
▪ Savoring, the ability to mindfully 
notice and appreciate positive 
experiences, reinforces positive 
affect. 


▪ Both savoring and some forms 
of  yoga are effective positive 
psychology interventions and are 
linked by their shared results of  
an improved well-being.


▪ Very limited research has been 
done on specific types of  yoga. 
To our knowledge, this is the 
first study conducted on hot 
vinyasa yoga, savoring, and well-
being. 


▪ We investigated the relationship 
between vinyasa yoga, savoring/
mindfulness, and attention to 
propr iocept ion in a yoga 
intervention. 

• Hot vinyasa yoga practitioners (N 
= 22, 86.4% female, 95.5% white, 
Mage = 38.3 years) 


• Quasi-experimental intervention 
(pre-test/post-test survey design) 
included verbal yoga cues targeted 
at proprioception to promote 
physical savoring/mindfulness.


• Participants completed measures 
of  PANAS, PSS, FFMQ, SWL, 
GHQ, QEWB, Flourishing Scale, 
a n d S B I t o d e t e r m i n e 
psychological well-being.
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• The hypotheses were not supported by the data, except for GHQ and QEWB, which had significant 
positive and negative differences, respectively, between pre- and post-test. 


• However, perceived instructor knowledge significantly correlated most consistently with all of  the 
measures of  well-being, with the exceptions of  PANAS (positive subscale) and GHQ.

▪ T he hypo these s we re no t 
supported by the data - perhaps 
because yoga is too distinctive 
from savoring/mindfulness, or 
perhaps because yoga and 
mindfulness are so closely 
interconnected that studying them 
in isolation is rather difficult.


▪ We found a positive effect in the 
differences between pre- and 
post-test for GHQ but a negative 
effect in the differences between 
pre- and post-test for QEWB, 
suggesting that these may be that 
spurious findings/false positives.


▪ Correlations were stronger at 
post-test - perhaps because of  the 
testing effect.


▪ The research suggests that 
participants may not have been 
consc ious l y awa re o f  the 
proprioceptive cues themselves 
and instead heightened their 
p e r c e p t i o n o f  i n s t r u c t o r 
knowledge, a t t r ibut ing the 
differences in speech to the 
instructors themselves, rather 
than isolating them to their 
speech patterns.


▪ It is important to remember the 
limitations this study had, such as 
its quasi-experimental design, 
individual variability, instructional 
variability, small sample size, and 
selection and/or non-response 
biases.
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