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A B S T R A C T

Psychological flexibility reliably predicts well-being, but the strength, nature and sequence of relationships 
between components of these constructs are likely to considerably vary between individuals. This study used 
emerging idionomic methods to examine within-person links between psychological flexibility/inflexibility sub- 
processes and hedonic well-being using ecological momentary assessment data (n = 167; 76% female college 
students; Mage = 23.8 years; sampling design: 3 prompts daily for one week; total measurements = 2252). We 
employed advanced statistical modelling techniques to understand complex time-series data, including model
ling of individual behaviour (i-ARIMAX), meta-analyses to pool individual data to see overall heterogeneity (RE- 
MA), and multilevel modelling (Multilevel-VAR) to compare the groups which emerged from the data. Results 
aligned with past literature, demonstrating that psychological flexibility and inflexibility uniquely predicted 
hedonic well-being, though with substantial heterogeneity. Replicating past findings (Sahdra et al., 2024; see 
also Catts et al., 2025), we found that for Stoics, values operated independently from affect in within-person 
networks, while Non-Stoics showed strong value-affect connections. Novel analyses revealed that among 
Stoics, stress positively connected to acceptance, which then linked to committed action. While loneliness 
increased sadness for Stoics, they uniquely intensified committed action when sad—an effect only visible through 
within-person analysis. This contrasted with Non-Stoics, where sadness negatively impacted committed action. 
This study contributes to growing evidence supporting the advantages of an idionomic approach over purely 
nomothetic group analyses, particularly in revealing individual, idiosyncratic patterns.

1. Introduction

Psychological flexibility refers to the ability to acknowledge internal 
experiences (e.g., thoughts and emotions) in the present moment, while 
acting in alignment with personally determined values (Hayes, 2006; see 
also Cherry et al., 2021). Psychological flexibility is a core feature of 
Acceptance and Commitment Therapy (ACT; Ong & Eustis, 2021). ACT 
theoretically conceptualises psychological flexibility through mecha
nisms proposed by the Hexaflex model which delineates six inter
connected subprocesses: acceptance, defusion, self-as-context, present 

moment awareness, values, and committed action (Ptáček & Jelínek, 
2024). Conversely, psychological inflexibility is characterised as rigid 
responding to internal psychological reactions, often at the cost of 
engaging in a meaningful life aligned with core values (Klimczak et al., 
2023). The inflexibility Hexaflex model also consists of six components: 
experiential avoidance, cognitive fusion, self-as-content, lack of contact 
with the present moment, lack of contact with values, and inaction. The 
links between psychological flexibility and inflexibility with well-being 
and psychopathology respectively have been well established (Gloster 
et al., 2021; Howell & Demuynck, 2021).
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Past research has oversimplified the relationship between psycho
logical flexibility and psychological inflexibility constructs, overlooking 
the nuances within the construct and dynamic relationship within in
dividuals (Ong & Eustis, 2021). Traditionally, psychological inflexibility 
components were understood to be the inverse of the flexibility com
ponents along a continuum. However, recent research suggests they are 
more accurately conceptualised as multidimensional constructs that are 
interconnected and inter-related whilst encapsulating distinct charac
teristics (Ciarrochi et al., 2014; Stabbe et al., 2019). For example, 
Ribeyron et al. (2024) found that acceptance had strong negative cor
relations with anxiety and depression, and strong positive correlations 
with well-being. In contrast, experiential avoidance showed only weak 
correlations and was not a robust predictor of psychopathology or 
wellbeing. Furthermore, Ciarrochi et al. (2014) utilized profile analysis 
and found variations among individuals across different dimensions of 
psychological (in)flexibility (e.g., exhibiting both higher levels of fusion 
and actively pursuing valued action simultaneously). These findings 
challenge the theoretical assertion that avoidance and acceptance are 
opposites on the same continuum. Thus the multidimensional constructs 
psychological flexibility and psychological inflexibility are inter
connected and dynamic in their relationships whilst remaining distinct 
(Ciarrochi et al., 2014).

Leveraging these more nuanced insights, emerging research has 
employed latent profile analysis using all 12 sub-processes of psycho
logical (in)flexibility to investigate within-person patterns and associa
tions with well-being (Pakenham et al., 2023; Stabbe et al., 2019). 
Stabbe et al. (2019) found distinct profiles emerged in a sample of US 
adults recruited through online survey platforms and a university 
research pool, in most profiles, increasing levels of psychological flexi
bility were associated with decreases in psychological inflexibility. For 
some profiles in this sample, however, the psychological (in)flexibility 
profiles were notably different, for example, one group demonstrated 
high levels of both psychological flexibility and inflexibility, while 
another group displayed average levels of psychological flexibility 
(excluding acceptance and present moment awareness) alongside low 
levels in several psychological inflexibility processes (Stabbe et al., 
2019). Pakenham et al. (2023) also found similar profiles, collecting 
cross-section online survey data from Italian adults during COVID 
lockdowns. Both Pakenham et al. (2023) and Stabbe et al. (2019) found 
that while higher psychological flexibility was associated with 
well-being, it failed to buffer against the effects of the presence of 
inflexibility within groups, which evidenced links to poorer individual 
functioning (Stabbe et al., 2019). These studies further underscore the 
variability of psychological flexibility within and between individuals 
and the aggregate associations between psychological flexibility and 
well-being.

A notable difference between the studies was in the pattern of 
engagement with experiential avoidance (EA). Pakenham et al. (2023)
found two profiles with the highest levels of well-being had the highest 
levels of both psychological flexibility and EA. Variations in EA relative 
to psychological (in)flexibility processes during a life-threatening 
pandemic may have reflected diverse coping strategies (Pakenham 
et al., 2023). EA in stressful contexts may involve redirecting energy 
from distress to pursue values. This aligns with ACT's view that coping 
strategies should be evaluated based on their effectiveness in supporting 
personal values rather than being labelled as solely "adaptive" or "mal
adaptive" (Pakenham et al., 2023). This finding supports the notion that 
psychological flexibility may be fundamentally idiographic in nature, as 
it is inherently contingent on contextual factors (Ong & Eustis, 2021).

Consequently, while these latent profile approaches provide person- 
centred insights into psychological (in)flexibility profiles and their as
sociation with well-being, they methodically do not capture the nuanced 
temporal and contextual interplay of psychological (in)flexibility sub- 
processes. Ecological Momentary Assessment (EMA) is a research 
method that focuses on individuals' real-time experiences in natural 
settings, offering insights into dynamic, moment-to-moment processes 

(Klimczak et al., 2023). A recent study utilising EMA examined the 
average within- and between-person relations of psychological inflexi
bility subprocesses and positive affect, negative affect, and meaningful 
activity (Klimczak et al., 2023). Regarding within-person effects, higher 
state-level cognitive fusion, lack of present moment awareness, lack of 
contact with values, and inaction were all significant predictors of lesser 
positive affect and meaningful activity in the moment. EMA enables an 
analysis of individual instances of behaviour and internal experiences, 
facilitating a more nuanced exploration of variables. However, this 
study relied on normative, group-level analyses understand the links 
between psychological inflexibility and hedonic well-being for in
dividuals, which might obscure relevant interindividual differences 
regarding these processes.

Hedonic well-being is an important psychological construct, over
lapping with the related constructeudaimonic well-being.Together these 
are two preferred experiences central to human flourishing (Ryan & 
Deci, 2001). Hedonic wellbeing reflects the experience of pleasure as 
opposed to displeasure across all broad aspects of life, whereas eudai
monic wellbeing captures a person's level of functioning (Ryan & Deci, 
2001). Given that hedonic wellbeing is a central psychological experi
ence likely to show greater fluctuation and variability across daily life, 
the current EMA study focused on hedonic wellbeing, as measured by 
experiences of positive emotions.

The Association for Contextual and Behavioural Science (ACBS) Task 
Force published a report outlining strategies and tactics aimed at 
research practices that support a demand for tailored, process-based 
intervention (Hayes et al., 2021). Recommendation 12 of the report 
highlights that “CBS research needs more idiographic and longitudinal, 
dynamic network-based research …” (Hayes et al., 2021, p. 177). Prior 
research on psychological flexibility has prioritised insights from the 
analysis of aggregated data, which forms the basis of most statistical 
analyses in psychology. Analyses of aggregates frequently proves inac
curate or unable to meet its assumptions when used to generate models 
of human behaviour that apply to particular people (Ciarrochi et al., 
2024). "Idionomic" analysis is, as its name suggests, the use of "idio
graphic" methods as the foundation for "nomothetic" generalizations 
(Hayes et al., 2022). This approach underscores the necessity of un
derstanding individual patterns before derived principle that may apply 
generally across larger populations (Ong et al., 2023). Idionomic ana
lytic methods are crucial, as they acknowledge the limitations of tradi
tional normative statistics in accommodating individual variability and 
temporal dynamics (Molenaar, 2004). This reconceptualisation signifies 
an important departure from conventional research methods, which 
typically use the analysis of aggregates as the basis for nomothetic 
conclusions that may inform clinical intervention decisions applied to 
particular people. Consequently, the findings from this research meth
odology hold significant implications for emerging process-based clin
ical practice.

The ABCS Task Force and emerging studies (Ciarrochi et al., 2024; 
Sahdra et al., 2024, 2025) are advocating for innovative research stra
tegies that align with the growing recognition of the need for individ
ualised interventions. Psychological flexibility is an important 
psychological construct and a key feature in ACT intervention (Ong & 
Eustis, 2021). It is crucial to disseminate research findings for clinicians 
working in the context of human variability that is both clinically rele
vant and targeted. Thus, this study aims to explore the idionomic links 
between psychological (in)flexibility and hedonic well-being through a 
secondary analysis of an existing, large EMA sample originally collected 
for a larger study by Klimczak et al. (2023). In addition to being a 
convenience sample likely to demonstrate better compliance with 
onerous EMA data collection procedures, university students often 
experience a developmental stage of psychological growth and change, 
where variability in psychological profiles may be considerable. Idio
nomic analyses of a non-clinical sample of university students provides 
us with insight about these psychological constructs which can serve as a 
baseline before further examining clinical populations. Pre-registered 
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hypotheses (https://osf.io/fq3zy)) were that. 

H1. Based on past literature, we expect nomothetic findings of psy
chological flexibility subprocesses to be positively correlated to positive 
affect and negatively correlated to negative affect. We further expect 
psychological inflexibility subprocesses to be negatively correlated to 
positive affect and positively correlated to negative affect.

H2. To the extent that these effects are heterogeneous in the sample, 
we expect individuals who substantially deviate from the norm, relative 
to the rest of the sample, to show a different pattern of within-person 
associations between variables.

H3. Based on recent research on network analysis using idionomically 
defined groups (Sahdra et al., 2024), we expect the within-person net
works to vary from the between person networks of the subgroup of 
individuals who deviate from the norm.

H4. To our knowledge, there are no prior studies teasing apart the 
within- and between-person longitudinal associations between these 
variables through an idionomic lens. Therefore, we do not have specific 
a priori hypotheses about the exact structure of the within-person and 
between-person networks of variables in the groups. That is, we could 
find individual variance in subprocesses of psychological (in)flexibility 
which may have varying relationships to affect.

H5. Based on past literature (Sahdra et al., 2024) we expect positive 
and negative contextual events to differentially impact the dynamics of 
psychological (in)flexibility subprocesses and their links with affect at 
an idionomic level.

2. Method

2.1. Participants

The current study involves secondary analysis of an existing de- 
identified dataset (see Klimczak et al., 2023 for details of the original 
study). A subset of data from the original study was used in the current 
study. The 167 participants in the final analysed sample identified 

primarily as White (93%), women (76%) with an average age of 23.8 
years (SD = 8.7 years). All participants were enrolled in a Western 
United States university and were recruited through the university's 
online research participant platform. Participants received course credit 
for participating in the study.

Original data were collected from 201 participants between October 
2020 and April 2021. To be eligible to participate in the original study, 
participants had to be 18 years or older, currently enrolled in college, 
and possess an Android or iPhone for responding to EMA surveys. See 
Table 1 of Klimczak et al. (2023) for more detailed sample character
istics. Of the original 201 sample, two participants were excluded for 
completing the baseline assessment too quickly (in less than 272 s, 
providing a minimum of 2 s per item; Huang et al., 2012), and 31 were 
excluded due to having completed less than two eligible EMA surveys, 
leaving 167 participants whose data were included in the analyses.

2.2. Measures

2.2.1. Shortened multidimensional psychological flexibility inventory 
(MPFI-24)

The MPFI-24 (Grégoire, Chénier, et al., 2020) is a 24-item global, 
trait-like measure that assesses each psychological flexibility 
sub-process in detail. The MPFI-24 items were selected based on guid
ance from Rolffs et al. (2016), and further validated by Grégoire, Gag
non, et al. (2020). To assess psychological (in)flexibility in-the-moment, 
one item from each of the subscales of the MPFI was included. Items 
were prefaced by “Since the last prompt …” (e.g., “Since the last prompt 
… I tried to distract myself when I felt unpleasant emotions”). Prior 
research has supported the use of single items in EMA designs (Song 
et al., 2022) and the Klimczak et al. (2023) study evidenced convergent 
validity of single-item use of MPFI psychological inflexibility items. In 
the current study, intraclass correlation coefficient-2 or ICC(2) from a 
one-way analysis-of-variance model was calculated to estimate the 
reliability of each of the EMA items (Bliese, 2000). These are reported in 
Table 1. All items were highly reliable, with ICC(2) ranging from .91 to 
.98.

Table 1 
EMA items and their related ICC(2).

Construct EMA Item ICC(2) [95% CI]

1. Acceptance Since the last prompt, I tried to make peace with my negative thoughts and feelings rather than resisting them .97 [.97, .98]
2. Awareness Since the last prompt, I was attentive and aware of my emotions .98 [.97, .98]
3. Self as Context Since the last prompt, even when I felt hurt or upset I tried to maintain a broader perspective .98 [.97, .98]
4. Defusion Since the last prompt, I was able to let negative feelings come and go without getting caught up in them .97 [.96, .98]
5. Values Since the last prompt, I was very in-touch with what is important to me and my life .97 [.97, .98]
6. Committed Action Since the last prompt, even when I stumbled in my efforts, I didn't quit working toward what is important .98 [.97, .98]
7. Experiential Avoidance Since the last prompt, I tried to distract myself when I felt unpleasant emotions .96 [.95, .97]
8. Lack of Awareness Since the last prompt, I did most things on “automatic” with little awareness of what I was doing .97 [.97, .98]
9. Self as Content Since the last prompt, I thought some of my emotions were bad or inappropriate and I shouldn't feel them .97 [.96, .98]
10. Fusion Since the last prompt, distressing thoughts tended to spin around in my mind like a broken record .98 [.97, .98]
11. Lack of Values Since the last prompt, my priorities and values often fell by the wayside .97 [.96, .98]
12. Inaction Since the last prompt, negative feelings often trapped me in inaction .97 [.96, .98]
13. Happy Right now, how happy do you feel? .94 [.93, .95]
14. Excited Right now, how excited do you feel? .95 [.94, .96]
15. Joyful Right now, how joyful do you feel? .95 [.94, .96]
16. Confident Right now, how confident do you feel? .96 [.95, .97]
17. Nervous Right now, how nervous do you feel? .94 [.93, .95]
18. Ashamed Right now, how ashamed do you feel? .95 [.94, .96]
19. Sad Right now, how sad do you feel? .94 [.93, .96]
20. Angry Right now, how angry do you feel? .91 [.89, .93]
21. Guilty Right now, how guilty do you feel? .94 [.93, .96]
22. Irritable Right now, how irritable do you feel? .94 [.93, .95]
23. Lonely Right now, how lonely do you feel? .96 [.95, .97]
24. Connected Right now, how connected do you feel to other people? .94 [.93, .96]
25. Stressful Event Since the last prompt, how much did you experience stressful events and situations? .92 [.91, .94]
26. Positive Event Since the last prompt, how much did you experience positive events and situations? .94 [.92, .95]

Note. ICC(2): reliability of the EMA item from a one-way analysis-of-variance model; CI = Confidence Interval.
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2.2.2. Positive and negative affect schedule (PANAS)
The PANAS (Watson et al., 1988) is a ten item scale designed to 

assess in-the-moment positive and negative affect. Each item was 
phrased as “Right now, how _____ do you feel?” and were rated on a 
5-point Likert scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much so). This included 
four items assessing positive affect (happy, excited, joyful, confident) 
and six items assessing negative affect (nervous, ashamed, sad, angry, 
guilty, irritable), with these specific items having been used and assessed 
for validity in previous EMA studies (Klimczak et al., 2023; Levin et al., 
2018). The ICC(2) of the items are reported in Table 1, which showed 
these items were highly reliable.

2.2.3. Contextual variables
Two items were administered to assess contextual variables. These 

items included “Since the last prompt, how much did you experience 
stressful events and situations?” and “Since the last prompt, how much 
did you experience positive events and situations?” which were rated on 
a 5-point Likert scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very much so). Two social 
contextual variables were further administered including “Right now, 
how lonely do you feel?” and “Right now, how connected do you feel to 
other people?” which were also rated on a 5-point Likert scale from 1 
(not at all) to 5 (very much so). The ICC(2) of these items, as reported in 
Table 1, showed high reliability.

2.3. Procedure

The archival de-identified dataset consists of EMA data, for which 
ethics approval was obtained from Utah State University (Project 
approval number #7788) and Australian Catholic University (Project 
code: 2024-3569X). The research was conducted entirely online utilising 
Qualtrics surveys. Participants undertook a screening process and pro
vided informed consent before proceeding to a baseline assessment. 
Instructions for daily EMA surveys were sent via text message, with 
prompts randomly delivered within morning, midday, and evening time 
frames across a one week period. To be included in analyses, responses 
had to be completed within 2 h of the prompt and participants had to 
complete at least two EMA surveys. This extended response time was 
chosen to accommodate potential delays due to academic commitments. 
EMA surveys assessed psychological (in)flexibility processes, contextual 
variables, as well as current positive and negative affect. Participants 
were not exposed to any form of intervention during the study. Partic
ipants completed a post-online assessment questionnaire following the 
one-week EMA phase.

2.4. Analyses

Analyses were conducted in R 4.4.0 (R Core Team, 2024). We closely 
followed a detailed statistical analysis plan that was pre-registered in 
Open Science Framework (https://osf.io/fq3zy). Descriptive analyses 
were performed on all relevant variables. Missing data patterns of the 
EMA items indicated an overall missingness of 34% (see Fig. S1 in Ap
pendix A). Missing data were handled using CopyMean longitudinal 
imputation (Genolini et al., 2013).

Idiographic Analysis (i-ARIMAX). To examine the within-person 
links between psychological flexibility processes and well-being, we 
utilized idiographic Autoregressive Integrated Moving Average models 
with eXogenous variables (i-ARIMAX; Ciarrochi et al., 2024; Sahdra 
et al., 2024). Models were estimated for each participant individually 
using the auto.arima function in the forecast package in R (Hyndman & 
Khandakar, 2008). This algorithm automates the identification of the 
optimal model structure for each individual by conducting unit root tests 
to determine the order of differencing (d) required for stationarity, and 
by minimizing the Corrected Akaike Information Criterion (AICc) to 
select the optimal autoregressive (p) and moving average (q) orders 
(Hyndman & Khandakar, 2008). This approach is particularly suitable 
for short time series as the AICc penalizes unnecessary model 

complexity, reducing the risk of overfitting when observations are 
limited (Ciarrochi et al., 2024). Consequently, AR and MA orders were 
not fixed but were optimized for each individual's data structure.

Convergence and Stability. Model convergence was robust across 
the sample. Across all bivariate process-outcome combinations, 
convergence failure occurred in less than 2% of models. These failures 
were predominantly due to insufficient variance in specific variables (e. 
g., zero variance in affect ratings over the week), which prevents the 
estimation of correlations (Li et al., 2025). Such cases were necessarily 
omitted from the relevant RE-MA. Furthermore, to address the potential 
instability of estimates derived from shorter time series, the subsequent 
RE-MA was weighted by the number of completed measurements per 
participant (Sahdra et al., 2024). This ensured that individuals with 
more data points contributed greater weight to the estimation of the 
nomothetic pooled effects."

3. Results

3.1. Descriptives

Table 2 reports the mean, standard deviation, and correlations be
tween mean (averaged across time) scores of MPFI EMA variables. The 
flexibility items were more correlated with each other than with 
inflexibility items, and vice versa. Within-person correlations were 
calculated separately for each of the combinations of MPFI items. It is 
important to note that the range of within-person correlations was wide 
in all cases, suggesting that even when the mean correlation was positive 
(or negative), there were individuals in the data who showed the 
opposite correlations (e.g., acceptance and defusion range: .91 to .99). A 
wide range was also seen for the within-person correlations of the affect 
items (e.g., happy and confident range: .87 to 1.00) and between each 
MPFI and affect item (e.g., self-as-context and happiness range: .99 to 
.99).

3.2. I-ARIMAX and RE-MA

It was hypothesised (H1) that in normative analyses of aggregated 
data psychological flexibility sub-processes would be positively corre
lated to positive affect and negatively correlated to negative affect. We 
further expected psychological inflexibility sub-processes to be nega
tively correlated to positive affect and positively correlated to negative 
affect. To explore these links, i-ARIMAX models were run separately for 
each of the 12 MPFI items predicting each of the 10 affect items. The 
inflexibility items were reversed for ease of comparing effects of flexi
bility versus inflexibility. Consistent with H1, predicted links were evi
denced across 120 pairs of psychological (in)flexibility and affect items. 
The mean of the absolute values of the pooled effects was .13, which 
indicated an overall small effect size of the link between (in)flexibility 
on hedonic well-being (see Table S1 in Appendix A).

The I2 statistic describes the percentage of variation across in
dividuals that is due to non-random heterogeneity rather than chance 
(Higgins & Thompson, 2002). The mean of I2 across 120 RE-MA models 
was very high; 87.98 (range: 75.17 to 99.46). Therefore, the pooled 
effects need to be treated with caution due to high non-random 
heterogeneity.

3.3. Visualisations of heterogeneity of the idiographic effects

To examine the extent to which ensemble results from aggregated 
data applied to individual participants, we utilized caterpillar plots. A 
caterpillar plot is a variation of a forest plot in which individual effect 
estimates are ordered by magnitude rather than by study ID or name. 
This visualization allows for a direct comparison between the aggregate 
population effect and the distribution of individual slopes.

In Fig. 1 through 4, the x-axis represents the effect size (i-ARIMAX 
estimate), while the y-axis represents individual participants sorted 
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from the most negative effect at the bottom to the most positive effect at 
the top. This ordering creates the characteristic S-shaped 'caterpillar' 
distribution. The vertical blue line and surrounding shaded band 
represent the pooled nomothetic effect and its 95% confidence interval 
(CI), derived from the RE-MA. Each horizontal line represents a single 
participant's estimated slope and their specific 95% CI.

Interpretation of these plots focuses on the alignment between the 
vertical band and the individual horizontal lines. If the sample were 
homogeneous (ergodic), the majority of individual horizontal lines 
would overlap with the vertical blue band. Deviations from this band 
illustrate non-random heterogeneity. To aid interpretation, these de
viations are color-coded: green horizontal lines indicate individuals with 

Table 2 
Means, standard deviations, and correlations with confidence intervals for the mean scores of EMA psychological (in)flexibility items averaged across time.

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Acceptance 3.40 1.01 ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​
2. Awareness 3.84 1.00 .68** 

[.59, .76]
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​

3. Self as 
Context

3.82 1.04 .75** 
[.68, .81]

.73** 
[.65, .79]

​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​

4. Defusion 3.58 1.00 .75** 
[.67, .81]

.56** 
[.45, .66]

.80** 
[.74, .85]

​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​

5. Values 3.97 0.99 .64** 
[.54, .72]

.72** 
[.63, .78]

.83** 
[.77, .87]

.68** 
[.59, .75]

​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​

6. Committed 
Action

4.07 1.02 .61** 
[.51, .70]

.66** 
[.56, .74]

.84** 
[.79, .88]

.69** 
[.60, .76]

.87** 
[.82, .90]

​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​

7. Experiential 
Avoidance

3.10 0.93 .01 [-.15, 
.16]

-.02 
[-.17, 
.14]

.02 [-.14, 

.17]
-.04 
[-.19, 
.11]

-.06 
[-.21, 
.09]

.06 [-.09, 

.21]
​ ​ ​ ​ ​

8. Lack of 
Awareness

2.51 0.96 -.23** 
[-.37, 
-.08]

-.25** 
[-.39, 
-.10]

-.33** 
[-.46, 
-.19]

-.26** 
[-.40, 
-.11]

-.33** 
[-.45, 
-.18]

-.29** 
[-.42, 
-.14]

.37** 
[.23, 
.49]

​ ​ ​ ​

9. Self as 
Content

1.95 0.88 -.19* 
[-.33, 
-.04]

-.25** 
[-.39, 
-.10]

-.22** 
[-.36, 
-.07]

-.32** 
[-.45, 
-.18]

-.26** 
[-.39, 
-.11]

-.17** 
[-.31, 
-.02]

.44** 
[.31, 
.56]

.28** 
[.13, 
.41]

​ ​ ​

10. Fusion 2.18 1.02 -.31** 
[-.44, 
-.16]

-.17** 
[-.31, 
-.02]

-.37** 
[-.49, 
-.23]

-.63** 
[-.71, 
-.53]

-.33** 
[-.46, 
-.19]

-.27** 
[-.40, 
-.12]

.32** 
[.18, 
.45]

.42** 
[.29, 
.54]

.48** 
[.35, 
.59]

​ ​

11. Lack of 
Values

2.01 0.84 -.20** 
[-.34, 
-.05]

-.29** 
[-.42, 
-.14]

-.40** 
[-.52, 
-.26}

-.39** 
[-.51, 
-.25]

-.49** 
[-.60, 
-.37]

-.40** 
[-.52, 
-.27]

.26** 
[.11, 
.39]

.51** 
[.39, 
.61]

.45** 
[.32, 
.56]

.63** 
[.52, 
.71]

​

12. Inaction 1.96 0.88 -.30** 
[-.43, 
-.15]

-.25** 
[-.39, 
-.10]

-.39** 
[-.51, 
-.26]

-.51** 
[-.62, 
-.39]

-.45** 
[-.56, 
-.32]

-.37** 
[-.50, 
-.24]

.43** 
[.30, 
.55]

.56** 
[.44, 
.65]

.45** 
[.32, 
.57]

.74** 
[.67, 
.81]

.72** 
[.64, 
.79]

Note. M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Values in square brackets indicate the 95% confidence interval for each 
intercorrelation.

Fig. 1. Caterpillar plot showing effect sizes and 95% confidence intervals of within-person associations (i-ARIMAX estimates) for values and joyfulness 
Note. Blue vertical lines represent the pooled (nomothetic) effect in the middle and the lower and upper bounds of the 95% CI of the pooled effect. Green horizontal 
lines indicate 95% CI of positive associations and red indicate negative associations.
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statistically significant within-person positive associations, while red 
horizontal lines indicate individuals with statistically significant within- 
person negative associations. For example, in the analysis of values and 
joyfulness (Fig. 1), the blue band indicates a positive pooled effect. 
However, the presence of distinct red lines at the bottom of the plot 
reveals the 'Stoics'—individuals for whom living by their values was 
significantly associated with decreased joy, a relationship that is 
completely obscured when looking only at the nomothetic average.

3.4. MV RE-MA: (In)Flexibility as a moderator

Do flexibility and inflexibility processes differ in how they relate to 

outcomes across the six dimensions? In other words, are these processes 
distinct or redundant when predicting hedonic well-being? More spe
cifically, is the pooled effect of processes on outcomes moderated by 
process type? And would this moderation help explain the observed 
heterogeneity? To answer these questions, we conducted multivariate 
random-effects meta-analysis (MV RE-MA) models with process- 
outcome effects nested within participants. This approach efficiently 
summarized overall pooled effects and heterogeneity estimates while 
reducing the number of moderation tests needed. We weighted analyses 
by each participant's completed measurement count, giving greater 
weight to i-ARIMAX estimates from participants with more complete 
data and less weight to those with substantial missing data (which had 

Fig. 2. Caterpillar plot showing effect sizes and 95% confidence intervals of within-person associations (i-ARIMAX estimates) for values and sadness.

Fig. 3. Caterpillar plot showing effect sizes and 95% confidence intervals of within-person associations (i-ARIMAX estimates) for committed action and joyfulness.
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been previously imputed).
To test moderation, we ran six models with 20 effects nested within 

each participant. For example, when testing acceptance vs. experiential 
avoidance as a moderator, each participant had 10 i-ARIMAX effects of 
acceptance linked to the 10 affect items and 10 effects of experiential 

avoidance (reversed) linked to the same affect items. Process type (e.g., 
acceptance vs. experiential avoidance) served as the moderator. This 
approach allowed us to determine whether the positive and negative 
dimensions of flexibility distinctly related to affect and to characterize 
the heterogeneity of these relationships.

Fig. 4. Caterpillar plot showing effect sizes and 95% confidence intervals of within-person associations (i-ARIMAX estimates) for committed action and sadness.

Table 3 
The effect of psychological flexibility on affect moderated by the type of (in)flexibility.

95% Confidence Interval 95% Prediction Interval Heterogeneity (I2)

Model Pooled Effect SE CI_LB CI_UB PI_LB PI_UB Total Within Between

Moderator: Acceptance vs. Experiential Avoidance (Reversed)
Full Model 0.09 0.01 0.07 0.12 -0.59 0.78 87.54% 75.41% 12.14%
Flexibility 0.14 0.02 0.11 0.18 -0.50 0.79 86.93% 53.05% 33.88%
Inflexibility (Reversed) 0.04 0.02 0.001 0.08 -0.67 0.76 87.65% 58.85% 28.80%

Moderator: Action vs. Inaction (Reversed)

Full Model 0.17 0.02 0.14 0.2 -0.52 0.85 96.54% 74.66% 21.88%
Flexibility 0.15 0.02 0.11 0.19 -0.56 0.86 90.54% 59.83% 30.71%
Inflexibility (Reversed) 0.18 0.02 0.15 0.22 -0.48 0.85 97.42% 67.61% 29.81%

Moderator: Awareness vs. Lack of Awareness (Reversed)

Full Model 0.10 0.01 0.07 0.12 -0.57 0.77 95.64% 79.77% 15.87%
Flexibility 0.11 0.02 0.07 0.15 -0.56 0.78 92.95% 60.93% 32.02%
Inflexibility (Reversed) 0.09 0.02 0.05 0.012 -0.59 0.76 95.25% 71.19% 24.05%

Moderator: Defusion vs. Fusion (Reversed)

Full Model 0.20 0.02 0.17 0.23 -0.48 0.88 88.75% 68.70% 20.05%
Flexibility 0.21 0.02 0.17 0.24 -0.48 0.89 87.83% 58.14% 29.69%
Inflexibility (Reversed) 0.20 0.02 0.16 0.24 -0.48 0.87 89.39% 60.87% 28.52%

Moderator: Self-as-Context vs. Self-as-Content (Reversed)

Full Model 0.11 0.02 0.08 0.14 -0.59 0.82 94.05% 75.39% 18.65%
Flexibility 0.13 0.02 0.09 0.17 -0.62 0.88 91.66% 58.03% 33.63%
Inflexibility (Reversed) 0.10 0.02 0.06 0.13 -0.55 0.75 91.13% 63.90% 27.24%

Moderator: Values vs. Lack of Values (Reversed)

Full Model 0.17 0.02 0.13 0.20 -0.55 0.88 91.74% 73.77% 17.97%
Flexibility 0.19 0.02 0.15 0.22 -0.56 0.93 92.27% 66.06% 26.22%
Inflexibility (Reversed) 0.15 0.02 0.11 0.18 -0.54 0.84 90.79% 64.41% 26.38%

Note. SE = Standard Error; CI = Confidence Interval; PI = Prediction Interval; LB = Lower Bound; UB = Upper Bound.
In each of the six sets of the models above, the Full Model had 20 effects nested per person, with one item of flexibility (e.g., acceptance) predicting the 10 affect items 
and one (reversed) item of inflexibility (e.g., experiential avoidance) predicting the 10 affect items. The separate models of Flexibility and Inflexibility (reversed) each 
in any given set had 10 effects nested per person.
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Of the six tests of moderation, the moderator was statistically sig
nificant for the following four (in)flexibility subprocess pairs; Accep
tance vs. Experiential Avoidance (F(df1 = 1, df2 = 3296) = 51.34, p <
.001), Action vs. Inaction (F(df1 = 1, df2 = 3277) = 6.37, p = .012), Self 
as Context vs. Self as Content (F(df1 = 1, df2 = 3237) = 4.90, p = .027), 
and Values vs. Lack of Values (F(df1 = 1, df2 = 3296) = 7.38, p = 0.006). 
The moderation test showed null effects for Awareness vs. Lack of 
Awareness (F(df1 = 1, df2 = 3286) = 2.54, p = .11), and Fusion vs. 
Defusion (df1 = 1, df2 = 3267) = .27, p = .60).

MV RE-MA allowed heterogeneity to be partitioned in the within and 
between components. See a summary of the results in Table 3. For each 
of the six dimensions of (in)flexibility, we first ran a baseline model 
(labelled Full Model in Table 3) with flexibility and inflexibility 
(reversed) items predicting positive and negative (reversed) affect items, 
i.e., 20 effects were nested per person. No moderator was included. We 
then ran separate models for the flexibility items predicting affect (10 
effects per person) and inflexibility (reversed) items predicting affect 
(10 effects per person). In all sets of models, except for those of accep
tance and experiential avoidance, the magnitude of the pooled effect of 
the flexibility model was comparable to that of the inflexibility model. 
The results suggest that the processes of flexibility and inflexibility tend 
to uniquely predict hedonic well-being outcomes. However, the pooled 
effect needs to be interpreted with extreme caution given the high de
gree of total heterogeneity in all models.

3.5. Cluster analysis

We next attempted to identify clusters of individuals with similar 
response patterns. Using data from i-ARIMAX models of flexibility and 

inflexibility items predicting affect, we focused on analyses for models 
predicting happiness (analyses of other affect items revealed similar 
challenges). To determine whether the i-ARIMAX estimates contained 
meaningful clusters of non-random structures, we employed the Hop
kins statistic. This statistic ranges from approximately .5 (indicating no 
meaningful clusters) to 1.0 (suggesting significant clustering). Our data 
yielded a Hopkins statistic of .6755—closer to .5 than 1.0—suggesting a 
lack of meaningful structure. K-means cluster analysis confirmed this by 
failing to produce distinct clusters, with Fig. 5 revealing substantial 
overlap between attempted clusters. When comparing different cluster 
validation methods (including between vs. within variance balancing, 
silhouette method, Gap statistic, and 30 validation indices) to determine 
the optimal number of clusters, we found inconsistent estimates across 
methods (see Fig. S3). This lack of convergence aligns with the relatively 
low Hopkins statistic and indicates an absence of natural clustering in 
our data.

3.6. ARIMAX based grouping

After cluster analysis failed to yield meaningful groups, we adopted 
the i-ARIMAX-informed method for grouping participants. Following 
the methodological approach of Sahdra et al. (2024), we used the 
i-ARIMAX model of committed action ("even when I stumbled in my 
efforts, I didn't quit working toward what is important") predicting 
sadness to identify individuals who deviated from the normative 
pattern. We identified 10 individuals who showed a positive relationship 
between committed action and sadness (highlighted in green in the 
earlier caterpillar plot). We designated these participants as 'Stoics' (n =
10) and compared their networks of variables to those of 'Non-Stoics' (n 

Fig. 5. Cluster Plot: substantial overlap between attempted clusters predicting happiness.
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= 157).
While single-item measures can reflect momentary fluctuations, the 

identification of this subgroup represents the third replication of this 
specific functional pattern, following Sahdra et al. (2024) and Catts et al. 
(2025). While Sahdra et al. (2024) and Catts et al. (2025) used valued 
action items in their i-ARIMAX-informed grouping, our study replicated 
the Stoic vs. Non-Stoic network patterns using a different component of 
the psychological flexibility model (committed action). This consistency 
across three independent samples suggests that the 'Stoic' pattern of 
acting in accordance with values regardless of, or in the presence of, 
negative affect represents a stable functional class of behavior rather 
than statistical noise.Multilevel VAR networks.

To identify the ways in which the variables were dynamically 
interlinked in the subgroups, network modelling was conducted. For the 
network analyses, we employed Multilevel-VAR to estimate contempo
raneous and temporal networks. Unlike the bivariate i-ARIMAX models 
where lags were optimized individually, the Multilevel-VAR assumes a 
lag-1 structure to estimate within-person dynamics across the full 
network of variables (Bringmann et al., 2013). To prevent convergence 
issues in these more complex multivariate network models (which are 
more sensitive to sample size than the bivariate i-ARIMAX models) we 
restricted the network nodes to the six processes of psychological flex
ibility and the two affect variables for the Stoic vs. Non-Stoic comparison 
(Sahdra et al., 2024).

Results replicated Sahdra et al.’s (2024) findings showing that for 
‘Stoics’, values were not linked with sadness or joy in the within-person 
network (see Fig. 6), however, they were strongly related to affect in the 
between-person network (see Fig. 7). For the Non-Stoics, however, 
values were linked with joy, which was strongly linked with sadness at 
the within-person and between-person level (See Figs. 8 and 9). 
Furthermore, extending Sahdra et al.’s (2024) study, the psychological 
flexibility variable of acceptance was negatively linked with sadness at 
the within-person level but positively linked at the between-person level 
for the Non-Stoics. These results support H3 showing that within-person 
networks varied from the between-person networks of the subgroup of 
individuals who deviate from the norm.

It was hypothesised (H4) that contextual variables would differen
tially impact the dynamics of psychological (in)flexibility sub-processes 
and their links with affect at an idionomic level. To compare the findings 
with those of Sahdra et al. (2024), values and committed action and the 
contextual variables of stressful and positive experiences were added. 
Only two additional psychological flexibility items (acceptance and 
awareness) were included to prevent convergence issues due to small 
sample size. For the Stoics, stress was unrelated to sadness or joy in the 
within-person network, however, positive experiences were related to 
joy (See Fig. 10). Furthermore, stress was positively related to accep
tance, which was positively related to committed action. Both positive 
and stressful experiences were linked to acceptance. The only negative 
effect in the between-person network that was found in the 
within-person network is that between acceptance and sadness (See 
Fig. 11). All psychological flexibility items were included in the mlVAR 
models given the greater sample size of the Non-Stoics (n = 157). Results 
showed that for the Non-Stoics, acceptance was negatively related to 
sadness and positively related to joy and committed action in the 
within-person network (See Fig. 12). Furthermore, stressful events seem 

Fig. 6. Stoics: Within-person contemporaneous interrelations 
Note. C_Action = “Even when I stumbled in my efforts, I didn't quit working toward what is important” item; Value = “I was very in-touch with what is important to 
me and my life”; Defusion = “I was able to let negative feelings come and go without getting caught up in them” item; S_Cntx = “Even when I felt hurt or upset I tried 
to maintain a broader perspective” item; Aware = “I was attentive and aware of my emotions” item; Accept = “I tried to make peace with my negative thoughts and 
feelings rather than resisting them” item; Sad = “How sad do you feel?” item; Joyful = “How joyful do you feel” item.

Fig. 7. Stoics: Between-person interrelations.
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to dampen their joy and increase sadness in the within-person network. 
The positive association between stress and sadness is also apparent in 
the between-person network (See Fig. 13).

In the networks below, adding the contextual variables of loneliness 
and connectedness revealed that loneliness increased sadness and 
dampened joy among the Stoics (Fig. 14). There was a strong association 
between sadness and committed action, an effect observed only at the 
within-person level (Fig. 15). In contrast, for the Non-Stoics sadness was 
negatively linked to committed action at the within-person level. 
Furthermore, both connection and committed action increased joyful
ness. These findings importantly extend the Sahdra et al.’s (2024) and 

Catts et al.’s (2025) network findings using different variables and 
support our H4 by demonstrating that contextual variables differentially 
impact the dynamics of psychological (in)flexibility subprocesses and 
their links with affect for the two groups. See Fig. S4 in Appendix A for 
full-sample within-person and between-person networks, which show 
the pattern of associations between variables when the 'deviant' voices 
of the Stoics are not considered separately. In the full-sample within-
person network, stress reduced joy and amplified sadness. The positive 
links between stress and acceptance observed in the Stoics' 
within-person network were absent—meaning the unique Stoic response 
patterns would be completely overlooked in these analyses (see Figs. 16 

Fig. 8. Non-Stoics: Within-person contemporaneous interrelations.

Fig. 9. Non-Stoics: Between-person interrelations.
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and 17).

4. Discussion

This study explored the idionomic links between psychological 
flexibility, psychological inflexibility, and hedonic well-being. As 
hypothesised (H1), results were consistent with the previously estab
lished link between psychological flexibility and greater positive affect 
and psychological inflexibility and greater negative affect when exam
ining aggregated data (Gloster et al., 2021; Howell & Demuynck, 2021). 

Consistent with emerging idionomic EMA research (Sahdra et al., 2024, 
2025), however, substantial non-random heterogeneity was identified 
within the pooled effects. The current results support the con
ceptualisation of psychological flexibility and inflexibility subprocesses 
as distinct constructs, yet this distinction does not account for the high 
non-random heterogeneity of within person results. The i-ARIMAX es
timates of within-person associations indicated that, consistent with our 
hypothesis (H2), individuals who exhibited substantial deviations from 
the norm demonstrated a different pattern of associations between 
variables. For each sub-process of psychological (in)flexibility, the 

Fig. 10. Stoics: Within-person contemporaneous interrelations (stress and positive experiences) 
Note. Stress = The context of stressful events in daily life; and Pos = The context of positive events in daily life.

Fig. 11. Stoics: Between-person interrelations (stress and positive experiences).
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prediction intervals were wide and there were many individuals for 
whom relationships between variables were opposite to the pooled ef
fect. If we focus solely on the pooled effect, as is common practice in 
research, we risk overlooking or misunderstanding these individuals.

The idionomic method emphasizes the importance of modeling in
dividual patterns and subsequently drawing generalisations concerning 
broader populations if, and only if, idiographic information is preserved 
for enhanced (Hayes et al., 2022). Results supported our hypothesis 
(H3), that the within-person networks varied from the between-person 
networks of the subgroup of individuals who deviated from the norm. 
Between-person networks estimates are akin to multiple regression 

coefficients in cross-sectional designs. They represent conditional re
lationships (with all variables adjusted for each other) between the 
means of variables aggregated across all time points. In contrast, 
within-person contemporaneous networks function like conditional 
regression effects in longitudinal designs that incorporate time series 
information. Our analysis focuses specifically on contemporaneous re
lationships between variables at the same time point (while controlling 
for previous time points). Therefore, within-person contemporaneous 
networks show conditional links between variables at the same time 
point, after controlling for effects from previous time points in the series.

Our results replicated and extended the 'Stoics' vs. 'Non-Stoics' 

Fig. 12. Non-Stoics: Within-person contemporaneous interrelations (stress and positive experiences).

Fig. 13. Non-Stoics: Between-person interrelations (stress and positive experiences).
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findings reported by Sahdra et al. (2024) and Catts et al. (2025). The 
emergence of this subgroup across three independent studies provides 
strong evidence that this is a robust functional classification. For 
Non-Stoics, values were clearly linked with affect; staying in touch with 
their values was linked with joy, which was strongly linked with 
sadness. These results align with prior nomothetic research showing that 
engagement with values correlates with lower distress and enhanced 
well-being (Grégoire et al., 2021; Tunç et al., 2023).

In contrast, for Stoics, values were not linked with sadness or joy in 
the within-person network. This replication supports the theoretical 

alignment with the Stoic philosophy of apatheia, where an individual 
remains grounded in their values regardless of fluctuating emotional 
states (Graver, 2009). The fact that we identified this group using a 
committed action item, whereas previous studies (Catts et al., 2025; 
Sahdra et al., 2024) used valued action items, further supports the 
construct validity of the Stoic classification; it appears to be a genuine 
behavioral pattern where action is functionally independent of imme
diate hedonic reinforcement. These findings support the robustness of 
the idionomically-derived Stoic subgroup.

The within-person networks revealed clear patterns in these 

Fig. 14. Stoics: Within-person contemporaneous interrelations (lonely and connected) 
Note. Lonely = The context of loneliness in daily life; and Connect = The context of connection in daily life.

Fig. 15. Stoics: Between-person interrelations (lonely and connected).
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idiographically defined groups. For Non-Stoics, values were clearly 
linked with affect—staying in touch with their values was linked with 
joy, which was strongly linked with sadness. These results align with 
prior nomothetic research showing that engagement with values cor
relates with lower distress and enhanced well-being (Grégoire et al., 
2021; Tunç et al., 2023). In contrast, for Stoics, values were not linked 
with sadness or joy in the within-person network. This may reflect the 
Stoic philosophy of apatheia, where an individual remains grounded in 
their values regardless of fluctuating emotional states (Graver, 2009).

Interestingly, values were strongly related to affect in the between- 
person network. This suggests that relying on between-person effects 

to infer individuals' day-to-day experiences at the within-person level 
may be misleading. The inclusion of contextual variables revealed more 
pronounced differences both within and between persons, demon
strating a distinct impact on the relationship dynamics between psy
chological flexibility sub-processes and affect (supporting H4). While 
past research (Sahdra et al., 2024) focused on stressful and positive 
events as contextual variables, we extended this by running models with 
additional variables of loneliness and connection, which showed similar 
results.

Further extending Sahdra et al.'s (2024) study, an additional psy
chological flexibility sub-process of acceptance showed a negative 

Fig. 16. Non-Stoics: Within-person contemporaneous interrelations (lonely and connected).

Fig. 17. Non-Stoics: Between-person interrelations (lonely and connected).
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association with sadness at the within-person level but positive at the 
between-person level for the Non-Stoics. Acceptance was also positively 
linked to both joy and committed action. Moreover, connection 
increased joyfulness, which in turn, increased committed action. The 
Klimczak et al. (2023) EMA study showed inaction linked with lesser 
positive affect which reflects the link between affect and committed 
action for the Non-Stoics. In contrast, Stoics are able to take joy from the 
positive experiences while remaining affectually unaffected by stressful 
events, again this may reflect apatheia; not letting negative external 
circumstances dictate emotional states (Graver, 2009). Both positive and 
stressful experiences were positively linked to acceptance, which, in 
turn, was positively associated with committed action. Results further 
showed that loneliness increased sadness and dampened joy among the 
Stoics. Interestingly, the Stoic pattern showed a doubling down on 
committed action despite sadness, an effect only observed at the 
within-person level. Overall, if we overlooked the high heterogeneity 
and focused wholly on the full-sample within-person network, we would 
find no evidence of positive connections between stress and acceptance, 
nor between sadness and committed action.

There are important clinical and practical implications based on the 
current findings. A clinician using evidence-based psychology might 
reasonably attempt to enhance a psychological flexibility subprocess to 
help clients alleviate feelings of sadness (a core symptom of depression). 
However, the current findings reveal the potential risks of this strategy. 
For example, both Stoic and Non-Stoic subgroups demonstrate that 
higher reported acceptance is related to lower sadness; however, the 
function of acceptance may differ between these groups. For Stoics, 
acceptance may be interpreted through a broader philosophical frame
work centred on resilience and duty (Sellars, 2017). This perspective 
may support Stoics in doubling down on committed action despite 
feelings of sadness. Therefore, increasing committed action without 
considering the acceptance-sadness link may fail to alleviate distress or 
even reinforce it. This example illustrates the effectiveness of identifying 
whether a unique client may match the subgroup profile of stoic or 
non-stoic at the start of treatment. Through collection of client EMA 
data, and mapping the relationships between components of psycho
logical (in)flexibility, clinicians will have richer insight when devel
oping case formulations and develop treatment plans based on these 
core underlying processes. Such treatment plans are likely to consider
ably differ to those based purely on large-scale group normative data. 
Understanding these nuances aligns with process-based therapy, which 
focuses on individual experiences and contexts to inform effective 
intervention (Hofmann & Hayes, 2018).

4.1. Limitations and future research

This study provides a valuable contribution by highlighting the sig
nificance of idionomic research, though it has several limitations. The 
present results replicate and support the findings of Sahdra et al. (2024)
and Catts et al. (2025).This study extends the original research by 
incorporating additional measures of psychological flexibility and 
contextual variables, including loneliness and connection. However, 
convergence issues prevented us from including all psychological flex
ibility and inflexibility items in our models. A larger sample might have 
allowed for these elements, providing a more holistic picture of all 12 
sub-processes of psychological (in)flexibility and their relationship with 
affect.

Importantly, the findings of the current study may have limited 
generalisability given the relatively small sample size of mostly female, 
white college students, representing a WEIRD (Western, educated, 
industrialized, rich, and democratic) population (Rad, Martigano & 
Ginges, 2018). WEIRD populations are likely to be outliers on measur
able psychological phenomena relevant to the current study, such as 
self-concept and categorization (Henrich et al., 2010). Furthermore, 
psychological constructs such as psychological flexibility are likely to 
vary across culture and geography, and influenced by contextual factor 

such as social inequity, political freedom, societal norms and environ
mental degradation (Lambert et al., 2020). Cultural adaptations of 
psychological flexibility measures demonstrate these challenges – for 
example researchers struggled to translate the tern “a steady core” into 
Portuguese, and data collected from Portugues adults tended to report 
higher endorsement of positive constructs compared to Brazil. Gener
alizing psychological constructs across cultures as part of a universal 
human experience should be avoided. Given the promising current 
findings, future research could further investigate psychological flexi
bility across cultures and within specific contexts using EMA and idio
nomic methods.

Past studies (Catts et al., 2025; Sahdra et al., 2024) used different 
measures of committed action, compared to the current study which 
used the item “Since the last prompt, even when I stumbled in my efforts, 
I didn't quit working toward what is important”. Given we replicated 
past research using different measures of the same psychological con
structs (Catts et al., 2025; Sahdra et al., 2024), the likelihood these are 
genuine behavioural phenomena is strengthened. Nonetheless, potential 
limitations of the measures used in the current study cause some 
concern. Brief items were used to facilitate intensive EMA methodology, 
however the interpretive ambiguity of Values items like "what is 
important to me" can meaningfully influence idiographic patterns of 
measured constructs. In addition, the brevity of some items may not 
capture the full complexity of the psychological flexibility component, 
for example the Self-as-context item focuses on emotional awareness 
rather than perspective taking or context sensitivity. Additionally, the 
Defusion item may reflect acceptance of experiencing negative feelings 
rather than defusion from them. Furthermore, we focused on hedonic 
well-being in the current study, future research could broaden outcome 
variables to include other related constructs that are important for 
psychological purpose, meaning, and overall well-being such as eudae
monic well-being. The current findings would benefit from future vali
dation using robust measures.

Additionally, although involving multiple timepoints on a daily 
basis, this sample was collected in a relatively short time frame (one 
week), which is unlikely to capture idionmic stability or variability. 
Idiographic slopes estimated from such short time series are likely to be 
inherently unstable and may not generalise to longer time frames or 
other contexts, affecting both the meta-analytic summaries and the 
subgroup comparisons. Although the current results are promising, 
longer time series data would enable systematic examination of poten
tial causal directions using various lags in temporal net
works—something not feasible with our current sample. In this study, 
we implied a causal direction from psychological flexibility to affect 
based on our measurement timing: participants rated their (in)flexibility 
"since the last prompt," while affect was measured "right now." Future 
research should explore the implications of different temporal anchoring 
of responses.

4.2. Conclusion

In line with the ACBS Task Force Report and advances in idionomic 
research, this study emphasizes the importance of idionomic, longitu
dinal, and network-based investigations for developing tailored, 
process-based interventions. While normative effects help practitioners 
identify beneficial psychological processes for change, our findings 
show that nomothetic approaches often fail to accurately reflect indi
vidual experiences even for psychological (in)flexibility related pro
cesses. Idionomic findings offer greater value to clinicians by prompting 
them to observe the unique dynamics between psychological flexibility 
and affect in different individuals, including whether someone displays 
Stoic or Non-Stoic behavior patterns. Rather than simply emphasizing 
this dichotomy, though reliable and replicable, our key point is that we 
must recognize the nuanced individual variations that normative sta
tistical analyses typically obscure. As clinical practice evolves, we need a 
new approach to psychological research that prioritizes idionomically- 
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examined group effects over broad generalizations. This shift will help 
avoid one-size-fits-all interventions and enable more personalized data- 
driven client support.
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