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Abstract

For the success of an acceptance intervention, it is important to let go of the unworkable change agenda in Acceptance and Commitment Therapy (Sakai et al,. 2014). We have developed an
Implicit Relational Assessment Procedure to measure unworkable change agenda (CA-IRAP; Inoue et al., In press). In the current study, we examined whether CA-IRAP was able to predict
changes in accepting behavior after accepting interventions compared to the explicit measure. This study did not show that the lower the score of the change agenda-IRAP, the easier is the
acceptance behavior during the speech after acceptance intervention. However, the change agenda IRAP score in pretest predicted the change amount rumination after the speech (Post - Pre).

Background

Change Agendas that lead people to think that “reducing or removing undesirable thoughts and feelings will solve problems and lead to a more successful life” are considered unworkable in
Acceptance and Commitment Therapy (ACT; Flaxman, Blackledge & Bond, 2011 ).
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4. The behavior index of acceptance: The time to keep
watching the audience’s eyes during speech task.
Participants were instructed to maintain eye contact as
far as possible and deliver a speech to an audience via S
the screen monitor. The eye contact duration was The behavior index of acceptance
measured by Tobii glass 2.

5. Numerical rating scale for anxiety and nervous during
speech task: Item 1: | let the discomfort stay with it (1l
tried to deal with it.]-10[leaving it.]): This index was used
as a manipulation check for acceptance intervention.
ltem?2: About the degree of anxiety during speech (1 [l
was not anxious.]-10[ | was anxious.]). Item 3: About the
nervous. Item 4: About the rumination.

6. Llebowitz social anxiety scale-Japanese version (Asakura
et al., 2002) 48-item (fear and avoidance), 4-point Likert-
type scale. High scores correspond with high fear and
avoidance.

®
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Exercise 2. Exercise to shape e
Purpose: promote attitude to observe (acceptance) about
undesirable event Question: “Choose one recent undesirable
scene” What color is it 7 What shape is it 7 How big is it ?

Hypothesis

A negative correlation was observed between the CA-IRAP D
score in pre-test and the change rate of eye contact duration.
We believe that CAQ (Explicit measures) could not predict
the change rate of eye contact duration.

Results & Discussion
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Figure 3 . Manipulation check: acceptance intervention.

We used the duration of eye contact as an acceptance behavior indicator, but it may not have worked well as an indicator. On the other hand, a high CA-IRAP score in the pretest may have a
higher possibility of rumination even if they receive acceptance intervention. E-mail: k.inoue@aoni.waseda.jp
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