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Abstract

Embracing has several positive health effects, such as lowering blood pressure and decreas-
ing infection risk. However, its association with general life satisfaction and daily mood
has not been researched in detail. Here, we used a smartphone-based ecological momen-
tary assessment (EMA) approach to monitor the daily number of embraces and daily mood
in a sample of 94 adults over the course of seven days. We found that embracing frequency
differed slightly over the week, with embracing occurring more frequently on weekends
than on weekdays. We also found that higher daily embracing frequencies were associated
with better daily mood using multilevel modeling. Only singles benefitted from increases
in average embracing regarding their life satisfaction, whereas individuals in a relationship
were unaffected by their embracing tendencies. Although our results are strictly correla-
tional and do not indicate any direction or causality, embraces may be important for daily
mood and general life satisfaction, but their efficacy seems to depend on relationship status.
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Introduction

Social touch is an important means of nonverbal communication and emotion regula-
tion from infancy throughout the whole lifespan (Cascio et al., 2019). Across all cultures,
humans engage in touch-based social interactions (Ocklenburg et al., 2018). One of the
most common forms of social touch is the act of embracing between two individuals.
Despite its prevalence across all humans and its long history (the earliest recorded archeo-
logical evidence for a human embrace dates back to Neolithic times, Urbanus, 2008), there
is still very little research on how this behavior occurs in daily life. While some information
is now available on the duration of human embraces (the average embrace lasts approxi-
mately 3 s, Nagy, 2011) and the perception of pleasantness with respect to the duration (5
to 10 s are perceived as more pleasant than a 1 s duration embrace, Dueren et al., 2021)
there is currently no study that has quantified the frequency of embraces in everyday life.

In contrast, embracing has been studied extensively in the context of increasing physi-
cal health parameters. For example, higher frequencies of embracing have been linked to
lower blood pressure and heart rate in premenopausal women (Light et al., 2005). Moreo-
ver, embracing reduces the physiological effects of stress. Compared to a no-hug control
group, individuals who received a ten-minute period of handholding with their partner fol-
lowed by a 20 s hug with their partner showed lower systolic and diastolic blood pressures
as well as lower heart rate increases following a stressful public speaking task (Grewen
et al., 2003). Embracing can furthermore reduce the risk of infection. In an experimental
study, volunteers were infected with a virus that caused common-cold-like symptoms and
monitored over two weeks with regard to their embracing behavior (Cohen et al., 2015). A
higher embracing frequency prior to virus administration was related to a reduced infection
risk. The authors suggested that embracing might effectively convey social support, which
in turn decreases infection risk. Finally, embracing decreases the presence of proinflamma-
tory cytokines in the body and can buffer against the effects of acute stress, further suggest-
ing a positive health benefit from this form of social touch (Berretz et al., 2022; van Raalte
& Floyd, 2020).

While all these studies demonstrate the positive effect of embracing on physical health,
less research has been conducted on the impact of embracing on subjective well-being.
Subjective well-being is constituted by an individual’s overall life satisfaction and the rela-
tive frequency of experienced positive and negative affect (Diener, 1984). Embraces with
the romantic partner are behaviorally and neurophysiologically associated with stronger
positive affective states compared to embraces of a body pillow (Packheiser et al., 2021).
One recent study monitored daily embraces over the course of 14 days and assessed both
mood and conflict situations in individuals across this time span (Murphy et al., 2018).
They found that embracing generally increased positive mood and decreased negative
mood regardless of conflict situations. When confronted with conflict situations, negative
mood increased substantially in the participants, but this effect was strongly mitigated if
embraces occurred on a given day. Thus, the results of the study by Murphy et al. (2018)
demonstrate that embraces also benefit subjective well-being as they increase daily mood.
Importantly, however, the study by Murphy et al. (2018) focused on situational factors
affecting the efficacy of embraces on mental health, namely in conflict situation, while not
including more stable variables that generally affect mood such as loneliness (Frison &
Eggermont, 2020).

Loneliness is defined as the subjectively felt discrepancy between the desired and the
actual connectedness and intimacy of social relationships (Gierveld and van Tilburg,
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2006; Hawkley & Cacioppo, 2010). Loneliness has been demonstrated to be signifi-
cantly associated both with depressed mood (Zawadzki et al., 2013) and reduced life
satisfaction (Goodwin et al., 2001). Whereas there is thus good evidence that loneli-
ness and negative subjective well-being are linked, it is less known if social touch can
positively regulate negative affect. One study found that social touch decreases feel-
ings of social exclusion in the cyberball task, a commonly used social exclusion para-
digm (Mohr et al., 2017). While social exclusion and loneliness are not the same con-
cepts, this study at least tentatively suggests that embracing as a form of social touch
could potentially be associated with a reduction of loneliness and therefore, ultimately
increase subjective well-being. Previous studies on social touch have supported this idea
as massages by an unknown experimenter can reduce the feeling of loneliness (Heatley
Tejada et al., 2020). A recent large-scale study during the COVID-19 pandemic found
that especially intimate social touch can be beneficial and alleviate loneliness (Mohr
et al., 2021). A study conducted in elderly participants demonstrated that comfort touch
improved feelings of life satisfaction as well as subjective well-being overall (Butts,
2001).

In the present study, we used a smartphone-based ecological momentary assessment
(EMA) design (Schembre et al., 2018; Shiffman et al., 2008) to investigate the associations
between embracing, daily mood, and life satisfaction. The strength of EMA is that daily
behaviors can be tracked more accurately as EMA significantly decreases recall bias due
to the temporal closeness between events and the data collection (Shiffman et al., 2008).
Furthermore, EMA significantly improves the studying of subjective well-being since the
structure of the mood dimension of subjective well-being is highly dynamic and can sub-
stantially change over short time-spans (Luhmann et al., 2021). However, subjective well-
being is also dependent on more stable trait variables such as personality traits, indicating
that subjective well-being is a complex construct comprising both highly dynamic state
and less dynamic trait components (Luhmann et al., 2021). Using EMA, both state and trait
variables can be measured, and their independent contributions as well as interactions can
be examined. Another strength of EMA is that behavior is reported regularly and thus more
accurately, as it has been shown that behavioral reports from several months ago have poor
accuracy (Shiffman et al., 1997).

The aims of the present study were two-fold: first, we aimed to provide accurate descrip-
tive reference data of daily embracing behavior across the population using EMA as there
is almost no data on the occurrence of this form of social touch in the current literature.
Second, we aimed to investigate the relationship between momentary mood and overall life
satisfaction and daily embracing. To this end, participants were asked to report the number
of embraces, the number of embraced individuals, and their mood for seven consecutive
days. At the end of the seven-day period, participants further reported a general assessment
on their life satisfaction. We also assessed personality traits that could affect embracing
behavior as well as mood and life satisfaction. Here, we assessed the Big Five personality
traits as social touch, mood, as well as life satisfaction have been shown to positively corre-
late with the Extraversion domain of the Big Five (Anglim et al., 2020; DeNeve & Cooper,
1998; Larsen & Ketelaar, 1989; Rusting & Larsen, 1997; Schimmack et al., 2004; Trot-
ter et al., 2018), whereas Neuroticism has been negatively associated with mood and life
satisfaction (Larsen & Ketelaar, 1989; Rusting & Larsen, 1997; Schimmack et al., 2004).
Moreover, we assessed relationship status, as both romantic and social touch are potentially
increased in individuals in stable long-term relationships (Triscoli et al., 2017). Further-
more, it has been shown that being in a relationship is generally associated with higher
subjective well-being (Dush & Amato, 2005).
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Since the first part of the study aimed to gather descriptive reference data, no specific
confirmatory hypotheses were formulated. For the second part of the study, we hypoth-
esized that daily mood and life satisfaction are positively associated with daily or average
embracing frequency, respectively. In accordance with previous findings, we also predicted
that loneliness and Neuroticism are negatively associated with mood and life satisfac-
tion, whereas Extraversion and being in a relationship are positively associated with these
variables. In exploratory analyses, we also investigated if more stable characteristics such
as feelings of loneliness or personality traits possibly moderate the association between
embracing and well-being.

Method
Participants

The final sample after applying the exclusion criteria included 94 adult individuals with an
average age of 26.36 years (SD=10.93; range: 18 to 69 years). Participants were excluded
if they reported mental or neurological disorders in the demographic questionnaire or if
they failed to comply with the procedural demands to report to the daily questionnaires. No
participant had to be excluded based on the former criterion and one participant had to be
excluded based on the latter criterion. A sensitivity analysis was conducted using g*Power
3.1.9.7 (Faul et al., 2007). To reach 80% power with our sample size in a multiple linear
regression model with five tested predictors, an effect size of Cohen’s £ =0.15 would have
been needed which is a medium to large effect. Thus, based on the effects found by Murphy
et al. (2018) who found large effects of embracing on positive and negative mood changes
in same-day conflict situations (Cohen’s d=0.84), the sample size should have been suf-
ficient to detect an effect reliably. In the present study, 42 participants were male and 52
were female. Fifty-nine participants were in a romantic long-term relationship and 35 were
single. The average relationship duration was 98.63 months (SD=140.60). All participants
were native German speakers. The study was approved by the local ethics committee at the
faculty of psychology at Ruhr University Bochum. All participants gave written informed
consent and were treated in accordance with the declaration of Helsinki.

Ecological Momentary Assessment

Data collection took place from April to July 2019 and thus prior to the COVID-19 pan-
demic. Participants were tested using an ecological momentary assessment consisting of
seven subsequent test sessions (individual assessment weeks differed between participants
and could start on any weekday). On each of the seven days of the week, participants
received a short questionnaire via a Qualtrics link (https://www.qualtrics.com/de/) that was
sent to them via email in the evening.

Measures

On each day, participants were asked to indicate which day of the week it was, how often
they had embraced someone in the last 24 h and how many different individuals they had
embraced in the last 24 h. No specific instructions were given as to what counts as an
embrace to more readily assess this at the end of the day as this can be a rather individual
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behavior. Furthermore, participants were asked the question: “How do you rate your
today’s mood?” to assess their daily mood. The question was asked using a 5-point Likert
scale from -2 (bad) to 2 (good). These one-dimensional mood scales have been validated
in clinical research for example in the prediction of depression relapse (van Rijsbergen
et al., 2012) and facilitate the data collection process and increase compliance when mood
has to be assessed regularly. After the end of the seven-day EMA segment, participants
were tested with several established measures to assess variables that might be related to
embracing. Specifically, loneliness was assessed using the German version of the UCLA
Loneliness Scale (Version 3) (Doring & Bortz, 1993; Russell, 1996). This questionnaire
consists of 20 items that need to be answered on a four-point scale from “never” to “often”.
Life satisfaction was measured via the German version of the satisfaction with life scale
(SWLS, Glaesmer et al., 2011). Here, five items asked about the participants’ life satisfac-
tion on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”.
Since momentary mood and life satisfaction have been demonstrated to be modulated by
the Extraversion and Neuroticism domains of the Big Five personality traits (Andersen &
Leibowitz, 1978; Anglim et al., 2020; Triscoli et al., 2017; Trotter et al., 2018), we also
assessed them using the German version of the extra-short form of the Big Five Inven-
tory—2 (BFI-2-XS) (Rammstedt et al., 2018; Soto & John, 2017). This questionnaire
contains 15 items that have to be answered on a five-point Likert scale from “disagree
strongly” to “agree strongly”. It retains much of the full BFI-2’s reliability and validity for
assessment of the Big Five personality domains (Soto & John, 2017).

Statistical Analyses

Statistical analyses were conducted using R 4.1.0 and IBM SPSS Statistics 21. In a first
step, we analyzed differences in embracing behavior and mood across the week. A repeated
measures ANOVA was conducted to determine if these variables were associated with a
given day of the week.

To test our hypotheses regarding daily mood, we used multilevel modeling with daily
mood as the dependent variable and daily embracing, personal traits, and feelings of lone-
liness as independent variables. First, a base model without any interactions was tested.
Here, daily embraces were used as level 1 predictor and loneliness, relationship status
(relationship=0 vs. single=1), Extraversion, and Neuroticism as level 2 predictors. Daily
embraces as level 1 predictor were centered on the person mean. Multicollinearity between
the predictors of the base model was checked using the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF, see
Supplementary Table 1).

The estimation of cross-level interactions between level 1 and level 2 predictors fol-
lowed the guidelines outlined in Aguinis et al. (2013). As the cross-level interactions
were exploratory and not hypothesis-driven, only the post-data collection guidelines were
adhered to. (1) The level 1 predictor variable was again centered on the person mean, (2)
cross-level interactions were illustrated, and (3) the level 2 predictor variable was used as
moderator. (4) Since we did not hypothesize any cross-level interactions of daily embrac-
ing with any level 2 predictor, we ran four successive models and computed cross-level
interactions between daily embracing and loneliness, relationship status, Neuroticism,
and Extraversion in a further analysis. Interactions were estimated in separate models as
opposed to in one composite model for statistical reasons. An assessment of variance infla-
tion factors of a model containing all interactions simultaneously revealed strong increases
in VIFs as opposed to models with only one interaction term (see Supplementary Table 2).
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Since high VIFs result in decreased reliability of the model, each interaction that included
one of the four level 2 predictors was assessed individually in separate models. To account
for the possibility of alpha error accumulation in these exploratory models, we decided to
apply a Bonferroni correction for these separate models. As we tested four different cross-
level interactions, we used a Bonferroni-corrected statistical threshold («=5%/4 or 1.25%)
to test for significance. (5) No higher-level interactions were investigated due to already
inflated VIFs in assessing simultaneous two-way interactions. (6) Effect sizes of cross-
level interactions were included using the Pseudo R? of each model and (7) all coefficients,
standard errors and confidence intervals for each predictor were reported in detail.

To test our hypotheses regarding life satisfaction, we ran a single level linear model
using life satisfaction as dependent variable. Instead of daily embraces, we used the aver-
age number of daily embraces across the week as predictor, since this variable indicates the
general tendency to embrace overall. As for daily mood, we included loneliness, relation-
ship status, Extraversion, and Neuroticism into the model. Since relationship status repre-
sented a categorical variable, we report differences between singles and individuals in a
relationship in Supplementary Table 3. Multicollinearity between the predictors of the base
model was again tested using the VIF (see Supplementary Table 4).

Interactions between average embracing and the other level 2 predictors followed the
same principle as for the analysis of daily embracing outlined above. As before, we did not
hypothesize any interactions with average embracing and therefore explored interactions
between embracing and loneliness, relationship status, Neuroticism, and Extraversion.
Identically to the analysis for daily embracing, VIFs were considerably higher if all interac-
tions were included in a single model as compared to separate models (see Supplementary
Table 5). Thus, separate interaction models were chosen instead of running all interactions
simultaneously. To account for alpha error accumulation, we again used a Bonferroni-
corrected statistical threshold (a=5%/4 or 1.25%) to test for significance. Analyses were
performed using the Ime4 and Imertest package in R (Bates et al., 2014; Kuznetsova et al.,
2017).

Results

Since there are no data on daily embracing behavior in the literature, we first report
descriptive data on reported embracing behavior and mood.

Average Number of Embraces

On average, participants embraced other people 6.29 times per day (SD=6.15; range
0-150 embraces). To assess whether day of the week was associated with the frequency
of embracing, we conducted a repeated-measures ANOVA with day of the week (Mon-
day, Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, Friday, Saturday, Sunday) as within-subjects variable
(see Fig. 1 for average number of embraces for each day and Table 1 for descriptive sta-
tistics). We observed a significant effect of day of the week (F; g7174.13,=6.04; p=0.003;
np2:0.06), indicating that embracing frequency changed dependent on the weekday.
Bonferroni-corrected post-hoc tests showed that participants embraced significantly more
often on Sundays than on Mondays (p=0.022), Tuesdays (p=0.016), and Wednesdays
(»p=0.005). Despite the absolute larger number of embraces on Saturdays, none of the tests

@ Springer



Journal of Nonverbal Behavior (2022) 46:519-536 525

12
3 1
00
o
e}

E 8 r
(5
=
(=]
- 6
[
£
£
= 4
4
2_

Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday
Weekday

Fig. 1 Average number of embraces across the week for all 94 participants. Error bars represent SEM. Indi-
vidual data points for each participant are shown in Supplementary Fig. 1

survived correction for multiple comparisons (all ps>0.055). Since the data displayed
some significant outliers, we removed all individuals who embraced more than 20 times on
any day (n=27) and re-calculated the analysis. The ANOVA showed a comparable effect
size (F(4 5630092 =4-83; p<0.001; ;7p2 = 0.07) indicating that outliers did not influence the
result pattern.

Average Number of Embraced Individuals

In a next step, we examined the number of unique embraced individuals. On average, par-
ticipants embraced 3.75 unique individuals per day (SD=4.26; range: 0-110 individu-
als). To assess whether day of the week was associated with this number, we conducted
a repeated-measures ANOVA with day of the week as within-subjects variable (see Fig. 2
for average number of embraced individuals for each day and Table 1 for descriptive sta-
tistics). We observed a significant effect of day of the week (F( ¢3,150.93y=6-04; p=0.005;
r]p2 =0.06), indicating that the number of unique embraced individuals differed with regard
to the day of the week. Bonferroni-corrected post-hoc tests showed that participants hugged
significantly more individuals on Sundays (mean: 5.29) than on Wednesdays (mean: 2.44,
p=0.014). All other post-hoc tests failed to reach significance (all ps>0.057). As for
embracing frequency, we removed individuals who embraced more than 20 other people
on any day (n=9) to check whether outliers influenced the result pattern. The ANOVA
revealed a slightly lower effect size if outliers were excluded (Fy 94 415 20)=3-45; p=0.005;
”pz =0.04). The significant difference between Sundays and Wednesdays disappeared after
outlier exclusion (p=0.096). However, excluding outliers resulted in a significant differ-
ence between Saturdays and Wednesdays (p=0.012).

The average number of embraces and the average number of unique embraced individu-
als were strongly correlated (r93,=0.91; p<0.001), indicating no clear distinction in the
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Fig.2 Average number of embraced individuals across the week for all 94 participants. Error bars represent
SEM. Individual data points for each participant are shown in Supplementary Fig. 2

underlying measured construct. We therefore decided to only include the absolute number
of embraces per day in all further analyses.

Daily Mood

On average, participants reported a positive mood rating (0.95+0.62) during the sampled
week. To assess whether mood differed across the week, we conducted a repeated-meas-
ures ANOVA with day of the week as within-subjects variable (see Fig. 3 for average mood
for each day and Table 1 for descriptive statistics). The main effect of day of the week did
not reach significance (Fgs55=1.27; p=0.271), indicating that participants had similar
mood ratings across the week.

Predictors of Daily Mood

To provide detailed insight into the associations between daily mood, daily embracing, per-
sonality traits and feelings of loneliness on the individual level, we used a multilevel mod-
eling approach.

In a first analysis, we were interested in the possible factors that are associated with
each participant’s daily mood. Here, we included daily embraces as a level 1 predictor.
Furthermore, we included feelings of loneliness, Extraversion, Neuroticism, and being
in a relationship (relationship vs. single) as level 2 predictors in the analysis. In this
model, we found that the daily number of embraces was positively associated with daily
mood (=0.010, SE=0.004, t=2.55, p=0.011). In contrast, Neuroticism (f=-0.051,
SE=0.025, t=2.04, p=0.044) and loneliness (#: —0.059, SE=0.019, r=3.06,
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Fig.3 Average mood ratings across the week for all 94 participants. Error bars represent SEM. Individual
data points for each participant are shown in Supplementary Fig. 3

p=0.003) were negatively associated with daily mood. No other predictor reached sta-
tistical significance (see Table 2 for details).

To explore possible interactions of daily embracing with the other predictors, we
repeated the analysis and included the cross-level interactions between daily embraces
and relationship status, Neuroticism, and Extraversion. We kept all other fixed effects
as covariates but investigated the interactions in separate models. In this model, we
found an interaction between daily number of embraces and loneliness with respect
to daily mood that, however, did not survive the correction for multiple comparisons
(#=0.026, SE=0.011, t=2.25, uncorrected p=0.025). Exploring this interaction in
more detail revealed that for individuals with low loneliness scores (-1 SD from aver-
age), the association between daily embraces and momentary mood was not significant
(#=0.012, SE=0.006, r=1.98, p=0.118). For individuals with high loneliness scores
(+1 SD from average), a significant positive association could be identified (4 =0.035,
SE=0.012, r=2.90, p=0.005, see Supplementary Fig. 4).

Table 2 Fixed effects for all predictors without interactions for daily mood

Model 1 (adj. R?=0.218) Regression Standard error 95% Confidence interval t-value p-value

coefficient
Intercept 2.126 0.516 [1.131-3.121] 412 <0.001%#**
Daily embraces 0.010 0.004 [0.002 - 0.017] 2.55 0.011*
Loneliness -0.530 0.173 [—0.864 ——0.196] 3.06 0.003%*
Relationship status 0.029 0.118 [—0.199 - 0.257] 0.25 0.805
Neuroticism —0.154 0.075 [—0.299 ——0.008] —2.04 0.044%
Extraversion 0.075 0.118 [—0.199 - 0.257] 0.78 0.437
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We also found a significant interaction prior to correcting for multiple comparisons
between daily embraces and Neuroticism (f=0.016, SE=0.007, t=2.47, uncorrected
p=0.043). Here, the positive association between daily embraces and momentary mood
was higher in individuals with high Neuroticism (+1 SD, #=0.036, SE=0.012, t=3.17,
p=0.002) than in individuals with low Neuroticism (- 1 SD, #=0.009, SE=0.004, t=2.44,
p=0.015, see Supplementary Fig. 5).

Finally, prior to correction, the interaction between daily embraces and relationship sta-
tus reached significance (#=0.025, SE=0.013, t=1.98, uncorrected p=0.048, see Sup-
plementary Fig. 6). We observed a significant positive association between daily embraces
and momentary mood in singles (#=0.032, SE=0.012, t=2.68, p=0.008) but not in indi-
viduals in a relationship (#=0.007, SE=0.004, t=1.81, p=0.071).

Regression coefficients, standard errors, and confidence intervals for all predictors of
each model are depicted in Supplementary Tables 6—9.

Predictors of Life Satisfaction

Life satisfaction was assessed only once and could therefore not be examined on the daily
level. Instead, we ran a single level linear regression with life satisfaction as dependent var-
iable and the average number of embraces, loneliness, relationship status (relationship vs.
single), Neuroticism, and Extraversion as predictors. This first model revealed a negative
association of loneliness with life satisfaction (B=—0.377, SE=0.148, t=2.56, p=0.012).
Importantly, average daily embraces were not significantly associated with life satisfaction.
Model details are depicted in Table 3.

We then explored the interactions between the average number of embraces and the
remaining predictors. Identically to the mood analysis, we tested the interactions in sepa-
rate models.

The only interaction that reached significance after correction was between the average
number of embraces and relationship status. We found a significant positive interaction
between these factors (#=0.564, SE=0.212, t=2.66, p=0.009). Investigating this interac-
tion in more detail revealed a weak association for individuals in a relationship (#=0.056,
SE=0.079, p=0.483) but a strong association for singles ($#=0.619, SE=0.201,
p=0.003), suggesting that singles benefit more strongly from embracing than individuals
in a relationship (Fig. 4). Regression coefficients, standard errors, and confidence intervals
for all predictors of each model are depicted in Supplementary Tables 10—13.

Table 3 Fixed effects for all predictors without interactions for life satisfaction

Model 1 (adj. R?=0.366) Regression Standard error 95% Confidence interval t-value p-value

coefficient
Intercept 44-484 4.071 [25.393 — 41.575] 8.23 <0.001#**
Loneliness —3.394 1.328 [—6.033 -0.756] 2.56 0.012*
Relationship status -1.787 0.910 [—3.596 — 0.021] 1.96 0.053
Neuroticism —-1.132 0.582 [—2.288-0.024] 1.95 0.055
Extraversion 0.803 0.732 [—0.652 - 2.257] 1.10 0.276
Average embraces 0.124 0.078 [-0.031 - 0.278] 1.59 0.115
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Discussion

The aim of the present study was to provide descriptive reference data on changes in daily
embracing behavior and to elucidate the associations between daily mood as well as life
satisfaction and trait variables such as loneliness, personality variables, or relationship
status.

Analysis of the EMA data that were collected before the COVID-19 pandemic revealed
that on average, participants in our German sample embraced other people about six times
a day. These six embraces were divided across an average of about four different persons
per day. Both numbers were below their respective averages on weekdays and above their
respective averages on weekends. This effect is likely caused by differences in activity
composition between weekends and weekdays before the COVID-19 pandemic. For exam-
ple, participants might be more likely to meet with their friends and families on week-
ends. These are situations in which embraces occur more commonly than at work or at
the university. Similar to our observation of embracing differences over the week, cortisol
awakening responses have also been demonstrated to show clear weekday-weekend differ-
ences with significantly lower cortisol secretion on weekends (Schlotz et al., 2004). While
these results were primarily interpreted in the context of work stress, fewer social touch
interactions could also have been a contributing factor as these have been demonstrated to
decrease cortisol levels (Sumioka et al., 2013).

Using multilevel modeling, we could get insight into the association between daily mood
and daily embracing at the within-person level. Here, daily mood was positively associated
with higher embracing frequency. We could thus overall replicate the association reported
by Murphy et al. (2018) who found that embracing frequency is associated with increases
in momentary mood, especially in conflict situations. With respect to loneliness, we could
first of all replicate the well-known findings from the literature that higher levels of loneli-
ness are associated with decreases in mood and life satisfaction (Goodwin et al., 2001;
Zawadzki et al., 2013). Prior to correction, we also found a significant interaction between
daily embraces and loneliness. Here, the negative effects of loneliness on momentary mood
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were reduced when the individual reported more daily hugs. These results are supporting
the idea that negative mood associated with loneliness can be relieved through means of
social touch in line with findings from Heatley Tejada et al. (2020) who found that social
touch can relieve of feelings of loneliness directly. In contrast, there was no significant
effect of embracing on daily mood in individuals with low loneliness scores suggesting that
their daily mood is not associated with this form of social touch. It should be noted that
the non-significant association was positive nonetheless, indicating that the embraces also
benefit individuals that do not feel lonely, albeit to a much lesser extent. The interpretation
of this interaction needs to be treated carefully, however, due to the exploratory nature of
this finding.

In contrast to the results for the association between daily mood and daily embraces, we
found no evidence that higher tendencies to engage in social touch operationalized through
the average number of embraces were associated with increased life satisfaction. While
we could thus not find a simple effect between average embracing and life satisfaction,
there was however a significant interaction between the tendency to embrace and relation-
ship status. Here, singles demonstrated a much stronger benefit from embracing over the
week compared to individuals in a relationship. Since a similar trend was observed also
for momentary mood, it seems that the beneficial effects of embraces are moderated by
the relationship status, a phenomenon previously observed also in the context of the stress-
buffering effects of embraces (Pauley et al., 2015).

For personality traits, we could find a significant negative association between Neu-
roticism and daily mood, and a trend towards significance for life satisfaction in accord-
ance with several other studies and meta-analyses (Anglim et al., 2020; Larsen & Ketelaar,
1989; Ruiz-Caballero & Bermudez, 1995; Schimmack et al., 2004). Similar to our findings
for loneliness, Neuroticism was also indicated to moderate the relationship between daily
embraces and momentary mood, as individuals demonstrating higher scores of Neuroti-
cism benefitted more strongly from a large number of embraces. Since this analysis did not
survive correction for multiple comparisons, this result has to be treated with caution how-
ever. For Extraversion, we surprisingly found no positive association with daily mood or
life satisfaction. A possible explanation for this discrepancy from the literature could be
derived from studies that found that the link between Extraversion and positive affect is
mediated by social interactions and, if controlled for, Extraversion does not correlate with
positive mood (Srivastava et al., 2008). Since we did not assess the number of social inter-
actions directly, this interpretation however remains rather speculative.

For all of the above-mentioned results, we need to stress that they are correlational.
Therefore, we cannot causally infer if embracing leads to an increase in positive mood
or life satisfaction and vice versa. Additionally, it cannot be ruled out that, for example,
lonely individuals who were already in a more positive mood for other reasons tended to
embrace more often—or that they were already in a negative mood and thus refrained from
making social contacts with other people, reducing the number of embraces. Furthermore,
other variables that strongly correlate with the number of embraces, such as increases in
social encounters in general, could have caused the increase in overall mood. While we did
not assess this in more detail to facilitate the data collection process, this is, however, less
likely since the study of Murphy et al. (2018) did not find an effect of social encounters
per se. Given the strong evidence of embracing on health-related aspects, it indicates that
embraces could have mediated the increase in positive mood as well. It is critical to experi-
mentally assess this link in the future. Here, studies could experimentally assess the rela-
tion of embracing and mood in a systematic way, e.g., by putting participants experimen-
tally in a bad mood and then compare to what extent embracing enhances mood compared
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to a non-embracing control group, similar to the design of the above-mentioned embracing
and stress study (Grewen et al., 2003). A further limitation of the present study is related to
the assessment of embraces in the questionnaires. We did not explicitly ask participants to
rate the intimacy and pleasantness of the embrace. Recent research has, however, suggested
that especially intimate embraces are associated with a reduction in, for example, anxiety
and overall mental health (Mohr et al., 2021). Thus, the overall effect for daily embrac-
ing on momentary mood could have been diluted due to the abundance of friendly and
even professional embraces. Finally, it is possible that participants behaved differently than
usual due to the nature of being “observed” since they had to report their behavior every
day. This concept of reactivity has however been suggested to be of low effect in ambula-
tory assessment research (Barta et al., 2012; Macintyre et al., 2021;).

This is the first smartphone-based EMA study on embracing, and we are convinced that
this technique has great potential to further elucidate the role of embracing in social inter-
actions and for mental and physical well-being as both these parameters represent highly
dynamic constructs that are influenced by both state and trait variables. Several potential
follow-up studies to our present work come to mind:

Recently, the importance of assessing social touch not only in Western populations, but
also in non-W.E.LLR.D. (Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and Democratic) cohorts
has been highlighted for kissing, another form of social touch (Karim et al., 2017). Future
studies also should investigate the links between embracing and loneliness in a broader
variety of samples from different countries. This is essential in order to assess the influ-
ences of societal learning or cultural norms on embracing and kissing (Henrich et al.,
2010).

Another variable that has been discussed to be important in the context of social touch
is whether the investigated individual initiated the embrace or received it. This variable has
recently also been discussed in the context of kissing (Karim et al., 2017), where strong
sex differences were demonstrated (males initiated the kiss significantly more often than
females). For embracing, it might be speculated that individuals in a positive mood are
more likely to initiate embraces themselves to convey positive emotions or social support.
In contrast, individuals in a bad mood might be more likely to receive embraces, as their
partners or friends might embrace them to comfort or solace them. This relation between
mood and embracing might also be relevant in the context of a more systematic investiga-
tion of the reasons why humans embrace.

Furthermore, EMA could also be used to investigate other forms of social touch than
embracing like for example kissing (Ocklenburg & Giintiirkiin, 2009) or cradling (For-
rester & Todd, 2018; Forrester et al., 2018; Packheiser et al., 2020). In this regard, it should
also be mentioned that social touch is not limited to human-human interactions but can
also occur in human-pet interactions. For example, a recent study investigated cradling in
human—dog interactions and found that humans have a preference to cradle their dogs on
the left (Abel, 2010), a result that has been attributed to a stronger emotional bond for
the cradling of human children (Packheiser et al., 2019). Future studies could investigate
whether hugging or cradling a pet has similar associations with loneliness than embracing
a human has.

Finally, we want to highlight that our data was collected prior to the onset of the
COVID-19 pandemic. Since levels of loneliness were substantially increased during the
pandemic, especially in lockdown situations (Groarke et al., 2020; Killgore et al., 2020),
this could have also potentiated the role of embracing to alleviate it. Future research is
however needed to identify how the pandemic impacted the role of social touch in our
lives.

@ Springer



Journal of Nonverbal Behavior (2022) 46:519-536 533

Supplementary Information The online version contains supplementary material available at https://doi.
org/10.1007/s10919-022-00411-8.

Acknowledgements The authors thank Sarah Kritzler for technical support.

Author contributions JP supervised the study, analyzed the data and wrote the manuscript. IMM, JSR and
LK collected data. ML conceived the study and consulted on data analysis. SO conceived and supervised
the study and consulted on data analysis. All authors read and reviewed the manuscript.

Funding Julian Packheiser was supported by the German National Academy of Sciences Leopoldina
through grant LPDS 2021-05.

Data Availability Data and code will be made available upon request.

Declarations

Conflict of Interest The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Ethics Approval All procedures followed the declaration of Helsinki and were approved by a local ethics
committee of the Faculty of Psychology at Ruhr University Bochum.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License,
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, 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 Com-
mons 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

Abel, E. L. (2010). Human left-sided cradling preferences for dogs. Psychological Reports, 107, 336-338.
https://doi.org/10.2466/17.PR0.107.4.336-338

Aguinis, H., Gottfredson, R. K., & Culpepper, S. A. (2013). Best-practice recommendations for estimating
cross-level interaction effects using multilevel modeling. Journal of Management, 39, 1490-1528.

Andersen, P. A., & Leibowitz, K. (1978). The development and nature of the construct touch avoidance.
Journal of Nonverbal Behavior, 3, 89-106. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01135607

Anglim, J., Horwood, S., Smillie, L. D., Marrero, R. J., & Wood, J. K. (2020). Predicting psychological and
subjective well-being from personality: A meta-analysis. Psychological Bulletin, 146, 279.

Barta, W. D., Tennen, H., & Litt, M. D. (2012). Measurement reactivity in diary research. In M. R. Mehl &
T. S. Conner (Eds.), Handbook of research methods for studying daily life (pp. 108—123). The Guilford
Press.

Bates, D., Michler, M., Bolker, B., & Walker, S. (2014). Fitting linear mixed-effects models using Ime4.
arXiv preprint arXiv:1406.5823.

Berretz, G., Cebula, C., Wortelmann, B. M., Papadopoulou, P., Wolf, O. T., Ocklenburg, S., & Packheiser,
J. (2022). Romantic partner embraces reduce cortisol release after acute stress induction in women but
not in men. PLoS ONE, 17(5), ¢0266887.

Butts, J. B. (2001). Outcomes of comfort touch in institutionalized elderly female residents. Geriatric Nurs-
ing, 22, 180-184.

Cascio, C. J., Moore, D., & McGlone, F. (2019). Social touch and human development. Developmental Cog-
nitive Neuroscience, 35, 5-11. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dcn.2018.04.009

Cohen, S., Janicki-Deverts, D., Turner, R. B., & Doyle, W. J. (2015). Does hugging provide stress-buffering
social support? A study of susceptibility to upper respiratory infection and illness. Psychological Sci-
ence, 26, 135-147. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614559284

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10919-022-00411-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10919-022-00411-8
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.2466/17.PR0.107.4.336-338
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01135607
http://arxiv.org/abs/1406.5823
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dcn.2018.04.009
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614559284

534 Journal of Nonverbal Behavior (2022) 46:519-536

DeNeve, K. M., & Cooper, H. (1998). The happy personality: A meta-analysis of 137 personality traits and
subjective well-being. Psychological Bulletin, 124, 197-229. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.124.2.
197

Diener, E. (1984). Subjective well-being. Psychological Bulletin, 95, 542-575. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0033-2909.95.3.542

Doring, N., & Bortz, J. (1993). Psychometrische einsamkeitsforschung: Deutsche neukonstruktion der
UCLA loneliness scale. Diagnostica, 39(3), 224-239.

Dueren, A. L., Vafeiadou, A., Edgar, C., & Banissy, M. J. (2021). The influence of duration, arm crossing
style, gender, and emotional closeness on hugging behaviour. Acta Psychologica, 221, 103441.

Dush, C. M. K., & Amato, P. R. (2005). Consequences of relationship status and quality for subjective well-
being. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 22, 607-627.

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Lang, A.-G., & Buchner, A. (2007). G* Power 3: A flexible statistical power analysis
program for the social, behavioral, and biomedical sciences. Behavior Research Methods, 39, 175-191.

Forrester, G. S., & Todd, B. K. (2018). A comparative perspective on lateral biases and social behavior. Pro-
gress in Brain Research, 238, 377-403. https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.pbr.2018.06.014

Forrester, G. S., Davis, R., Mareschal, D., Malatesta, G., & Todd, B. K. (2018). The left cradling bias: An
evolutionary facilitator of social cognition? Cortex: A Journal Devoted to the Study of the Nervous
System and Behavior. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2018.05.011

Frison, E., & Eggermont, S. (2020). Toward an integrated and differential approach to the relationships
between loneliness, different types of Facebook use, and adolescents’ depressed mood. Communica-
tion Research, 47, 701-728.

Gierveld, J. D. J., & Tilburg, T. V. (2006). A 6-item scale for overall, emotional, and social loneliness: Con-
firmatory tests on survey data. Research on Aging, 28, 582-598.

Glaesmer, H., Grande, G., Braehler, E., & Roth, M. (2011). The German version of the satisfaction with life
scale (SWLS). European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 27(2), 127.

Goodwin, R., Cook, O., & Yung, Y. (2001). Loneliness and life satisfaction among three cultural groups.
Personal Relationships, 8, 225-230.

Grewen, K. M., Anderson, B. J., Girdler, S. S., & Light, K. C. (2003). Warm partner contact is related to
lower cardiovascular reactivity. Behavioral Medicine (Washington, D.C.), 29, 123-130. https://doi.org/
10.1080/08964280309596065

Groarke, J. M., Berry, E., Graham-Wisener, L., McKenna-Plumley, P. E., McGlinchey, E., & Armour,
C. (2020). Loneliness in the UK during the COVID-19 pandemic: Cross-sectional results from the
COVID-19 Psychological Wellbeing Study. PLoS ONE, 15, €0239698.

Hawkley, L. C., & Cacioppo, J. T. (2010). Loneliness matters: A theoretical and empirical review of conse-
quences and mechanisms. Annals of Behavioral Medicine, 40, 218-227.

Heatley Tejada, A., Dunbar, R. 1., & Montero, M. (2020). Physical contact and loneliness: Being touched
eeduces perceptions of loneliness. Adaptive Human Behavior and Physiology, 6, 292-306.

Henrich, J., Heine, S. J., & Norenzayan, A. (2010). The weirdest people in the world? The Behavioral and
Brain Sciences, 33, 61-83. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X0999152X

Karim, A. K. M. R., Proulx, M. J., de Sousa, A. A., Karmaker, C., Rahman, A., Karim, F., & Nigar, N.
(2017). The right way to kiss: Directionality bias in head-turning during kissing. Scientific Reports, 7,
5398. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-04942-9

Killgore, W. D. S., Taylor, E. C., Cloonan, S. A., & Dailey, N. S. (2020). Psychological resilience during the
COVID-19 lockdown. Psychiatry Research, 291, 113216.

Kuznetsova, A., Brockhoff, P. B., & Christensen, R. H. B. (2017). ImerTest package: Tests in linear mixed
effects models. Journal of Statistical Software, 82, 1-26.

Larsen, R. J., & Ketelaar, T. (1989). Extraversion, neuroticism and susceptibility to positive and negative
mood induction procedures. Personality and Individual Differences, 10, 1221-1228.

Light, K. C., Grewen, K. M., & Amico, J. A. (2005). More frequent partner hugs and higher oxytocin levels
are linked to lower blood pressure and heart rate in premenopausal women. Biological Psychology, 69,
5-21. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2004.11.002

Luhmann, M., Krasko, J., & Terwiel, S. (2021). Subjective well-being as a dynamic construct. The hand-
book of personality dynamics and processes (pp. 1231-1249). Elsevier.

Macintyre, R. 1., Heron, K. E., Dawson, C. A., Filipkowski, K. B., & Arigo, D. (2021). Does assessment
alter responses? An examination of measurement reactivity in an ecological momentary assessment of
body comparisons. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 40, 304-332.

Murphy, M. L. M., Janicki-Deverts, D., & Cohen, S. (2018). Receiving a hug is associated with the attenu-
ation of negative mood that occurs on days with interpersonal conflict. PLoS ONE, 13, €0203522.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0203522

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.124.2.197
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.124.2.197
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.95.3.542
https://doi.org/10.1016/bs.pbr.2018.06.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cortex.2018.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1080/08964280309596065
https://doi.org/10.1080/08964280309596065
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X0999152X
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-04942-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2004.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0203522

Journal of Nonverbal Behavior (2022) 46:519-536 535

Nagy, E. (2011). Sharing the moment: The duration of embraces in humans. Journal of Ethology, 29,
389-393.

Ocklenburg, S., & Giintiirkiin, O. (2009). Head-turning asymmetries during kissing and their association
with lateral preference. Laterality, 14, 79-85. https://doi.org/10.1080/13576500802243689

Ocklenburg, S., Packheiser, J., Schmitz, J., Rook, N., Giintiirkiin, O., Peterburs, J., & Grimshaw, G. M.
(2018). Hugs and kisses - The role of motor preferences and emotional lateralization for hemi-
spheric asymmetries in human social touch. Neuroscience and Biobehavioral Reviews, 95, 353—
360. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2018.10.007

Packheiser, J., Schmitz, J., Berretz, G., Papadatou-Pastou, M., & Ocklenburg, S. (2019). Handedness and
sex effects on lateral biases in human cradling: Three meta-analyses. Neuroscience and Biobehavio-
ral Reviews, 104, 30-42. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2019.06.035

Packheiser, J., Schmitz, J., Metzen, D., Reinke, P., Radtke, F., Friedrich, P., Giintiirkiin, O., Peterburs,
J., & Ocklenburg, S. (2020). Asymmetries in social touch—motor and emotional biases on lateral
preferences in embracing, cradling and kissing. Laterality, 25, 325-348.

Packheiser, J., Berretz, G., Rook, N., Bahr, C., Schockenhoff, L., Giintiirkiin, O., & Ocklenburg, S.
(2021). Investigating real-life emotions in romantic couples: A mobile EEG study. Scientific
Reports, 11, 1-12.

Pauley, P. M., Floyd, K., & Hesse, C. (2015). The stress-buffering effects of a brief dyadic interaction
before an acute stressor. Health Communication, 30, 646—659. https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.
2014.888385

Rammstedt, B., Danner, D., Soto, C. J., & John, O. P. (2018). Validation of the short and extra-short
forms of the Big Five Inventory-2 (BFI-2) and their German adaptations. European Journal of Psy-
chological Assessment, 36(1), 149.

Ruiz-Caballero, J. A., & Bermidez, J. (1995). Neuroticism, mood, and retrieval of negative personal
memories. The Journal of General Psychology, 122, 29-35.

Russell, D. W. (1996). UCLA Loneliness Scale (Version 3): Reliability, validity, and factor structure.
Journal of Personality Assessment, 66, 20—40. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa6601_2

Rusting, C. L., & Larsen, R. J. (1997). Extraversion, neuroticism, and susceptibility to positive and nega-
tive affect: A test of two theoretical models. Personality and Individual Differences, 22, 607-612.

Schembre, S. M., Liao, Y., O’Connor, S. G., Hingle, M. D., Shen, S.-E., Hamoy, K. G., Huh, J., et al.
(2018). Mobile ecological momentary diet assessment methods for behavioral research: Systematic
review. JMIR mHealth and uHealth, 6, e11170. https://doi.org/10.2196/11170

Schimmack, U., Oishi, S., Furr, R. M., & Funder, D. C. (2004). Personality and life satisfaction: A facet-
level analysis. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 30, 1062—1075.

Schlotz, W., Hellhammer, J., Schulz, P., & Stone, A. A. (2004). Perceived work overload and chronic
worrying predict weekend—weekday differences in the cortisol awakening response. Psychosomatic
Medicine, 66, 207-214.

Shiffman, S., Hufford, M., Hickcox, M., Paty, J. A., Gnys, M., & Kassel, J. D. (1997). Remember that?
A comparison of real-time versus retrospective recall of smoking lapses. Journal of Consulting and
Clinical Psychology, 65, 292-300. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006x.65.2.292.a

Shiffman, S., Stone, A. A., & Hufford, M. R. (2008). Ecological momentary assessment. Annual Review
of Clinical Psychology, 4, 1-32.

Soto, C.J., & John, O. P. (2017). Short and extra-short forms of the Big Five Inventory—2: The BFI-2-S and
BFI-2-XS. Journal of Research in Personality, 68, 69-81. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2017.02.004

Srivastava, S., Angelo, K. M., & Vallereux, S. R. (2008). Extraversion and positive affect: A day reconstruc-
tion study of person—environment transactions. Journal of Research in Personality, 42, 1613-1618.

Sumioka, H., Nakae, A., Kanai, R., & Ishiguro, H. (2013). Huggable communication medium decreases
cortisol levels. Scientific Reports, 3, 1-6.

Triscoli, C., Croy, 1., Olausson, H., & Sailer, U. (2017). Touch between romantic partners: Being stroked
is more pleasant than stroking and decelerates heart rate. Physiology Behavior, 177, 169-175.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2017.05.006

Trotter, P., Belovol, E., McGlone, F., & Varlamov, A. (2018). Validation and psychometric properties of
the Russian version of the Touch Experiences and Attitudes Questionnaire (TEAQ-37 Rus). PLoS
ONE, 13, e0206905. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0206905

Urbanus, J. (2008). Eternal embrace. Archaeology, 61(1), 36-38.

van Raalte, L. J., & Floyd, K. (2020). Daily hugging predicts lower levels of two proinflammatory
cytokines. Western Journal of Communication, 85(4), 487-507.

van Rijsbergen, G. D., Bockting, C. L. H., Berking, M., Koeter, M. W. J., & Schene, A. H. (2012). Can
a one-item mood scale do the trick? Predicting relapse over 5.5-years in recurrent depression. PloS
one, 7(10), e46796.

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1080/13576500802243689
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2018.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neubiorev.2019.06.035
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2014.888385
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2014.888385
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327752jpa6601_2
https://doi.org/10.2196/11170
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006x.65.2.292.a
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2017.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physbeh.2017.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0206905

536 Journal of Nonverbal Behavior (2022) 46:519-536

von Mohr, M., Kirsch, L. P., & Fotopoulou, A. (2017). The soothing function of touch: Affective
touch reduces feelings of social exclusion. Scientific Reports, 7, 13516. https://doi.org/10.1038/
s41598-017-13355-7

von Mohr, M., Kirsch, L. P., & Fotopoulou, A. (2021). Social touch deprivation during COVID-19: Effects
on psychological well-being, tolerating isolation and craving interpersonal touch. Royal Society Open
Science, 8(9), 210287.

Zawadzki, M. J., Graham, J. E., & Gerin, W. (2013). Rumination and anxiety mediate the effect of loneli-
ness on depressed mood and sleep quality in college students. Health Psychology, 32, 212.

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

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-13355-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-13355-7

	The Association of Embracing with Daily Mood and General Life Satisfaction: An Ecological Momentary Assessment Study
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Method
	Participants
	Ecological Momentary Assessment
	Measures
	Statistical Analyses

	Results
	Average Number of Embraces
	Average Number of Embraced Individuals
	Daily Mood
	Predictors of Daily Mood
	Predictors of Life Satisfaction
	Discussion
	Acknowledgements 
	References




