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Abstract

As a functionalist behavioral theory, relational frame theory has gradually attracted attention due
to its unique interpretation of language and its close integration with intervention techniques.
Among them, acceptance and commitment therapy, as the third generation of cognitive behavioral
therapy, is developed based on RFT theory. The original purpose of relational frame theory is to
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explain the creativity and derivation of language. As the language theory of classical behaviorism
has been criticized and challenged, it proposed concepts such as “arbitrary applicable relational

» o«

response”, “relational frame” and “relational network”, and used progressive theoretical relation-
ships to reveal the creativity and derivation of language. This paper reviews the development back-
ground and core assumptions of RFT, explains the language and cognitive mechanisms behind the
generation of psychological rigidity patterns and ACT intervention techniques from the perspective
of relational frame theory, and briefly discusses the challenges of the theory in terms of conceptual
complexity and clinical applicability, aiming to provide inspiration for the localization practice and
theoretical development of RFT in the future.
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1. 5|8

FEGIAERETT AR N “B =07 AT TR E AR, HAEZ NN AEE. . a5
I RS AE)E A R T 2 B 78 I SAIE SR . ACT DR T O R G M ouiZ 0 B bx, 8 “ffes. £
g, BIEPYREE” ENKTFHERE, EMATEESERI s, SUEHITEI. ACT MRJERIEZ T
AELS LA IR, WITIREIESE L B EAT NS, DLROE AR ST B O 1 K RAE LRI

YN ACT B O EIR A 2 —, SR RMEQ IR T2 M7 N 3 SO B ALFFI 5 5E, 20 tH4D 50
AR, @MATHE PNE S ISP WA E s = 000G M . B4k, B 1E Sidman BRI PRS2
IOAEHAFAE SR . R 56N, Hayes 25 A6 2 52 1B 5 B 5 (language hypothesis) LA st ] [] I 7R 4834 3 1)
R, ZJE R4 1 Sidman R ILHE HAT ROE H OC 2 OBV (AARR)H3E— 542 th % R MESE e HARF M 1 22
i, AT 1991 4ET 5 IERIR 52 RAEZLFR G . RFT 38 T & H 06 RN 5 56 2 0L 1 5k
SRAN T A MAT R E SOHE F IS S R R REA L, A ACT M FUI R 4L 118 5 R BB
fitth, TR AR A G\ O B 2 3o FE VRIS 5 S5 M 5 R AE I ) 25 H T BT A

WAER, IRIEH BWITFIRIZD 513F RFT #ig, 12012 FE MR BIA4H T RET f1 ACT, B0
TE W EERX - EIS R T RGNS, 20125 5KESE, 2012), 2024 X RFT B 08 & R 1 5] i
(EIRGASE, 2024), XELIGHEA RET KR EAREE TIEH . AZERKHTE RFT 1K R I FEA R3S
R, b e RAEZEBG Wl IR PRS2 % ACT $2AEHS 0%, BJa MR RFT AL, A
RFT i EfIR IS5

2. RARERERHAEEER

20 2 50 & 80 AR, AT AT NNIETHRE ) T HEISFSHE 7 ERXEE. 1957 4, 17
N X E Wi 440(B. F. Skinner)fE HZE{E (Verbal Behavior) (& S 47 9)H R, AJE ST MRS K
JE At —Fh R EM:4T A (operant behavior), HHEEAL. &1 AL G BB M M(Skinner, 1957). 1959 4, i&
T ¥ F I (Noam Chomsky) o T H AR BIBE S M, Ahdi h i &40 0018 5 17 8B TEiE 78 7
BETE S R ECIn QG YE . IUEREYE), 185 IS5 I FEAS 2 7 SR B A AL 07, FE A SR R S R BN i
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FJ(Chomsky, 1959), X—HEIFAREAT N T WP E IR EHT o MIE 5 BIS, 91K TR FNE T AT
FHL

1971 4, Sidman FIRIFEZEN P4 (Stimulus Equivalence)iff 783 — 25 %t 48 8147 32 AR H T SE Bk,
Sidman K, RAIFIER RSB ERME, BUERA BRI, MBI SORAERRIBOCR, Fla
MAMARFIE R A S5H3 B AHE, TR B S5 C A IER, RIS S A 5 C FIRR,
A2 BAAHES H A 5 C ZRIPER, XA RN “IRA R C R 7 (Sidman, 1971), Sidman
B 51— P R AR URAEHIBOC R AR =R 0L, RO SR . XEFRPERIAG 3 . XA NFETE &
AN 4 B AR T ML B SR8 1 2 AT 2 SBR[ R T T

TH X SeHEPP AR 78 Bk, —HEAT N SGE T 20 4 80 AFEARTTF AR AR MR R Wifnl 75 R AT N X
IRz OB B (RITE & 2 —FT N, A7 BT UUE) I E, At —AN S RE AR E 5 AN I B8 (Hayes et
al., 2001). Steven C. Hayes XM [F5F T~ 20 thad 80 FEARIE TiBEF UL, F kG S IFIRR Al -
SIS, TR SHE Y, Wi N RFFA KRN E PR BN — BB/ T KRRS
(Hayes & Hayes, 1989). 7E 1991 “EHiJ5, Hayes MIHLPIBAIERIRH T8 REELLEL, RGHUE A T ANFKE
F A A IR 0L (Hayes et al., 2001). ¢ RHELLEE %O 5k o2 N85 5 AR BRI 7E T N 8%
A ARREHR RN GeJ), XFhEE I MERREAE A OBUERAE S LT, W iE S Sty
HEVIHFRE KR, XAREFITE LGS N E U8 78 R B (Hayes et al., 2001).

28 LRTIA, RET RO AMN BN T FR @ 4 36 A Sidman X428 847 8 F SUE S MEk, FAER T4 A
SIMTAETE S AN UGN T — AN “ThReE L7, B CRIE” BB EESE AT A E LS D RE
SMOMIAEG g W HIRHE, D9 JE 2R Im R R H (W ACT)BE5E | WSt FE IR FEAill o

3. RRERBILHEERZ

B RASCHBHE A AR REZRBAR M = HIEAR R KA RAMELRE, KRAMLE. HpRR
RN R A RIEART N, RAERREEEHRARNAEE. REULMEER, RAMERE
ZANRAERMA G RAERIRE O 5IEF S, =FREBHRR. R=F 2 EEINZE RS H R
G5k RARNAEIE T AMAAERIFCZ AR R, W5 5@ “3ER =apple” KRR RRHER
RAERE M R R NAREN . R RAENX, et AzhiEs “QRA B AR, MBHA/N; K&
W24 ARG RAEZR B R Al 2 A i 2% HEhS K OB 5B F 450, I /MEMNE IR RBOTES, B4 @
CRM = BEAR = KBPRE = AE T MOAIROEB. =K RBOEDIRAN, IR T R RHE
JERHRIE 5 5N A% O R A5 .

3.1. XRRN

K Z N A P AN B AN I 8] 56 ZR AT 9 SO, AN A2 ASORT B — il U8 12 1) e ¥ (Hayes et
al., 2001). ARFEFBAFFERIAIE, 2 NIEE R 58 R [V (non-arbitrary relational responding)-5 1T i53& FH 5% &
J% J¥i (arbitrarily applicable relational responding, AARR). AT 5 Z S NAK K T R P BREFAE, 5] 4nis
TR/ KK S I T I TR OC &R s T RIS FH R SR R SR e 1 P B M R B ), T34
B BEE. e, SIWELR. i, ER, —A 5 M mEARRT 1 MidEm, k) LE 2 A i
HHRRE, WMREAE S, LB R TN, 2“5 Mmoo T 1 MAEEm 7 00
HRAEZES MY )G, JLEINRBIRE 1 MM 5 /- mEiRh, (51 AR ERT 5 46
M, A “1 AEETRT 5 M BRIW . XM SIS PR E S O RINRE ), ZA
AT = A S R R F 4% 0y (Hayes et al., 2001).
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3.2. XRIEH

K R HES (Relational Frame)/& RFT TR IEH X R B —F RAMHEHALIEA, 4 AARR fEL &
BIE I Z(multiple exemplar training) F AW ik . REGLE, BE KR T RMELL ., Hayes S5 AR, 2
FrUMER] “HEZL” XA, & BN E B 5K I A 5 I 80— R DU 93 85 ) o 22 Fh 2 8 1
K F(Hayes et al., 2001)0 XFPFENMEER R RIELRAA T RIEEMI R, MAE—EBE Fgg 7 A
T AN 1 R VA R A

R ANELZE B = RIFAE: 41 E 255 (mutual entailment). 415 2% & (combinatorial entailment) L &2 3 T
RE % (transformation of stimulus functions), IXSERFAEATOC RHELLREEA [RGB b T I # (Hayes et al.,
2001)0 H—RAIEZEF, TRV MEX IR 726 &R B —Fpxa R Bife 1, BIWEARAE A 5 B 2 [A)4
ST HERORRE, MERREIIMERE B S5 A X R(Hayes etal, 2001). fHHEZES BEAHESME, FIUA
{OEH TR R, BIE A TAEN TR R R U, 7258 X PRI R R, U5 2“3 R =apple”
I, HIRELRERE “apple= SER” o (HAEAMPREIKR R T, Wz 28] “SERWHE R B, WEeHESH
“RIEILLERNT RIS R . BB RAAEY, TRINENANEEZ ARG i BRI 200 i
IRAESAZ I RE H B A T BOH YR A R (Hayes et al., 2001). FlAnAMALERITE “A KT B”, “B K
T C” 5, BEHESH “A KT C” MXR. HEHSHNMEEE G BERE MPERRR, HETH
GUEEMRRETHIG R R, U HE S RSORS00 R TRt B, MEFERE “A F
BAE”, “BMCAM” f5, BERE “ARNCAR”, AMERFIEAL CAFE, AMEAL
C B EARIIOC RGO, 18 BX P “HOR 1 J5L DR S 06 00 R BT It . 56 =2 BT Re e e, FR 2 40t
AR NNRR € )R RMELL S, SR A O B Dy RE B SO MR HEZAE B2 N R 28 0% 28 1T R AR AH I 1 A%
RS (Hayes et al., 2001). 0, AAMEEEZ NG AIE] “A 5 B RARKRR” B, R
IR CA RIETI PR SRR ), I AAMERL 2 B A B SR TR, B AANMER R ST
SEALE AR R TR MAMAEEZ G N 2 213] “A 5 B 2R ARR” , i35 “A RET
(kSR B i )7, IAMERE 2 B30 B W FINETT, B MAMAME SUR M E T LR T 1%
$lo B ME SRR e e ]+ BB . YLl 2 A A g %, B
KA 7. XRFRES RS “Otl” 5RLIMHERAN T — MENICRIELRE T, XfEH[1E
BRI T BRI TR CEMR . ). 25 ERR, MHEZE ST RRUM M, HEHESHET
RAHEBL IO, TR e e M 15315 & MU AL E B, R 7 B OCITE 25 . X = KRB
[l T RAMER P DIGE, WA T HXHE S AR ER .

3.3. XEREM%

K Z M 4 (Relational Network) & HH 2 N8 RAEQLERETE UM 28 R4t B, —Ars A A ik R Ig
Ja, AR — R REL: “FHIXERW = RAARE” FENKR), “BEIALFEOCERE” (K
RKR), “REERE = WAPIEIN” GEMRR), IR = U7 EEHRR). BEXLEEF KR
FE Sk o R ST WOE, MEIBRBTERL “ iR - SO R RN L, 2GRN RGBT = AL R R . s
EZRoR

RFT VR RS AENG LT . B IR T7 T # A AT 28 1 (Barnes-Holmes et al., 2017). fE1EF L
ity ZEGNENZGS R RS T, MEKEFT RN O KRN, T E R 25 251
filan, £ B30 “FHRRM” SR RCRM L F, nSE O E A — S I A I8 SRR, XA
AEATREIRWT AT I R RAELE,  “HRRIN = BELRINET . RS = FIRRTRERIL”
CRIRRI = FAREL RS ARLG” IX LSRRI 1) O RAELE AT BRSO R A I AU SC RINZE S5 R . S8 R
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KR AMELHORUTE BT R, LSRR M RFT (ERIEE] ACT MHAR I SR IIT R,
4. RRERBRERNREGTEFHZH

£ RFT FIALA S, 1G5 AMUREERE TR, IESHENKRAEANIRENEST, Ha Rl
HAEE O A SR RMS . XA G S A 5C R A ORI ), R 5 SEMA R
BLLE . AT AR Bilin, MATTRER “ R = TEfiHE” MR o< R TR op [BE kAL, B
“HRIE = BRI RISC RN AFERIS AR BTE, TR B AT A s(Hayes et al., 1999).

RFT 18 ACT HYELR AR, #8713 28 0B PR A o (r e 1 AR 0l 50 R 5% RRMEZR KR AiE
(MHEZS . AEds . RIBThR R, (MRS EH] TI2Eha B H1 L, AR BE. A
KNl AT AL RO RS . BF T AE ACT HESEHREAE 5 42 51 A 7Sl s R A PG “ O BRAEAL
NILE” , FRHAMRLETDN WAERYS S5 AMNEEAE, HARBLIVR . (BRI AR S5 AR SRR At B
PR S RN AR X EENPE, ACT #2111 0L RIE/NILIE” Ay HAZ O FHAY, il kRN
T RECIN AT S A0 AR B A ) SRR T H 0 I S M ——RIFE ST 8415 SR IR R, e T B &
P e A B SR (Hayes etal., 1999). 8 FORASCR MINFIRL G« IR IT 4R /248 RET Qi i
AN AT IR A (B A A O TR AR A B8 S HF

4.1. MAHREEEA RS

NI (cognitive fusion) & F5 MK LN A I ARVE SVPA AAE IS A B, INTTIRES T4 A, &
(RS 32 BITE 5 Bl ERsh], X MiE S hlEIgS 7 AN ISR R UM, AT N RNV TR
(Hayes et al., 1999). @lln, H{AMERAN “FRARKM” “REAPK” FENEESH, Fr]eHIEERE
W AT MR 75 ACT HESEH, DHIRRG B A0 18 O SRR AL IR DGR, AH SR T TI SR I A DA N
(cognitive defusion), F: HARIFAESCEINEN A A BB RR f i B 4E, i SUE/MA S B4EN B Z IR,
RUAN “ S AEL Rl G e n) “IEEAENE” , NI HI 5578 5 AT 9 FE i, 47 9 38 R G RS T MA R
MEHEM. M RFT FIMAE, INAIRELE R T EIE H ¢ R R N F 3o, 1XEe5¢ RiEd A B2 5.
WAL SRR A WY &, M8 — MEEIOE RN (Hayes etal., 2001). EIX—K R,
SRR R “IREE R )it ¢ R L RR T S s . Blt, SHBEAMEEHE S N
HETEGL BRI RZMNE FEOMEINFRICRMNE R IE S, WA EEIT N AR A
J A A AE — SEARAL R OC R N 28 R R B DG I8 515 AL, AR RS 1007 sk 1B S RS G RN, TR
IMBALIG I RN ZE LR, AR [0 R e R B A R A AT 3 E B .

4.2. M50 18 B

FENEEL S RS T, AMERAORE L AL M E I SE A B, S AT gk — 20 7= AR X g “Hise”
() LB ) AT Ao BRONIX S AR R T 1 & BB It B o R O BRI B, o« FRAR R R ARG 32
MEHBN” « “REMEHMABRRERBGNEREGZL” PR AR T [ 51X — N 254
KIEL . OB . KR RS 84T g, BDRYRL T ACT BB rp i) o — i B B —— 2 5 i
[F] 8 (experiential avoidance). H A& IXEHERIIEZE . BHibd2507 0, ER IR R R E AR, HiX
Bl “25777 AMBICR, RIM SR T X IR SRS (1) 567, A4 AE (]38 B N B KO B R $E (Hayes et al.,
1996). i, —AFALEPER R “UiEE” MR B, AR CBRAEKEAHBERE T
HEFELAN “RSEAFHERH” “BARKH” , &5, A 7kE “HH” B RE, AN [k
EEEY, SBREAKIKE, BEBAEALSE . XM EEBARAZFHIMES R “ A3ty
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B, M NIEARLS “HH” flEEE. Kk, ACT $#2H “4%44” (acceptance)ff M %t 28 56 M [m] 36 1 4%
DT TR« NIRRT 250 P BN A 2B A I, TR E—FAEEA TS E, Rirg
FhNTERIR (TS ZE S 212 B4R BIRFIL, RN A X ST 3 FAMERIAT A |E 2, A ERA
FIRDATE, TR MRS A& A5, Wik Tz RIS “PE” F(Hayes et al., 1999). £ RFT
IREZE A, F2 20 BT P DA B A o — PR B FH O 2 S B iy SR B N FE 2 e (B0 1 26 L 4k 112
JEE S BT TRV . SR B R Y “ IS E F R EE R AN, BN B bR AR RT S
L. BZMPERE, MR “HERELR. &2 = DAURE” XRME, ML SRR, &2
)3}, WEAT AN RIE

43. MR TEEBRAUPRRNESIFELT

FriE “MESAeiid 1 5RVEALI R K T2 F” (dominance of the conceptualized past and feared future),
8 1 MAIIAT R SR BOd A QO PE AR 1 5 TR S X AR B AR R P aKE) . RFT f5th, X—f@fL
P AR 5 2 IS TR SR R AE SR 5 DRUR PEAE ST K SR RS . AEIX — PR R 2% T, MR
AN CIRULHTRM, RIEZTCING, ARMW LR BEF 6. ACT i) “WE7E4 7 XTIt
BRI, S AR R AL 2R, 8 1E 525 > (mindfulness) K B 5518 5 AR R A% £ RFT ML
AT, Bl S TSz, 83k, ISR EVE . PR SR RHEZE A BOS MIBC S, , i HIE &
SANA TP A, B L B 5540 0% R 2 P PR AR o

4.4. MEETHSHERBINZER

TEE S BEEHIN, AMER B RS TR BB, flln, N TRt R85 RN BEAA “ o> R
H” L, AERZMIEIT, MERKMIERE SRS “RERMEE” AR BN A ERAATRER A
B, MRS B, X2 8 T2 4k B FR (attachment to the conceptualized self). 7£ RFT H1,
PRI G A] DA — FhRF SR OSSN M OC RAESE, ED“FR = VPTG S 7, MIX — R R EOE,
MR EMAE “ HLHFR” o ACT HHEH T “WEHIR” (self-as-context) i /& o i — PP 2235 LA
i “IRIEFEAE xx AE” “TIFEIIRAE xxx” , MIEIRE] “RIEEE R RME XML, mA
FENE TR RMCE” , ATHIESE S EH . £ RFT AEQL T, W E RSk RIELRAIE,

“I-You” (“3&” 1 “h \.” ). “Here-There” ( “Jtib” F1 “fhib” ). “Now-Then” ( “4F” F1 “fhif ")

EMAMEET KRR, B “I-Here-Now” HJili 5 %, HAEIESEH EX T “R” SRIHAEH
CHEM 27, HIWERUEE B, B S IESRXAET, IERRERIE “ARR” AL, ibER AW
BIRHAE: MAEHBREHES EWE— “RAEE SELN4” 3k, WE RS ERBIE S
RIKMEAT R VER]

4.5. MHrERMSCER K 2411 (& AR

R[] & PG ZR BRI MR AT AT HE A 82 “ AT A R EIEXTREEN” , FI, Efha. K&
FERFEIFEI TS, MEE S “ N FH” D2 “HIEXNREZERFRE” o FREAEET, MRS
Gy BN — P E AR BB 25 (lack of contact with values) KPR AS . Bk, ACT #2H “OMEHIMT” (values clar-
ification) {4 B 4T 77 [ PR OB o B B BT 190 % 0o T 3R 51 AN R I b A 7E 1 B0 VBl BRARIRAS
1 2 75 B S8R4T 7 1n) Je A B Sk £ 0 AR Sz IR AE 2 52T 1 . 78 RFT SR b, I E R B AR Y —2K
I E T A I B R PR B 5 T (motivational augmentals) (Hayes etal., 2011), &5, HE7EE S 2 H 2
SLEE HIX L REIR AT MR R RN, TG SRS, B, 7R AT b R A R — IR
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WU “URTE 7 TZEHL), EMMEMMWSGSIE, 2P ESHE R RREBRN AN NE LR TR
flhn, M REs i “RILH CRWRERAETESONIN” 55— RIIFKRIER, N EREX —17
NEFRSANNE S TR “RE” Z—17 NEhL.

4.6. MTRIREL, AahskFrEER R AIE{TE)

HTAT N RGN SZAE S I SCRC, MR 2 AT S EAL . 2 B2 (A1 38 (inaction, impul-
sivity, or avoidant persistence) 5 JE R IE MR A . H A, T8 SEW SBUGLTIETS: 3, &A
TR TR S AEEMREAT S NRINE [BBEAT B KRR RIS 1) 2 MARF S AT AT N,
T A ) B8 7 AN . RO IR BE N, ACT 2t 1 “ZK1E1T3)” (committed action). K117 3 /244
AMAELLE EEBERNE A, BRI AR S AT A, IR AT S R o nT B A B AN & AR5 (n
FEIE . L) (Hayes etal., 2011). 7£ RFT MIHEZEH, AWEATSHRINLHENKIBAE T H A0 RN, @i
DRI E S, MR B ARZIEE N AE, EShsARAN NERRME S T30,

5. XAEREILHER

RFT SRS SRR 7t ERUS 7 RORE R, (BFAE— SRR S8k, WnEs SCAu g e, BifE
BRSO AR T 5N, M5 1 & VR T BE RO A 2 TR AL 7R BRI 5T LB iR A8
TR, 4T NN SRR YT IR T R B N e, W R PRGBS SN, R
SR B FE AT LA BT X S R R, AN simEs AT, fIACENEARIESE, Mg RFT Big 10 iE H
ERSHLZ e

BE K

FWIH, BRdh, HLEEQ2024). KRIEZEEISHR MRS K E: L MDML %) HDML. ©ZF+ 47(5), 1262-1270.
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