only effective when practiced regularly, over an extended period of
time (i.e., at least more than four weeks).

The current studies are not without their limitations. First, the studies only employed
a single paradigm of working memory, the complex span task, and its null finding may not
be generalizable to other working memory tasks (e.g., N-back task, digit span task, reading
span task). Indeed, in Zeidan et al.’s [43] study, participants who underwent four separate
sessions of 20-min meditation training were observed to have improved performance on
the N-back task but not the backward digit span task which are both measurements of
working memory capacity. As such, the present study’s conclusion on the ineffectiveness
of brief mindfulness breathing exercise on working memory may be task-specific. It is
therefore worthwhile for future studies to consider replicating the current study with
different working memory paradigms such as the N-back [44,45], reading span, and other
span tasks [32,36]. Similarly worthwhile would be for future studies to explore the effects
of mindfulness practices on other domains of cognitive functions such as task-switching,
inhibitory control, and episodic memory [46–48], which were not examined here. Second,
the manipulation check adapted from Clinton et al. [21] is a single-item self-report measure
and may have contributed to an overestimation of the effect of manipulation. Future
studies may want to consider engaging other methods of manipulation checking that
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could more objectively determine the state of mindfulness in participants. Third, despite
effective manipulation as indicated by the successful manipulation check in Study 2, the
intervention could be transient and may not have lasted throughout the working memory
task. Future studies could incorporate manipulation boosters and more manipulation
checks to ensure that the effect of mindfulness remains salient throughout the course of
the study. Lastly, while measures such as bot detection, attention checks, and honesty
checks were taken, it is plausible that the online setting could lead to questions about the
stringency at which participants engaged in the experiment. Additionally, the reliability of
online experiments has been scrutinized, especially for more complex manipulations [49].
It would, therefore, be beneficial to consider providing more guidance in performing the
interventions to ensure the effectiveness of the manipulation in future studies. Nonetheless,
an effective manipulation was found using manipulation checks in the present studies and
the results presented are still relevant.

5. Conclusions

In summary, the present study did not corroborate previous work on intensive mind-
fulness training, in that no evidence was provided to show the benefits of practicing brief
mindful breathing on working memory. Although intensive mindfulness training has
been largely found to enhance working memory [9,16,17,39,40,50], it may be argued that
single-session mindfulness practices are too brief to elicit a significant positive impact on
higher-order cognitive processes such as working memory.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, A.H. and F.Y.X.Q.; methodology, A.H., F.Y.X.Q., H.S.O.
and V.Y.Q.L.; statistical analysis, N.M.M.; writing, A.H., F.Y.X.Q., N.M.M. and M.K.; supervision,
A.H. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was partially funded by the Ministry of Education (MOE) Tier 1 Academic
Research Fund (AcRF), grant number 20-C242-SMU-001.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was approved by the Institutional Review Board
of Singapore Management University (protocol code IRB-20-123-A078-M1(1120)).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: Publicly available datasets were analyzed in this study. This data can
be found here: https://researchbox.org/170.

Acknowledgments: We extend our thanks to Virginia Clinton (PhD, University of North Dakota) for
sharing with us her research materials and Shane Littrell (PhD Student, University of Waterloo) for
his help with the “Botcha” screeners in Study 2.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The sponsors had no role in the
design, execution, interpretation, or writing of the study.

References
1. Bishop, S.R.; Lau, M.; Shapiro, S.; Carlson, L.; Anderson, N.D.; Carmody, J.; Segal, Z.V.; Abbey, S.; Speca, M.; Velting, D.; et al.

Mindfulness: A proposed operational definition. Clin. Psychol. Sci. Pract. 2006, 11, 230–241. [CrossRef]
2. Brown, K.W.; Ryan, R.M. Perils and promise in defining and measuring mindfulness: Observations from experience. Clin. Psychol.

Sci. Pract. 2006, 11, 242–248. [CrossRef]
3. Morrison, A.B.; Jha, A.P. Mindfulness, attention, and working memory. In Handbook of Mindfulness and Self-Regulation; Ostafin,

B.D., Robinson, M.D., Meier, B.P., Eds.; Springer: New York, NY, USA, 2015; pp. 33–45. ISBN 978-1-4939-2262-8.
4. Jha, A.P.; Denkova, E.; Zanesco, A.P.; Witkin, J.E.; Rooks, J.; Rogers, S.L. Does mindfulness training help working memory ‘work’

better? Curr. Opin. Psychol. 2019, 28, 273–278. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Gothe, N.P.; Keswani, R.K.; McAuley, E. Yoga practice improves executive function by attenuating stress levels. Biol. Psychol.

2016, 121, 109–116. [CrossRef]
6. Hartanto, A.; Yang, H. Testing theoretical assumptions underlying the relation between anxiety, mind wandering, and task-

switching: A diffusion model analysis. Emotion 2020. [CrossRef]
7. Moran, T.P. Anxiety and working memory capacity: A meta-analysis and narrative review. Psychol. Bull. 2016, 142, 831–864.

[CrossRef]

https://researchbox.org/170
http://doi.org/10.1093/clipsy.bph077
http://doi.org/10.1093/clipsy.bph078
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2019.02.012
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30999122
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2016.10.010
http://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000935
http://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000051


Brain Sci. 2021, 11, 175 11 of 12

8. Chan, D.; Woollacott, M. Effects of level of meditation experience on attentional focus: Is the efficiency of executive or orientation
networks improved? J. Alern. Complement. Med. 2007, 13, 651–658. [CrossRef]

9. Chambers, R.; Lo, B.C.Y.; Allen, N.B. The impact of intensive mindfulness training on attentional control, cognitive style, and
affect. Cogn. Ther. Res. 2008, 32, 303–322. [CrossRef]

10. Heeren, A.; Van Broeck, N.; Philippot, P. The effects of mindfulness on executive processes and autobiographical memory
specificity. Behav. Res. Ther. 2009, 47, 403–409. [CrossRef]

11. Mallya, S.; Fiocco, A.J. Effects of mindfulness training on cognition and well-being in healthy older adults. Mindfulness 2016, 7,
453–465. [CrossRef]

12. Wimmer, L.; Bellingrath, S.; von Stockhausen, L. Cognitive effects of mindfulness training: Results of a pilot study Based on a
theory driven approach. Front. Psychol. 2016, 7, 1037. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Engle, R.W. Working memory capacity as executive attention. Curr. Direct. Psychol. Sci. 2002, 11, 19–23. [CrossRef]
14. Friedman, N.P.; Miyake, A.; Corley, R.P.; Young, S.E.; DeFries, J.C.; Hewitt, J.K. Not all executive functions are related to

intelligence. Psychol. Sci. 2006, 17, 172–179. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
15. Kane, M.J.; Hambrick, D.Z.; Tuholski, S.W.; Wilhelm, O.; Payne, T.W.; Engle, R.W. The generality of working memory capacity:

A latent-variable approach to verbal and visuospatial memory span and reasoning. J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 2004, 133, 189–217.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

16. Jha, A.P.; Stanley, E.A.; Kiyonaga, A.; Wong, L.; Gelfand, L. Examining the protective effects of mindfulness training on working
memory capacity and affective experience. Emotion 2010, 10, 54–64. [CrossRef]

17. Van Vugt, M.K.; Jha, A.P. Investigating the impact of mindfulness meditation training on working memory: A mathematical
modeling approach. Cogn. Affect. Behav. Neurosci. 2011, 11, 344–353. [CrossRef]

18. Bonamo, K.K.; Legerski, J.-P.; Thomas, K.B. The influence of a brief mindfulness exercise on encoding of novel words in female
college students. Mindfulness 2015, 6, 535–544. [CrossRef]

19. Quach, D.; Jastrowski Mano, K.E.; Alexander, K. A randomized controlled trial examining the effect of mindfulness meditation
on working memory capacity in adolescents. J. Adolesc. Health 2016, 58, 489–496. [CrossRef]

20. Hommel, B.; Colzato, L.S. Meditation and metacontrol. J. Cogn. Enhanc. 2017, 1, 115–121. [CrossRef]
21. Clinton, V.; Swenseth, M.; Carlson, S.E. Do mindful breathing exercises benefit reading comprehension? A Brief Report.

J. Cogn. Enhanc. 2018, 2, 305–310. [CrossRef]
22. Mrazek, M.D.; Smallwood, J.; Schooler, J.W. Mindfulness and mind-wandering: Finding convergence through opposing constructs.

Emotion 2012, 12, 442–448. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
23. Hafenbrack, A.C.; Kinias, Z.; Barsade, S.G. Debiasing the mind through meditation: Mindfulness and the sunk-cost bias.

Psychol. Sci. 2014, 25, 369–376. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
24. Arch, J.J.; Craske, M.G. Mechanisms of mindfulness: Emotion regulation following a focused breathing induction. Behav. Res. Ther.

2006, 44, 1849–1858. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
25. Charness, G.; Gneezy, U.; Kuhn, M.A. Experimental methods: Between-subject and within-subject design. J. Econ. Behav. Organ.

2012, 81, 1–8. [CrossRef]
26. Hartanto, A.; Ong, N.C.H.; Ng, W.Q.; Majeed, N.M. The effect of state gratitude on cognitive flexibility: A within-subject

experimental approach. Brain Sci. 2020, 10, 413. [CrossRef]
27. Adler, N.E.; Epel, E.S.; Castellazzo, G.; Ickovics, J.R. Relationship of subjective and objective social status with psychological and

physiological functioning: Preliminary data in healthy, white women. Health Psychol. 2000, 19, 586–592. [CrossRef]
28. Khoury, B.; Sharma, M.; Rush, S.E.; Fournier, C. Mindfulness-based stress reduction for healthy individuals: A meta-analysis.

J. Psychosom. Res. 2015, 78, 519–528. [CrossRef]
29. La Pointe, L.B.; Engle, R.W. Simple and complex word spans as measures of working memory capacity. J. Exp. Psychol. Learn.

Mem. Cogn. 1990, 16, 1118–1133. [CrossRef]
30. Schmader, T.; Johns, M. Converging evidence that stereotype threat reduces working memory capacity. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 2003,

85, 440–452. [CrossRef]
31. Balota, D.A.; Yap, M.J.; Hutchison, K.A.; Cortese, M.J.; Kessler, B.; Loftis, B.; Neely, J.H.; Nelson, D.L.; Simpson, G.B.; Treiman, R.

The english lexicon project. Behav. Res. Methods 2007, 39, 445–459. [CrossRef]
32. Conway, A.R.A.; Kane, M.J.; Bunting, M.F.; Hambrick, D.Z.; Wilhelm, O.; Engle, R.W. Working memory span tasks: A method-

ological review and user’s guide. Psychon. Bull. Rev. 2005, 12, 769–786. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
33. R Core Team. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing; R Foundation for Statistical Computing: Vienna, Aus-

tria, 2020.
34. Morey, R.D.; Rouder, J.N. Bayes factor approaches for testing interval null hypotheses. Psychol. Methods 2011, 16, 406–419.

[CrossRef] [PubMed]
35. Becker, B.J. Synthesizing standardized mean-change measures. Br. J. Math. Stat. Psychol. 1988, 41, 257–278. [CrossRef]
36. Unsworth, N.; Heitz, R.P.; Schrock, J.C.; Engle, R.W. An automated version of the operation span task. Behav. Res. Methods 2005,

37, 498–505. [CrossRef]
37. Foster, J.L.; Shipstead, Z.; Harrison, T.L.; Hicks, K.L.; Redick, T.S.; Engle, R.W. Shortened complex span tasks can reliably measure

working memory capacity. Mem. Cognit. 2015, 43, 226–236. [CrossRef]
38. Cohen, J. Statistical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences, 2nd ed.; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 1988; ISBN 978-0-203-77158-7.

http://doi.org/10.1089/acm.2007.7022
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10608-007-9119-0
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2009.01.017
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-015-0468-6
http://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2016.01037
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27462287
http://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00160
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2006.01681.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16466426
http://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.133.2.189
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15149250
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0018438
http://doi.org/10.3758/s13415-011-0048-8
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-014-0285-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadohealth.2015.09.024
http://doi.org/10.1007/s41465-017-0017-4
http://doi.org/10.1007/s41465-018-0067-2
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0026678
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22309719
http://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613503853
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24317419
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.brat.2005.12.007
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16460668
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2011.08.009
http://doi.org/10.3390/brainsci10070413
http://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.19.6.586
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpsychores.2015.03.009
http://doi.org/10.1037/0278-7393.16.6.1118
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.85.3.440
http://doi.org/10.3758/BF03193014
http://doi.org/10.3758/BF03196772
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16523997
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0024377
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21787084
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8317.1988.tb00901.x
http://doi.org/10.3758/BF03192720
http://doi.org/10.3758/s13421-014-0461-7


Brain Sci. 2021, 11, 175 12 of 12

39. Mrazek, M.D.; Franklin, M.S.; Phillips, D.T.; Baird, B.; Schooler, J.W. Mindfulness training improves working memory capacity
and GRE performance while reducing mind wandering. Psychol. Sci. 2013, 24, 776–781. [CrossRef]

40. Roeser, R.W.; Schonert-Reichl, K.A.; Jha, A.; Cullen, M.; Wallace, L.; Wilensky, R.; Oberle, E.; Thomson, K.; Taylor, C.; Harrison, J.
Mindfulness training and reductions in teacher stress and burnout: Results from two randomized, waitlist-control field trials.
J. Educ. Psychol. 2013, 105, 787–804. [CrossRef]

41. Basso, J.C.; McHale, A.; Ende, V.; Oberlin, D.J.; Suzuki, W.A. Brief, daily meditation enhances attention, memory, mood, and
emotional regulation in non-experienced meditators. Behav. Brain Res. 2019, 356, 208–220. [CrossRef]

42. Johnson, S.; Gur, R.M.; David, Z.; Currier, E. One-session mindfulness meditation: A randomized controlled study of effects on
cognition and mood. Mindfulness 2015, 6, 88–98. [CrossRef]

43. Zeidan, F.; Johnson, S.K.; Diamond, B.J.; David, Z.; Goolkasian, P. Mindfulness meditation improves cognition: Evidence of brief
mental training. Conscious. Cogn. 2010, 19, 597–605. [CrossRef]

44. Kirchner, W.K. Age differences in short-term retention of rapidly changing information. J. Exp. Psychol. 1958, 55, 352–358.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

45. Strauss, E.; Sherman, E.M.S.; Spreen, O. A Compendium of Neuropsychological Tests: Administration, Norms, and Commentary; Oxford
University Press: New York, NY, USA, 2006; ISBN 978-0-19-515957-8.

46. Gallant, S.N. Mindfulness Meditation Practice and Executive Functioning: Breaking down the Benefit. Conscious. Cogn. 2016, 40,
116–130. [CrossRef]

47. Hartanto, A.; Yong, J.C. Measurement Matters: Higher Waist-to-Hip Ratio but Not Body Mass Index Is Associated with Deficits
in Executive Functions and Episodic Memory. PeerJ 2018, 6, e5624. [CrossRef]

48. Friedman, N.P.; Miyake, A. The Relations Among Inhibition and Interference Control Functions: A Latent-Variable Analysis.
J. Exp. Psychol. Gen. 2004, 133, 101–135. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

49. Dandurand, F.; Shultz, T.R.; Onishi, K.H. Comparing online and lab methods in a problem-solving experiment. Behav. Res. Methods
2008, 40, 428–434. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

50. Lam, K.; Seiden, D. Effects of a brief mindfulness curriculum on self-reported executive functioning and emotion regulation in
hong kong adolescents. Mindfulness 2020, 11, 627–642. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612459659
http://doi.org/10.1037/a0032093
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bbr.2018.08.023
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-013-0234-6
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2010.03.014
http://doi.org/10.1037/h0043688
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/13539317
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.concog.2016.01.005
http://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.5624
http://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.133.1.101
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14979754
http://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.40.2.428
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18522052
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12671-019-01257-w

	Introduction 
	Study 1 
	Materials and Methods 
	Participants 
	Procedure 

	Results 
	Working Memory Capacity 
	Exploratory Outcomes 


	Study 2 
	Materials and Methods 
	Participants 
	Procedure 

	Results 
	Working Memory Capacity 
	Exploratory Outcomes 


	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

