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Abstract

Behavioral science researchers have long acknowledged that their ntfetbdomstain
technical limits—errors of measurement, design restrictions, gmof inference, etc.
Still, within these limits, many researchers have assumedhiiaimethods provided
them with truthful, accurate, or objective renderings of their stibjatter. Often
overlooked, however, are the philosophical limitations of methodwpibod. As recent
scholarship has demonstrated, method is not a neutral tool of inquirpiasea
metatheory about how theories and "findings" are to be adjudicatedbidsis perhaps
most evident in the modernist foundations for traditional science.eThoelernist
assumptions are described as integral to both the philosophy and theephctic
traditional behavioral science: universalism, materialismaémehism. For purposes of
contrast and to facilitate conversation about these modernist assusnphiree
alternative, postmodern assumptions are also described: contextivadyexperience,
and radical holism. Neither set of assumptions—modern or postmoderdversated.
Rather, what is advocated is an evaluation of any method (and its philogopgi of

the questions being asked and the subject matter being investigated.
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Raising the Consciousness of Researchers:

Hidden Assumptions in the Behavioral Sciences

Permit me to begin my address this evening by congratulating you on this
conference. Yours is the first conference, that | know of, tottekéold step of
establishing research assumptions as a general theme. | S@stfidecause | would
wager that it is the first of many to come, in a variety of bedral/science disciplines.
My confidence about this is high, because the force of all recentasshiql is driving us
inexorably in this direction. As | will attempt to document hers @vening, this
scholarship shows that science can no longer be considered a neutrabgeciive tool
of investigation. Science has a set of assumptions that besesabme or results. In
fact, the assumptions of traditional scientific method have the postemly to bias the

resultsof our investigations, but also to bias our thedbiefore they are even subjected

to scientific test.

The purpose of my presentation this evening, then, is to alert you tdihess.
| intend, as my title says, to "raise your consciousness."ogneze that this intention is
more than a little presumptuous on my part. The title of my addresames that you
needto have your consciousness raised about these issues. It probablytgoas wi
saying that few of us would wantr consciousness raised. Consciousness raising is a
little like a trip to the dentist: It may be painful, but ipi®bably necessary. Of course,
many of you may already know about the biases of traditional scienchiah gase
please join me in communicating these to our colleagues. All irmhsadre that
considerable communicating is required, and many of us are not skideticunating the
philosophical assumptions of research.

On the other hand, you may feel that the communicators of such assuraptions
ultimately anti-scientific or anti-empirical. Let me agsyou at the outset: Nothing

could be further from the truth. 1, for one, deliver this addregsuan the namef
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science, broadly conceived. | present this paper to facilitateyailrasscientific

researchers. | want my scientific thrust to be clear, beqaasy of my colleagues tell
me that a backlash is forming to this type of consciousness raiSmg friend at a major
university has always characterized his department as healthalijcsf@bout scientific
method and theoretically liberal about less than "scientific" idels department's
penchant for the psychoanalytic has seemed to ensure both tendenciepoHiiss,
however, that his university—like so many other universities—is expengiaci
retrenchment of science. As science is seemingly being attackestigators are
apparently girding their loins for its defense.

| mention this possible retrenchment, because | intend no attackeooesci
Although my recent writing has been primarily theoretical in natuyepublication
record includes over 40 empirical studies, with a continuing program mfieah
research. My intention is not to attack this research, buttidydla nature. With such
clarification, we can use science for what it was intended.c8v also avoid using
science for things and issues for which it is not intended. In othvelsywe can begin to
recognize its advantages and disadvantages, and even turn to alterettivesnthat
were previously forbidden by a philosophy of science which many of us did not even
know we had.

In this manner, | actually hope to presesegence from attack, to avoid throwing
the baby out with the bath water. To preserve it, however, is to kvathout its
traditional pretentions. To preserve it, we must move to a neldé sophistication
regarding its assumptions. | say a "new level," because atnoaealliwe had to learn
was a "recipe” for discovering truth. Scientific method waditicanally viewed as a
logic—a step-by-step procedure—for finding out the accuracy or validity of steaer
process (Slife & Williams, 1995). The scientist's main job twagpply this logic to the

matter at hand. No critical thinking about the logic itself veagiired; indeed, few
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scientists even knew the origins of this method. One merely tookgloedrovided by

one's mentors and translated it into the particular topic to be igatesti

| am here to tell you, ladies and gentlemen, that these tinlesoamn be gone.
Depending upon your discipline and area of study, these times may alregalyebe
Indeed, this recipe approach to science is currently viewed by thosewemted it—the
philosophers—as dyin(ef. Leahey, 1992). The moribund state of this approach does
not mean that it is dying in each of our disciplines. My own survey sugipastthis
approach is alive and, more importantly, in powemany of our disciplines, because the
gatekeepers of our disciplines—the editors of our journals—hold to it tershei
Instead, the moribund state of this approach is the bankruptcy ofuta@ssns. Its
assumptions are widely questioned as the appropriate methodological fouatatien
behavioral science enterprise (cf. Bevan, 1991; Faulconer & W4|iag0o0;

Feyerabend, 1988; Gadamer, 1982; Koch, 1959, 1992; Messer, Sass, & WaoB8lk,
Polkinghorne, 1983, 1990; Robinson, 1985, 1995; Slife & Williams, 1995; Slife &
Williams, 1997).

Now, | submit to you that we do not have to go that far. Traditionahce
methods may well be useful for a number of behavioral science quedtionsxample,
there are many exciting findings issuing from the neurosciences, tieseemethods
clearly dominate the experimental scene. However, the academy siobtiblerate the
uncriticaluse of these methods—for abghavioral science issue. In the near future, we
will all be required to provide a rationale for the methods we chevs®, the traditional
ones. Ignorance of our philosophies of science will no longer be perm8tade
explicit statement of the assumptions that underlie our methodsenntiandatory to all
publications and presentations. Consequently, what | propose tonighte$ a bri

introduction to this coming age of methodological sophistication. This ageWwbegins,
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| believe, with some knowledge of what is presently going on, the philosbphica

assumptions underlying the scientific enterprise as it is curreoristituted.

First, | attempt to situate traditional science historicaMuch of what science
has become is a reaction to forces present in the Middle Ades.rebction—taking
place primarily during the Enlightenment—is now termed modernisdescribe the
main assumptions of modernism as a second feature of my preseftat@anse these
assumptions are the essence of our current, often unrecognizedpbssence. Third,
| outline some of the methodological implications of these modermsstrgaions—
namely, replication, operationalism, and reductionism. Finallylinelge alternative
assumptions, posed most recently by postmodernists. | do not proffeptisés®dern
assumptions as the answer to all our methodological challenges, bdbteesve as
helpful contrasts to modernist assumptions. Without such contrasig@tons seem
more like axioms than points of view. Moreover, these postmodern dsritea® been
influential to an alternative set of methods, offering us qualitatsweell as quantitative
methods.

The Advent of Modernism

Allow me to begin our introduction to research assumptions with albsiefrical
sketch. For the last seven centuries or so, the question of knowledgeblaed around
the question of authoritfFaulconer & Williams, 1990; Slife & Williams, 1995): Who
or what has the authority to decide truth or knowledge? In the Middletagesuthority
for knowledge was primarily considered a "who"—God—uwith the priest or sthes
"instrument" as a sometimes fallible conduit for God's authdritiis authority
involved not only what we would consider today to be religious or spiritusdssut
also what we would consider today to be scientific or secular isSieegive a priest

authority over the latter types of knowledge, such as medicine, sousmigesto many



Raising the Consciousness of Researchers

7
today. However, this strangeness is due to the intellectual mowgethantfollowed the

Middle Ages—the Renaissance and the Enlightenment.

These latter movements saw the church gradually lose its authonitgerveral
knowledge to two philosophical movements involving rigorous logic and systematic
observatiorf. The first movement, known as Rationalism, held that the primary
authority for truth is rationality or logic. If knowledge, including gedus knowledge,
did not stand up to the light of rigorous reasoning, then it was suspest. réligions,
however, were not founded upon totally rational systems of thought. In addiaory,
"faith" assertions were considered to be outside the bounds of the lpgiedl. Still,
many religious apologists of this period, such as St. Anselm andh@nak Acquinas,
were partially successful in responding to this challenge by makimgaatrguments
for many religious precepts.

The second movement, known as Empiricism, was perhaps the morneldiffic
challenge. Empiricism held that the primary authority for truthilleobservation or
sensory experience. This movement grew out of the recognition thataitadic
rationality—Rationalism—were only as valid as their initial prezsjsand that initial
premises could not themselves be logically derived (Rychlak, 1988; E188).
Empiricists held that valid premises come from valid observatiottseofvorld. This
movement was particularly troublesome for religious authority, becaasg aspects of
religion are not directly observable, and hence cannot be used agmirates for
rational systems of thoughtBoth Rationalist and Empiricist approaches to authority
reached the peak of their popularity during the Enlightenment, becauseeteyiewed
as bringing the "light" of reason and observation to the "dark" Middle éigedigious
authority.

What is now considered science also took hold during the Enlightenment.

Indeed, science is, in some sense, the wedding of the two philosopbigaients of
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Rationalism and Empiricism (Polkinghorne, 1983; Slife, 1993). As manyneoators

have noted (e.g., Popper, 1959; Rychlak, 1988; Slife & Williams, 1998 cis a

form of logic as well as a type of systematic observation. nBeibegins with systematic
observations of the world to ascertain valid initial premises, lagrd the scientist makes
logical inferences that presumably lead to coherent theories reg#rdsegobservations.
This wedding effectively combined the authority of both philosophies. Knowledge
now thought to be conclusively and irrefutably certain, because both the ey
and the powers of observation ensured it to be so. This supposed certhisity
combination of authorities—Ilater became known as Moderrisenmost influential
intellectual movement of the Enlightenment and even, to some degr&astie
Enlightenment periods.

Modernist Method

Modernism has been variously described by many historians and philosophers,
but fundamentally revolves around the belief that scientific method prowisiese
foundation for evaluating truth and knowledge claims. The methodologist Donald
Polkinghorne (1983; 1990) put it this way:

At the core of modernism or Enlightenment discourse was the bedieh t

method for uncovering the laws of nature had been discovered, and that ¢iie use

this method would eventually accumulate enough knowledge to build "the

heavenly kingdom on earth”. . . The modernist idea was that forasgnmag

[Rationalism] applied to sense data [Empiricism] provided a foundfdion

certain knowledge. (1990, p. 92)

This modernist emphasis on method—aspatway to knowledge—was crucial
to the founding of many behavioral science disciplines. Indeed, theyasglerable
historical evidence that the behavioral sciences decided on theirmsbaeethods

beforethey settled on their subject matter (Koch, 1959; Leahey, 1992; Robinson, 1995;
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Slife & Williams, 1995). The natural sciences, by contrast, ldpeé their methods as a

specific response to their particular subject matter. In etbels, some understanding

of the subject matter came first, and method was later deovaeccommodate this
understanding (Polkinghorne, 1983; Ronan, 1982)e behavioral sciences, on the other
hand, went about their tasks in the reverse order of the naturadesieThey adopted

the method of natural science and, implicitly, its understanding a¥dhd—as the best
way to develop their understanding of their subject matter. Thiseging of method—
what some have termed, "methodolatry" (e.g., Danziger, 1990)—has contintagtbus
forms into the present day.

What has this privileging of method meant for knowledge claims? In other
words, how does one find out the validity or accuracy of certain idehe lmehavioral
sciences? True to their history, the answer of many behavicgatists is that scientific
method is the main, if not sole, means of discerning an idea's y&&dit, Heiman,
1995). One must find a way to submit the idea to empirical Tdsdt is, the important
issue is to translate the idea into the procedures of method andladesvprocedures to
determine its validity. This methodological approach to truth is sordorhthat
testability is itself thought to be an indicator of the quality ordigliof an idea.

For example, in a popular book on psychological theories (Carver &
Scheier, 1996), this dominance is illustrated in a section on "howcidede
whether a theory is any good" (p. 8). As the authors put it, "in desgrhe
predictive function of theories, we've revealed a bias that many gftoda
psychologists hold. The bias is this: theories should be testathlshould be
tested (p. 8). In other words, if the idea cannot be readily operatiathlthen
this raises questions about its quality and significance to the discipA theory
is not "any good," unless it conforms to the dictates of method. Isghge,

method not only dictates the procedures one follows in establishing teyvali
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accuracy of an idea; method also dictates the criteria for dgoihether and

how the idea should be considered in the first place.

Interestingly, these procedures and criteria are rarely questiotiegl i
mainstream of many disciplines; they are taken as scientifiagjivelethod has long
held this unquestioned status, because it is considered invisibleagparant. This
transparency is, again, a property of a modernist understanding of metdddrguage)
(Bevan, 1991; Polkinghorne, 1983; 1990; Slife & Williams, 1995). Method isedes
providing the experimenter with a window to the objective world. Aarssparent
window, it is not itself thought to have an affect on what the expatansees; it does
not affect the truth of ideas and events. Indeed, this window isdepedito clear away
extraneous factors affecting the recognition of truth, so that thetiobjémith—as it
"really is"—is allowed to emerge. In this sense, method hastgrawer theory and
truth, because it is the necessary means by which ideas arkdpdttruth is attained.

Current scholarship, however, questions this priority in the behavioeacss
(Bohman, 1993; Dennis, 1995; Gadamer, 1982; Harmon, 1993; Jones, 1994;
Polkinghorne, 1983; Robinson, 1985; Slife, 1993; cf. Slife & Williams, 199te &l
Williams, 1997). This scholarship is unequivocal, | believe, inatgention that method
follows from and must be determined by our own theories about what valdityruth
are, and thus how they must be found. This means that much of the bdlsmieoee
literature has put the cart before the horse. Much of thiatliter has made theoretical
commitments and ruled out certain truth claims throtgmethods, without deliberately
meaning to do so. In other words, many mainstream researchatt®aiag
unexamined philosophical commitments—that are implicit in their methodettiimits
on how they view their subject matter, before amestigation of the subject matter

itself has occurred.
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Frankly, this practice seemssanentific to me. Decisions are made and

judgments are rendered, before investigation ofkimy has occurred. In this sense, the
window of natural science method has never been transparent. The visnojuague.
This opacity implies that crucial behavioral science questionsrirgowingly being
answered in a very suientific manner—by philosophical fiat in the guise of method.
The fact of this is made clear when one realizes that metimoetcealidate itself. This
validation has what some philosophers call a "boot strap” problemasitigise who
wear old-fashioned boots cannot raise themselves into the air by pullthg straps, so
scientific method cannot use its own methods to validate the methsdsihg. Some
people argue that the many successes of science demonstraiditis devertheless,
this argument still has the same bootstrap problem within ithg®uccess merely begs
the philosophical question of what one considers success and how one Kerifiass,
there is no grounding for method that is itself factual or objectivéS(ite & Williams,
1995; Slife & Williams, 1997jYanchar & Kristensen, 1996).

If this is true, then method itself is a theory or philosophy—a "stib@ttset of
biases. Similar to any other theory or philosophy, it makes assumationsthe world,
and important implications arise from those assumptions. Thasa@t#sns and
implications are what is meant by the phrase, "philosophy of scie@ehtific method
is a philosophy with all the commitments and consequences of any otheophylodn
the case of natural science method, these commitments and asssrapdi widely
acknowledged to encompass certain types of determinism, reductiontsm, a
epistemology (see Slife & Williams, 1995). As a philosophy, thighatkis_not
committed to, and in some cases rules out, certain other philosophicHieoretical
ideas. These ideas are not ruled out because they are "unsupporteddig;thihey are
ruled out because they belong to a different, but not necessarilydafiaphilosophical

position.
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The philosophy of method affects the theories and findings of any

research enterprise in many ways and at many levels. Fidgsasbed above,
"testable” theories are thought to be the only theories acceptauience. This
implies that other theories are somehow less acceptablelevameto the
discipline, because they do not meet the philosophical biases inhetieat in
accepted method. Second, theories that are deemed to be testalyeunslergo
a process of translation into the procedures of method, often termed
"operationalizing." Here again, the translation process i$ gaaled by the
biases of the method's philosophical grounding. Third, this translation mhe&ns
only the "translated" is tested. That is, only those aspedtaioparticular
rendition of the original idea is truly investigated (Slife & Wiiths, 1995, Ch. 6).
Resulting findings, therefore, may have little to do with the origdeds before
translation, particularly if the ideas conflict with the philosophynethod in the
first place (e.g., Slife, Nebeker, & Hope, 1996).

Fourth, the best interpretation of the findings is typically thought to be
that which is "closest" to the data itself. Interpretation dti@mpts to take any
license with the data is considered to be speculative, and "spelistusually a
pejorative term in science. This pejorative judgment effectikeqps
interpretation from straying to far from the assumptions inherenethad.

Fifth, method is thought to clear away biases so that only the sal cddjective
truth is exposed. With method itself exposed as a philosophicalth&s, i
apparent that this supposed "clearing away of biases" is itsedhas of
privileging one particular philosophical agenda. This agenda may not be
objectionable in itself. However, the general point is that théiayered

influence of a method's philosophy—from the designation of testable themories t
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the supposed clearing away of biases—has occurred without our knowing that

this influence occurs and whiis influence is.

Modernist Assumptions

What, then, is this influence, this philosophy underlying traditional method?
What is this modernist understanding of the world that the behavioeakss have
unknowingly adopted when they took on the methods of the natural sciences? ngeturni
to Polkinghorne's (1990) definition of modernism, recall that method wasledeas the
means of "uncovering the laws of nature” (p. 92). By extension, behasoeatists
assumed, in adopting these methods, that they would "uncover the lawsref nalited
to the behavioral sciences. In both instances, the assumptionssiething like the
laws of nature exist. That is, the method assumes that theé wadnstituted in a
manner that its discovery procedures will be effective. Thesertions of modernist
method involve three essential assumptions of the world: universatistarialism, and
atomism.

The first assumptiors that the laws are universal in nature (Faulconer &

Williams, 1985; Slife, 1993; Slife, 1995b; Slife & Williams, 199%)niversalismis
simply the notion that natural laws—to be lawful—do not change in timpame3 This
assumption does not require that a law or principle be constantly ¢et'famiversalism
only requires that a law be applicable to the conditions under whigtadtfisally

applies. However, it must be applicable totlafise specified conditions—i.e., must be
universal to these conditions—regardless of the conditions' time or place notion is
derived primarily from Rationalism, where principles of reasoningtlamsl principles of
truth are considered not to change across contexts or eras. $ailRationalist view
of logic, a law should work universally; otherwise, it only applies topmiet in time

and space and thus is not lawful (or truthful). The law of grawtyexample, applies to

both South America and North America (unchanging across space)ar8inttie law of
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gravity applied to both the people of the Tenth Century and the people ofniiedifith

Century (unchanging across time).

Behavioral scientists may not discuss laws per se, particldars/having a
status equal to that of gravity. Still, knowledge in the behaviorhses is thought to
have similar universal properties from this modernist perspeciifiat is, knowledge
must apply to more than one place and time tkrnmsviedge. In this sense, findings that
cannot be replicated will have extreme difficulty gaining acceptascealfiindings in
this scientific community. Replication, then, is a methodologicalifastation of
universalism. A lack of replicability supposedly indicates a lagiewoterality, and thus
guestions the existence of a phenomenon altogether. The most rigorousierfari
conditions will not convince modernists of the reality of such phenometine findings
cannot be shown to have some universality.

Modernist knowledge is also thought to consist of the observable, physical

manifestations of these natural laws. This second assunmptiosm second theme of

modernism—materialismMaterialism postulates that the real is the visible angiltée
things of the world, existing independently of the observer. This assungptenved
primarily from Empiricism where such materialistic entite@e considered to be
perceivable through the senses. That is, real, material thiad¢iscaght to make
impressions on our minds through the channels of the senses (Slife, 188%aver,
impressions that do not stem from material objects and thus do notlwaugh our
senses are suspect, by definition.

A major reason that the behavioral sciences are called the "bedladiences" is
that the behaviors of people create sensory impressions. Tlinat lightaviors of people
have become the primary source of study for the behavioral sciencasdbeaaviors
can fulfill the materialist criteria set by the moderniBehavioral scientists are not

averse to doing research on nonbehavioral phenomena, such as attitudes alds.ognit
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Nevertheless, they must translate these nonsensory phenomena into sensory

phenomena—i.e., operationalize them—to be acceptable to traditiceraifscimethod.
Consequently, the practice of operationalization in method is a @ractien by
materialism—the need to make everything visible and tangible (Koch, 1992).
Operationalism assumes that all constructs must be repressrseidod observable and
tangible operations to be considered for test. This means, of cthatsenly the
material properties of any construct are actually involved in any malpimvestigation.
How well these material properties actually represent thessreicts is matter of
considerable debate (Bickhard, 1992; Green, 1992; Koch, 1992; Slife &m&lli1995).

The third assumptioof modernism is closely related to the other two—

atomism Atomism is the notion that the material objects of our observaid
knowledge can themselves be separated and divided into variables, censtruct
and laws that are smaller and presumably more fundamental thalatbeir
counterparts. These atoms contain within themselves all th&iakpeoperties
of the larger units. Indeed, each atom is itself a self-aoedagntity, with all its
properties and qualities contained within itself. No propertiegXample, are
endowed by entities from the "outside;" all the essential propeitiesch atom
stem from the atom itself. This does not prevent atoms fromaatieg with
other atoms, but it does imply that each atom must first exasstsal-contained
entity and then cross time and space to interact with other afbinesqualities of
a biological organism, for example, stem directly from the smafgans and
cells that make up the organism. Once these atomistic quali&esiderstood,
then the larger unit is understood.

Similarly in the behavioral sciences, some have viewed individual people
as the "atoms" of larger communities. The qualities of the aomtynare

thought to stem directly from the qualities of the individuals who makaeip
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community, and each individual is considered to be a self-contained (ehtity

Slife, 1993)° That is, the qualities of each individual are understood as
originating from the individual. Individuals are viewed either in teofiheir
unique pasts or unique biochemistries (or some interaction of the lwajy
case, individual characteristics are thought to be contained "witten"
individuals themselves. This has allowed such characteristics gersonality)
to be considered as relatively stable (and universal) from conteantext (Slife,
1993). The interaction of these atomistic individuals is expectexqlg alith
many changes as a result of this interaction. However, thesedumawiare
thought to begin amdividuals, and only "later" to form interactions and
communities. Consequently, science's task—including that of the behavioral
sciences—is to grasp the properties of these individual atoms and a@rount
their lawful interaction and combination.

This, then, is an oversimplified version of the philosophical commitsrnant
modern scientific methods. If a phenomenon or a theory does not dagiséythree
assumptions—universalism, materialism, or atomism—or it cannoabglated into
them, then it is deemed to be, at best, "unscientific" andost wWnonexistent."
Parapsychological researchers (those who investigate psi phenomeoeita@ty attest
to the importance of these assumptions (cf. Reinsel, 1990). Ewesamycreview of the
parapsychological literature reveals several methodologically rigonadies. The
problem is that few of these studies are replicable. Withplitagion, there is no
evidence of the universalism necessary to view the phenomena ashegs. is also
difficulty in accounting for these phenomena in ways that meet nlagciand
atomistic assumptions. The upshot is that most scientists do resebtlat

parapsychological phenomena exist.
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My point here is not that such phenomenaegist. My point is that these

assumptions—as extended through method—are governing the judgments of their
existence. Method, in this sense, is not revealihgther something truly exists; it is
administering a philosophically derived criteria for existence. & agsumptions and
criteria were decided befoemny investigation occurred. In other words, even if we knew
for certainthat psi phenomena did occur, modernist assumptions would preclude such
truths_a priori(i.e., before any data are gathered). This is because the onlynpérea

that can be said to be real are those phenomena that are unimerssilad least some
conditions and exist as combinations of material atoms.

Does the reality status of a phenomenon affect prior theorizing aBo8uitely it
does, if we take our method seriously at all. That is, if ouhagkerequires replicability
and thus universality to some degree, why would we even postulate a naieplic
nonuniversal conception in the first place? Why postulate any phenomenormpiretiha
only uniquely and nonrepeatedly, when it not only cannot be priovenbut also cannot
betrue, a priori? Method is our test of truth, so why conceive of something untestable?
Why postulate an idea or process that cannot be operationalized or brokeimtown
component parts—materialism and atomism?

In this sense, method regulates the very ideas that are allawabieethod-
dominated discipline. It rules in and out ideas, and it does so ny anscientific
manner—beforénvestigation. In this sense, method can never be a transparent window
or an objective instrument for testing our ideas. All methods (dtahgluages, for that
matter) come with their own liabilities and assets, their asgsumptions and
implications. Consequently, each method must be evaluated in retatlo context of
its proposed use. Modernist methods must therefore be criticaftyireea@ for their

appropriateness to the questions being asked.
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Postmodern Assumptions

This examination, however, will require alternative assumptions atidoais to
be truly meaningful. That is, without contrasting options, modernistodewill appear
as it has always appeared—the only "game in town." Here | belis\d®y many others
(Bevan, 1991; Bohman, 1993; Dennis, 1995; Gadamer, 1982; Harmon, 1993;
Polkinghorne, 1983, 1990; Robinson, 1985; Slife, 1993; Slife, 1997), postmodernism can
make a positive contribution, particularly postmodernism as broadly rekdereluding
phenomenology and hermeneufics should emphasize at the outset, however, that this
newest of intellectual movements should itself be approached wiibrtauds | have
written elsewhere (e.g., Slife, 1997; Slife & Williams, 1988fe, Hope, & Nebeker,
1997), postmodernism is not thaswer in my view, but rather a necessary part of the
conversation | believe should take place.

These postmodern assumptions have also influenced an alternativens¢hads
(e.g., Gadamer, 1982; Slife & Williams, 1995). These methodsbeeretermed
qualitativemethods to distinguish them from the quantitathethods of modernism
(e.g., Crabtree & Miller, 1992; Denzin & Lincoln, 1994; Gilgun, D&yHandel, 1992;
Patton, 1990; van Zuuren, Wertz, & Mook, 1987). Although my limited spacebgsohi
any review of these methods here, | do want to introduce the relevamiopesn
assumptions that underlie many of these methods. Indeed, | purposeitiesa
assumptions so as to directly contrast them with the three assomptimodernism
described earlier. This framing will undoubtedly oversimplify and possilidrepresent
some who are considered postmodern. (An incredible diversity of schoddiesbeled
"postmodern.”) However, my purpose is to facilitate our conversabiout aesearch
assumptions, rather than to render a review of the postmoderruligerat

Lived Experience Instead of focusing on an observable, material reality that is

considered to be "behind" the changeableness of experience, many postnsaeuest
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for a focus on experience itself. They contend that we do not have anytihing

experience anyway. No one, including the most rigorous of scientispugside their
experiences. Even the material world of the modernist can only be kaodionly
occurs through our experience. However, the problem with this metexi@ccording

to the postmodernist, is that it stems from a narrowed understarfddrgeyience, as
promulgated by empiricism. That is, only sensory, so-called "objéexmeriences are
allowed in empiricism. The postmodernist notes, however, thdirthigg of
experience is arbitrary, or at least biased, because ourekgeEtience offers us far more
than what comes through our senses, including our feelings, mental enehésien
spiritual events. What gives "material" experiences a privdlatgus anyway? This
status is a quirk of intellectual history; reality does not have toriied in this manner.
Indeed, if material events are themselves experiences, thearthey a sense, as
"subjective" as our other experien¢&sErom this more postmodern perspective, if it is
experienced, then it is a candidate for reality status.

Radical Holismi* Rather than postulating that the whole is derived from more

fundamental, atomic parts "out there" in material reality pttemodernist asks us to
consider that the parts themselves depend upon the whole for their \steyeai In this
sense, the whole of experience, including the past, present, and tejired to
understand any portion of experience (Slife, 1993, Ch. 10). To focus on sensory
present experiences alone, for example, is to miss the qutilésss experiences derive
from and give to other forms of experiences. This radical holisertashat subjective
and objective factors cannot be atomistically separated, nor catirtesact,” because
they do not originate from independent sources. The "objects" of our exqeeneist be
interpreted to exist and to matter, at least as we expetiegice(which is the only way
we know them anyway), and subjective "factors" must have objects'suljective”

about™ In this sense, neither the objective nor the subjective needecatnt because
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they are always and already one entity (e.g., Dasein). Imfiacly postmodernists

advocate dissolving the traditional subject/object distinction altogetki&itude, for
example, is neither a subjective factor nor an objective factogrbexperience as real
as any other.

Contextuality Instead of searching for timeless, universal laws that occur
without regard to context, the postmodernist advocates the search foeetale
"patterns” (e.g., Bohman, 1993). These patterns are not laws anedtleot be lawful
or universal. They are, instead, regularities that are cujtumadl contextually bound.
That is, they pertain to and must be understood within the context in thieiclare
found—potentially unique and nonrepeatafBId?urther, these patterns are never
considered final or complete, because they are constantly evolving @noexts
change and the interpreters of such regularities themselves eVdlggpostmodernist
contends that our experiences, shorn of our modernist habits of thinkingntignsta
change. These changes can be gradual and seemingly lawful, or thmegesatemn be
discontinuous and cataclysmic, such as sudden insights and miraches/iolBa science
researchers, therefore, would not be required to find the unchanginth&wg®vern
their area of interest. They could embrace experiential changs wn sake, finding
patterns in the change perhaps, but not elevating these patternattes @hstt says that
the patterns themselves govern the change. This would mean thatrtge haot itself
"determined;" the regularities discerned are not patterns ofsigyclest patterns of
possibility. This would allow nondeterministic constructs, such ascggend
transcendence, to be part of the research enterprise.

Interestingly, it has been argued that the qualitative methods whictbbame
influenced by these three postmodern assumptions—Ilived experience, matiszal and
contextuality—can be effectively combined with the quantitative methoa®dérnism

(e.g., Faulconer & Williams, 1985; 1990; Polkinghorne, 1983). This combirfz®n
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become known as "methodological pluralism" (Slife & Williams, 1995Bevan, 1991).

This position essentially holds that all methods are languages throudhwéimake
sense of the world. All languages open a world of understandings in spmbuwt close
off understandings in other ways. No language can open all understandingshod me
can claim preeminence. Each has its own set of advantages ahdudiages,
depending upon the context of their use. An important task of scietitests-—as
methodological pluralists—is to know these advantages and disadvantagegistSc
must know the various assumptions of the many methods available, and comsither
of them is the best tool for the job. We normally would not useeavsiciver to pound a
nail. Yet, from the perspective of a methodological pluraliss, ithmetaphorically what
many of us have been attempting to do with positivism in our respeaitie @teas.
Conclusion

The purpose of my address was to "raise your consciousnesses.'fuRasathat
phrase sounds, it is appropriate to the circumstances of the behariengles. Our
collective history has left us extremely method-dependent. The bistartesses of
natural science methods have led us to make two crucial assumpabhave
obstructed our critical analyses of these methods. First,suenasl that such methods
could be applied to arsubject matter. Consequently, our task as behavioral scientists
was merely to discover how these generic methods applied to our owiicspmtiexts
and questions. We forgot—or perhaps never wanted to know—that these metteods we
themselves developed in specific contexts for use with particulatianses

Second, we assumed that the methods of the natural sciences \wete®lby
neutral. That is, we presumed that the methods would not themsélueace the
theories they were testing, nor bias the results of experimentsd¢b they were
integral. Our task as behavioral scientists was simply tchisé&rtansparent window" of

method, and allow it to show us what was really happening in our topitedst. We
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forgot—or perhaps never wanted to know—that this so-called neutral method had

distinctly philosophical origins; it was never given to scientists omditablets. It was
formulated and developed by very biased philosophers, with particular ayx@sd@nd
a particular view of the world to promote.

Let me be clear: | am not saying the these particular "@axegiecessarily
wrong. | am not interested, at this juncture, in supporting or reftliismgssumptions of
universalism, materialism, and atomism. | am interestetiead, in us gaining an
understanding of these axes. Such an understanding would enable us to ticake cri
decisions about these axes, given our own research circumstancewoljlem is that
these axes are now so prevalent and so familiar that they holctie @t axioms. As |
have found in my own experiences—both of myself as a researcher and aienyspa
clinical practice—there is a tremendous temptation to think thatilibr is better.” In
this case, the familiar may, in fact, be better. Howewati| we have seriously
considered alternative assumptions, such as those offered us by thedeoststs, we
simply cannot know. In the meantime, unexamined methodological assump#grem
ruling out potentially promising research ideas, and important theoedseang
operationalized in ways that may distort their true nature. We lmegi the process of
consciousness raising npand | am excited to be a part of a conference that is

attempting to do just that.
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Footnotes
1) undoubtedly oversimplify the Middle Ages here. Thinkers of the MiddlesAged to
combine reason, experience, tradition, eexklation. The principle difference between
this period and the Enlightenment is that Enlightenment thinkers waneedItale
tradition and revelation. | ask the reader's indulgence here, bécatesel only a brief
description of the historical context.
*The seeds of these philosophical movements--Rationalism and Ennpirigere, of
course, planted well before the Middle Ages.
*| do not intend here to pose an artificial polemic between Enlighteranenteligious
figures. Many Enlightenment thinkers, for example, viewed their prapasal
harmonious with their faith (e.g., Isaac Newton). Indeed, sohw@as now trace part
of the development of science to Judeo-Christian ideas about the tggfilareated
order and the ability of the created human mind to grasp this ord@ijdltzeit, 1989).
Still, the preponderance of Enlightenment figures favored separatigigpusland
spiritual knowledge from scientific and secular knowledge.
‘| place this term in quotations, because | tend to follow sevehalas who question
not only the "objective" but also the "subjective" (Faulconer & Wilka1990; Slife,
1993, 1995). Indeed, if objectivity is impossible--at least in theesgin$ndependent of
consciousness or values"--then subjectivity has no meaningful contragtuant
meaning.
*Universalism is also referred to as "atemporality," becausersgalism postulates that
laws are "without time" (cf. Faulconer & Williams, 1985; 8§Jifi993, 1997).
°*Systems conceptions are often considered to be exceptions to thisratddus/ever, as
| show elsewhere, many mainstream conceptions of systems enéasatomistic (cf.

Slife, 1993, Ch. 8).
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"By this criteria, Mt. Vesuvius's volcanic destruction of Pompeiic¢owit have occurred,
because it only happened once.

®| recognize that many separate postmodernism from hermeneutics and phelogy
However, even Derrida points to his Heideggerian (and hence hermeleutigcances.
My interest here is engaging an alternative that ismadernism.

*Postmodernism has at leasb discernible branches in my view (Slife, 1997). Both
react negatively to the foundationalism of modernism and both support aombeatual
understanding of knowledge. However, one branch follows this contextualism to
relativism and ultimately denies the unity of truth (e.g., Gergd&a8is, 1985), while
the other branch (e.g., hermeneutics) follows this contextualisemypatrality and
ultimately affirms the unity of truth (e.g., Gadamer, 1982; Heided62).

“Many postmodernists dissolve the subjective/objective distinction alt@gdthse it
here in quotes, so that | can make contact with the prior discussion.

“The inclusion of not only spatial but also temporal experiences igdiser | call this
assumption "radical holism." Many postmodernists in the Heideggeaiditiadn include
the past, present, and future in the lived experience of the nowten®oral context as
well as the usual spatial parameters of experience (Slife,.1993)

“This is my rather awkward way of characterizing Husserlian iiotelity.

“This assertion may raise the specter of relativism for mauers. Does this
contextuality prohibit truth? The answer of many postmodernists ”yciedhe
negative. This question assumes that truth is identified with mgtemversalism. If,
however, one assumes--as many postmodernists do--that truth isatgelttual, even
religious truth, then it can only be foundaantexts. For example, some Christians

consider Christ (as manifested through the Holy Spirit) to be pagaedl of particular
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contexts, rather than a universalized, abstract truth (cf, $8f7). See Widdershoven

(1992) for a broader discussion of postmodernism and relativity.



