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It is argued that the criteria for “empirically validated treatments” are restrictive

and scientifically unjustified, could disenfranchise therapies which

do not share the Division 12 task force’s assumptions about the nature of

psychotherapy, and will stifle psychological research. The criteria are based

on a medical-like meta-model of psychotherapy designed to appeal to

the managed-care market, but are inappropriate for therapies whose primary

focus is not to “cure disorder.” We argue that empirical support for

a therapy should include research based on methods compatible with the

assumptions of the therapy, in particular on what it means to say that a

given therapy “works.” Neither manualization nor the requirement of targeting

therapy for treating specific disorders necessarily fit with humanistic

assumptions. Natural science methodology also should not be privileged

over human science methodology. Under criteria other than those

of the task force there is considerable empirical support for humanistic

assumptions.

Humanistic therapies, as well as others which share some similar assumptions, such

as some constructivistic, feminist, and strategic therapies, are threatened with disenfranchisement

by the arbitrary and restrictive guidelines for deciding what is an

“empirically validated treatment” developed by a task force of Division 12 of the

American Psychological Association (1995). By putting out a list of “empirically

validated treatments” and by implying that therapies that do not meet the criteria

are either “experimental” or not empirically validated, the guidelines may expose

persons practicing from alternative theories to the possibility of malpractice suits.

Graduate schools may face requirements to alter criteria in favor of the “empirically

validated treatments.”

The development of these criteria has been particularly unfortunate because,

despite its claims for methodological superiority, the driving force behind the task
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