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Abstract
This paper addresses some of the main philosophical untiagsrof the eclectic movement.
The evolution of eclecticism is first briefly revied, showing specifically how an original
dissatisfaction with traditional, single-theory appraechesulted in early attempts at multiple-
theory approaches. Problems with these multiple-th@ppyoaches are described, leading a
growing number of eclectics to a scientifically baspgraach known as technical eclecticism.
We explain how technical eclecticism depends upon a plartiphilosophy of science, which has
largely abandoned been by philosophers and creates|gadriams for technical eclectics.
Alternatives to technical eclecticism are thus byriekplored. These alternatives are sensitive
both to eclectics’ dissatisfactions with single-theapproaches and to recent advances in the

philosophy of science.
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Eclecticism and the Philosophy of Science

As a therapeutic orientation, eclecticism’s populdréyg risen precipitously in recent
years. Two of the more prominent observers ofribes Bergin and Garfield (1994), have noted
a decisive shift in orientations, with a continuingaffesction for traditional single theories and a
movement toward eclecticism. The result is thatrdpests [now] identify themselves as eclectics
more frequently than any other orientation” (Bergité&rfield, 1994, p. 7). Indeed, recent
studies indicate that approximately two-thirds of thegamfessionals now identify themselves as
eclectic (Hollanders & McLeod, 1999; Jensen, Bergin, &@es, 1990; Poznanski & McLennan,
1998; Stone & Yan, 1997).

What is the nature of this movement, and what axedghsons for its popularity? We
contend that a principal component of this movememedsas a major reason for its popularity
involve the philosophy of science. That is, the raand attraction of eclecticism entails the way
in which science itself is understood, whether orgsythologists recognize that they have this
understanding. The problem is that advances in the pplhysof science have dispelled many
myths about this understanding and thus have cast doubtemt formulations of eclecticism,
particularly technical eclecticism.

Consequently, the main purpose of this paper is twofbjdiescribe how technical
eclecticism has depended upon a particular philosophy eicsgiand 2) show why philosophers
have largely abandoned this philosophy, leaving many gmabfor eclecticism. To this end, we
first review the evolution of eclecticism, noting holre original dissatisfaction with traditional,
single-theory approaches resulted in early attempts diptettheory approaches. Second, we
explain how problems with early multiple-theory approaded eclectics to a scientifically based
approach that now dominates the eclectic scene. Wardhow how the philosophy of science

that undergirds this scientifically based approach is odéahothus putting the whole eclectic
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project in jeopardy. Finally, alternatives are byietkplored that are sensitive to the original
dissatisfactions of eclectics but consonant withmeadvances in the philosophy of science.

Dissatisfactions with Single Theories

A review of the eclectic literature reveals twoibasd highly related dissatisfactions with
traditional single theories — their limited comprehegisass and their limited openness (Lazarus &
Beutler, 1993; Norcross, 1986; Prochaska & DiClemente, 1986¢aispare Held, 1995). First,
singular theories are assumed to be inherently nam®aape. As Wildman and Wildman (1967)
described this dissatisfaction, “psychologists haveyabsucceeded in formulating a single
comprehensive and validated approach” (p. 294). Single éseame obviously only orteeory
and thus single theories encompass an inherentlyctestiset of categories and constructs for
understanding clients. Given that “no one approachtislgeifor all clients, problems, and
situations” (Austen, 1997, p. 143), it is not surprising thatyntherapists have abandoned single
theory orientations (e.g., Hollanders & McLeod, 1999).

Eclecticism offers an obvious solution to this latk@mprehensiveness, because it pulls
together a number of theories into some sort of rapliroach eclecticism (Held, 1995; Lazarus,
1997; Patterson, 1989). After all, behavioral theoriesigeedeal primarily with categories of
behavior, cognitive theories appear to deal mainly watiegories of cognition, psychoanalytic
theories seem to deal most profoundly with categori¢iseofinconscious, and so on. In this
sense, each set of categories — each theory — seemphasize and develop a different part of
the person.Why not assemble them together, asks the eclectimderstand the whole person
(Goldfried & Castonguay, 1992; Leger, 1998)? The assumptioatisrintiple theories and
categories are bound to be more comprehensive thasinghy theory alone (Austen, 1997;

Lazarus, Beutler, & Norcross, 1992).
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A related dissatisfaction with single theories is¢losed-mindedness they seem to
engender in therapists (e.g., Beutler & Clarkin, 1990; Jeisgin, & Greaves, 1990). Single
theories are thought to put “blinders” on therapistghab therapists see only those features that
are relevant to their specific theory (Leger, 1998). é&x@mple, if behavioral therapists
emphasize categories of behavior, then behaviorapists will be sensitized to only the
“pbehavioral” aspects of their clients. Behavioristgy tend to overlook problems of thinking, just
as cognitivists may tend to overlook problems of bairavin this sense, therapists who adhere to
a single theory are thought to see clients for whathkory makes them appear to be rather than
for what they are. Indeed, the main fear of ecled@ems “to be that a theoretical system will
bias their interpretations of clinical or empiricata@land thus leave them inflexible and closed-
minded” (Slife, 1987, p. 101).

This closed-mindedness makes it difficult to tailor tmeent to the individual patient's
needs. Thorne (1973), an early pioneer of the eclecsitigqg recognized that a single approach
to therapy raises the “problem of matching suitabfecell methods to the needs of specific cases”
(p. 445). Therapists with only a single theory appeaetbdndicapped in this sense. Because
one theory has a finite number of categories in wolielmts can fit, as well as techniques by
which clients can be treated, any eclectic comlmnadif theories, and thus categories and
techniques, would seem inherently superior (Starcevic, 19941 simply, an eclectic has more
options, and consequently more opportunities to find theecb“match” to which Thorne
referred. As Lazarus and Beutler (1993) stated it, edlattippromotes a less rigid adherence to
delimited schools of thought, opens channels that profiexibility and a relativistic approach to
‘truth," and underscores both the personalistic (oryidevatic) attributes of practitioners and the
unigueness of individual clients" (p. 381). In short, e@sdre in a better position to be more

open-minded andffective with their clients.
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Recent Developments in Eclectic Scholarship

So far, we have addressed electicism as if it werafidd movement. Different forms of
eclecticism do share in their disaffection for sirtleories, and they do endorse a common
definition of eclecticism, namely, “selecting what agseto be the best in various doctrines,
methods, or styles” (Lazarus, 1986, p. 67). However, tlsagdee considerably in their reaction
to this disaffection and their application of this digbm (Arkowitz, 1997; Lazarus & Messer,
1991). Indeed, these disagreements have contributed tealnéian of contemporary eclectic
psychotherapy (Newman & Goldfried, 1996). Consequently,ngéylreview two major forms
of eclecticism, unsystematic and integrative, and ttiaeie contributions to the widely endorsed
third form — technical eclecticism.

Unsystematic EclecticismI'he earliest form of eclecticism is by far thadesystematic

and probably the most criticized of the three. Ind#asd,is the reason for its name —
unsystematic eclecticism (Norcross, 1986). Accordingillita@d, James, and Bowman (1989),
unsystematic eclecticism assumes that "bits and piemedifferent theoretical systems can be
integrated within one counseling session with a clienprovide a stronger therapeutic
treatment” (p. 294). These "bits and pieces" are negiated in any theoretical or systematic
manner, because unsystematic eclectics are wargnhategration would result in another single
theory. That is, as comprehensive and innovatitbigsingle system might be, it would still
contain a coherent set of assumptions that would Wiasrapist’s view of clients and limit a
therapist’s ability to meet client needs. Thesedsiasd limitations would be self-defeating to
unsystematic eclectics, because single sets of assasfgiagle theories) were the original
problem. Therefore, the primary attraction of unsysttEc eclecticism is its openness to all

theories, without any system for selecting the var@raponents of these theories.
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Unfortunately, the eclectic literature has not beaicularly kind to this approach (see
Held, 1995; Howard, Nance, & Meyers, 1986; Lazarus & Beutler, 13@8¢evic, 1997). A
crucial problem, from the perspective of this crititgatature, is that the bits and pieces selected
for an unsystematic eclecticism may themselvesdmmpatible (Lazarus, Beutler, & Norcross,
1992; Patterson, 1989). Techniques that are "directive'timenare not compatible with
techniques that are "nondirective,” by definition (then” indicating their logical
incompatibility). Case conceptualizations that presarokent's free will — being able to do
otherwise — are not typically considered compatible wathceptualizations that presume some
form of necessary determinism — not being able to Heratise (see for example Slife & Fisher,
2000; Wiliams, 1992). These incompatible combinations wprdgdumably lead to inconsistent,
if not contradictory and irresponsible therapies. Megystematic eclectics are unable to prevent
this.

Theoretical IntegratianThe crucial lesson taken by eclectics from thgeeence is that

some sort of systematic integration of the varioesties is required (Austen, 1997; Zhang,
1996). Proponents of theoretical integration believeahantegration across theoretical schools
will provide the optimal match "between the interventithe patient, the problem, and the
setting" (Murray, 1986, p. 414). The integrationist positexaticitly theoretical combination
designed to avoid incompatibilities and yet meet the urequéext of each client (Arnkoff, 1995;
Austen, 1997). Some forms of common factors therapyntegrative in this sense (cf.
Poznanski & McLennan, 1995), while other forms are bettelerstood as technical eclecticisms,
which are reviewed later in the paper.

Whatever is the type of theoretical integratioeitys the questions posed earlier on
behalf of the unsystematic eclectic: How does omédamcompatibilities and integrate various

dissimilar theories without a metatheory to guide thigpss? And, if a metatheory does guide
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this process, is not the resulting integration really one theory? How, for example, does
Freud's single theory differ from a theoretical inteigré@ Freud took components from many
divergent sources — philosophy, physics, and physiologyaneut a few — and integrated them
all in one theoretical framework or metatheory, y@tone views him as an eclectic.

Critics of theoretical integration further contendttthe “theoretical baggage” (Lazarus &
Messer, 1991, p. 147) which individual theories bring into sutelgrative systems creates the
problem of incompatibility (Lazarus & Beutler, 1993; Norssp1986). Poznanski and McLennan
(1995), for example, discuss the integration of psychoasalgsl behaviorism in this regard,
noting that “the introspective and metaphoric concepéspsychoanalytic perspective are
diametrically opposed to the extraspective and reatisticepts of a behavioral perspective” (p.
411; see also Goldfried & Castonguay, 1992; Patterson, 1988yhtlof these difficulties,
eclectics have learned that attempts at theoretiEggriation return them not only to the biases of
a single theory but also to the original problems cdmpatibility.

Technical Eclecticismlhe upshot of the problems inherent in these twaostgbe

eclecticism — unsystematic and integrative — is thabwigg majority of eclectics now endorse
some form of scientifically systematized eclectici&wy., Lazarus & Messer, 1991; Norcross &
Beutler, 1997; Shoham & Rohrbaugh, 1996; Zhang, 1996), with thepopalar form being
technical eclecticism (Lazarus, 1967, 1995, 1997). Technieaities have attempted to learn
two major lessons from the experience of their ¢icleolleagues. The first is that an eclectic
cannot be wholly unsystematic (Lazarus, 1996). Some$gyistem is necessary to avoid a
hodge-podge approach to therapy that is probably irrespgnibbt unethical. However, the
second lesson is that this system cannot itselhbéhar meta-theory or “any delimited school of
thought” (Lazarus, 1995, p. 38; Lazarus & Beutler, 1993). Becamstaatheory or school of

thought ultimately governs the explanations and technigubs it, and because this meta-
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theory or school of thought must itself have a coltgl®stematic) set of assumptions, the entire
project can be said to be a single theory, with aesisgl of biases or "blinders," and thus vitiate
the original reason for becoming eclectic.

Consistent with other forms of eclecticism, techheclecticism champions the ideals of
open-mindedness and comprehensiveness and disdains ssagleapproaches (Lazarus &
Beutler, 1993). Unlike these other forms, however, teahaclectics integrate techniques rather
than theories or aspects of theories. As Lazarug,ptechnical eclectics often work within a
consistent theoretical framework (e.g., a broad baseidlsnd cognitive learning theory) but
freely employ effective techniques from other discigimethout subscribing to the theories that
spawned them. The fundamental principle is 'use what Wdtlezarus & Messer, 1991, p. 145).
In this way, the therapist has access to any efeetéichnique that may work for any given client.

What gives the technical eclectic access to thredmigues, and how might we know if
they are effective? For technical eclectics, theneer to these questions as well as the solution to
the problems of a single theory is to rely on scighezarus, 1967, 1995, 1997; Leger, 1998;
Zhang, 1996). Lazarus, for example, contends that “thegalhgsiences model is necessary to
illuminate those aspects of human endeavor that aretogbe disciplined light of objective
investigation” (Lazarus & Messer, 1991, p. 156), and thatifta@r question to ask is if there is
any empirical warrant for the efficacy of a particydaychotherapeutic operation.” (Lazarus,
1996, p. 63)

This reliance on science and its promise of empivesfication is attractive to technical
eclectics for at least three reasons. First, sei@nhconsidered to provide technical eclectics with
comprehensiveness through its apparent universality, -amg therapy techniques can be tested
and applied (Lazarus & Messer, 1991; Leger, 1998). Second,e@eseen as systematic,

without itself being subject to theoretical biaseszf@ras & Beutler, 1993). Third, science makes
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possible the separation of therapy techniques fromheies that spawned them, so that the
techniques are free from the biases and incompagbiliti these theories (Lazarus, 1995; Held,
1995).

These three reasons make clear the significanaaenice for the technical eclectic
project. Science not only allows therapists to avgpitfalls besetting single theories and other
forms of eclecticism; science also serves as afto@electing techniques without adopting the
theoretical rationale behind them. Indeed, many@®hthin assumptions of technical eclecticism
depend upon science — or, as we will contend, one partfoutaulation of science — for their
validity. If science does in fact provide therapistthvai relatively objective, value-free, and
replicable means of separating techniques from theanigselecting the best techniques for each
unique therapy session, then the other assumptionshmi¢akteclecticism are also tenable.

The real question then, regarding the credibility ofinéal eclecticism, and perhaps the
entire eclectic project, is the credibility of its graling scientific assumptions. Specifically, do
these assumptions allow for the comprehensive, opdrthanry-free application of techniques
that is necessary for the practice of technicakéiciem? Our basic answer to this question is
affirmative, if one assumes a traditional, positivistic philosophyc@inee, broadly defined. That
is, a broad positivism is the philosophical root ohtecal eclecticism's attraction for so many
psychotherapists. We describe this root here to résaalation to the popularity of eclecticism.
However, we later show how this philosophy of scidmee been criticized and disputed in ways
that criticize and dispute the essential nature of teeheclecticism.

Technical Eclecticism and Logical Positivism

The philosophical grounding of technical eclecticismisres three related assumptions of

science: 1) its objectivity and value neutrality, 2) domprehensiveness of its applicability, and
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3) the privileged and distinct status it gives observal@m@mmena. Here we show why a
traditional philosophy of science allows the techngdéctic to make these assumptions.

Objectivity and Value-Neutrality For many philosophers and scientists, a commitieent

objectivity and value-neutrality constitutes the veaiirhark of modern science (e.g., Hempel,
1952; Nagel, 1986; van Frassen, 1980). As Heelan (1983) notektjdtral realists will argue
that the term ‘reality’ should be applied only to whate of its nature ‘objective’ in the special

sense, that is, independent of human culture, histodylaaguageé(p. 184-185; emphasis in the

original). Although scientists are obviously humanhwiery human foibles and biases, they
should nevertheless strive for bias-free findings, &addgic of science provides them a means of
doing so. In this sense, the observations of tlenssi can only be credible and accurate if they
“do not distort or misread what they observe as atre$tiadition, values, emotions, or other
subjective influences” (Slife and Williams, 1995, p. 193).

Clearly, this notion of the need for objectivitydavalue-neutrality has played a major role
in the evolution and increasingly widespread acceptanterbiical eclecticism in contemporary
psychotherapy. Technical eclectics have claimedetmgirical science can free the therapist not
only from the various assumptions and biases inhanesmgle theories but also from the
individual biases that may influence the selectioreolhhiques (Lazarus, 1995). The clinician can
employ, as Held (1995) put it, “an expanding, scientific kndgdebase about human problems
and their solutions, without imposing on clients thetii@and methods of any one school or
system of psychotherapy” (p. 29). For this reason, raangider technical eclecticism the most
ethical form of therapy (cf., Lazarus, 1996; Wilson, 199B3chnical eclectics defer to no single
theory to justify their techniques, so they can clampproach human psychological problems in

an open and objective manner (Lazarus & Messer, 1991).
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Comprehensive Applicability Another central characteristic of the eclectigjget is its

commitment to examining whatever techniques work ireghye regardless of the different
theories that spawned them. This project requires banehat can keep this commitment. Such
a method cannot be limited to a particular theoryroe tand place for its effectiveness; it would
need to be universal to all important theories andtging— hence, the appellation thaentific
method. Positivist philosophers of science believeg tere able to accomplish this universality
by wedding the early empiricism of the scientific metho rationalism (Slife & Wiliams, 1995).
That is, one of the changes that has occurred invitlaten of positivism over the years is a

recognition of the central role of reason or logisarence. This change is sometimes called

logical positivismas an acknowledgment of this greater role (Polkinghd@@3). Logical
positivism is viewed as universal to its subject mdiesrause the logic of method is itself
universal. Indeed, rationality in its most pristinenfids often considered a universal and
contextless process of thinking (e.g., transcendentltfre and historical context), so its
incorporation in scientific method allows it to be aggdble to all techniques and situations.
Clearly, this aspect of positivism is vital to tleetnical eclectic project. Recall that one
of the major dissatisfactions of all eclectics waeslimited range of any single theory. Adopting
the assumptions of positivism ensures that maximal ceimepisiveness will eventually be attained.
All the techniques that are formulated can be testatlatithe principles that govern
effectiveness can be discovered. This is not tdlsstyeclectics claim to have already found these
techniques and principles; it is only to say that theskniques and principles can and should
eventually be found. No bias of method will preventittieom being found. This means, of
course, that the comprehensiveness of science alsod$epe the first assumption, namely, that

scientific method provides objective and unbiased atcoessality as it is.
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Privileging the ObservableA third major feature of a traditional philosophysefence is

the status given empiricism, even over rationalisrithoigh positivistic science combines
empiricism and rationalism — gathering observable dataaaalyzing it logically (e.g., statistics) —
there is no doubt that the data, and thus the epistemofagypiricism, are considered the final
and ultimate arbiter of knowledge (Polkinghorne, 1983). Eaigni holds that sensory
experience is the only reliable source of knowledgestatcally, this philosophical assertion has
led to the scientific notion that only that whicloisservable (a sensory experience) can be known
with any degree of certainty (Holton, 1973). An empiticsn posit the existence of certain
nonobservable and/or nonmeasurable phenomena — thedttiesles, cognitions, etc. However,
this epistemology requires that such phenomena be ofm#evable (or operationalized) before
experimentation can occur (Slife & Gantt, 1999). Carhidel (1952) was pivotal in formalizing
these epistemological implications for scientific wofkor him, the brute facts of data are not
only primary to, but also independent of, any interpi@tator theoretical accounts one might
formulate to explain them.

This feature of positivism feeds directly into the pobjof the technical eclectic, because it
allows a division between therapy techniques (what ke/rand the theories that generated
them. In a clear Hempelian (and positivistic) spirizarus (Lazarus & Messer, 1991) has
asserted that “Theories are essentially speculati@tgrly to explain or account for various
phenomena. . .. Observations simply reflect empuata without offering explanations” (p.
147). That is, the separation of techniques from thewries is perfectly appropriate given the
technical eclectic's belief that “however intenegtiplausible, and appealing a theory may be, it is
techniques, not theories, that are actually used on peSplely of the effects of psychotherapy,
therefore, is always the study of the effectivendé$sanniques” (London, 1964, p. 33). In this

way, technical eclectics are able to focus exclugiwrlobservables. The ideas that may underlie
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or generate a technique are considered secondary tbsee/able aspects of the technique and
their effectiveness with a particular disorder.

Technical Eclecticism and Post-Positivist Philosoph8cience

Recent advances in the philosophy of science hawgybtahese three assumptions of
scientific method into question. Previously consideoegdssess a bias-free logic of inquiry —
allowing researchers to strive for objectivity — gugentific method is today recognized as being
similar to other methods of analysis and evaluatien, with its logic dependent on unavoidable
biases, theories, and interpretations. Our purposésisdhtion, then, is to bring to bear the
contemporary philosophy of science literature on tleesemptions of the scientific method that

are relevant to technical eclecticism.

Objectivity and Value-Neutrality The most influential challenge to the positivistiodel
of science (presented above) is embodied in the waskadf recent thinkers as James Bohman
(1991), Paul Feyerabend (1988), Patrick Heelan (1983), Thomas(k®id), Stephen Toulmin
(1972), Paul Roth (1987), and Richard Bernstein (1983). Theatpnint of this philosophical
analysis is that scientific progress is not driven gletely by the scientific method, objective data,
or an appeal to the cannons of logic and rationalikgther, change in scientific understanding is
at least partially a product of social, cultural, andoheal forces — what Kuhn (1970) originally
called a paradigm. As Gholson & Barker (1985) made cleiriimpossible to claim the
objective superiority of one paradigm over any other7&b), because the paradigm dictates the
criteria for what is acceptable. In other words, gras foster not only the theories tested by
the logic of science but also the logic itself. Ashdosophy of science, positivism is itself a
paradigm of method. In this sense, scientists cantaiwgside the dominant paradigm to
examine it from some independent or objective grounds)esocan never know with certainty

that their approach to studying the world is in any wapesior to any other approach.
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This lack of certainty would seem to raise the spexfteglativism or subjectivism (e.g.,
Popper, 1970). In fact, the misconception that relati@sses at the slightest hint of a
methodological paradigm has fostered the continued poputigical positivism. However,
relativism only arises when cultural and rhetoricatés are thought to control completely the
path of science. As Bernstein (1983) and others hawers{eg., Bohman, 1991; Heelan, 1983;
Roth, 1987), there are many other factors involvedishgath, including the "stubbornness" of
the data themselves (Slife & Gantt, 1999). The poititas cultural and philosophical biases are
important factors in the methods of science. Asaresers, we are guided in our data collection,
analysis, and interpretation by a host of preexistiagds concerning what is interesting and
relevant to our investigation. Likewise, what onessaene’s data is influenced by the
preconceptions and biases that one brings to theipnetation (Slife & Williams, 1995).

What does all this mean for technical eclecticidhg?emost, it means that technical
eclectics are not formulating therapy interventiorsg #re completely objective and value-neutral.
If the scientific method is itself guided by an uninvgsted framework that rules in and out
certain topics a priori, then the results of this rodthre, in part, the results of a single
philosophy that guides this framework. In this sens#riieal eclectics are practicing forms of
therapy and employing particular technical interventitvas are rife with hidden assumptions,
values, and philosophical biases — and, indeed, they ndgitg so without fully realizing it.
Despite its promise to “extrapolate empirically derivadesions from existent literature and to
create an objective theory of what changes can jbected under definable and controllable
therapeutic conditions” (Beutler, 1989, p. 17), the sciertfimdation of technical eclecticism is
incapable of producing the objectivity and value-neutralgessary for technical eclecticism to

make good on such promises.
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Comprehensive Applicability Another problem with the positivist undergirding oescie

and technical eclecticism is its claim to comprehenapplicability. As described above, the
notion that the scientific method can provide techmckectics with a fully comprehensive
approach to each client stems from their assumptidriiibascientific method is ultimately
applicable to any theoretical or topical context (ursa$. This comprehensiveness means that
no particular therapy is favored at the outset of inyasbn and that the data themselves (e.g.,
effectiveness) ultimately drive the experimental outeom

However, several contemporary philosophers of scibage taken issue with this
assumption of comprehensiveness (e.g., Bernstein, 1988)dpi.991; Fuller, 1992; Heelan,
1983; Kuhn, 1970; Polanyi, 1962). Many contend that the forroalati the scientific method is
inextricably connected to_a particulawntext, with its own history, culture, and language.
Indeed, many philosophers of science seem to ask, haial ikmot be historically and culturally
derived? The scientific method cannot be empiricalfivdd, because this would mean it was
invented before itself to empirically derive itself Jb@otstrap” problem (see Slife & Williams,
1995, p. 4-5). Instead, the positivist philosophy of sciéim@eundergirds empirical methods was
created by philosophers with philosophical axes to ghatlgtem in part from their culture and
history (Slife & Gantt, 1999).

Positivist scientists view such philosophical axedadsterious to science. As mentioned,
the fear relativism and nihilism when the philosophases and assumptions of science are
described. Consider, however, Paul Feyerabend (1988) asm@isf many philosophers of
science who see these philosophical biases and assasnpsidhemselves vital to scientific
progress (see also Slife & Williams, 1995 for hidden assompin psychological research).
Feyerabend (1988) contends, for instance, that scigmtiigress is not due to a neutral,

unbiased, and rule-governed method. Rather, progress @ceuaisely in spite o$uch
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conceptions of scientific method. Feyerabend (1988) attpaéscientific progress “occurred
[historically] only because some thinkers either detidet to be bound by certain ‘obvious’
methodological rules, or because they unwittingly brokenth(p. 14). Although Feyerabend is
known to be a bit of a philosophical maverick on scgsaes, he agrees with a number of
prominent philosophers of science on this point — vadmelsbiases (informal philosophies) have a
necessary and beneficial purpose. Informal philosopiigss sort not only cannot be avoided in
the formulation of method, they should also be idedtifiad appreciated for the role they play in
a scientist’s pursuit of knowledge.

This conclusion has direct implications for techneaeécticism. Recall that this form of
eclecticism prides itself in carefully and systemalicslecting techniques for therapy, without
the imposition of prior bias and theory (e.g., Held, 199§)however, the scientific method is
not maximally comprehensive and does not apply to atiesas equally, but rather is rooted in a
particular philosophy of the world, then technical eidscare practicing a particular, theoretically
driven eclecticism. We are aware that some thesapigd researchers will claim that eclecticism
is a more subsuming theoretical framework, one tHartoiader and more comprehensive than
conventional single theories. However, evaluating slaims is a deceptively complex task (and
certainly not a straightforward empirical enterprisakld, 2001).

For example, there is surely no doubt about the subsunopgipies of Freud’s
framework, yet this framework is clearly not a uniadlysendorsed model for theory
construction. Moreover, Freud’s theory is frequentigdias a particularly biased approach in
practice (e.g., Langer & Abelson, 1974; Liebert & Lieb&898, pp. 163-172; Torrey, 1992).
That is, greater comprehensiveness is not necestaisame as less bias. Just as with Freud’s

theory, eclecticism has its own particular metaphygpistemology, and ontology (Gholson &
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Barker, 1985; Polkinghorne, 1983) — among many that are possibieé garners its effectiveness
from the therapists who apply these philosophical bideesever unknowingly.

This means, of course, that this particular philosaglgclecticism inevitably favors more
positivistic therapies over less positivistic approactes example, it is no surprise that Lazarus
(1995,1996) operates primarily from within a cognitive-behaViapproach, an approach that is
more amenable than, say, an existential approachsitvgic methods of science (cf. Baldwin &
Slife, in press; Slife & Gantt, 1999; Slife & William995). From a philosophy of science
perspective, this is not a coincidence but is insteadndnifestation of a pre-investigatory bias
resulting from his (unacknowledged) endorsement of a piesitiworldview. For Lazarus and
other technical eclectics, therapies that are leenable to the scientific method (e.g.,
existentialism) are typically either dismissed as “iargdic”’ or transformed (via
operationalization) to fit the positivist worldviewdkarus, 1996; Lazarus & Messer, 1991).

It is thus no surprise that Lazarus (1996) concludes thetetare relatively few
empirically validated treatments outside the area ofitegibehavior therapy” (p. 63). With
Messer’s (2001) recent review of empirically supported itneats concurring with this
conclusion, there is the very real possibility thgr@at number of therapy techniques are being
systematically excluded from the technical eclectiéatment repertoire, before their
investigation has occurred. Moreover, the positive rogpevaluations of cognitive-behavior
therapy may be the result of systematic bias rattaar éfficacy without such bias. Ultimately,
then, technical eclectics have not escaped singlei¢isebut remain bound to a single theory of
science, a positivistic theory of science, whichstibutes an institutionalized and perhaps
unconscious bias that affects the practice of techeatactic therapy.

Privileging the ObservableOne of the more significant conclusions of conterapo

philosophy of science is that observations are fundeihedependent upon the shared



Eclecticism 19

theoretical framework of the scientists themselvdse-interpretive community. Indeed, as
Heelan (1983) has noted, “Observations are clearlyyHaden — as Einstein and others have
shown — since ‘it is theory that tells what scientifbservation can perceive™ (p. 204, citation
from Einstein, 1949, p. 13). In other words, not only dseotable data nqiossess a uniquely
privileged status as the final arbiter of truth, but wdwints a®bservable is a function of one’s
particular theoretical and interpretive framework (sgeskample, Kuhn, 1970; Robinson, 1998;
Toulmin, 1972). Again, this dependence on theory does nettbamply relativism (or nihilism),
because theory is also dependent on data (Bernstein, 1BB3)oint is that both theory and
data are necessary and inextricably bound together.

Interestingly, even a philosopher of science as symfiatto the positivist project as Karl
Popper (1959) noted long ago that a simple inductive descripttioipservables is prohibited by
the very logic of positivistic science (i.e., therafing the consequent fallacy; cf. Slife &
Williams, 1995). Although Popper (1963) attempted to addressrcagi@ects of this logic
through falsification (Slife & Williams, 1995), his rejean of inductivism is generally accepted in
the philosophy of science. Data cannot "speak" fansieéves. Observables are not meaningful
without some theoretical context in which to intetgheem. Data cannot dictate or point to
certain theoretical contexts, because, according ppé&othe logic of science makes many
theoretical interpretations simultaneously plausiblé cadrse, this means that the interpretation
of scientific observables can change as theoret@makexts change. Data originally interpreted
one way can be later interpreted another way, iitfegpretive community changes its preferred
interpretive framework. This is not to say that dia¢a can be interpreted_in amgy. It is only
to say that more than om#erpretation is always viable, and soimerpretation (or re-

interpretation) is always necessary for the datsetmbaningful.
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Clearly, this conclusion presents significant problé&ngechnical eclecticism. Foremost
perhaps, it prohibits observable therapy techniques lh&ng viewed as a theory-free means of
evaluating therapeutic effectiveness. As we have seeimical eclectics have been most anxious
to avoid the "theoretical baggage" that comes withetbeshniques (Lazarus & Messer, 1991, p.
147), at least as originally conceived. If they cammgsthat the original theories are divorceable
from these techniques, then they can avoid the incalipiats of these theories — when
combined as eclecticisms — as well as the singleyh@oblems that an integration of these
theories might cause. The problem is that techniquesmtaemain free from theory when
severed from their original theoretical underpinningghée techniques are meaningful at all, and
the fact they are considered "techniques” would lead@believe they are, then they cannot and
do not exist in a theoretical vacuum (Safran & Mesk@9,7). Rather, in the process of
separating them from their original theories, theyeha@come connected to the theory of the
person using them — in this case, the positivism ofetlenical eclectic.

One consequence of this theoretical transformasioimat the techniques may become
fundamentally dissimilar from what they were origindé#tge Messer, in Lazarus & Messer, 1991).
That is, they are no longer the techniques of psychysagichumanism, or behaviorism, because
all these techniques require a theoretical framewodutte them. An attempt to divorce them
from these frameworks ultimately means a new guidingevemnk, and not a simple combination
of old frameworks (Safran & Messer, 1997). This new &aork would presumably guide
technical eclectics to perform these techniques inways. These new ways could be effective,
but they may have little or no connection to thelitranal techniques, as guided by the traditional
theories.

A second consequence of this theoretical transformaithe exclusion of techniques that

cannot be transformed to meet the assumptions of\aisidy. If some therapies stress the
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importance of unobservables, such as existentialiggn (éalom, 1980), then the technical
eclecticism researcher must either make them obder{thbough operationalization) or view
them as "unscientific" and exclude them from a discigla considers itself scientific. In the
end, technical eclectics fall prey to, rather thazaps, the very criticisms they levy against single-
theory approaches and other forms of eclecticism.

Technical eclecticism is not different, in kind, fr@amy other single theory, with its own
theoretical assumptions and biases and an exclusieé tsgthniques to fit such biases. The single
theory of technical eclecticism is the philosophy ulyiteg scientific method. This philosophy,
like any single theory, is not universal, but is bounth®context of its particular culture,
philosophy, and language of origin. This philosophy guidepthetice of therapy in a theory-
laden, rather than a theory-free manner, and may megrepite of, rather than because of, its
systematicity. Its criteria of effectiveness areided before investigation, according to the biased
goals of a “science-based” therapy, and the correctiighgese pre-investigatory criteria are not
themselves validated. Finally, techniques can nevendamingfully divorced from theory. Even
if they are divorced from their originating theoriesire theory is necessary for them to be
viewed as therapeutic techniques. To assume that thejyarced from theory altogether is to
practice an implicit theory that has not been emglyitasted — in this case, the philosophy of
positivism.

Prospects

The lesson to be learned from the philosophy of seiditerature is that some types of
theory, bias, and values are unavoidable. No ecleati@avoid their own context and history, and
S0 no eclectic can see the world in a neutral and sedbivay. Indeed, as many philosophers
have shown, it would be a mistake even to try, becgosd theories and values are integral to

good science and therapy. The problem is that thareirmportant sense in which some theories
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and values can get in the way of good science and thefegthe eclectic correctly senses,
theories can sometimes constrain the therapistingladf whole aspects of the client that may be
important to recognize. Theories can also lead ¢émtctiategorizing and labeling that restrict the
therapist to a limited set of therapeutic techniqueghisnsense, technical eclectics are rightly
sensitive to the problematic effects of single theagrgroaches, but they are wrongly throwing the
theoretical baby out with the problematic bathwafBnat is, the technical eclectic rejects theory
altogether when at least informal theory is inesclapab

How can the therapist avoid this dilemma? Philosoplagain an important resource for
answering this question. Philosophers such as Hanggy@amtamer (1995), Charles Taylor

(1985), and Martin Heidegger (1962) describe another way to agptioeory altogether (Slife &

Reber, 2001). Their approach is in contrast to the qatiméitapproaclof eclecticism. That is,
the project of eclecticism is essentially a projdanaltiplication—either multiple theories (as in
integrationism) or multiple techniques (as in techrecdgcticism). As we have seen, the problem
with this quantitative approach is that a single theoahwvays necessary to structure the
multiplicity — a meta-theory for integrationism or alpsophy of science for technical eclecticism.
This means that quantitative approaches always reducsingle theory. They can never
succeed in truly multiplying the number of categories alilg| because a single set of
assumptions, and thus single set of biases, are necasgmovide coherence and systematicity.

On the other hand, the qualitative approatbadamer, Heidegger, and Taylor (among

others) focuses on the quality of a theory vis ahasqualities of the client (Slife, 2001).
Although there is insufficient space to describe this @ggn here (see Richardson, Fowers, &
Guignon, 1999), a brief sketch of some relevant charatitsrseems in order. First, a qualitative
approach requires therapists to recognize the inesc@pabliias and the impossibility of

neutrality. One consequence of this recognition igtatude of therapeutic “humility.” Instead
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of trying to avoid their biases (and striving to usedhgctive knowledge of psychology, as
“experts”), therapists must humbly admit they have biasel values (to provide clients with a
truly informed consent) and make every attempt to undetdteeir consequences for the client
(cf., Gantt, 2002; Kunz, 1998; Slife & Reber, 2001). This appradso sensitizes therapists to
alternative values and biases that they can switeimdoassume, depending on the context and
case at hand.

Ultimately, this type of sensitivity (to the philosogdd assumptions they hold and can
hold) is a more sophisticated approach to the openratssdiectics have desired. Rather than
assuming that true openness stems from a combinatahbidses (unsystematic or integrative
eclecticism) or from a suspension of all biases thraaggnce (technical eclecticism), this
approach assumes that therapists should know their philoabassumptions well and know of
alternative assumptions to which they can movegittherapy requires this.

This last phrase, “if the therapy requires this,” mak@sther assumption worth noting.
That is, just because therapists are biased does notthaahey create reality and thus cannot
be sensitive to the needs of clients and the coofexie therapeutic situation. It is true that
biases and values are a necessary component ofehar@ied reality of therapy, but they are not
the only component. Data, clients, and situationg hlagir own impact on our perceptions, and
thus can enable therapists and researchers to knoWw hibges are the most meaningful or
effective in any given situation.

A qualitative approach to theory, then, implies a semgito the context of the therapy
itself as well as a sensitivity to the biases ambiy being used. By attending to these contexts,
the therapist and the client can assess the extavttith their biases are impeding or facilitating
therapy. An attitude of humility is paramount, becausdlatvs one’s assumptions and theories

to be wrong at any point in the therapy process. dthiside and sensitivity permit the possibility
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of “surprise,” wherein therapists may unexpectedly firat their therapeutic orientation (or case
conceptualization) is no longer appropriate to the thecapyext. We believe this is already
happening to a large extent in therapy practice. Howewagching formal theory up to practice is
vital to a discipline such as psychology, and a qualitapmoach to theory is more consonant

with contemporary philosophy of science in doing so.
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