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“Don’t think about that!”

“It shouldn’t be 
like this!”

“Something 
must be wrong 

with me”

”I can’t do this! It’s too 
hard! It’s too much!”

”I just don’t want to 
feel this way right 

now”
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Purpose
• To evaluate the effects of defusion on choices between delayed positive reinforcement + 

aversive vs. immediate negative reinforcement 

Design
• Nonconcurrent multiple baseline across participants

Dependent Variable
• Responses to a delay discounting computer program developed by Meshes et. Al (in 

preparation)
• Area under the curve scores calculated with Mazur’s Equation

Chastain, Tarbox, Meshes, & Yang (in preparation for submission)



Materials
• Macbook Pro Laptop
• Cowin E7 Noise cancelling headphones
• E-giftcards

Participants (3 college students)
• At least 18 years of age
• No reported hearing loss
• Fluent in English
• No previous exposure to ACT
• Overt negative reaction to the sound.

Chastain, Tarbox, Meshes, & Wang (in preparation for submission)
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Intervention Round 1
• The Cards Activity (Hayes, Strosahl, & Wilson, 1999 p.162)
• Thanks Mind (Harris, 2009 p.177)

Intervention Round 2
• I’m Having the Thought That (Healy, H.A., et al, 2008)
• Word Repetition (Titchener, E.B., 1910)

Intervention Round 3
• Silly Voices (Hayes et al., 1999)
• Labeling Your Story (Hayes, 2005, pp. 154-156)
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Summary

Meaningful Life
A



Purpose
• Evaluate the effects of values-based interventions on persistence with an aversive task

Design
• Nonconcurrent multiple baseline design

Dependent Variable
• Duration of attending to sound clip

Leung, Tarbox, & Cameron (Thesis)



Materials
• Laptop
• Cowin E7 Noise cancelling headphones
• E-giftcards
• The Value Assessment Rating form (Russ Harris, 2008)

Participants 
• 2 college students

Leung & Tarbox 
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MORE RESEARCH ON 
INDIVIDUAL AND 

COMBINED 
COMPONENTS OF ACT 

ON EXPERIENTIAL 
AVAOIDANCE

MORE RESEARCH ON 
OVERALL IMPACT OF LAB 

MEASURES OF 
EXPERIENTAL AVOIDANCE

HOW MUCH CHANGE IS 
ENOUGH?



Psychological 
Flexibility

Acceptance

Present Moment

Values

Committed 
Action

Self as Context

Defusion
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Special “Thanks” to these beautiful humans:



EXPERIENTAL AVOIDANCE: ”…the attempt to alter the form, frequency, or 
situational sensitivity of private events even when doing so causes 
behavioral harm (Hayes et al., 1996).” 


