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Until recently, theconflict thesisdominated our understanding of the historical
relation between science and religion (Russell, 2009tokhns themselves generally
viewed science and religion as essentially conflictinglonost any major conceptual
dimension: reason versus faith, objectivity versusesivty, and natural versus
spiritual ( Nelson, this issue; Wilson, 2002). More rélgehowever, many historians
have favored a more complex view of this importantieia They now recognize many
historical “integrations” and alliances of science anigiomn as well as the diversity of
ideas within each field (Russell, 2002).

Psychology’s changing relation to religion has seermgghtallel this changing
historical view of integration. Early in psychologysentieth-century development,
mainstream psychology appeared to have little to do wiitnion; psychologists
considered religion to be a nonscientific, and thus detely different, subject matter.
However, the work of Gordon Allport (1950) and others ssatithe work of William
James (1902), beginning the modern version of the psychofagjigion. Now, many
psychologists view not only the claims and practicegliious people as legitimate
psychological subject matter but also the scientifithoe as the best way to investigate
this subject matter.

The purpose of this article, the third in a four-part argutirie to examine some

of the more problematic aspects of this relativelgntantegration of psychology and
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religion. Even if we grant the newer, more complexv of this relationship, its
complexity does not rule out important conflicts thatuldaneed to be taken into account
when conducting psychological research on religion.Réker (this issue) noted in his
article, these issues are critical to psychology foumber of reasons, including the fact
that psychology’s consumers are overwhelmingly religioFurther, as Nelson (this
issue) observed, there are historical reasons to susgsmttant conflicts as part of this
current relational complexity.

Specifically, psychologists often make different agstioms than religious people
about human nature and the world. This article atteropggplicate many of these
conflicting assumptions, especially as they affect psipgical methods. Therapeutic
and experimental methods are frequently viewed as thealbgiif not philosophically,
neutral to the subject matter they are investigatings aiticle aims to dispel this
common myth. To discover or highlight these “hidden'Uagstions of traditional
methods, they are first contrasted to the assumpoibimerpretive practices. However,
interpretive practices are themselves often viewedesdddically neutral.

Consequently, psychological methods are also compareth&stic mode of inquiry
that assumes that an active God is necessary to pnyastigation.
The Myth of Neutrality in Therapeutic Methods

At the outset, it is important to understand that thisla focuses more on the
ideas “behind” psychology’s ideas — their assumptionsherahan on the ideas
themselves. Assumptions are the often taken-for-gitadéas that are logically
necessary for a psychological idea to be valid ocesgful. For example, it is now

widely acknowledged that the traditional behavioral cphoé reinforcement assumes
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that the environment is the causal determinant of all@arhavior, including human
behavior (Slife, Yanchar, & Williams, 1999). Many behagts have explicitly admitted
this assumption. B. F. Skinner, for example, made thedr “behavior is wholly
determined. It is controlled by the environment” (Rychlak, 193439 - 440).

However, behaviorists have rarely defended or developedassamptions
because they are frequently philosophical in nature. Tendghilosophical
assumptions, such as free will and determinism, reqexgsrtise and training that most
psychologists do not have (Slife, Reber, & Richardson, 208Ep, these assumptions
are typically not provable or testable in any convemticgientific sense because they
underlie and are assumed by wisatcientifically tested. Skinner (1976) again illustrates
this because he realized that he never observed demmmhis data: “we can never
provethat man isn't free; it's an assumption” (p.242). Rese¢ reasons, most
psychologists, regardless of their theoretical stripage focused on the “surface” of
their theories and methods, often neglecting the deppi#wsophical assumptions that
make these theories and methods possible.

This neglect has led not only to an impoverished understguadithese ideas but
also to a widespreadythin psychology — that surface psychological ideas armfae
neutral or unbiased than they really are. Many Chnistunselors, for example, use
behavioral methods with their clients (e.g., Dobson, 199&hough many such
counselors consider the theoretical assumptions ovimetsan to conflict with the
assumptions of Christianity (cf. VanderStoep, 2003), thew behavioral techniques as
separable from their assumptions (Dobson, 1996; McLeddi&). The lesson taught to

many counselors, implicitly or explicitly, is thatsasnptions may biastheory, but a
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therapeutidechniqueis divorceable from these biases, and thus can be viasved
essentially unbiased or neutral (Held, 1995; Lazarus, 1995).

The problem is, as many scholars have observed (erginB&997; Richards &
Bergin, 2004; Ricoeur, 1981; Rychlak, 1981; Slife, Williams, &l@ar 2001),
therapeutic techniques require theoretical frameworks anaisppihical assumptions to
be applied. Unless therapists are “mechanicatropeglies Bergin (1997) has
derisively characterized inflexible therapists who retasdeal with client differences, a
theory is necessary to guide the tailoring of techniquekeatate. Client diversity and
changes across time require therapeutic variationgitfiz techniques cannot
accommodate. The conceptions “behind” the techniqueseasssary to adapt the
techniques to unique client needs. A new or even andinffleory can, of course, guide
a particular technique. However, techniques are always sodetheoretical
management because their responsiveness to clientseesame kind of guiding
framework, however explicit of implicit.

Part of this guiding framework involves the theoreticsanptions made, which
have important practical implications. If, for exale environmental reinforcements
ultimately determine all behaviors, as some radichhberists assume, then a well-
known implication of this assumption is that humansoad be held personally
responsible for their actions, good or bad (Rychlak, 198&fE &lYanchar, 1999).
Humans are controlled ultimately by natural laws, mweh bBoulder rolling down a
mountain. We do not say “good boulder” when the bouldés past a hiker without
crushing her because natural laws controlled the bouldet®fe;” it cannot have acted

otherwise. Another implication is that notions of d@md bad themselves lose meaning
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with determinism, because the natural forces thatrebmbulders and human behavior
occur without regard to morality. The point is thatlairapeutic techniques are
underlain with philosophical and moral assumptions theilemproven biases, whether
or not psychologists are aware of them.

Conflict with Theism

If this analysis is correct, then psychological the®and techniques can also
contain biases that have important implications fbgiceis perspectives. The focus of
this article is theism, where good/bad distinctions ardrivl and human agency is
generally endorsed (Richards & Bergin, 2004). Indeed, thiemaies not only the
existence of a God but also divine activity in the psycho@givents of this world
(Plantinga, 1997). If all therapeutic techniques requireriggand assumptions to guide
them, then all the theories that guide techniques coudd W&iance with, to some degree
or other, the assumptions and values of theism.

Actually, some variance seems likely, given the peveasaturalism of
psychology (Collins, 1977; Richards & Bergin, 2005; Slife, 200%.Nelson (this issue)
has shown in the history of psychology, ontologicaliredism was considered to ground
science when psychologists looked to the natural s@easéheir models for explanation
and investigation. The historian of psychology, Thomeeshey (1991), also concurs
because naturalism is “science’s central dogma” (p. 3VBis philosophy has been
defined in various ways, depending on its context. Howéwe® common features of
many of these definitions can serve as our core undensgpofinaturalism in this article

— its godlessness and its lawfulness.
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First, naturalists explain and interpret the objectieeld as if reference to God is
irrelevant or superfluous (Griffin, 2000; Plantinga, 1997; SMéchell, & Whoolery,
2004). The world is thought to occur as if its operation happatonomously, as a
result of its own independent processes. The “lawssihieature of this philosophy
involves the most popular understanding of this godless aperaatural laws and
principles autonomously govern the many processes andsenfethie world (Griffin,
2000; Plantinga, 1997; Ruse, 1982). We could, of course, postutagefgsrm of deism
where God created the laws and is currently passivesnDand naturalism have formed
many past and present alliances of this sort, becaugéadhe imply that God is not
currently active in world events. The problem is that thedsrasimply this current
activity (Plantinga, 1997).

Overlooking the Conflict Perhaps surprisingly, many theistically oriented
psychologists seem to have overlooked this naturalistiengiiog of psychology. As
mentioned, many pastoral counselors and religious rée¥arproceed with
psychological theories and methods as if they were aldottheological issues. Yet this
disciplinary grounding would appear to be in direct conflith theism. Even in its
weakest form, naturalism assumes that God is notrestjtor complete knowledge of the
natural and social world. Many psychologists may hawgtakenly assumed that “not
required” implies a kind of theological neutrality. dther words, if God is not required,
then no bias toward or against any particular viewad @ involved.

The problem is that this naturalistic worldview, eversrhweakest form, differs
substantially from a theistic worldview. Theism metha Gods requiredfor a

complete understanding of the world, because God is tlyreative in world events
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(Plantinga, 1997). Theism is thus excluded from any sedtofalistic conceptions in
which God is not required. Some scholars have attemptadke naturalism and theism
compatible through dualisms, such as dividing the natural thensocial world
(Wacome, 2003) or separating the soul/mind from the bodyo@tes, 1641/1952), with
God involved in one sphere but not in the other. Howeseeaty dualisms always founder
on the obvious and rich relationships between the twaephdhe human brain, for
example, is often viewed as part of both spheres (Hegigeschfield, 2005).

Perhaps more importantly, dualisms do not resolve tlmarpatibility of
naturalism and theism because they interface the twmspphies byrecognizingtheir
incompatibility. In other words, the extent to which duaBswork is the extent to which
they assign these two philosophies to separate realpasase “corners of the universe”
— Descartes (1641/1952) separating the soul or mind fronothe Bnd Wacome (2003)
separating human experience from nature. The fundahpeataise of these dualisms is
that the two philosophies apparently cannot co-exist isahee time and place. No
dualism would be necessary if they were really compatibl

The bottom-line, for our purposes, is that naturalistgories of psychology have
been formulated to understand only one side of this dualidra godless side (Hedges &
Burchfield, 2005; Slife & Hopkins, 2005), making their conceptuahéiations
incompatible with the God-filled side of theism. As gialosopher Griffin (2000)
concludes in his review of naturalism, “Most philosoph#rsplogians, and scientists
believe that scientific naturalism is incompatibléhnany significantly religious view of

reality” (p. 11).
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Conflict in AssumptionsThis conflict between psychological naturalism and
religious theism becomes even clearer when one exantine particular assumptions of
these philosophies. Richards and Bergin (2005), for exaligtla,number of
naturalistic assumptions of mainstream psychology, includigtgrminism, atomism,
materialism, hedonism, and positivism, which they viewnesmpatible with theistic
assumptions, such as free will, holism, spirituaktiyruism, and theistic realism.

Space limitations prevent a full explication of thassumptions here. Other
scholars have accomplished this elsewhere (Collins, 19¢fAaRis & Bergin, 2005;
Slife, 2004). As an illustration, however, considergh®valence of the naturalistic
assumption of hedonism in virtually every mainstream thebpsychology (Rule, 1997,
Slife, 2000; Slife, 2004). Because hedonism is often viewentegral to the survival
mechanism of naturalistic evolution theory (Shaver, 1998 considered a natural law
of sorts: animals that routinely seek pain invite exiomc Consequently, the construct
of behavioral reinforcement assumes the ultimate rathall animals is pleasure and
the avoidance of pain, no matter how sophisticatedriimead (e.g., striving for
happiness). Many Freudians reason similarly, assuminglebsure principlewhile
many humanists are interested morsattactualization than intheractualization.

Even therapeutically oriented theories, such as cogrbehaviorism, have been
concerned with self benefits, including the importancengaging in pleasant activities
(Beck, Rush, Shaw, & Emery, 1979). As Aaron Beck has rmadedantly clear, “the
goalof cognitive therapy is to relieve emotional distrasd the other symptoms of
depression” (Beck et al., 1979, p. 35). Indeed, cognitior isstiought to be organized

around the evolutionarily derived interests of the irdlial. Cognitive schemas, as they
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are called, cluster around “primal modes” that have “easbho deal with the most basic
needs of the organism” (Clark, Beck, & Alford, 1999, p. 883. Aaron Beck (1999) puts
it, "self-protection, as well as self-promotion, is@al to our survival’ (p. 6).

Moreover, none of the mainstream theories of psygyoéxplain “helping
behavior” without invoking some kind of benefit to théf.s&JItimately, the helpersust
derive some sophisticated pleasure out of helping (exgd fgelings). Otherwise,
helping behaviors would presumably not occur. This natucaéissumption obviously
conflicts with the altruism urged by many theists (e.@ntthga, 1997; Slife, 2005).
Indeed, true altruism, which assumes that the ultimmattave for helping behavior can be
the benefit of the other, is impossible from a natstialperspective (Monroe, 1996;
Slife, Mitchell, & Whoolery, 2004). Of course, no theigiuld assume that it is
impossiblefor humans to act selfishly, but virtually all theistsuld presume that
humans can, especially with the help of God, posselysand ultimately altruistic
motives.

The upshot is that there are real and substantivereif€es between theistic and
naturalistic worldviews. Although the absence of Goa maturalistic worldview is often
interpreted as a neutral theological stance, thisdv@v contrasts sharply with a theistic
worldview where God is considered present. Of courselagedisciplines, such as
psychology, are supposed to provide explanations and thémaitesxclude divine
influences. Nevertheless, this secularism does a&erthese explanations theologically
neutral. They ultimately imply that God is not nesaey to the world being explained, a
theological bias with which a majority of psychology&in consumers — theists — would

disagree (Richards & Bergin, 2005).
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The Myth of Neutrality in Research Methods

Another category of psychology’s methods is typicatinsidered impartial or
neutral — traditional research methods of science. ritwpatal, quasi-experimental, and
correlational methods are all viewed as essentiallgabivp or transparent, and thus do
not affect the world they supposedly reveal (Heiman, 198%)st psychologists, for
example, believe that the scientific method can detiddést therapies through
comparative studies of different psychotherapies, beddey assume that the methods
used to investigate different therapies are not themsbigassd toward any particular
therapy (Messer, 2001; Slife, 2004). However, similar ¢oaiy methods, mainstream
psychologists have routinely dealt with only the swefaonceptions of research methods,
the conceptions usually described in methods texts.

Parallel to therapeutic methods, which require theooiggiide their applications,
psychological methods have philosophies of science thd¢ gloeir applications
(Bernstein, 1983; Bem and de Jong, 1997; Bohman, 1993; Curd & Q9@8;,
Feyerabend, 1975; Heelan 1983; Kuhn, 1970; Rorty, 1979; Slife &avkig| 1995;
Taylor, 1985; Toulmin, 1972). Researchers may assumehthaate merely following
the “rules” of research or science, much as thetspssume that they are merely
following the rules of a therapeutic technique. Stillfhvex set of rules was creates
nihilo. They both originated from assumptions that still guindayever implicitly, the
“rules,” and thus the application of the methods. fbnmulation of any method must
assume, before any investigation, a certain type ofiwomvhich that method would

make sense and be fruitful.
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The problem is that when these assumptionslaeadyassumed to be correct (as
they must be for any method to be formulated or appliedy, are not themselves the
objects of test; they are parts of the test itsédir instance, the notion that methods
should be observable is never itself empirically gidbecause this notion is part of what
it meando test.Indeed, the doctrine of observability is not itself @émoplly testable
because this doctrine is not itself observable. It isqgdfaa philosophy, or more
specifically, an epistemology.

Some might claim that this epistemology has beenesistal. However, it must
be remembered that this claim of success is merebira el an opinion — however
widely it is held. No scientific evidence can be gatletio substantiate this claim
without already assuming the validity of the scieatifiethod in the first place. For this
reason, natural science methods may provide empirs@#igation for certain
psychological theories, but they provide no empiricalfjaation for themselves and the
epistemological and ontological assumptions that groleieh.

What, then, is the unproven philosophy that underlies thetsgal science
methods? Given the influence of naturalism in psycho®bigtorical origins, could
naturalism be involved in the implicit philosophy of swe that is currently guiding both
the formulation and application of psychology’s reshanethods? As Dr. Nelson’s
paper argues and many observers and historians of psyclselegyto agree (Collins,
1977; Griffin, 2000; Honer & Hunt, 1987; Leahey, 1991; Viney & King, 19¢&),
philosophy underlying the natural science methods of psychadagytological

naturalism.
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As we will see, however, the situation concerningasde methods is more
complex than that of therapeutic technique (above). Mastgrians and philosophers
separate ontological from methodological naturalisin¥avis & Collins, 2002), with
the latter supposedly devoid of many of the problemasiaraptions of the former
(Plantinga, 1997). Nelson (this issue) described in hisat@l these scholars allow
for the possibility that many research methods areauuttively naturalistic in ways that
permit theological neutrality. Ontological naturalisin, the other hand, is commonly
viewed as reductive, and thus atheistic, naturalism. &8r32000) notes, “The
atheism of this worldview, besides denying any transcersdbemte of religious
experiences, combines with the reductionism to rule @uidéa of a divine creation of
the world and even any divine influence in the world” (p. 14).

Griffin (2000), as it happens, is one of the few to expbficescribe a
nonreductive naturalism that he believes is compatifile such a “divine influence,”
including theisnt. Space limitations prohibit an explanation of its postmode
(Whiteheadian) philosophical tenets here. However, waldmote that variations on
these tenets have important method implications, becaasg interpretive researchers
claim nonreductive forms of naturalism (Bohman, 1993; Gadat®&5; Ricoeur, 1981).
Could some form of nonreductive naturalism also underg@ah#tural science methods
of the psychology of religion? Our focus on researebhods makes this question
especially relevant because many psychological ssisittave presumed that the

naturalism of their methods is essentially nonreductive thus essentially neutral to

1 Plantinga (1997) also describes a variation on Duhem’ssttied he believes is not ontologically
naturalistic.
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theological claims. Therefore, it is important to wnahether the assumptions of
psychology’'s mainstream methods are reductively or nluctesely naturalistic.
Reductive Versus Nonreductive Naturalism

To address this issue, Slife (2005) has reviewed key pracficesimstream
psychological researchers to examine whether theyraterlain with the assumptions of
reductive naturalism. We adapt this review to the isstleetsm and the psychology of
religion here. Specifically, assumptions that Gmiflind others have identified as
reductively naturalistic are here examined in three caggoobjectivism, materialism,
and reductionisrd. To help illuminate these reductive assumptions and phaatical
implications, we contrast traditional method practicethe practices of interpretive
researchers that are widely acknowledged to be nonredyety., Gadamer, 1995;
Packer & Addison, 1989). This comparison should help tovesbé issue of whether
psychology’s investigative methods are truly underlaih awnd guided by ontological
naturalism.

Objectivism The first category of ontological naturalism gextivism. In its
most basic form, naturalistic objectivism is the stafl{objects” that are external to the
observer's mind. In other words, the ultimate subject mattteatural science methods is
not subjectivity — the mental world of opinion, biasesyugal and feelings. The subject
matter is the objective world that presumably ocoutsideour subjectivity — the natural
world in its pristine form — and thus the wonlithout valuesincluding our religious

values (Evans, 1989; Ruse, 1982; Slife, 2004). This dualismaissaimption of

2 Compare these categories to Ruse’s (1982) definition ofatistio science: repeatable, merely natural,
and governed by natural law. Also, compare these catedorim Plantinga’s (1997) words, the
“metaphysical assumptions that divide” ontological ndismrafrom “methodological neutralism,”
including the assumptions “that human beings are matdjetts,” “dualism,” and the “deterministic
assumptions that seem to underlie much social scienc&l1)p
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ontological naturalism that helps researchers disthessactivity of God in “objective” or
“natural” events, because these events supposedly ocsigeoaur subjectivity where
religion supposedly resides.

Still, the question should be asked: what allows that@ayical naturalists to
think that researchers can get outside their “subjectiakies to study these natural
objects objectively? As virtually all the texts on gsyiogical research methods
proclaim (e.g., Heiman, 1995), natural science methodsomsdered the chief tool for
accomplishing this task because they work toward elinmgdtie biases and values of
subjectivity, either through experimental control or pgeecneasurement, or some
combination of the two (Aiken, 2003; Haslam & McGarty, 2003).

Consider for a moment the implications of this objestivifor researchers who
are theistic. Intheir best methodological mindsets¢tresearchers are working to
eliminate their religious values. These values atalmwyed to inform them about:
what method design is best to use, how best to operi®tiae constructs of the design,
or even how to interpret their findings. From thipexg of reductive naturalism, these
researchers are never permitted to call on whatdbegider the truth in conducting their
studies. They are to follow, instead, the logic of ¢heethods, which includes the
elimination of any religious values and assumptions theyimave.

Contrast this objectivist mindset to nonreductive, inténggreanethods. Whereas
values and biases are “bad” in natural science methadsi&e they supposedly distort
objective description and true knowledge, biases and valee®asidered not only
inescapablan interpretive methods but alsecessaryo true understanding (Gadamer,

1995; Packer & Addison, 1989; Slife, Smith, & Burchfield, 2003)airidtream
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psychologists often project their own dualism onto inttipe methods and assume these
methods pertain to a different domain than natural sei@methods — subjectivity rather
than objectivity. However, interpretive researchersatoassume this dualism and thus
do not separate these domains. Even the so-called “ejenttural world is
interpretively known. In this sense, interpretive moels are not distinguished by a
different domain of inquiry but by a different philosopHysoience, including the notion
that no method can proceed without interpretive biasea®ort or another.

From this perspective, saying that natural science metredsbjective is like
saying that multiple-choice tests are objective. Mgiimultiple-choice tests nor natural
science methods are value-free, or even strive to fieasf values as possible, because
both are structured through and through with the biasksesjaand assumptions of their
authors. Yet, method practices and research repdfs psychology of religion
continually neglect to mention these structured bigs@$;aying the logic of these
methods as if they transparently reveal the world #reyinvestigating — the world of
religion. The obvious reason for this neglect isdhgectivism of the ontological
naturalism underlying these methods.

Materialism Consider also the ontology of materialism in tegard — the notion
that matter is all that fundamentally matters an@ad. In other words, the important and
valued things in science for the reductive naturalistlaeangible, visible, and
substantial. This value makes it impossible, for instalioces theistic “Holy Spirit” to
matter in this methodological context. Materialisranifiests itself in psychological
method through the traditional natural science notiondahly the material and thus

observable are knowable. That is to say, materiadypically linked in psychology to



Naturalistic Biases in Psychology 16

the primary epistemology of science — empiricism. y@uir sensory experiences can
supposedly be known (empiricism), so only tangible anérebble materials can
supposedly be candidates for knowledge (materialism).widely endorsed definition
of psychology as “the study of behavior” can be viewed @®duct of this naturalistic
assumption (Heiman, 1995). From a materialist/empinmesspective, behavior is all
that can be reasonably observed and thus studied.

The problem is that much of what psychologists want od t@study, such as
attitudes, memories, and meanings, cannot be directlywaasseConsequently,
materialism requires the widespread method practice chpsygy thalhommaterial
constructs beperationalized- made into material things such as behavior — sodduey
be observed. The prevalence of this method practicersmexclude research on
religion. If, for example, psychology of religioesearchers were interested in agape
love, they could not study this love directly; they cbstudy only the operationalizations
or manifestations of this love, such as hugs, rathertti@actual love doing the
manifesting.

Contrast this materialist assumption of method wighrtbnreductive assumptions
underlying many interpretive methods. The province of thesearchers isved rather
than merelysensoryexperiences, so they do not narrow or reduce expetrieribe
observable and material only. They consider their soof&nowledge to be thentire
spectrum of lived experience or meaning, which includes notexplgriences of our
senses, as in conventional empiricism, but also expErseof our thoughts, feelings, and
even spiritual events — in the tradition of William &m(1902/1935, 1912). Although it

is true that interpretive researchers often attemgpécify and clarify their findings, they
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do not “operationalize” in any conventional materialistimobservable sense. They
know that most important topics, such as love, cannog¢mesented in observable and
material ways. Hugs may accompany agape love, for deabngt hugs can occur
without such love and such love can occur withglitevers the specified
operationalization of this love.

Perhaps more importantly, a crucial aspect of manyioekgopics is their
meaning, and meaning does not fall on one’s retina. Thglste or meaning of a book,
such as the Koran or the Bible, is not the printed wagabserve; it is theorobserved
experience of the relatiomgnongthe printed words (not to mention the interpreter). For
this reason, vital aspects of all religious experieacesither omitted entirely or
considered secondary in conventional, reductive methods) thiey are the primary
focus in nonreductive methods. In this sense, theafget/practices associated with
observability and operationalization in mainstream pshadical methods point to their
clear materialist, and thus reductive, underpinnings.

Reductionism Reductive naturalism also assumes that all changgnsately
reducible to, or governed by, unchangeable natural lawpramaples (Griffin, 2000;
Ruse, 1982; Slife, 2004). Reduction implies, first, thatytkerg is ultimately
determined, with the unchanging controlling the changing. fEdisction is, of course,
the root of behavioral determinism, as discussed abiere@m a traditional behavioral
perspective, the environment-behavior{R) relation is a lawfully governed relation,
like any other in the natural (objective) world. Thiduetion also implies that these
unchangeable and universal natural laws and principlebamdst fundamental realities

of the world (Griffin, 2000; Sanders, 1994; Slife & Williams, 1295
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As a result, natural science methods have been fotedula detect these
unchangeable and universal laws. The need for replicatid repeatability in
psychology is perhaps the most obvious manifestatiom®fdrmulation of the scientific
method, because unchangeable natural laws should béatiddesnd repeatable (under
the same conditions). As researchers of extrassgmerception (ESP) can attest, a lack
of replicability is construed by psychologists as a ldaleal or ultimate existence
(Reinsel, 1994). Nonrepeatable religious phenomena woludduese, be treated
similarly. Moreover, the importance of standardatand reliability in the psychology
of religion (Murphy, 1990; Spilka, Hood, Hunsberger, & Gors&€i)3) also follows
directly from the same need. Without replicatioansiardization, and reliability — as the
naturalistic logic goes — research findings cannot rabealltimate realities of the
world: reductive natural laws and principles.

Unfortunately, psychologists can boast of few natwrak¢cial) laws, despite
over a century of using these methods. Still, psychd®gansider true knowledge to
approximate this universality and unchangeability (Slife, 2004€duBtionism has led
psychologists to formulate their theories as if theyenuniversal and unchangeable (e.g.,
theories of personality or memory), with the hope thase theories would one day be
tested and found to be valid. Therefore, the aim ohtgsheoretical principles has
guided the practices of most psychology of religionaed®ers and mainstream
methodologists (Spilka, et al., 2003). Reductionism has tuhese practices away from
the potentially changeable, lived experiences of religgmeople and turned them toward
the replicable, standardizable, and reliable objective atdrial aspects of their sensory

experiences.
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As a contrast, consider that many interpretive metheaisire none of these
reductive, unchangeable characteristics in their sty8esvandt, 1994). Rather than
assuming that the most fundamental knowledge is univerdalraashangeable (or
generalizable) across individual contexts and situatimasy interpretive researchers
assume that at least some fundamental knowledge ieintha the particular, and thus
not all or even most contexts. Spiritual experienfigsexample, are rarely meaningful
without unique and particular contexts (James, 1902/1935). Incheey, interpretive
researchers contend that pivotal aspects of indivicheainings also have contextually
particular characteristics (Gadamer, 1995). Hence, Igdkinthe replicated,
standardized, and reliable may prevent psychologicahresers from understanding
important aspects of religious experiences and practicethis sense, the significance of
these characteristics and practices for the natuerieeimethods of psychology is a
testament to the significance of the reductive natunatisat grounds them.

At this point, our comparison across the objectivist.emalist, and reductionist
aspects of reductive naturalism should be sufficient posthe ontologically
naturalistic underpinnings of mainstream method practses) as the elimination of
biases (objectivism), the restriction to observablesopatationalizations (materialism),
and the necessity of replication and reliability (redugsm). If methodological
naturalism was the intended grounding of these methoskeihs apparent at this
juncture that ontological naturalism underlies this mdttogical naturalism —
epistemology assumes ontology. After all, why wouid ground a method in

naturalism unless the method was meant to be succasafahturalistic world?
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Still, this comparison between reductive and nonreduatethods omits a
central issue in the theism/naturalism controverdye-activity of God. Even if
nonreductive, interpretive methodaninclude this divine activity, as some scholars have
claimed (Griffin, 2000; James, 1902/ 1935; Plantinga, 1997), thesftwati they rarely
do in psychology. These methods were formulated asimfedinfluences in the world
(including scientific) events do not matter. If, howe\getheistic worldview is correct,
then psychological inquiry would be the most fruitfaasuccessful when God's
influences were taken into accodnf theistic method of this sort would also be helpful
here because it could serve as another source of coompaGsmilar to our comparison
between the natural science and interpretive methoplsychology, it could potentially
expose other problematic mainstream assumptions for tisaglegy of religion.

Unfortunately, we have found no such methods, outsidesmeimpsychology.
Even methods in the disciplines of religion and thggloften do not formally assume
God’s activity in the performance of their procedureser&fore, in the absence of such
a method, we propose to briefly outline one here. IEadd conceive of a seriously
theistic line of inquiry in which God’s activity is necasgto conduct a valid
investigation, we could better understand the naturalisageliof mainstream
psychological methods. What would such a seriously tberstthod of inquiry be like?
Theistic Inquiry

Philosophers of science have often considered theti$icienethod to consist of
two basic phases: the context of discovery andahéegt of justification. The context

of discovery involves the generation of the ideas, hygs®$, and topics to be studied.

3 The neutrality (or universality) of Plantinga’s (19®)hemian approach to method would thus be less
appropriate and less effective than a theistic approa&hheistic world. Theistic inquiry would be closer
to what Plantinga calls “Augustinian science” (p. 14).
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This first phase has traditionally been quite open to énakly religious explanations
(Evans, 1989). Brilliant ideas and insightful hypotheseg fi@guently been viewed
unabashedly as “inspired” and even “a gift from Godf¢S8i Richards, 2005, p. 10).
O’Grady & Richards (2005) surveyed theistic natural and \betel scientists in the
United States and found that the majority had no probkdieving that God inspires
scientists and researchers in this discovery phassearch and scholarship.

However, the context of justification — what mosestists consider to kee
scientific method — is another matter entirely. Tdastext involves the procedures or
logic that scientists use to test the ideas generatié icontext of discovery. As
Christian philosopher C. Stephen Evans (1989) put it, “Gdni€onvictions must be put
aside [in the context of justification]; here objediuieigns . . . Distinctly Christian
values do not reappear until knowledge is being applied” (p.@Hjistian values are put
aside, as we have described, because the methods acatistif were formulated with a
godless, naturalistic world in mind. Researchers apgvall to have initial ideas that are
inspired by God, but the methods for testing these ideademided by an epistemology
that assumes God does not matter.

What would a method be like that assumes God is integthe context of
justification? Let us begin with the interpretive, meneutic insight — gleaned from our
previous discussion — that no methods, whether therapgwmentific, occur without
assumptions to guide them. In fact, there is unusuatagnet among the observers and
commentators of science that we widlverescape assumptions and values —dHat
methodsall approaches to studying any phenomenaakiiaysrequire pre-investigatory

assumptions and biases (Slife, Smith, & Burchfield, 2003Jedd, even tapproacha
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phenomenon for the purpose of study is already to havdedieor assumed: 1) that it is a
phenomena, 2) that it deserves study, and 3) that beatudied. The upshot is that
debatable, pre-investigatory assumptions and values arepadxde for all methods.

They will always govern to some degree what we see awdare interpret what we see.

Are we doomed, then, to confirm our own biases and neeeahseworld for what
it truly is? Answering this question has divided schalati two distinct branches —
those who answer it affirmatively and those who arstwmnegatively. Affirmative
responders, often labeled “postmodernists” in psychologyjtably move to some
variety of relativism, because for them there is ng teadistinguish among biases,
except by way of someone else’s biases. Needlesytthss relativistic framework for
method is not appealing to the theist because theisrmasdhe existence of an ultimate
truth, and thereby the notion that certain assumptodsvalues are bad and others are
good.

For this reason, we would argue that the theist shoutddve interested in the
negative responders. Scholars such as Alasdair Meel(1981), Hans-Georg Gadamer
(1995), Charles Taylor (1989), and Paul Ricoeur (1981) describengeutic approach
to knowledge advancement where assumptions and biases ao@abte: However,
they do not doom us to mere opinion or relativism. Miaopss and telescopes bias their
viewers by the particular way in which they illuminate phenomena of interest, but this
bias does not mean the phenomena are not illuminated, iB this sense, just means
that there is no knowledge that escapes a particalatr. sThe obvious utility of
traditional methods, from this perspective, stems not flean bias-free nature, but from

their application of a useful bias — reductive naturalism.
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So far, however, this positive approach to biases and assmsiseems to do
little to free us from the captivity of our biases. viHoan we learn the truth of a
phenomenon and not just our pre-conceptions of it? ahbaer from many
hermeneuticists (e.g., Gadamer, 1995) is that we somettoivthat the phenomenon we
are studying is not sufficiently explicated (or illumied} by our methods, and thus our
biases and assumptions about the phenomenon. Thisointigiids us to adjust our
methods and assumptions to better or differently illuteitiae phenomenon and then
engage it again in study. This tacking back and forth éetvengaged study of the
subject matter and clarifying reflection about the bestraptons (or methods) for
studying it is often called the hermeneutic circle (Gadat®95; Richardson, Fowers, &
Guignon, 1999%. In this sense, we never escape our biases, but weace them with
better biases.

The problem is that an important issue arises withaijgsoach: How is this
intuition and replacement possible? How can we sémesmadequacy of our
assumptions or biases for the phenomenon at hand$e ghestions are important
because there is considerable theoretical, scierdiiid historical evidence that humans
cling steadfastly to their biases and assumptions as dogu@nionated self-deceivers.
Regarding theoretical evidence, virtually every major thed psychotherapy describes
some mechanism whereby people routinely become stubkimbiases and beliefs, from
Carl Jung to George Kelly to Aaron Beck (Beck, 1999; RycHlaB1). Regarding
empirical evidence, social science research isnitfie studies indicating that we

continually confirm our own biases, in our everyday ligad in our science (Nickerson,

4 This can also be understooddialogical, in that the subject of study and the studier are “$peec
partners,” mutually influencing one another (Tayld@02, p. 126).
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1998). We attend first to what fits our assumptions anch efiEborate only what we
already know (Rychlak, 1994).

Historian and philosopher Thomas Kuhn (1970) called confirmddi@as in
science “normal science” because he believed ieistinimal manner in which scientists
proceed, solving the puzzles to which they already haveeasaswrue paradigmatic
change occurs only when the scientific community begirsehse the violation of their
deepest assumptions and adjusts those assumptions adgorditigough “paradigmatic
change” has become a popular buzz term, Kuhn makes olaruiy rare this change
occurs in science. Scientists constantly resistebegnition of assumption violations
(research anomalies). Even when such violationsa@mnahes have been present for
decades, they are often not “seen.” Again, the queshionld be posed: Why would we
ever, given these proclivities toward our own biasetica their violation?

Those who have studied these violations label them védyjaisnoting their
different philosophies. Gadamer (1995) labetuiplus of meaningRicoeur (1981)
terms itaffectivity, Levinas (1969) calls gxteriority or alterity; Heidegger (1982) refers
to it as theunveiling Taylor (1985) often puts it asirprise Marion (2000) terms it
saturated phenomenand Faulconer (2005) considersiterruption or rupture
Nevertheless, all these varied scholars agree thatlsmw there is a rupture of our biased
world that originates frorbeyondthat world. We are quite capable of ignoring these
ruptures, especially given our wish to remain safely aodreéy in the constructions of
our own making. Still, if we are properly open and humihleseotherworldly ruptures
can be experienced and given credence. When thethaye;an lead to potentially

major modifications in our fundamental assumptionsizases.
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The problem with the insights of these scholars thuss fdnat they do not quite
answer our question: How are we, as mere mortalsi@llenb out of the safe, secure
world of our assumptions and glimpse the other-worldigde that persuade us to
radically alter these secure biases? An importantem®&merging from
phenomenology, actually fits the assumptions of thistthélthough still controversial,
many phenomenologists are increasingly pointing to uarforms of divinity as the
source of this other-worldly rupture. Some observergaltmg this improbable
development the “theological turn” of phenomenology @aud, Courtine, Chretien,
Henry, Marion, & Ricoeur, 2000). We say “improbable” hessaphenomenologists are
traditionally a scrupulously secular group, with little rolandivinity of any kind.

Still, many feel they cannot ignore their data, whieérs increasingly to reveal a
divine bursting of our pre-conceptual bubbles. Emmanuel Le{irt&9) may be one of
the more noted of these scholars, pointing explitilgivinity as theOther of this
assumption correction (p. 78, 88, 92, 211, 226). In discussegliddogue” between
researchers and their subject matter, for exampleh&iBakhtin (1984) talks of the
“invisibly present third party who stands above all pgréiots in the dialogue” (p. 126).
And when this improbable surprise or rupture prompts us totamuguiding
assumptions, Gadamer calls this a “miracle of undedsighin which “religious
concepts [are] thus appropriate” (1995, p. 145). Jean-LumMer perhaps the most
explicit when he identifies the intuition that traeads or exceeds our grasp as
“revelation,” with one type of revelation being “theopid (Faulconer, 2005, p. 7; see

also Marion, 1997, 2000).
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What if this “theological turn” for understanding our undansling is true? It
would mean that God is responsible for many of the rugtilna prompt us to change
our theoretical and methodological assumptions and brietpasr to true understanding.
This approach could apply to many methods, both formal aodwal. For example,
rupturing assumptions could occur in merely reading a b&&ading is often
understood as informal hypothesis-testing where mature seschan the text until their
hypothesis/assumption is violated. They then reflechape violation, adjust their
hypothesis accordingly, and re-scan the text untilupéure occurs again.

As it happens, virtually all formal methods are alsaigtd to involve such
hermeneutical circles (Gadamer, 1995). From this theistderstanding of science, both
guantitative and qualitative methodologiatseeadytake advantage of this rupture,
whether or not they acknowledge it. One would not havelieve in theism for God to
work through your research, though it would be bettdreisé methods were specifically
formulated to take advantage of this divine activity. his sense, a fully theistic
approach to inquiry would likely have several characiesishat would distinguish it
from naturalistic philosophies of method.

First, the conventional naturalistic notion that metisoaile-following (Bohman,
1993; Feyerabend, 1975) is problematic from this theistic pergped®ne would
expect, at least at times, to question and replacentetteod rules (assumptions), rather
than slavishly follow them. We say “slavishly” becaose of the hallmarks of using a
natural science method — the context of justificatios following rigidly the pre-

arranged study procedure (Groth-Marnat, 2003; Heiman, 1995).
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A fully theistic approach, by contrast, would be morengmeena-driven than
method-driven. In other words, whatever served our undeistanf phenomena,
including changing the procedure and even the logic of scitsaif would have the
highest priority. Interestingly, some historians ciéace, such as Paul Feyerabend
(1975), contend that many of the major contributions efdtural sciences occurred not
by following the rules of the scientific method, but bgdking them. For some reason,
these scientists were “prompted” to give more credentieetserendipitous and anarchic
aspects of their findings. Feyerabend recommends tieatists should be ready at all
times to violate the rules of method, especially if thesh to make a significant
(paradigmatic) contribution to their disciplines.

This call for readiness raises a second implicatfanfally theistic inquiry:
researchers should maximize the possibility of assumptiptures in their studies so that
they do not merely confirm their own biases. This maxatn would require a twofold
knowledge or skill (Slife, Reber, & Richardson, 2005). tFnessearchers would need to
explicitly become aware of their most cherished aggioms so that thegan be violated,
a practice that is distinctly missing from current nalistic methods. Indeed,
psychologists often proceed as if they have no assumsgiahthe data from their
methods reflect an uninterpreted reality.

This common research practice is mainly because pgibal investigators
rarely have the second type of knowledge that is neededxonize ruptures:
alternative assumptions. When viable alternatives alieedacherished assumptions
can truly become assumptions, rather than truisms.wieadge of alternatives allows

current assumptions to be examined and even rejectedrifiplured experience “tells”
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us we should. This knowledge could be a vital part of wizaty theistic systems call
humility. As C.S. Lewis (1976) puts it, God is “the grieahoclast” (p. 76) — the breaker
of our personal and reified images of the world. As sadtymility that allows these
images to be broken would seem to be imperative to paratiigchange in a theistic
science.

This radical openness to our data leads to a third differeam natural science
methods in psychology: we would have to engage ratherdisangage in the
phenomenon we are studying. Traditionally, researchersaght that careful
detachment or objectivity is the best approach to studyinggohena. However, as
Charles Taylor (1989) has put it, this prevents us from taddvgntage of the
interruption that truly teaches us.

. . . when we see something surprising, or something whichraierts us, or

which we can’t quite see, we normally react by setbiagselves to look more

closely; we alter our stance, perhaps rub our eyeseotnate, and the like.

Rather than disengaging, we throw ourselves more ifutltythe experience, as it

were (p. 163).

Indeed, some theists might wish to argue that thedmgstgement is an agape love, the
kind of engagement and intimacy that we have when we tespect ané&tnowthe object
of inquiry — understanding its even radical differenagsifovolving ourselves
emotionally with it. This type of knowing fits nicelyitlv Christian theism because
“knowing” in the biblical sense is not a detached ipcoation of facts but a relational

intimacy with what we care about.
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As a fourth distinction from naturalistic methods, westrrevise our traditional
reliance on predictability. Theists from this perspectwould not abandon predictability
all together, because it remains important for testiagthirectness of our biases or
hypotheses. However, these theists must also aduenpredictability of the ruptures
and violations of their expectations and hypotheses. kB1K1970) observes, it is the
unpredictability of research anomalies, not the pretitta of confirmed hypotheses,
that leads to paradigm shifts. Feyerabend (1975) alsoiedattifat it is the serendipitous
and anarchic, not the intentional and systematic,résatlt in significant contributions to
science.

The primary purpose of this broad sketch of a theistic @gbrto inquiry is
twofold: to show that it is conceivable and to help usiderd some of the overlooked
assumptions of a godless (naturalistic) approach to inqéiingt, it seems obvious that a
distinctively theistic approach to scientific inquisyconceivable (though it has rarely
been implemented). It is “distinctively theistib&cause an active, involved God is
necessary to understand its operation and its successittédly, it makes several
assumptions about this activity and operation, but thedinmassumptions is one of the
functions of any philosophy of science. The familiaaf a more naturalistic philosophy
of science should not obscure the many unproven assursptiat underlay it.

This theistic conception of method was also intendesgtee as a contrast to
what many have presumed was the “only game in towrditivaal naturalistic methods.
We began the method section with a comparison to norreeluinterpretive methods,
which helped to illuminate many of the significant hiddesuagptions of naturalistic

methods. However, the secularism of both theseadstphrevented us from considering
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how inquiry might be different if an active God wassumed. Our subsequent
comparison to a theistic approach, in this sense, broodight important differences:
spirit- rather than rule-following, maximizing ratheathminimizing ruptures, engaging
with rather than disengaging from studied phenomenayandg unpredictability rather
than relying exclusively on predictability for understandimg world.

Conclusion

In concluding the article, it behooves us to return tagtestion that titles it:
“Are psychology’s theories and methods biased againstats consumers?” As Reber
(this issue) notes, theists are the main users andrmenswf psychological information,
as produced by psychological theories and methods. Yittisasticle has argued, the
biases and assumptions of these consumers are incompathbthe biases and
assumptions of psychology’s mainstream theories andadst Psychologists run the
risk of being prejudiced against theists. This prejudic®ionly unethical by the
standards of psychologists but also potentially misleadiising incompatible values
and assumptions to study theism can mean selectivehdatiteto the wrong variables,
studying them in the wrong manner, misinterpreting them, asehgally missing the
whole point of theism and its adherents — God.

This incompatibility has been hidden by a veil of sciemtieutrality, especially
for therapeutic and research methods. However, we #ngtthis veil should be lifted
to reveal the godless biases of naturalistic scien@eth&se biases mean that science,
specifically psychological science, is forever sealdrom theistic religions and
prevented from any meaningful relationship? On the aontas Frank Richardson will

show (this issue), many “speech partners,” to use Tay@002, p. 126) term, have
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deeply held, even contrary assumptions about the watiése assumptions do not
prevent such partners from engaging one another or esamé mutually beneficial
alliances, as religion and science have shown histlyrig@lissell, 2002). Indeed, to
truly engage in dialogue and to really understand one andéti@wvledge of these
differing assumptions would be helpful rather than huttfuhis relationship. In this
sense, ontological naturalism has functioned welluminate specific, selected aspects
of our world (i.e., the world’s predictable, observabbaterial, and reductive aspects).
Nevertheless, it is debatable how well these theondsrethods have served the
religious theist, or even the secular researcherested in the religious theist. The
relationship between religion and science is comg@sxistorians have learned and we
agreed at the outset. Although science and religion imaad to teach one another, they
cannot be joined without understanding this complexity. iMafovhat theists would
seem to value — God, free will, altruism, unobsergl@agagement, and some
unpredictability — appear to be at variance with whatraastic methods best
investigate. This conclusion, if true, should be takém account when discussing the
relations or “integration” between psychological ace and religious theism. Frank

Richardson (this issue) does just that in the final pomif our four-part argument.



Naturalistic Biases in Psychology 32

References

Aiken, L.R. (2003)Psychological testing and assessm&hitEd. Boston: Allyn &
Bacon.

Allport, G. (1950). The individual and his religion: A psychological interpretation
New York: MacMillan.

Bakhtin, M. (1984).Problems of Dostoyevsky’s poetiddniversity of Minnesota Press,
Minneapolis.

Beck, A. T. (1999)Prisoners of hate: The cognitive basis of anger, hostility, and
violence.New York: HarperCollins.

Beck, A.T., Rush, A.J., Shaw, B.F. & Emery, G. (197%e cognitive therapy of
depressionNew York: Guildford Press.

Bem, S., & de Jong, H. L. (1997Theoretical issues in psychology: An introduction
London: Sage Publications

Bergin, A.E. (1997). Neglect of the therapist andhimman dimensions of change: A
Commentary.Clinical Psychology: Science and Practicg/14, 83-89.

Bernstein, R. J. (1983Beyond objectivism and relativism: Science, hermeneutics, and
praxis Philadelphia, PA: University of Pennsylvania Press.

Bohman, J. (1993)New philosophy of social scienc€ambridge: MIT Press.

Clark, D.A., Beck, A.T., & Alford, B.A. (1999)Scientific foundations of
cognitive theory and therapy of depressidtew York: John Wiley &
Sons.

Collins, G. R. (1977).The rebuilding of psychology: An integration of psychology and

Christianity. Wheaton, Il: Tyndale House Publishers.



Naturalistic Biases in Psychology 33

Curd, M., & Cover, J. A. (1998)Philosophy of science: The central issudsew York
W. W. Norton & Company.

Davis, E.B., & Collins, R. (2002). Scientific Naturafis In Gary B. Ferngren (Ed.)

Science and Religion: A Historical IntroductioBaltimore: Johns Hopkins.
Descartes, R. (1641/1952). Meditations on first philosophysréat Books of the
Western World Chicago: Encyclopedia Brittanica.
Dobson, J. (1996)he new dare to disciplin€arol Stream, IL: Tyndale House

Publishers.

Evans, C. S. (1989)Wisdom and humanness in psychology: Prospects for a Christifan

approach Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House.

Faulconer, J. (2005). Knowledge of the otheuropean Journal of Psychotherapy,
Counseling, and Health, 7(1-239-63.

Feyerabend, P. (1975Against methodLondon: Verso.

Gadamer, H. G. (1995Jruth and methad (J. Weinsheimer & D. G. Marshall, Trans.)
(Rev. ed.). New York: Continuum. (Original work publisi&$0)

Griffin, D.R. (2000). Religion and scientific naturalism: Overcoming the conflicts

Albany: SUNY Press.

Groth-Marnat, G. (2003Handbook of psychological assessm@fitEd.) New York:
John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

Haslam, S.A. & McGarty, C. (2003Research methods and statistics in psychology
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Hedges, D., & Burchfield, C. (2005). Depression and itdrtreiat: The assumptions and

implications of a conceptualization. In B. SlifeReber, & F. Richardson (Eds.),



Naturalistic Biases in Psychology 34

Critical thinking about psychologyWashington, D.C.: American Psychological
Association Books.

Heelan, P. A. (1983)Space-perception and the philosophy of scieriderkeley, CA:
University of California Press.

Heidegger, M. (1982)The basic problems of phenomenologsanslated by Albert
Hofstadter. Bloomington, Indiana: Indiana University Bres

Heiman, G. W. (1995)Research methods in psycholodgoston: Houghton-Mifflin.

Held, B. S. (1995)Back to reality: A critique of postmodern theory in psychotherapy
New York: W. W. Norton and Company.

Honer, S.M., & Hunt, T.C. (1987)nvitation to philosophy: Issues and optiga&
ed.). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.

James, W. (1902/193%)arieties of religious experienclew York: Longmans, Green
and Co.

James, W. (191&ssays in Radical Empiricishlew York: Longman Green and Co.

Janicaud, D.,Courtine, J. ,Chrétien,J. Henry, M., dfard. and Ricoei. (2000)
Phenomenology and the “Theological Tur8”G. Prusak & J.L. Klosky (Trans.)
New York: Fordham UP.

Jensen, J.P., Bergin, A.E., & Greaves, D.W. (1990).néening of eclecticism: New
survey and analysis of componerRsofessional Psychology, 2124-130.

Kuhn, T. S. (1970).The structure of scientific revolutio®nd edition). Chicago: The
University of Chicago Press.

Kvale, S. (1996).InterViews: An introduction to qualitative research interviewing

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.



Naturalistic Biases in Psychology 35

Lazarus, A. A. (1995). Different types of eclecticisnd amtegration: Let’s be aware of
the dangersJournal of Psychotherapy Integration, 5,(2)-39.

Lazarus, A. A., & Beutler, L. E. (1993). On technical etitegem. Journal of Counseling
and Development, 7B81-385.

Leahey, T.H. (1991)A history of modern psycholog¥nglewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice
Hall.

Levinas, E. (1969)Totality and infinity: An essay on exteriorif.

Lingis, trans.). Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Preasliiyre, A. (1984).
After Virtue, 2nd ed. Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press.

Lewis, C.S. (1976 grief observedNew York: Seabury Press, Inc.

Maclntyre, A. (1981)After virtue Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Presg’ (2
edition 1984).

Marion, J. (1997) Etant donné. Essai d’'une phénoménologie de la dond®aris:
Presses Universitaires de France.

Marion, J. (2000). The saturated phenomenon. In JaniBeundinique, Jean-Frangois
Courtine, Jean-Louis Chrétien, Michel Henry, Jean-Lacibh, and Paul
Ricoeur Phenomenology and the “Theological Trirfranslated by Bernard G.
Prusak and Jeffrey L. Klosky. New York: Fordham UniverBitgss.

McLenore, C.W. (1978) Can a Christian be a behaviordst®nal of the American
Scientific Affiliation, 3045-47.

Messer, S. (2001). Empirically supported treatments: Whatonbehaviorist to do? In

Slife, B., Williams, R., & Barlow, S. (Eds.ritical issues in psychotherapy:



Naturalistic Biases in Psychology 36

Translating new ideas into practi¢pp. 3-19). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications.

Monroe, K. R. (1996).The Heart of Altruism: Perceptions of a Common Humanity.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Murphy, N. (1990).Theology in the age of scientific reasonidthaca, NY: Cornell
University Press.

Nickerson, R.S. (1998). Confirmation bias: A ubiguitousnameenon in many guises.
Review of General Psychology 2(2),5-220.

O’Grady, K., & Richards, S. (2005). Unpublished doctorsdertation. Brigham
Young University.

Packer, M. J., & Addison, R. B. (Eds.). (198@ihtering the circle: Hermeneutic
investigation in psychologylbany, NY: SUNY Press.

Pinker, S. (1999)How the mind works New York: W.W. Norton & Co.

Plantinga, A. (1997). Methodological pluralism? ParQzigins & Designs18(2).
Retrieved January 17, 2005 from http://www.arn.org/docs/odesi@a2/
methnat182.htm#anchor261256.

Polkinghorne, D.E. (1989). Phenomenological researchodst In R.S. Valle and S.
Halling (Eds.)Existential-Phenomenological Perspectives in Psychaolpgy3-
16). NY: Plenum.

Reinsel, R. (1994). Parapsychology: An empirical scielmcds. Slife, (Ed.)Taking
Sides: Clashing views on controversial psychological isGthesed., pp. 362-

371). Guilford, CT: Dushkin Publishing Group. (Reprinted framd3ophy of



Naturalistic Biases in Psychology 37

science and the occult (2nd ed., pp. 187-201). Albany, NY: Btatersity of
New York Press, 1990.)

Richards, P.S. & Bergin, A.E. (2004). A theistic spiritsiahtegy for psychotherapy. In
P.S. Richards & A. E. Bergin (Ed<psebook for a spiritual strategy in
counseling and psychotherafyp. 1-32). Washington, D.C.: American
Psychological Association.

Richards, P. S., & Bergin, A. E. (2005). spiritual strategy for counseling and
psychotherapy (2nd ed.)Washington, D.C.: American Psychological
Association.

Richardson, F. C., Fowers, B. J., & Guignon, C. B. (198%-envisioning psychology:
Moral dimensions of theory and practic®€an Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Ricoeur, P. (1981)Hermeneutics & the human scienc&sambridge, UK: Cambridge

University Press.

Rorty, R. (1979).Philosophy and the mirror of naturePrinceton, NJ: Princeton
University Press.

Rule, J. B. (1997).Theory and progress in social sciendgambridge, UK: Cambridge
University Press.

Ruse, M. (1982)Darwinism defendedReading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Russell, (2002). The conflict of science and religitmGary B. Ferngren (Ed.)
Science and Religion: A Historical IntroductioBaltimore: Johns Hopkins.

Rychlak, J. F. (1981)Introduction to personality and psychotherapy: A theory-

construction approack2nd Ed.). Boston: Houghton Mifflin.



Naturalistic Biases in Psychology 38

Rychlak, J. F. (1994} ogical learning theory: A human teleology and its empirical
support.Lincoln, NB: University of Nebraska Press.

Sanders, J. (1994). Historical considerations. Inithdek (Ed.),The openness of God
(pp. 59 — 100). Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press.

Schwandt, T.A. (1994). Constructivist, interpretive approgatbdiuman inquiry. In N.K.
Denzin & Y.S. Lincoln (Eds.Handbook of qualitative researcfihousand Oaks,
CA: Sage Publications.

Skinner, B.F. (1976Walden TwoNew York, NY: Macmillan.

Shaver, R. (1998Rational egoism: A selective and critical histoi@ambridge, UK:
Cambridge University Press.

Slife, B.D. (2000). Hedonism: A hidden unity and problemadtjsychology. General
Psychologist35 (3), 77 — 80.

Slife, B.D. (2004). Theoretical challenges to thenamactice and research: The
constraint of naturalism. In M. Lambert (E8landbook of psychotherapy and
behavior change New York: Wiley.

Slife, B.D. (2005). Are the natural science methods yélpslogy compatible with
theism? In A. Dueck and C. Lee (Ed®Jhy psychology needs theology? A
radical reformation perspectivepp. 163 — 184. Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans
Publishing.

Slife, B. D., & Hopkins, R. H. (2005). Alternative asqtions for neuroscience:
Formulating a true monism. In B.D. Slife, J. Rebelf.&Richardson (Eds.),
Critical thinking about psychologyPp. 121 — 147. Washington, D. C.:

American Psychological Association Press.



Naturalistic Biases in Psychology 39

Slife, B.D., Mitchell, L.J., & Whoolery, M. (2004). Aeistic approach to therapeutic
community: Non-naturalism and the Alldredge Academy. .8 Richards &
A.E. Bergin (Eds.).Casebook for a spiritual strategy for counseling and
psychotherapyWashington, D.C.: American Psychological Association.

Slife, B. D., & Reber, J. (2001). Eclecticism in psgtherapy: Is it really the best
substitute for traditional theories? In Slife, B.,IN&ms, R., & Barlow, S. (Eds.)
Critical issues in psychotherapy: Translating new ideas into pra(ppe13-
234). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Slife, B.D., Reber, J., & Richardson, F. (2008&¥itical thinking about psychology:
Hidden assumptions and plausible alternativégashington, D.C.: American
Psychological Association Press.

Slife, B.D. & Richards, S. (April, 2005)Toward a theistic approach to psychological
method Paper presented at the meeting of the Psychologglmfié,
Columbus, Maryland.

Slife, B. D., Smith, A. F., & Burchfield, C. (2003). yefotherapists as crypto-
missionaries: An exemplar on the crossroads offyistbeory, and philosophy.
In D. B. Hill & M. J. Kral (Eds.) About psychology: Essays at the crossroads of
history, theory, and philosophgp. 55 — 72. Albany: SUNY Press.

Slife, B. D., & Williams, R. N. (1995)What's behind the research? Discovering
hidden assumptions in the behavioral sciencBsousand Oaks, CA: Sage
Publications.

Slife, B. D., Williams, R. N., & Barlow, S. H. (20Q1Lritical issues in psychotherapy:

Translating new ideas into practicelhousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.



Naturalistic Biases in Psychology 40

Slife, B. D., Yanchar, S., & Williams, B. (1999). QGaptions of determinism in radical

behaviorism: A taxonomy. Behavior & Philosoph®7, 75 - 96.

Spilka, B., Hood, R.W., Hunsberger, B., Gorsuch, R. (2008.psychology of religion:
An empirical approachNew York: Guildford Press.

Stricker, G. (2001). An introduction to psychotherapy irdgn. Psychiatric Times, 28
(7).

Taylor, C. (1985).Philosophy and the human sciences: Philosophical papers
Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press.

Taylor, C. (1989).Sources of the self: The making of the modern iden@igmbridge,
MA: Harvard University Press.

Toulmin, S. (1972).Human understandingPrinceton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

VanderStoep, S. W. (2003gcience and the soul: Christian faith and psychological
research New York: University Press of America.

Viney, W., & King, D.B. (1998).A history of psychology: Ideas and conterif gx.)
New York: Allyn & Bacon.

Wacome, D.H. (2003). Evolutionary psychology. In SW&nderStoep (Ed.Bcience
and the Soul: Christian faith and psychological resear(p. 183 — 208).
Lanham, MD: University Press of America.

Wilson, (2002). The historiography of science and religionGary B. Ferngren (Ed.)

Science and Religion: A Historical IntroductioBaltimore: Johns Hopkins.



