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How can we know the dancer from the 

dance?" -W. B. Yeats 

Naturalistic clinical research has been denigrated as inferior science by 
those who espouse scientisrn, the belief that the experimental group design 
or its approximation in single-subject research represents the method of 
choice in the human sciences (Bhaskar 1989). However, in the postpositiv
ist heuristic paradigm of research, which I have described in detail else
where (Heineman [Pieper] 1981; [Heineman] Pieper 1985, 1989; following: 
Bhaskar 1989; Kuhn 1977; Simon 1966; Wimsatt 1980, 1986), there is 
scientific warrant for harnessing the robust possibilities of naturalistic re
search to study clinical practice in its full complexity (Adler and Adler 
1987; Bronfenbrenner 1979; Ruckdeschel 1985). The heuristic paradigm 
conceptualizes science broadly as a systematic inquiry into some aspect of 
reality that is communicated in a way that will allow an interested person to 
make an informed evaluation of the process of inquiry and its conclusions 
(Cronbach and Suppes 1969). The heuristic paradigm recognizes that not 
all scientists will be able to agree on the precise meaning of words such as 
systematic, reality, communicated, informed, and evaluation (Manicas and 
Secord 1983). 

Although naturallstic research has unique strengths and has as much 
scientific merit as interventionist research, it has been overlooked and 
underutilized owing to the scientism that has colored the thinking of social 
work researchers and practitioners since the 1950s (Blenkner 1950; Fischer 
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