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Abstract

Objective: To examine the reliability and validity of the Chinese version of Acceptance and Action
Questionnaire-2nd Edition (AAQ-II) and the Cognitive Fusion Questionnaire (CFQ) and to offer a
measurement tool in studies of experiential avoidance and cognitive fusion. Methods: By conven-
ience sampling method, two samples of Kazakh high school students (n; = 248) and Hui college
students (n; = 234) were selected and assessed with the AAQ-II and CFQ for item analysis, internal
consistency analysis and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The Self-rating Depression Scale (SDS)
and Self-rating Anxiety Scale (SAS) were administered to test the criterion-related validity. Results:
The confirmatory factor analysis verified the one-factor model of AAQ-II and CFQ. The Cronbach’s
« coefficient of the two scales for the two samples was 0.845 and 0.860 (AAQ-II), 0.892 and 0.902
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(CFQ), respectively. Concurrent validity results showed that AAQ-II was positively correlated with
total scores of SDS (r, = 0.424, r; = 0.409, P < 0.01) and SAS (r: = 0.436, r; = 0.474, P < 0.01); CFQ
was also positively correlated with total scores of SDS (r; = 0.459, r; = 0.334, P < 0.01) and SAS (1
=0.393, r; = 0.442, P < 0.01). Conclusion: It suggests that the Chinese version of AAQ-II and CFQ are
reliable and valid assessment for experiential avoidance and cognitive fusion in minority groups.
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H ) K36 SRR 51730 H B 5 R (AAQ-IT) 5\ &R & 17348 (CFQ) SRR AE M BETw e (LA F TR FR“ v
W7 )E P AR AN R K AR R SRR, R AR R DL AR A R A W E T
H. 78 RAFEMEERG IR AR ER R E TR AL 4820187 (n, = 248, n; =
234)[EAAQ-1I. CFQ, FH#ATHH . W —BMERRBMBIEHE RS T, FRHENEIFHER
(SDS). EWEEERSAS)IERBIR KB E. 4R: AAQUEREHMEAFH Cronbach o RH
43 9150.845. 0.860; CFQEFEEMMEAT KICronbach o R4 7150.892. 0.902; KHF{EE R
BERFNMERNEREZERNEGRET. BHRRAEREER, AAQ-NIE 5SDSEFEREFEMR( =
0.424,r,=0.409, P < 0.01), 5SASE 5 2 BEIEMK(r, = 0.436, 2 = 0.474, P < 0.01); CFQE4r5SDS
B REEEIEMHR(1=0.459,r:=0.334,P<0.01) , 5SASES 2B ZEFMHRX(r: =0.393,r, = 0.442, P
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1. 5|18

P24 5 7K % (acceptance and commitment therapy, ACT)J7 7% i Steven C. Hayes T~ it 2 90 SR 6157,
R H =ARIATAIRITEOR, ACT BAR IR O BRGNS 2 I SE AR RS . MBI . K117 30
YT BLC Rt (Hayes & Lillis, 2012; 5K, FildH, #laiz:, 2012). OIERGEVERD “/ER—ANE
RPN, RIS M N EAGEEN AMNME e S T R AR 1T 47 (Hayes, Luoma, Bond, Masuda,
& Lillis, 2005). E A 4ME 20 50, OB RIENEAE — @ R b w0 B g FR 7K 1 (Kashdan & Rottenberg,
2011).

MG ACT BB “3egh” 45, Bond 25 A (2011)7E 344 547317 35 (Acceptance and Action Ques-
tionnaire, AAQ) ¥ At BT /& 1 “ 448547 5 171 % 5 Kl (Acceptance and Action Questionnaire-11, AAQ-11)”,
Z A ORI “AI0rERE” FEEE, B, SRR IR, R0 MR e AT
B B 5 NEEL T (AR 1548 I ) e fsifs L T 2, e, slooH s BE i gosedd:, Rpfgix
P2 335 A AHE M B H AR A —SURAT 2 (A0 1 [k R R S B SR — N KA H bR) (Hayes &
Wilson, 1996).

PLACT BB ) “INHIRE " 4EFE AHHE, Helen Bolderston. Frank Bond. David T Gillanders %5 A
T 2010 EwH T “IN KRS [ 35 (Cognitive Fusion Questionnaire, CFQ)” . 1% 1135 = B F Tl & “IAJnfh
G K, ortkE, RS R . “INEN@RA " (Cognitive Fusion) &8 AMITHIAT N2 1E 514N
IR P 2t B 4 b R, 2B 2 A AR B S b SR O 4 SR T R S, AT TR i i
K B 325645 547 9(Hayes, Strosahl, & Wilson, 2012; Hayes, 1989).

BT, EHFAKYER S0t FIRPIAN [ (1) o SCRRAE DOBRBEAR T IE B0 1 R385 2 A (%
PR, R, 2013 SKAER, HFH, A9HT, FOERAE, i, 2014), HHARER R MR E T AR
PER R AT i 4s B4 T AR R A, (2 T AAQ-II AT CFQ = /b H I BE A b 115 2%
FERTIR RN AR, BR& 1 e AT D H B X 4 o A Rt i — BB, e KT Rk X R AT AR3R
PERY R FIRG % FOR(CL T fRIRR “PETE” )R, X AAQ-II F1 CFQ IS AU DB R D44
AT R I .

2. MREFHE
2.1, K

FEAR 1. FERTERIE th 2% i — Al v IR e e Oy (EEUORE, LR 251 4, [EIYSCA i 4 248
fy, HAo 595 N, 2ok 152 N, MERIERK 1N ERE 13~19 %5, (16 £ 0.97)%; I FfEiRH
KB 176 N, SREIREEN 30 A, REWHTM 39 N, Hi 3 AFEHK.

FEA 2: FEFTERIE SRR — KRR Z RIS A R g AT 7 (R, R0 249 fr, [EICA AL
%5 234 . Hoh, BA 73N, &4 161 N FEY 16~24 ¥, 120 £ 1.12)%; T FTERCAR A
A 118 N, W& 38 A, Wi 77 A, HAR 1 AEEHEK.

22. TH

2.2.1. FEMS51TRhIEESE M (Acceptance and Action Questionnaire-The Second Version, AAQ-I1)F3ZhR

BRILTANRE, KM LAKR)~T(E2) mitsr, s 8ilie, 25t RIEERE i (Bond et al., 2011).,
ZERIEDUE K 224 Bk f Cronbach o %0 0.88, EEMI{E % 0.80, 45 KRS K47 ()°/df = 4.56, CFI =
0.99, TLI = 0.97, RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.02), 5#%#5 SDS. SAS. MAAS. RRS #4373 2 IEAH(r =
0.26~0.69, P < 0.01) (&%, i, #leizi, 2013).
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2.2.2. INFIRE& B3R (Cognitive Fusion Questionnaire, CFQ)H 3k

IWHIRL A RRCFQ) A 9 MK H, BAMXEXM 74N 1 = WEATE, 7= HEFE).
3 B8 e N DA R PR R B iy o 2% R AE DU K 2 A 44 Cronbach o 52 %79 0.92, HINEE 4 0.67,
SERIRE B (%df = 2.01, NFI = 0.97, IFI = 0.99, CFI = 0.99, RMSEA = 0.06), S5&hx SDS Al SAS 1543
SIEMHK(r=0.50. 0.55, ¥JP<0.01) (sk4E/, 5P, 258, FPEEE, #lsii, 2014).

2.2.3. BiERE R (The Self-Rating Depression Scale, SDS)
BRI 20 MKE, 4% (AL = BAABURDKE, B4 = 4E 0 sLAR E), 4> Fo s RoR
SRR IR ™ 5. %R RS RAF (57 1L, 1999), ATt o RECNEEA 1. 0.720; FEA 2: 0.797.

2.2.4. BVEEEEE IR (The Self-Rating Anxiety Scale, SAS)
wERIL 20 NEH, 4 Jata (N1 = BRI, 34 = 4R850 84 R), 30 mRos
FEJEIER™ B o 1% 8RS S (505, 1999), AW o RECHFEA 1: 0.786; FEA 2: 0.815.

23. Gtk

fi ] SPSS15.0 HEATAHFR M HT I t 4556, AMOS 12.0 #EATRAEVE R 70 #r
3. &R
3.1 EBESERILER L)

XPREAS 1 (Wi s B v v AR) MUREAS 2 (Il R oK 22 22) 730 3l G v AAQ-IL AT CRQ A1 5 1573 I 51 2 73 A
PRAEZE, BAARME A 1, HhBdE BRI EhREZE (X £s).

3.2. MEARXSES

Kool AAQ-IIL CFQ IS B R MR IRHHTHER , 1570 i i) 27% MAAL Km0 4, 1570 i (IR
27% ML AR 20, R o RS HARRAE AAQ-II 7 /M55 H . CFQ 9 N5k H IR /AT ML FEA
thds . ZEREoR, FEA 1SR 2 M HPORERT A % H LIS #2257 5.3 (P < 0.001).
3.3. WRBEXAB O

S Pearson #1647, Xt AAQ-II. CFQ % F I B &% T H 15 4 4 FTHIX R HGIAT VB, RBLFIA
ST LA RSB BB PP < 0.00); /4 T51 F 19515 4 AR 6 R EOR A 51 35 1t
(P<0.01), ELAAHTAEHILE 2.

34. ERNEE
AAQ-II. CFQ 14— & £ (Cronbach’s o) W17 3 Fim .
3.5. BRIOBUE

35.1. BIFNE
R 5 B SCHERBIT 7T 45 3R (Martine, Voshaar, Klooster, & Bohlmeijer, 2012; Mccracken & Jane, 2010; Ka-

rekla & Panayiotou, 2011) & JE &R EAR2 &, L SDS M1 SAS 1£ 5 AAQ-II. CFQ HI%ikr, AAQ-1I. CFQ
15435 SDS. SAS 15431 2 B3 IFEA (P < 0.01), AAQ-II. CFQ IR E N4 4 Fiaw.

35.2. Z5HWE
WRIECAWT, AAQ-II. CFQ ¥ RAE —/YEfE, AWFFTIKYE AAQ-II. CFQ KM R4, Xt

698



TN

faray
=¥

HAATRAEERR YT, SUORE ARG RiF, MESHILE S, L6,

Table 1. Questionnaire score (X +s )
1 BEFDER(x£s)

AAQ-TT CFQ SDS SAS
FEAL (n = 248) 21.2+7.40 35.1+10.08 421+711 38.6+7.84
FEAR2 (n = 234) 18.3 +6.99 30.1+9.24 36.9 +7.50 328+7.42
Table 2. Internal correlation coefficient analysis
7 2. NEBHEXREB ST
2% H P340 5C R 5L RSP EIAH G R B
AAQ-II CFQ AAQ-II CFQ
0.437 0.480 0.719 0.733
FEAL (n=248) (0.282 - 0.567) (0.358 - 0.629) (0.668 - 0.784) (0.653-0.784)
P <0.01 P <0.01 P <0.01 p<0.01
0.473 0.510 0.740 0.751
FEAR2 (n = 234) (0.232 - 0.634) (0.410 - 0.678) (0.650 - 0.810) (0.692 - 0.787)
P<0.01 P<0.01 P<0.01 P<0.01
Table 3. Internal consistency coefficient of questionnaire
2 3. ERAN—HERY
AAQ-TI CFQ
FEAL (n = 248) PEAR2 (n = 234) PEAL (n = 248) P42 (n = 234)
Cronbach’s o 0.845 0.860 0.892 0.902
Table 4. Criterion validity
A AR
FEAL (n = 248) FEAR2 (n = 234)
AAQ-II CFQ AAQ-II CFQ
SDS 0.424" 0.459" 0.409" 0.334"
SAS 0.436" 0.393" 0.474" 0.442"
T “*7 FRIRAE 0.01 AT (RN |- S E AT
Table 5. Confirmatory factor analysis fitting parameter list of AAQ-II
72 5. AAQ-Il BIFMRE RS ESHIR
¥? df NFI IFI CFI RMSEA
FEARL (n = 248) 3.429 0.944 0.960 0.959 0.099
FEAR2 (n = 234) 2.942 0.957 0.971 0.971 0.091
Table 6. Confirmatory factor analysis fitting parameter list of CFQ
3 6. CFQ I ERZ &S HE
¥/ df NFI IFI CFI RMSEA
FEAL (n = 248) 1.453 0.967 0.989 0.989 0.043
FEA2 (n = 234) 2.026 0.957 0.977 0.977 0.066
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4. 7Hig

AT U RN B R D AR AAQ-IT 5 CFQ HITI H X 4 FE AT T RS, 73 81 5 i k4= B L (1
B, HPH, MLEiZ, 2013; sK4ER, FHPH, A9, #ERAE, #isgE, 2014)MFIMSE R, mIRAmEEER
t B U0 BH I 9 S B T S IR R e i /D A3 B R X 4 B, R I 4% H IRIAH DG R OB A D% R4
PR B EMKC(Ps <0.01), BEHHEAERIET DEFR P EAS % H R RS-

XF AAQ-II 55 CFQ P B — Btk REGIATAE I : AAQ-11 B AE T MEEAS A i P 35— B R 505 51N
0.845. 0.860, 5 # i & FOnf PUBRRFAA 115 B I A 0.880 FeAKL T-[F—Yu [ (5 %, 5 PH, #le,
2013); CFQ ERAEMEAH 1) N HE— M R %00 718 0.892. 0.902, BRAK T3k 4t @X PURBEAR AT
IS5 FEAGE 0.920 (7R 4E/=, 5P, 450, SREUE, Blsigs, 2014), PIANERSRTERG M [ A B4
ME R EER R . SRR SCER(E 5, 5, Plaigs, 2013; fk4ER, FHPH, 2587, 20EE,
B, 2014) 1, WATTX O B R GEVE S SRR AR FE AR DG PEEAT T RAIE, A SCHE ML R UIE A A DLRIAR
H PF R R (SDS) 5 £5 58 A PR R (SAS) 133 AR, X AAQ-II. CFQ 137 5l TR S, 45 534
REFEMIRP <0.01), HHREZEMSEFP <0.00)F5KYER (P < 0.01) %, 150 W& R AL AN B %
B B R IR AR .

BT, A SCHE W # Sk 4k B4R AAQ-II 5 CFQ HISEMIBRL (W, 5B, #lsi%i, 2013 sk4E
f=, R, AT, SRR, B, 2014)% AR RN T A AR AR DL ARV AT SR R 2 A AT
P0G 285 B IR AR (1) & LA TR BN IE BT K o IX /ML 2 W i 5 5k 4 R 2 5 [ A1 Sk 4
H BRI R, FEDUGRREAR PSR T 300E . BATH TAERE—D4 7 T AAQ-II 5 CFQ R EE A
R R R B AR T R, T IRIGAIE T S R 4 R I E

5. R¥FEHRSE

AT TEAEDUDAR R LR (At A 78 7GR (RIS D SRR S RUZ e B, (BRI Rk =g
B BIRTE DRI AR, ARRAY B REXT DA IR A I AR EUE AT #h 58, (2t AAQ-II 5 CFQ
BRI DHRIEIART R . 94h, ARSCEZRHTIN GOM A RS D ERE, ARG Ry Kl
WG, WD E R EIHABE A IER, 3 AAQ-II 5 CFQ ER IS MUE R BN 12 B 10 s Sk .
B W

RRUPE R 7. T REEL R OSSR TASGRSCHAR . MG, K dh
PURGRSCEE SR AL B 532 KF, Wie. ik, T 5. REZE. TR ZHONAARE W A S otk A,
HIEBIEE — A, Rt i
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Mt x
L BNSTEEEEIAAQ-INE IS B R E xR

53¢ ¢ 3E| HCh Ak H
My painful experiences and memories make it difficult for me to live a life that | would value.  Jf 7 1120 3 i Fafk A b P AR (R A= 0%
I’m afraid of my feelings. FE RS2 1 R

I worry about not being able to control my worries and feelings. BAOIEHIAT B SRR SR Z

My painful memories prevent me from having a fulfilling life. JTE R IR T A PR A v
Emotions cause problems in my life. TELEPEL T RS

It seems like most people are handling their lives better than I am. KZBNALTF- LG B RO A0

Worries get in the way of my success. WE RO L5 BELAS T FR A T

2. INHIRLE B R (CFQ)EIMRF B PIRFENR

E'di e e Rk H
My thoughts cause me distress or emotional pain S A SR B o R
I get so caught up in my thoughts that | argounable to do the things that I most want to A A PR DA 192 5 i e 4
I over-analyse situations to the point where it’s unhelpful to me B oy i oy T RELEE L, AHIX R EREE 0 A A
I struggle with my thoughts AL O AR T AL
I get upset with myself for having certain thoughts B 2 N & WY (b=
I need to control the thoughts that come into my head PR A ) Sl H 3L A T L AR
I tend to get very entangled in my thoughts FEALA AL TRIR U &
I tend to react very strongly to my thoughts AR VLA IR B R F
It’s such a struggle to let go of upsetting thoughts even when | know that letting go EARI HIC N BT, HFRATIRU 45 T e
would be helpful 0 P AR
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