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Supplementary Material 1
Model Specifications for Statistical Analyses
The statistical analyses for Hypothesis I, II and III of the current study were conducted on four repeated measures spanning 12 sessions of therapy. The repeated measures were coded linearly, with 0 for session 2 and session 3, 1 for session 5 and session 6, 2 for session 8 and session 9 and 3 for session 11 and session 12. All predictor variables were grand mean centered. 
Hypothesis I. The association between individuated-secure therapeutic attachment (ESATanx and ESATavoid) and growing engagement or growing autonomy in therapy
To investigate Hypothesis I of the study, the two types of individuated-secure attachment to the therapist (ESATanx or ESATavoid measured at session 3, 6, 9 and 12) were averaged across all four repeated measures and estimated as client-level predictors. The averaging was considered appropriate given the variance-explained (R2) estimates of the unconditional growth models for ESATavoid (R2marginal = 0.004, R2conditional =0.453[footnoteRef:1]) and ESATanx (R2marginal = 0.0001, R2conditional =0.454), which indicated that a minimal proportion of variance in the ESAT variables could be explained by within-client changes over time. Moreover, adding pooled ESAT as a client-level predictor allowed us to investigate how average differences between clients in their development of therapeutic attachment during therapy related to the rate of change in growing engagement or growing autonomy (a level-1 variable measured at session 2, 5, 8 and 11).  [1:  The ‘marginal’ R2 considers only the explained variance of the fixed effects of the model (i.e., change over time), while the ‘conditional’ R2 takes both the fixed and random effects into account (i.e., the random intercepts of the model in addition to change over time).] 

The pooled ESAT variables and their interaction with time were estimated as fixed effect predictors of growing engagement and growing autonomy, first in univariate growth models and subsequently in a combined model (see the article of the study for the model building procedure). The combined growth model containing ESATanx or ESATavoid as linear, fixed effect predictors had the following model equations (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002; Singer & Willet, 2003):
Level 1)
Ytij = π0ij + π1ij (TIMEtij) + etij
At the within-client level (level 1), Ytij represents the dependent variable (i.e., growing engagement or growing autonomy) at session t for a given client i seen by a given therapist j. π0ij represents the random intercept (i.e. a client’s level of growing engagement or growing autonomy at the first repeated measure, session two). TIMEtij represents the four repeated measures and π1 represents a client’s rate of change in growing engagement or growing autonomy across the four repeated measures (i.e., during 12 sessions of therapy).  Finally, etij represents the within-client residual variance not explained by the model. 
Level 2)
π0ij = β00j + β01j ESATanxij + β02j ESATavoidij + 𝑟00ij
𝜋1ij = β10j + β11j ESATanxij + β12j ESAT-avoidij
At the between-client level (level 2), β00j represents the level-2 intercept, i.e., the expected level of growing engagement or growing autonomy in the client sample at session two, when the remaining level-2 predictors are at their average (due to the grand-mean centering of the predictor variables). β01j and β02j represent the fixed effects of the level-2 predictors, the pooled ESAT-anxiety and ESAT-avoidance across all repeated measures, on the intercept of growing engagement or growing autonomy. β10j represents the expected rate of change in growing engagement or growing autonomy in the client sample (at the average level of the predictors) during 12 sessions of therapy, while β11j and β12j represent the fixed effects of the pooled ESAT variables on the rate of change. Finally, the error term, 𝑟00ij, represents a given client’s variation around the level-2 intercept. Including a random effect for π1ij (i.e., random slopes across clients) did not significantly improve model fit in likelihood-ratio tests, and so the equation for π1ij does not include an error term. 
Level 3)
β00j = γ000 + U00j
β01j = γ010
β02j = γ020
β10j = γ100
β11j = γ110
β12j  = γ120
At the between-therapist level (level 3), γ000 represents the overall intercept or the grand mean of growing engagement or growing autonomy across all clients and therapists at session two (at the average level of the level-2 predictors). γ010 and γ020 represent the fixed effects of ESAT-anxiety and ESAT-avoidance on the overall intercept of growing engagement or growing autonomy. In addition, γ100 represents the overall rate of change in growing engagement or growing autonomy across all clients and therapists during 12 sessions of therapy, while γ110 and γ120 represent the overall effect of the two ESAT variables on the rate of change. Finally, the residual term, U00j, represents a given therapist’s variation around the grand mean. Including a random effect for β10 (i.e., random slopes across therapists) did not significantly improve model fit, and so the equation does not consists of an error term. 
By substitution of the nested coefficients, we arrive at the following composite equation:
Ytij = γ000 + γ100TIMEtij+ γ010ESATanxij + γ020ESATavoidtij + γ110ESATanxij * TIMEtij + γ120ESATavoidij * TIMEtij + [𝑟00ij + U00j+ etij ]
Hypothesis II and III. The association between pretreatment attachment insecurity, individuated-secure therapeutic attachment (ESATanx and ESATavoid) and growing engagement or growing autonomy in therapy
To investigate Hypothesis II and III of the study, the interaction between either pretreatment attachment avoidance or pretreatment attachment anxiety as client-level predictors and pooled ESATavoid or ESATanx as fixed effect moderators, as well as these variables’ interaction with time, were entered into models with either growing engagement or growing autonomy as dependent variables. The final growth model for Hypothesis II, containing pretreatment attachment avoidance on the ECR as fixed effect predictor, pooled ESATavoid as fixed effect moderator and growing engagement as dependent variable, had the following model equation:
Level 1)
Ytij = π0ij + π1ij (TIMEtij) + etij
The within-client level (level 1) consists of the same model equation as in Hypothesis I, with growing engagement at session t for a given client i seen by a given therapist j as the dependent variable. 
Level 2)
π0ij = β00j + β01j ECR-avoidanceij + β02j ESATavoidij + β03jECR-avoidanceij * ESAT-avoidij + 𝑟00ij
𝜋1ij = β10j + β11j ECR-avoidanceij + β12j ESAT-avoidij + β13j ECR-avoidanceij * ESAT-avoidij
At the between-client level (level 2), β00j, β10j and 𝑟00ij keep their definition from Hypothesis I. β01j and β02j represent the fixed effects of pretreatment avoidant attachment on the ECR and pooled ESATavoid across all repeated measures on the intercept of growing engagement. In addition, β03j represents the fixed, interactive effect between pretreatment attachment avoidance and pooled ESATavoid on the intercept of growing engagement. β11j and β12j represents the fixed effects of pretreatment avoidant attachment and ESATavoid on the rate of change in growing engagement. Lastly, β13j represents the fixed, interactive effect between pretreatment attachment avoidance and ESATavoid on the rate of change in growing engagement during 12 sessions of therapy. 
Level 3)
β00j = γ000 + U00j
β01j = γ010
β02j = γ020
β03j = γ030
β10j = γ100
β11j = γ110
β12j = γ120
β13j = γ130
At the between-therapist level (level 3), γ000, γ100 and U00j keep their definition from Hypothesis I. γ010 and γ020 represent the fixed effects of ECR-avoidance and pooled ESATavoid on the overall intercept of growing engagement. In addition, γ030 represents the interactive effect of ECR-avoidance and pooled ESATavoid on the overall intercept of growing engagement, while γ110, γ120 and γ130 represent the overall effect of ECR-avoidance, ESATavoid and the interactive effect between the two variables on the rate of change in growing engagement during 12 sessions of therapy. 
By substitution of the nested coefficients, we arrive at the following composite equation:
Ytij = γ000 + γ100TIMEtij+ γ010ECR-avoidanceij + γ020ESATavoidij + γ030ECR-avoidanceij * ESATavoidij + γ110ECR-avoidanceij * TIMEtij + γ120ESATavoidij * TIMEtij + γ130ECR-avoidanceij * ESATavoidij * TIMEtij + [𝑟00i + U00j+ etij]
In the composite equation for Hypothesis III, Ytij would represent growing autonomy as dependent variable instead of growing engagement, while pretreatment attachment anxiety on the ECR would replace pretreatment attachment avoidance as predictor and pooled ESATanx would replace pooled ESATavoid as moderator. 
Hypothesis IV. The association between individuated-secure therapeutic attachment (ESATanx and ESATavoid), growing engagement or growing autonomy and a change in interpersonal problems at the end of therapy. 
To investigate Hypothesis IV of the study, two-level multilevel models were estimated on the clients’ pre-post change in interpersonal problems on the IIP at the end of therapy. First, the average of ESATavoid, ESATanx, growing engagement or growing autonomy across all repeated measures was modeled as client-level predictors of the client’s post-treatment IIP value, adjusted for the pretreatment IIP value. Then, the final interaction models containing pooled ESATavoid or ESATanx as predictors, pooled growing engagement or growing autonomy as moderators, and the pre-post change in the IIP as outcome variable were estimated. The final interaction model containing pooled ESATanx as fixed effect predictor, pooled growing autonomy as fixed effect moderator and the client’s pre-post change in the IIP as dependent variable, had the following model equation:
Level 1)
Yij = β0j + β1j IIPij +  β2jESATanxij + β3jGrowing Autonomyij + β4jESATanx * Growing Autonomyij + 𝑟0ij
At the between-client level (level 1), Yij represents the dependent variable, the pre-post change in the IIP for a given client i seen by a given therapist j. β0j represents the intercept, the client’s expected post-treatment IIP score, when the remaining level-1 predictors are at their average. β1j, β2j, β3j and β4j represent the fixed effect of the clients’ pretreatment IIP scores (to estimate a pre-post change as outcome), the fixed effect of pooled ESATanx, the fixed effect of pooled growing autonomy, and the fixed, interactive effect between ESATanx and growing autonomy, on the intercept of the IIP. Finally, 𝑟0ij represents the residual between-client variance not explained by the model. 
Level 2)
β0j = γ00 + U0j
β1j = γ10
β2j = γ20
β3j = γ30
β4j = γ40
At the between-therapist level (level 2), γ00 represents the overall intercept or the average post-treatment IIP score across all clients and therapists (at the average level of the level-1 predictors). γ10, γ20, γ30 and γ40 represent the fixed effects of pretreatment IIP, pooled ESATanx, pooled growing autonomy, and the interactive effect between the two variables, on the overall intercept of the IIP. Finally, U0j represents a given therapist’s variation around the overall intercept.

