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Psychology 723

Applied Research Methodology 1

Steven C. Hayes 

Fall, 1999

Office: 437 MSS

Office Hours: By appointment. All Tuesday is available for 15-30 minute meetings all day

The issue is not so much “do you know how to do good research?” 

The issue is more “do you know how to ask good questions?”
Purpose: The purpose of this course is to teach you how to do research that will make a difference. It is a course that is as much about research strategy as it is about research methods. On the methodological front it will examine intensive research methods in applied psychology. I will try to help you understand research methods that are based on the individual as the level of analysis. More generally, I will go to some lengths to place applied research methods and science itself into philosophical, theoretical, economic, political, practical, and professional context, because when they are seen in context it is easier to see how to use them effectively. The course places special emphasis on the conduct and use of empirical research in applied settings in the age of managed care, and on the implications of philosophy of science issues for the conduct of research programs. We will consider changes in the professional and economic environment for health care delivery, the purposes and need for applied research environment, the implications of external validity for the conduct of research, therapy outcome and process research, the role of philosophy and theory in applied research, research ethics, and related issues. Most especially we will examine this question: what distinguishes research that makes a difference from research that does not?

Class attendance: The class will meet Wednesdays from 2:15 until 5:15. Attendance is expected. The reason for the odd stop time is that I will miss two classes, and the longer time precisely makes up for the missed session if we take a 15 minute break and use dead day.

Course requirements


There will be three major tests, there may be one or two pop quizzes over readings, and there will be four projects: three short and one medium sized. The major tests will cover the didactic material in the class discussions and readings. They will be primarily essay, but may include objective questions as well. You are responsible for all readings, lectures, and class discussions in the tests. Do not expect class discussions to cover the material in the reading in much detail. The short projects will consist of one review of an experimental article, and two research proposals. The medium project will be a review of current use of a design element. 

Review. The review should be of any one of my own empirical articles. Only one class member will review any given article so you should ask permission to review any article you settle on (do so at least two weeks before the deadline to avoid unpleasant surprises; a form is provide below for this). The review should be done in a format appropriate for an editorial decision (to be discussed in class). The review is limited to two typed double-spaced pages, and is to be submitted in hard copy form.

Research proposals. There will be two research proposals. Each will be a maximum of 5 pages, double-spaced, not counting the title page and references and will be submitted in hard copy or disk form. No abstract is needed. The proposals should include an introduction that explains in scholarly terms what question you wish to ask and why you wish to ask it (no more than 1 1/2 pages or so), the method (no more than 2-3 pages or so), data analysis (1/2 a page or so) and what it would mean if the study came out one way or the other (1/2 - 1 page or so). One proposal should be directly concerned with therapeutic outcome or processes of therapeutic change, the other should be concerned with quality of assessment, basic research issues, analogue research, or etiology of behavioral disorders. The second project must use a time-series design--the other is open. The two studies should involve clearly distinct topics. Purely technical research is discouraged. Find something with some intellectual meat to it. You may not propose a project you have already conducted or proposed elsewhere. I will require oral presentations of some of these proposals to the class, especially after the first proposal when one whole class period will be spent on this task. A cover sheet is included in this syllabus. Xerox the first one. When you submit the second, add to it. Proposals submitted without the proper cover sheet will be returned ungraded.

Major project.  For the large project you are to write a review paper.  The page limit is 20 pages, double-spaced, 12 pt. font. You must turn the paper in on 3 ½” disk using a common word processor (the disk will not be returned, but notes about the paper will). 

The list of topics is below. For each topic you must discuss what is known empirically, especially with regard to the role of empirical applied psychology in these areas. Give and describe two good applied examples in this area drawn from the empirical literature. A Xeroxed copy of these examples must be attached (it will not be returned).

Topics for the major paper:

1.  Preventing mental health problems

2.  Empirical economic trends in the organized behavioral healthcare business (e.g., consolidation, increase in fully capitated HMOs) and its linkage to the delivery of quality, empirically based mental health programs

3.  The regulation, accreditation, and litigation of organized behavioral healthcare firms and the linkage of these topics to quality, empirically-based mental health programs. You may also consider how these factors have impacted other fledgling industries.

4.   Increasing the accurate awareness of a mental health problem in the public or in covered consumers
5.  Delivering psychology services in the primary medical healthcare setting: how is it best done; what is its impact?
6.  Working with the churches and community groups to deliver behavioral health care programs
7. Triage and treatment utility
8.  Empirical applied psychology and therapy via bibliotherapy, videotapes, CD-ROMs 

9. Empirical applied psychology and therapy via self-help groups 
10.  Empirical applied psychology and Professional interventions by B.A. or M.A. staff

11.  Development of therapy training and supervision methods in quality care

12. Development of adherence and competence measures and an examination of their role in treatment dissemination

13. Development of therapy manuals and an examination of their role in treatment dissemination

14. Program evaluation in mental health: Needs assessment in a population-based approach to mental health

15. Program evaluation in mental health: Monitoring program utilization, participation, coverage, and delivery

16.  Program evaluation in mental health: Assessing the impact and cost-benefit of programs

17.  Program evaluation in mental health: Social validity, consumer satisfaction, and other indirect outcomes

Texts: 

Hayes, S. C., Follette, V. M., Risley, T., Dawes, R. D., & Grady, K. (Eds.). (1995). Scientific standards of psychological practice: Issues and recommendations. Reno, NV: Context Press.

Hayes, S. C., Barlow, D. H., and Nelson-Gray, R. O. (in press; 1999). The scientist-practitioner: Research and accountability in the age of managed care (2nd Edition). New York: Allyn & Bacon. (Xeroxed or disk copies of chapters)

Pepper, S. C. (1942). World hypotheses. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Several reading will also be assigned for each class.

Class dates and assignments: 

August 30


Introduction

September 6




September 13


NAB. Class cancelled 

September 20


CAS. Class cancelled 

September 27 


First test (Steve out of town at EABCT)

October 4 


First Proposal Due.

October 11 




October 18 


Review due

October 25 




November 1


Second Proposal

November 8




November 15 


AABT (class canceled)

November 22


Thanksgiving but classes are not cancelled. 

Second Test.

November 29


Paper due

December 6




December 13


Prep day; make up class

December 20


Comprehensive Final

For all the dates above, the date is defined as the beginning of class. Projects turned in later that same day will be counted one day late.

Late papers: Unless a medical excuse is received, each day or portion thereof that the paper is late, the maximum grade will go down a notch (A to A-, to B+, etc.). Thus, if you plan on receiving a low grade, there is really little need to be on time.

Missed exams: Exams will be made up by a method of my choosing, if the excuse is acceptable. Only medical excuses or serious emergencies are acceptable.

Scheduled early or late exams: Will not be permitted except on the basis of missed exams.

Grades: Each exam, review, proposal, or paper will receive a grade on a four-point scale. This number will be multiplied by the following:

Exam one and two: Each exam - .17

Final - .21

The review - .05

Each proposal - .1

The major paper - .15

Exams over readings, participation and oral presentation - .05

The sum of the weighted values will be transformed into a grade as follows:

A 
= 
4 - 3.8

A- 
= 
3.79 - 3.5

B+ 
= 
3.49 - 3.25

B 
= 
3.25 - 3.0

B- 
= 
2.99 - 2.75

C+
= 
2.74 - 2.5

C 
= 
2.49 - 2.0

F 
= 
1.99 or less

Policy on disability problems:

The psychology department is committed to equal opportunity in education for all students, including those with documented physical or learning disabilities. University policy states that it is the responsibility of students with documented disabilities to contact instructors during the first week of each semester to discuss appropriate accommodations to ensure equity in grading, classroom experiences, and outside assignments. The instructor will meet with the student and staff members of the Student Services Center to formulate a written plan for accommodations, if needed. Documentation of a disability is handled through the Student Services Center. The bottom line: if this is an issue, let me know right away.

Summary of Topics to be Covered in the Course:
Section I
The Historical, Professional, Economic, and Practical Context for

Applied Psychological Research
Dates: August 26-September 20

Exam: September 27

Topics: The focus of this section will be on the historical, professional, economic, practical, and political context of applied empirical psychology. We will deal with the rise of managed care, the professionalization of psychology, models of training, the nature of empirical applied psychology, practice guidelines, and the need for empirically validated treatments. We will examine the issues of levels of analysis and will explain why the individual level of analysis is critical both theoretically and in an applied sense, especially in the current environment of health care delivery systems. We will examine the role of the scientist practitioner in an integrated system of health care delivery. 

Week 1
8-30

Orientation. The nature of science. Hierarchical components of 





applied scientific systems. The nature of worthwhile 





research.

Week 2
9 - 6

The historical and current problem of applied psychology: 






Integrating practice and science

Week 3
9 - ??

Managed care and the changing environment of 

professional psychology 

Week 4
9 - ?? 

Scientific standards of practice and an integrated model of 

scientifically-oriented behavioral health care delivery





(And how to do worthwhile research: A look at your papers)

Week 5
9 - 27

First test


Section 2
Time Series Designs and the Level of the Individual
Dates: October 4 – November 1

Exam: November 8

Topics: The focus of this section will be on the production and consumption of research in the applied environment. We will examine the tradition in psychological research that focuses on the intensive analyses of individuals, including an examination of its philosophy and method. We will discuss the requirements of time-series designs, and break them down into their basic elements. 

Week 6
10 – 4
 
The level of the individual and the problem of 

external validity; Time series designs – 

general requirements

Week 7
10 - 11 
Time series designs - within series elements

Week 8 
10 - 18

Time series designs - between series elements

Week 9
10 - 25

Time series designs - combined series elements; 

Week 10
11 – 1

Program evaluation and combining time series elements

Week 11
11 – 8

Test 2

Section 3

Program Evaluation, Philosophy of Science, and Research Ethics
Dates: November 29 – December 13

Exam: December 20 (Do not plan to fly home for the holidays early.)

Topics: The focus of this section will be on philosophy of science issues, and research ethics. We will consider some specific problems of research strategy and method (e.g., the relationship of applied and basic research, the role of theory, the role of analogue research) and so on, and then examine how these issues might be approached differently depending upon ones assumptions and truth criteria. We will distinguish research problems from philosophy of science problems.

11-15

AABT

11-22

Thanksgiving holiday

Week 12
11-29

Dogmatism and the philosophical context of research programs

Week 13
12-6

The philosophical context of research programs




Week 14
12-13

The philosophical context of research programs; Research ethics, 






and how to do research that makes a difference 

Week 15
12-20

Comprehensive final

Review Preference Form
Please fill out both sections

Name _______________________________________________ Date turned in __________

(also write your name below in the “Return this form to” section)

The article I wish to review is (write reference and duplicate this same information below in the “you asked to review” section):
___ Approved 

___ Not approved

Comments:


------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Please fill out the top of this section as well:

PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM TO: Name  _________________________________________

You asked to review the following article:

You 
___ may 
___ may not review this article.

Comments:

Review Preference Form
Please fill out both sections

Name _______________________________________________ Date turned in __________

(also write your name below in the “Return this form to” section)

The article I wish to review is (write reference and duplicate this same information below in the “you asked to review” section):
___ Approved 

___ Not approved

Comments:


------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Please fill out the top of this section as well:

PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM TO: Name  _________________________________________

You asked to review the following article:

You 
___ may 
___ may not review this article.

Comments:

How to do a Review
Tone: Be respectful, sensitive, and positive where you can. Never demean someone, nor act as if you know the answers. Avoid all superlatives.

Purpose: Try to understand what the researcher is trying to do. Support the research in that effort, provided it makes sense. Make constructive criticisms and suggestions. Avoid generalities. Take the responsibility, if a criticism is being made, to be specific and clear.

Balance: Put all specific criticisms in the context of an appreciation of the big picture.

Sequence: Write about the big picture first, then get down to details.

Writing style: Is the paper clear? Does it follow accepted style? If not, don't just say "it's not clear." Rewrite a few sections as examples or give clear and specific directions. Is the paper too long or too cryptic?

Rationale (usually this should be in the introduction): Are you clear from the introduction what the question is and why it needs to be asked? Did the research ask an reasonable question? Is the researcher seemingly unaware of other research that might answer this question or suggest that it is not an important one?

Method: Is the method clear, appropriate, and adequate? Avoid excessive emphasis on minor problems, but point them out.

Results: Are they analyzed correctly and clear? If not, leave the door open for the author to come back. Help the author show off the data.

Discussion: Does the author properly explain the meaning of the results without excessive certainty. Is it clear what this research opens up as work to be done? Make sure the discussion is really a discussion and not simply a restatement of the results.

Recommendation: Some journals have you do this only in a cover letter. Usually you can choose from:

Accept. It is ready to go.

Accept with revision. It is not ready to go but the revisions needed can clearly be done successfully. Say what they are.

Reject with revision invited. It is not ready to go but the revisions needed may be able to be done successfully. If so, you'd support publication; if not, you would not. Say what the needed revisions are.

Rejection. It is not ready to go and the revisions needed to make it acceptable cannot be done, at least not without redoing the study. 

Signed or unsigned: Up to you.

Showing the MS to others: you may do so but you should tell the editor who saw it.

Using the information in a reviewed MS: you may not do so without permission from the author.

Research Proposal Cover Sheet

Name ___________________________________________

Proposal #1: Title and topic

This paper is concerned with (check one) 

___ therapeutic outcome or processes of therapeutic change

___ quality of assessment, basic research issues, analogue research, or etiology of behavioral disorders

The project uses a (check one)

___ time-series design
___ another design

Approved:
SCH ________________

Proposal #2: Title and topic

This paper is concerned with (check one) 

___ therapeutic outcome or processes of therapeutic change

___ quality of assessment, basic research issues, analogue research, or etiology of behavioral disorders

The project uses a (check one)

___ time-series design
___ another design

Approved:
 SCH ________________

(xerox this sheet when you turn in proposal #1 and add the material on the second proposal to it. Without this xeroxed cover sheet the proposal will be returned ungraded. Therefore KEEP THIS SHEET when it is returned after the first proposal)

Readings
If it says [Class], after the reading then this reading must actually be read before class; if it says [Test], you may delay reading this item until before the test. In other cases the bracketed material will explain itself.

Section I

Week One:


Hayes, S. C. (1998). Thirteen rules of success: A message for students. The Behavior Therapist, 21, 47.

Week Two: 

Chapter 1 in Hayes, Barlow, & Nelson-Gray, The Scientist-Practitioner
[Class]

Dawes, R. M., Faust, D., & Meehl, P. E. (1989). Clinical versus actuarial judgment. Science, 243, 1668-1674. [Class]

Christensen, A. & Jacobson, N. S. (1994). Who (or what) can do psychotherapy: The status and challenge of nonprofessional therapies. Psychological Science, 5, 8-14. [Class]

Goldfried, M. R. & Wolfe, B. E. (1996). Psychotherapy practice and research: Repairing a strained alliance. American Psychologist, 51, 1007-1016. [Test]

Week Three:
Chapters 2 and 3 in Hayes, Barlow, & Nelson-Gray, The Scientist-Practitioner [class]

Humphreys, K. (1996). Clinical psychologists as psychotherapists: History, future, and alternatives. American Psychologist, 54, 190-197. [Class]

Hayes, S. C. & Heiby, E. (1996). Psychology’s drug problem: Do we need a fix or should we just say “no”? American Psychologist, 51, [Test]

Austad, C. S. (1995). Health care reform, managed mental health care, and short-term psychotherapy. In Innovations in clinical practice: A source book (Vol. 12). [Test]

Week Four:

Chapter 4 in Hayes, Barlow, & Nelson-Gray, The Scientist-Practitioner [Class]

Dawes, R. M. (1995). Standards of practice. In Hayes, S. C., Follette, V. M., Dawes, R. M., & Grady, K. E. Scientific standards of psychological practice: Issues and recommendations. (pp. 31-43). Reno, NV: Context Press. And discussion that follows [Test]

Hayes, S. C.. (1995). What do we want from scientific standards of psychological practice. In Hayes, S. C., Follette, V. M., Dawes, R. M., & Grady, K. E. Scientific standards of psychological practice: Issues and recommendations. (pp. 49-66). Reno, NV: Context Press. [Class]

Davison, G. C. & Lazarus, A. A. (1995). The dialectics of science and practice. In Hayes, S. C., Follette, V. M., Dawes, R. M., & Grady, K. E. Scientific standards of psychological practice: Issues and recommendations. (pp. 95-120). Reno, NV: Context Press. And discussion that follows [Test]

Wilson, G. T. (1995). Empirically validated treatments as a basis for clinical practice: Problems and prospects. In Hayes, S. C., Follette, V. M., Dawes, R. M., & Grady, K. E. Scientific standards of psychological practice: Issues and recommendations. (pp. 163-196). Reno, NV: Context Press. And discussion that follows [Test]

Persons, J. B., Thase, M., & Crits-Cristoph, P. (1996). The role of psychotherapy in the treatment of depression: Review of two practice guidelines. Archives of General Psychiatry, 53, 283-290. (and commentary) 291-304. [Class]

Week Five: None (test)

Section II

Week Six: 

Chapter 5 in Hayes, Barlow, & Nelson-Gray, The Scientist-Practitioner
[Class]

Hayes, S. C., Nelson, R. O. & Jarrett, R. (1987). Treatment utility of assessment: A functional approach to evaluating the quality of assessment. American Psychologist, 42, 963-974. [Test]

Lamiell, J. T. (l981). Toward an idiothetic psychology of personality. American Psychology, 36, 276-289. [Class]

Allport, G. W. (l962). The general and the unique in psychological science. Journal of Personality, 30, 405-422. [Test]

Week Seven:
Chapter 6 in Hayes, Barlow, & Nelson-Gray, The Scientist-Practitioner
[Class]

Persons, J. B. (1995). Why practicing clinicians are slow to adopt empirically-validated treatments. In Hayes, S. C., Follette, V. M., Dawes, R. M., & Grady, K. E. Scientific standards of psychological practice: Issues and recommendations. (pp. 141-157). Reno, NV: Context Press. Read also the discussion that follows. [Test]

Skinner, B. F. (1945). The operational analysis of psychological terms. Psychological Review, 52, 270‑276. Reprinted in Behavioral and Brain Sciences with commentary [Test]

Hayes, S. C. & Brownstein, A. J. (1986). Mentalism, behavior‑behavior relations and a behavior analytic view of the purposes of science. The Behavior Analyst, 9, 175‑190. [Test]

Week Eight: 

Chapter 7 in Hayes, Barlow, & Nelson-Gray, The Scientist-Practitioner
[Class]

Beutler, L. R. & Davison, E. H. (1995). What standards should we use? In Hayes, S. C., Follette, V. M., Dawes, R. M., & Grady, K. E. Scientific standards of psychological practice: Issues and recommendations. (pp. 11-24). Reno, NV: Context Press. And discussion that follows [Test]

McFall, R. M. (1995). Models of training and standards of care. In Hayes, S. C., Follette, V. M., Dawes, R. M., & Grady, K. E. Scientific standards of psychological practice: Issues and recommendations. (pp. 125-137). Reno, NV: Context Press. And discussion that follows [Test]

Week Nine:
Chapter 8 in Hayes, Barlow, & Nelson-Gray, The Scientist-Practitioner
[Class]

Hayes, S. C. (1985). Natural multiple baselines across persons: A reply to Harris and Jenson. Behavioral Assessment, 7, 129‑132. [Class]

Harris, F. N., & Jenson, W. R. (1985). Comparisons of multiple baselines across persons designs and AB designs with replication: Issues and confusions. Behavioral Assessment, 7, 121-129. [Class]

Harris, F. N., & Jenson, W. R. (1985). AB designs with replication: A reply to Hayes. Behavioral Assessment, 7, 133-135. [Class]

Follette, W. C. (1995). Correcting methodological weaknesses in the knowledge base used to derive practice standards. In Hayes, S. C., Follette, V. M., Dawes, R. M., & Grady, K. E. Scientific standards of psychological practice: Issues and recommendations. (pp. 229-247). Reno, NV: Context Press. And discussion that follows [Test]

Week Ten: 

Chapters 9 and 10 in Hayes, Barlow, & Nelson-Gray, The Scientist-Practitioner
[Class]

Yeaton, W. H. & Sechrest, L. (1981). Critical dimensions in the choice and maintenance of successful treatments: Strength, integrity, and effectiveness. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 49, 156-167. [Class]

Thomas, E. J., Bastien, J., Stuebe, D. R., Bronson, D. E., & Yaffe, J. (1987). Assessing procedural descriptiveness: Rationale and illustrative study. Behavioral Assessment, 9, 43-56. [Test] 

Thomas, E. J. (1978). Research and service in single-case experimentation: Conflicts and choices. Social Work Research and Abstracts, 14, 20-31. [Test]

Fontenelle, G. A., Phillips, A. M., & Lane, D. M. (1985). Generalizing across stimuli as well as subjects: A neglected aspect of external validity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 70, 101-107. [Test. This article presents an argument originally presented by in the late 30's by "probabilistic functionalists" such as Egon Brunswick, although the authors seem unaware of it. I'd have had you read Brunswick, but his articles include much more than this point, which is the central point for our purposes. If you're interested see, for example, Brunswick, E. (1955). Representative design and probabilistic theory in a functional psychology. Psychological Review, 62, 193-217.

Week Eleven

Test

Section III

Week Twelve:

Seligman, M. (1995). The effectiveness of psychotherapy: The Consumer Reports Study. American Psychologist, 50, 965-974. [Test]

Strosahl, K. D., Hayes, S. C., Bergan, J., & Romano, P. (1998). Assessing the field effectiveness of acceptance and commitment therapy: An example of the manipulated training research method. Behavior Therapy, 29, 35-64. [Test]

Week Thirteen:
Pepper, S. C. (1945). World Hypotheses: A Study in Evidence. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press. Chapters 1-6 [Test]

Platt, J. (1964). Strong inference. Science, 146, 347-353. [Test]

Hayes, S. C., Hayes, L. J., & Reese, H. W. (1988). Finding the philosophical core: A review of Stephen C. Pepper's World Hypotheses. Journal of the Experimental Analysis of Behavior, 50, 97-111. [Test]

Week Fourteen:
Pepper, S. C. (1945). World Hypotheses: A Study in Evidence. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press. Chapters 7 –12. [Test]

Smith, L. (1986). Behaviorism and logical positivism: A reassessment of the alliance. Palo Alto, CA: Stanford University Press. The logical positivist view of science (pp. 27-65). [Test]

Laudan, L. (1981). A confutation of convergent realism. Philosophy of Science, 48, 19-49. [Test]

Popper, K. (1963).  Conjectures and refutations.  New York: Harper and Row.  pp. 33-41 and 52-59.  Reprinted in E. D. Klemke, R. Hollinger, & A. D. Kline (Eds.), Introductory readings in the philosophy of science.  (1988).  New York: Prometheus.  (pp. 19-27). [Class]

Week Fifteen:
Final

Things to Think About in the Readings
Allport, G. W. (l962). The general and the unique in psychological science. Journal of Personality, 30, 405-422. Widely viewed as a classic. Know why Allport struggles against a cookbook approach as suffient to characterizing individuals. Consider the adequacy of some of his proposed "morphogenic approaches."

Barrom, C. P., Shadish, W. R., & Montgomery, L. M. (1988). Ph.D.'s, Psy.D.'s and real world constraints on scholarly activity: Another perspective on the scientist-practitioner model. Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 19, 93-101. Consider the implications of their data for ways that we might increase research productivity of clinical psychologists.

Birnbrauer, J. S. (1981). External validity and experimental investigation of individual behavior. Analysis and Intervention in Developmental Disabilities, l, 117-132. What are some false guides to external validity? Why are they false guides? Without these guides, what are we left with? 

Christensen, A. & Jacobson, N. S. (1994). Who (or what) can do psychotherapy: The status and challenge of nonprofessional therapies. Psychological Science, 5, 8-14. [Test] Suppose you don't like the conclusions in this article: what research would you want to do to challenge these conclusions? Consider the implications for training and practice of these data. If these data were conclusive and we behaved in accord with them, how would clinical training and practice be organized?

Cicchetti, C. V. (1991). The reliability of peer review for manuscripts and grant submissions: A cross-disciplinary investigation. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 14, 119-186. What is the reliability between reviewers and what variables seem to influence it? Is this a problem in your view? If so, how could it be solved? If not, why not?

Cohen, L. H., Sargent, M. M., & Sechrest, L. B. (1986). Use of psychotherapy research by professional psychologists. American Psychologist, 41, 198-206. Morrow-Bradley, C., & Elliot, R. (1986). Utilization of psychotherapy research by practicing psychotherapists. American Psychologist, 41, 188-197. For both of the above articles, know the degree to which clinicians report that they use research. Know the other sources of information they say they rely on. Consider why this might be. If I wanted to increase the impact of clinical research, how could it be done?

Dawes, R. M. (1995). Standards of practice. In Hayes, S. C., Follette, V. M., Dawes, R. M., & Grady, K. E. Scientific standards of psychological practice: Issues and recommendations. (pp. 31-43). Reno, NV: Context Press. And discussion that follows [Test] Understand why “thou shalt not” rules are so important to Dawes. Do you think his approach is practical?

Dawes, R. M., Faust, D., & Meehl, P. E. (1989). Clinical versus actuarial judgement. Science, 243, 1668-1674. Consider the implications of this paper for clinical practice. How would our practices change if we took this seriously?

Ethical principles of psychologists conducting research. Know the principles and be able to detect their violation in practical examples

Faust, D. & Ziskin, J. (1988). The expert witness in psychology and psychiatry. Science, 241, 31-35. 
Know Faust and Ziskin's major argument, and the reasons for it. Fowler, R. & Matarazzo, J. (1988). Psychologists and psychiatrists as expert witnesses. Science, 241, 1143. Faust, D. & Ziskin, J. (1988). Response. Science, 241, 1143-1144. This reading is not required but if you get into it see if you think the Matarazzo and Fowler's response is adequate? Why, or why not? Ask yourself what kinds of research would be needed to resolve these issues.

Faust, D. (1986). Research on human judgment and its application to clinical practice. Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 17, 420-430. Know the major cognitive errors evidenced by clinicians, and be able to give concrete examples. How might these be protected against? Do you have any other ideas about how they might be protected against?

Feigl, H. (1949). The scientific outlook: Naturalism and humanism. American Quarterly, 1, 135-148. Feigl was one of the founders of logical positivism (he helped name it in fact). This statement seems wise to me with the exception of the emphasis on public agreement. In any case, you should know his defining characteristics of science and be prepared to discuss and criticize these. Be prepared to compare and contrast these views with those that emerge from class. Understand why he settles on these particular characteristics.

Feyerabend, P. K. (1975). How to defend society against science. Radical philosophy, 11, 3-8. Reprinted in E. D. Klemke, R. Hollinger, & A. D. Kline (Eds.), Introductory readings in the philosophy of science. (1988). New York: Prometheus. (pp. 34-44). Feyerabend is an important iconoclastic philosopher or science. Why is he skeptical of the traditional view of science as a bodied of theories inferred from facts? How does he criticize the idea that there is a scientific method? Why does he criticize the idea that science holds a special position because of its proven results? Be prepared to criticize or defend his ideas for science's proper role in society.

Fontenelle, G. A., Phillips, A. M., & Lane, D. M. (1985). Generalizing across stimuli as well as subjects: A neglected aspect of external validity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 70, 101-107. Understand the implications of their point for designing experiments that assess the effects of such things as sex of therapist, or kinds of settings. If I give you a study with this problem, be prepared to detect it.

Hayes, S. C. (1985). Natural multiple baselines across persons: A reply to Harris and Jenson. Behavioral Assessment, 7, 129‑132. Harris, F. N., & Jenson, W. R. (1985). Comparisons of multiple baselines across persons designs and AB designs with replication: Issues and confusions. Behavioral Assessment, 7, 121-129. Harris, F. N., & Jenson, W. R. (1985). AB designs with replication: A reply to Hayes. Behavioral Assessment, 7, 133-135. Understand the argument. Be prepared to analyze carefully the increased risks to internal validity that are assumed by studying several people at different times. Be prepared to take and defend a position.

Hayes, S. C. & Brownstein, A. J. (1986). Mentalism, behavior‑behavior relations and a behavior analytic view of the purposes of science. The Behavior Analyst, 9, 175‑190. Why do the authors claim that, for behavior analysts, thoughts can't cause motor behavior. Why are the purposes of science relevant to this answer? If thoughts can't cause other behavior, what status do they play vis a vis the control of other behavior? Is this unique to thoughts? Why or why not?

Hayes, S. C. (1987). The relation between "applied" and "basic" psychology. Behavior Analysis, 22, 91-100. Understand why I say that the usual model of a productive relation between basic and applied science is a two way street impassable in both directions. What do you think of my solution to the problem? If this solution were adopted, how might it influence training in clinical psychology? How would it influence the field of clinical psychology as an academic discipline?

Hayes, S. C., Hayes, L. J., & Reese, H. W. (1988). Finding the philosophical core: A review of Stephen C. Pepper's World Hypotheses. Journal of the Experimental Analysis of Behavior, 50, 97-111. Why do these authors argue that behavior analysis can be viewed contextualistically? Have examples of behavioral terms that fit Pepper major concepts of contextualism. If adherents of differing world views are going to argue with each other, what kinds of (for Pepper, illegitimate) criticisms are they going to lodge and why? What will the response be?

Hayes, S. C., Nelson, R. O. & Jarrett, R. (1987). Treatment utility of assessment: A functional approach to evaluating the quality of assessment. American Psychologist, 42, 963-974. Distinguish between treatment utility as a method of evaluating quality of assessment and psychometrics. Is it possible to have one without the other? When? Know how to ask the major kinds of treatment utility questions. Why do you think there are so few treatment utility studies in the literature and so many psychometric studies? If I give you an issue or an area, be prepared to design a treatment utility study about that issue or area.

Hayes, S. C.. (1995). What do we want from scientific standards of psychological practice. In Hayes, S. C., Follette, V. M., Dawes, R. M., & Grady, K. E. Scientific standards of psychological practice: Issues and recommendations. (pp. 49-66). Reno, NV: Context Press. [Test] Are these thirteen questions really what we would want to know? What else might be added? Understand the argument about the need for scientific standards even when therapy is an art

Haynes, S. N., Lemsky, C., & Sexton-Radek, K. (1987). Why clinicians infrequently do research. Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 18, 515-519. Know the reason clinicians give for not doing research. Do you think these reasons present the full story? Why, or why not? Assuming that the reasons tap at least a significant proportion of the variance in actual output, if you wanted practitioners to do more research, how would you arrange the system to accomplish this? What implications do you see for the training of clinical psychologists?

Howard, A. et al (1986). The changing face of American psychology. American Psychologist, 41, 1311-1327. Know the major trends, especially in terms of sub-areas, kinds of programs and departments, composition of graduates, and employment settings. Focus on the implications of these for training, organization, and for the identity of the profession

Kazdin, A. E. (1981). Drawing valid inferences from case studies. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 49, 183-192. Are there any valid inferences that can be drawn from case studies? How do Kazdin's recommendations for resolving specific threats to the internal validity of case studies fit with the logic of time-series research as presented in Barlow, Hayes, & Nelson, 1984?

Kuhn, T. S. (1970). The structure of scientific revolutions. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. pp. 35-135. Understand Kuhn's technical terms (e.g., normal science, paradigms, scientific revolutions). How does Kuhn's analysis differ from a model of science that suggests an orderly accumulation of knowledge? Kuhn has a psychological/sociological analysis of science as distinct from a logical one. What are the differences between these?

Lakatos, I. (1970). Falsification and the methodology of scienbtific research programmes. In I. Lakatos & A. Musgrave (Eds.), Criticism and the growth of knowledge (pp. 91-195). London: Cambridge University Press. What are Lakatos's criticisms of Kuhn. Where does he and Kuhn agree? Know Lakatos's technical terms (e.g., the hard core of the research program). How does he distinguish scientific thoeries from research programs? What are heuristics? What is the role of falsification in Lakatos's system? How does he say he differs from Popper? When is a research program progressing and when is it degenerating? See if you can come up with an example of a system in psychology that is degenerating and explain why. See if you can come up with an example of a system in psychology that is progressing and explain why.

Lamiell, J. T. (l981). Toward an idiothetic psychology of personality. American Psychology, 36, 276-289. Ignore the formulas. Try instead to connect with the difference between nomothetic principles based on the study of individuals across time, collapsed afterward into aggregations, and the study of aggregate data as the basis of a psychology of personality.

Mahrar, A. R. (1988). Discovery-oriented psychotherapy research: Rationale, aims, and methods. American Psychologist, 43, 694-702. Why is Mahrar disturbed by normal psychotherapy research? Do you agree? Why, why not? What would psychotherapy research look like if Mahrar had his way?

Meehl, P. E. (1978). Theoretical risks and tabular asterisks: Sir Karl, Sir Ronald, and the slow progress of soft psychology. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 46, 806-834. This is perhaps the most difficult article you are facing. It is rich, wonderfully scholarly, and classically Meehl. A reasonable strategy is to understand each heading up to page 816, and see why these factors make it difficult for soft psychology to advance. I'd put aside, for the time being, his elegant but difficult work on "consistency tests" and the like, primarily because it is premature for our purposes. Thus, the material from 817 onward can be put aside for now.

Pepper, S. C. (1945). World Hypotheses: A Study in Evidence. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press. Know the characteristics of the four relatively adequate world views and have good examples from psychology for each of these. Understand how Pepper fits these four together to form a complete set. Know what Pepper means by dogmatism and utter skepticism. Given Pepper's position, what kind of interaction is possible between positions that characterize differing world views?

Peterson, D. R. (1985). Twenty years of practitioner training in psychology. American Psychologist, 40, 441-451. Understand Peterson's major conclusions and the reasons for them. Consider their adequacy and their implication for the future of clinical psychology as a science and a profession.

Platt, J. (1964). Strong inference. Science, 146, 347-353. What are the characteristics of progressive sciences according to Platt? Give example and negative examples from psychology. Do you see any weaknesses in Platt's analysis?

Popper, K. (1963). Conjectures and refutations. New York: Harper and Row. pp. 33-41 and 52-59. Reprinted in E. D. Klemke, R. Hollinger, & A. D. Kline (Eds.), Introductory readings in the philosophy of science. (1988). New York: Prometheus. (pp. 19-27). Here you have a very clear defense of falsifiability as a criterion for science. What is Popper's point about Adler's response as it applies to scientific "verification"? Know the seven point formulation on page 22. Be able to give an example of each point.

Sappington, A. A. (1990). Recent psychological approaches to the free will versus determinism issue. Psychological Bulletin, 108, 19-29. Distinguish hard determinism, soft determinism, and libertarianism. (His views of Skinner, by the way, are incorrect in my view. He ignores completely the issue of self-rules.) Be prepared to discuss the soft determinists critically.

Skinner, B. F. (1945). The operational analysis of psychological terms. Psychological Review, 52, 270‑276. Reprinted in Behavioral and Brain Sciences, with commentary. In my view this is the most important piece Skinner ever wrote. You should understand why Skinner is skeptical of truth by agreement. Understand how his stance opens up the analysis of private events as a scientific enterprise.

Smith, L. (1986). Behaviorism and logical positivism: A reassessment of the alliance. Palo Alto: Stanford University Press. The logical positivist view of science (pp. 27-65). What were the major historical antecedents to logical positivism? Why is it strange that the logical positivists view Mach (who, by the way, was a major influence over Skinner) as a fellow traveler? What is logical positivism? Why was the distinction between the context of discovery and the context of justification important? Be prepared to discuss the differences between a logical and a psychological approach to the philosophy of science, and to relate this difference to the question I've just asked and to Smith's thesis more generally.

Thomas, E. J. (1978). Research and service in single-case experimentation: Conflicts and choices. Social Work Research and Abstracts, 14, 20-31. Understand Ed's major conflicts. See if you agree and to the extent that you do, see if you can devise solutions to these.

Thomas, E. J., Bastien, J., Stuebe, D. R., Bronson, D. E., & Yaffe, J. (1987). Assessing procedural descriptiveness: Rationale and illustrative study. Behavioral Assessment, 9, 43-56. How does procedural descriptiveness differ from treatment integrity? How big a problem is procedural descriptiveness, in your view? What do you think of their solution to the procedural descriptiveness problem?

Watkins, M. (1990). Mediationism and the obfuscation of memory. American Psychologist, 45, 328-335. Why does Watkins claim that mediationalism is at the root of slow progress in the scientific analysis of remembering? Can a proof be given that, in principle, mediational theories cannot be distinguished using the methods of psychology (don't just take Watkin's view of it. He makes the claim, but see if you can elevate it to a more formal proof). Be able to apply Watkins point to other areas of psychology.

White, P. A. (1990). Ideas about causation in philosophy and psychology. Psychological Bulletin, 108, 3-18. Be prepared to distinguish, in broad terms, theories of causality that rely on regularity, necessity, production, or manipulability.

Yeaton, W. H. & Sechrest, L. (1981). Critical dimensions in the choice and maintenance of successful treatments: Strength, integrity, and effectiveness. Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 49, 156-167. My primary interest in this article is not the concept of strength, but of integrity and effectiveness. Understand the problem of treatment integrity and of possible solutions to it. Consider the authors approach to assessing effectiveness, but most of al, understand why it is an issue.

Lakatos, I. (1970). Falsification and the methodology of scientific research programmes. In I. Lakatos & A. Musgrave (Eds.), Criticism and the growth of knowledge (pp. 91-195). London: Cambridge University Press. [Test]

Feyerabend, P. K. (1975). How to defend society against science. Radical philosophy, 11, 3-8. Reprinted in E. D. Klemke, R. Hollinger, & A. D. Kline (Eds.), Introductory readings in the philosophy of science. (1988). New York: Prometheus. (pp. 34-44). [Test]

Popper, K. (1963). Conjectures and refutations. New York: Harper and Row. pp. 33-41 and 52-59. Reprinted in E. D. Klemke, R. Hollinger, & A. D. Kline (Eds.), Introductory readings in the philosophy of science. (1988). New York: Prometheus. (pp. 19-27). [Class]

Kuhn, T. S. (1970). The structure of scientific revolutions. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. pp. 35-135. [Test]

