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CHAPTER 1
THE RESEARCH OBJECTIVE

The objective of this study was the development and
preliminary validation of a multi-scale instrument to assess selected
world view assumptions that are relevant to psychotherapy and
counseling. This chapter presents: a) an introduction to the world
view construct, b) some reasons why the study of this construct is
important for the discipline of psychology, c) a description of the
assessment challenges in this area, d) a formal statement of research
objectives, and e) conceptual and operational definitions of the world

view construct and those aspects of it that are addressed in this study.

The World View Construct
This portion of the chapter describes, in a general way, what
world views are, and the philosophical background to the world view
concept. World views are distinguished from values and general

beliefs, and examples of world view beliefs are given.

What World Views Are

The term world view comes from the German word
Weltanschauung, which literally means a view or perspective on the
world or the universe. The term is “used to describe one’s total

outlook on life, society and its institutions” (Wolman, 1973, p. 406). In



the broadest sense, a world view is the interpretive lens one uses to
approach and understand reality and one’s existence within it. “A
world view acts as a ‘filter’ through which phenomena are perceived

and comprehended” (M. E. Miller & West, 1993, p. 3).

A set of interrelated assumptions about the nature of the world
is called a world view. A particular world view determines a
good deal about the kinds of concepts we have and so, world
views determine our conceptual systems. (Overton, 1991, p. 269,
italics original).

A world view is a way of describing the world and life within it.
It is a set of beliefs that includes limiting statements and assumptions
regarding what the world is, what exists in the world, what experiences
are good or bad, and what types of behavior and relationships are
proper or improper. A world view defines what can be known in the
world, and how it can be known; it defines what can be done or
accomplished in the world, and how it can be done. In addition to
defining what goals can be sought in life, a world view defines what
goals should be pursued. World views are composed of assumptions
that may be unproven, even unprovable.

For example, some people assume that the universe and life are
the product of accidental forces that acted blindly, without any guiding
intelligence; that human consciousness is delimited by birth and death;
that ethics are situational and morality relative; and, that valid
knowledge is available strictly through the process of sdentific inquiry.
Other people assume that the universe and life are the product of a
divine intelligence and will; that human consciousness began before

birth and continues after death; that ethics are universal and morality



absolute; and, that valid knowledge is also available through revelatory
means. These are only two of many possible distinct world views.

Even in the brief descriptions above, these two world views
differ radically in the ways that they address philosophical issues of
cosmogony (the study of the origin of the physical universe), ontology
(the study of being and reality), axiology (the study of values), and
epistemology (the study of knowledge). Many more world views could
be described just in terms of these categories of thought, and many
more categories of thought could be introduced into the discussion
(e.g., regarding the meaning of life, explanations for causality, or what
is considered appropriate in terms of various interpersonal relations).

World views are not optional. “More accurately, we are
possessed by our world view as much as we possess it. ... [W]e can
never unimprison ourselves, except in small measure, from our world
view” (Sarason, 1984, p. 477). It has been posited by scholars in cultural
psychology that, in the face of existential uncertainty, human beings
universally form constituted worlds (Shweder, 1995)—that is, a sense
of reality based on a world view.

One fundamental aspect of world view models common across
most thinkers in this area is that reality is not—and, even in principle,
cannot be—apprehended directly by individuals, but is viewed, as it
were, through a lens of assumptions, a lens that constitutes a world
view. What one sees in a photograph is largely dependent on what
type of lens and filter are used; so too, what one is aware of and how
one interprets reality is largely dependent upon one’s world view

(Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961/1973, pp. 4-6).



However, it would be easy to be misled by this and other
metaphors into underestimating the power that one’s world view has
for shaping one’s experiential and conceptual world. One psychologist
has described the central importance of world view for the life of the
individual thusly:

Our world view is more than a silent partner in our thinking
and actions; it is, so to speak, the owner of the enterprise but in
ways that allow us to believe in the myth that we are masters of
our fate and captains of our souls. (Sarason, 1984, p. 478)

Another way to put this is that a world view has enormous practical
influence on the life of the person who holds it. It has been noted that
“the value priorities of individuals represent central goals that relate to
all aspects of behavior” (P. B. Smith & S. Schwartz, 1997, p. 79). This
statement can be extended: an individual’s world view represents
central goals and methods that guide many, and perhaps all, important
aspects of that individual’s behavior.

Although some have applied the term world view specifically to
cultures rather than to individuals (Mannheim, 1923/1952), in the
present research, the term will be applied to individuals. This is
accepted practice in the literature of multicultural counseling (Grieger

& Ponterotto, 1995; Trevifio, 1996).

Philosophical Background to World View

In philosophical terms, the contemporary concept of world
views proceeds from an inherently postmodern point of view. That is,
the world view concept implies that people’s ideas about the world are

not a direct representation of reality; indeed, as those who take
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postmodern approaches in psychology point out, such a direct
representation is impossible, either in the personal or the scientific
sphere, even in principle. As the educational psychologist Steiner
Kvale put it, “There exists no pure, uninterpreted datum; all facts
embody theory” (Kvale, 1990/1995, p. 19), a statement that also can be
applied to everyday judgments about the world.

Within psychology, postmodern paradigms manifest in social
constructionist approaches in personality theory (Cushman, 1990;
Gergen, 1985, 1990; Hermans, Kempen, & van Loon, 1992), in
constructivist approaches in psychotherapy (Neimayer & Mahoney,
1995), and in multicultural counseling and psychotherapy theory and
research (Gonzalez, Biever, & Gardner, 1994). These approaches
emphasize how people create their knowledge and understanding of
the world, rather than focusing on evaluating the knowledge held by
individuals or cultures against a universal measure of truth (Gonzilez,
Biever, & Gardner, 1994). The world view concept is consistent with
social constructionist approaches, holding that we do not discover the
world; rather, we create the experienced world (Berger & Luckmann,
1966/1967) in view of the assumptions that we hold. In words
attributed to the writer Anais Nin, “we don’t see things as they are, we
see them as we are.”

None of this is to imply that postmodern approaches are beyond
critique. It has been asserted that postmodern approaches tend toward
epistemic and moral relativism, and that such approaches are unclear
concerning explanations of behavior—they may reject determinism,

but leave unspoken just how behavior occurs (Slife & Williams, 1995,



pp- 57-58). In the opinion of the present writer, the aforementioned
characteristics of postmodern approaches, far from being flaws, are
positive virtues for the sake of the present study.

It is possible, and indeed preferable, to take a position of
functional agnosticism in a study such as this. That is, it is appropriate
to leave, unanswered, questions regarding the ultimate bases of
epistemology, morality, and behavior, in the hopes that this functional
agnosticism will allow researchers to approach the beliefs of research
participants without prejudice. This is not to say that researchers
should eschew holding positions on these issues, either as people or as
therapists—but it is crucial to hold a functional or “as if” agnosticism
during the conduct of world view research, of all research areas.
Simply put, we cannot hope to assess people’s beliefs on such sensitive
issues as dimensions of world view if we cannot put our own beliefs to
the side on a consistent basis, during the conduct of our research. To
do otherwise is to be profoundly disrespectful of our research
participants, and to skew our perceptions of their beliefs.

A different type of critique can be made of world view studies on
the grounds that the construct proceeds from an implicitly structuralist
position. That is, it is axiomatic in world view studies that behavior,
cognition, and affect are all influenced by an underlying structure—a
system of beliefs or assumptions woven into a world view—that is
unobservable; going farther, it is axiomatic that behaviors, cognitions,
and affect cannot be fully understood except in light of their underlying
world view (Hoshmand, 1996, p. 37; F. R. Kluckhohn, 1950; F. R.
Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961/1973, pp. 4-6; Miller & West, 1993, p. 3;



Overton, 1991, p. 269; Trevifio, 1996). All of this involves an implicitly
structuralist paradigm (Slife & Williams, 1995, p. 49).

Being implicitly structuralist, world view models thus are heir
to the critical questions that can be directed at any structuralist position.
Why is this structure so important? Why should this structure exist at
all? What are these structures called world views—and are thev even
real (Slife & Williams, 1995, pp. 52-54)?

A full consideration of these issues would require an extensive
review of issues in philosophy of psychology, which would take us
rather far afield. However, it is possible to render a general outline of a
response. This response is based on the work of Kurt Gédel, who has
been hailed as “the most important logician of the 20th century”
(Feferman, 1986, p. 1).

Godel published in 1931 a mathematical proof that has come to
be known as his Incompleteness Theorem. As Gédel summarized his

work in 1963, the Incompleteness Theorem states that

... it can be proved rigorously that in every consistent formal
[logical] system that contains a certain amount of finitary
number theory there exist undecidable arithmetic propositions
and that, moreover, the consistency of any such [logical] system
cannot be proven in the system. (Godel, 1931/1986, p. 195,
emphasis in original)

The impact of this theorem goes far beyond arithmetic or even
number theory. Godel’s Incompleteness Theorem is a major step on
the way to a more general, as-yet-unproven hypothesis, namely, that
all logical systems include statements that cannot be proven from

within those systems. If this hypothesis were true, it would establish



that unprovable assumptions are unavoidable aspects of logical
systems.

World views can be thought of as the assumptions that are
necessary for any sort of human logic—everyday deduction and
inference—to function, everything from “how I plan to cross the street
safely” to “how [ should conduct my life.” If indeed Gédel’s work can
ever be extended in the fashion outlined above, some construct such as
world view would be required for any sort of rational processes to
function; as such, the world view construct would be fundamental to
mental life. (Some have faulted the application of Gédel’s Theorem to
social theory; Gross & Levitt, 1994, p. 78; Sokal & Bricmont, 1998/1999,
pp- 178-179. The present author considers the use of the theorem
justified here, since its application here is confined to logical systems,

albeit embodied ones.)

World Views, Val and Beliefs

It is important to distinguish between world views, values, and
beliefs. The relationship between these concepts is depicted in Figure 1.

World views and values are all beliefs. However, values
represent only one type of belief, while world views encompass several
types of belief (including values). Milton Rokeach, who has been
credited with bringing much conceptual order to the study of values
(Braithwaite & Scott, 1991), put it thus:



Existential Beliefs Evaluative Beliefs
WORLD VIEW
STA I S

Prescriptive and Proscriptive
Beliefs
[i.e., Values]

Figure 1. Conceptual relationship between beliefs, values, and world
view statements.
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Three types of beliefs have ... been distinguished: descriptive or
existential beliefs, those capable of being true or false; evaluative
beliefs, wherein the object of belief is judged to be good or bad;
and prescriptive or proscriptive beliefs, wherein some means or
end of action is judged to be desirable or undesirable. A value is
a belief of the third kind—a prescriptive or proscriptive belief.
(Rokeach, 1973, pp. 6-7; citation omitted; emphasis added)

World view statements may refer to beliefs of any of the three kinds
mentioned by Rokeach.

World view statements that describe entities that are believed to
exist in the world (e.g., “There exist a God and Goddess who care for me
personally”) are clearly what Rokeach called existential beliefs. World
view statements concerning the nature of what can be known or done
in the world (e.g., “There really is such a thing as free will,” or,
“Scientific research is a reliable way to establish the truth”) are also
existential statements or beliefs. In each case, by stating ideas in
existential terms, these statements imply that these ideas are, in their
essence, more than matters of judgment or opinion, and that, from an
epistemologically powerful point of view, they could be conclusively
proven to be true or false to any observer. Whether or not the means
exist in a practical sense to actually determine whether an existential
statement is true or false is besides the point.

World view statements that describe entities, events, or
behaviors in terms of judgment (e.g., “Those who fight against my
nation are evil,” or, “Human nature is basically good”) are of the
second type of belief mentioned by Rokeach, the evaluative. Yet other
worldview statements, which describe preferred means or ends (e.g.,

“People should live in the moment”), represent the third type,
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prescriptive or proscriptive beliefs. Only this last type of world view
statement comprises what are properly called values.

Are, then, world views simply synonymous with beliefs in
general? No. The difference between world view beliefs and other
beliefs is determined on the basis of content. While a judgment of
content involves an unavoidable degree of arbitrariness, this writer
believes that it is possible to reliably differentiate world view
statements from other statements of general belief. World view
statements involve the nature of reality (what can exist, what is
possible to occur), fundamental guidelines for interpersonal relating, or
beliefs about the limits of human capacities. Other types of beliefs are
not world view statements.

One might say, “The formula for the volume of a sphere is pi
times the radius cubed,” or, “’Raiders of the Lost Ark’ was the best
Indiana Jones movie,” or, “One should take off from work to celebrate
one’s birthday.” Each of these is a belief; respectively, they represent
examples of Rokeach’s existential, evaluative, and prescriptive beliefs.
(Incidentally, the existential belief in this case is factually incorrect. The
volume of a sphere is four-thirds times pi times the radius cubed;
Fischbeck & Fischbeck, 1982, p. 8.) However, none of these are world
view statements, because they do not deal with world view topics.

The difference is not just a matter of relative importance. The
statement, “I believe that terrorists bombed the World Trade Center,”
deals with a matter of international importance, but not with a world
view topic. Scope is not the issue, either. A statement such as, “I think

people in a grocery market line ought to let older people go first,” is
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just as much a world view statement as, “I believe that intelligent life
exists on many planets other than Earth.” Further examples of world
view statements are given in the following section.

How, then, do world views relate to other constructs, such as
attitudes and value systems? To return to Rokeach’s thought, as
described by recent scholars:

Value refers to a single proscriptive or prescriptive belief that
transcends specific objects or situations, while attitude refers to
an organization of several beliefs focused on a specific object or
situation. (Braithwaite & Scott, 1991, pp. 663-664, emphases
added)

Thus, inasmuch as a world view contains several beliefs focused on a
specific object or situation (e.g., the family, authority conflicts, divine
beings), it encompasses attitudes. Also in Rokeach’s conceptualization,
sets of values form “value systems” (Braithwaite & Scott, 1991, p. 662);
consequently, a given world view, as it encompasses a set of accepted
values, thus also encompasses a value system.

In sum, a given world view includes several world view beliefs,
which are beliefs that apply to certain topics; beliefs on other than these
topics are not world view beliefs. A given world view encompasses
both a value system and a set of attitudes. However, on the other
hand, there are some values and attitudes that are so restricted in the
objects or situations to which they pertain that they are not

encompassed within a world view structure. They are non-world-view

beliefs.
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X f World View Beliefs

The world view construct refers to many different types of
assumptions that people hold. These assumptions have been
identified by a variety of theorists and researchers, including Dilthey
(1957/1970; Giorgi, 1970), Freud (1933b/1965), Jung (1942/1954a, 1951/
1954b), Pepper (1942/1970), Stace (1960), F. R. Kluckhohn (1950, 1951; F.
R. Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961/1973), Royce (1964), Wrightsman
(1964, 1974, 1992), Lerner (1980), Maslow (1970a), Coan (1974, 1979), D.
W. Sue (1978b; D. W. Sue & D. Sue, 1999), Gilligan (1982), and Janoff-
Bulman (1989, 1992), among others. Some of these assumptions refer
to fundamental issues of human nature, including assumptions about
specific sectors of human life such as will, cognition, individual
behavior, and interpersonal behavior. Still other assumptions deal
with the nature of the world, life, and reality.

World view assumptions regarding human nature in general
include issues of moral orientation and mutability. For example, are
human beings basically good, basically evil, or morally neutral? Is
human nature changeable, or is it permanent, as far as a given
individual is concerned?

World view assumptions dealing with human will address the
role of agency versus other factors in determining human behavior.
For example, do humans choose any behaviors with true agency (i.e.,
“free will”), or is all behavior determined? Is behavior determined by
biological factors, by environmental factors (i.e., social learning), or by
unconscious intrapsychic factors (e.g., the unconscious of

psychoanalytic theory)?
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Assumptions dealing with cognition address at least two issues:
epistemology and consciousness. For example, is intuition a valid
source of knowledge? Is tradition? Is personal spiritual revelation?
For that matter, is science? In terms of consciousness, are the everyday
waking state, reverie, and the dream state the only “healthy” forms of
consciousness? Or, does sane experience also include the mystical
state?

Many world view assumptions address various aspects of
individual behavior. Should our priorities revolve around protecting
tradition, experiencing the present moment, or preparing for the
future? Should the primary focus of our activities be the production of
measurable accomplishments, the development of our internal
potentials, or simply expressing our personalities? Is the source of
moral guidance to be found among people, or in some transcendent or
spiritual realm? Are moral standards absolute or relative? Are we
responsible for what comes to us in our lives, or is our status the result
of external forces (e.g., society, fate)? Should we depend solely on direct
effort to change the world, or can we influence events through rituals
such as prayer?

A further collection of world view assumptions addresses the
matter of group and interpersonal behavior. Is it best to relate to
authority in a linear, hierarchical fashion, or is it best to take a lateral,
power-sharing approach? Which agenda should have priority within
one’s life: the group’s, or the individual’s? What is the purpose of
sexuality (e.g., procreation alone, pleasure, relationship-building, sacred

communion)? Is it better to be dependent on others, or independent?
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Is it best to act in competition with others, to cooperate with others, or
to disengage from others? Is the social-political world inherently fair
and just, is it inherently unjust, or does it work at random?
Assumptions regarding the nature of the world, reality, and life
cover the broadest ground of any world view assumptions. Is there a
sense in which “spirit” is part of the underlying structure of reality, or
is the universe best described in purely material terms? Is reality
chaotic, or is there some kind of plan behind it all? Do a Supreme
Being or Beings exist, and, if so, what kind of being or beings are these?
Does the natural world possess consciousness in any meaningful
sense? Should people try to subdue nature, should they try to live in
harmony with nature, or should they recognize that they live at the
mercy of nature? Is life itself fair, or unjust, or random? Is human
well-being best obtained through adherence to scientific logic, or
through adherence to some kind of transcendent guideline beyond
human logic (e.g., “divine law”)? Is life worthwhile? What is the

meaning of life?

Importance of the Construct Within Psychology
As the reader might well imagine, different sets of world view
assumptions on the issues outlined above could lead to vastly differing
approaches to life, with important consequences for behavior, which
lands the world view construct squarely in the middle of the subject
matter of psychology by any definition of the field. Recent years have
seen a groundswell of interest regarding the world view construct in

many areas of psychology.
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The world view construct has played a part in descriptions of
multicultural psychology (Barnouw, 1985) and the psychology of
religion (Kahoe, 1987; Wulff, 1997), where it has been claimed that
different ethnic or religious cultures possess distinctly different sets of
assumptions about reality. World views, albeit not identified as such,
are at the foundation of the “subjective culture hypothesis,” which
posits that cultural differences in the perception of the social world
have important consequences for social behavior (Triandis, 1994). In
applied psychology, some investigators have long recognized the
importance of the world view construct in counseling and
psychotherapy, in terms of a counselor understanding both the
counselor’s and the client’s world view assumptions (Arbuckle,
1958/1971; A. D. Chapman, 1981; Donceel, 1971/1976; Ibrahim, 1988,
1991; Weinstock & O’Dowd, 1970/1976). More recently, combining the
preceding insights, the world view construct has come to occupy an
important place in some scholars’ descriptions of multicultural
counseling and psychotherapy (Fischer, Jome, & Atkinson, 1998;
Ibrahim, 1985a, 1985b; A. P. Jackson & Meadows, 1991; Ponterotto,
Casas, Suzuki, & Alexander, 1995; D. W. Sue & D. Sue, 1999; Trevifio,
1996), psychotherapy with religious individuals (Richards & Bergin,
1997), psychotherapy integration (Messer, 1992), and health psychology
(A. P. Jackson & Sears, 1992).

Throughout psychology, the world view construct may be, at
least partially, a way to address a problem identified by Betancourt and
Lépez (1993). These authors decried the fact that researchers into

cultural differences typically failed to identify specific facets of culture,
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ethnicity, or race that were responsible for observed differences in
psychological phenomena. These authors encouraged researchers to
identify specific aspects of culture, ethnicity, or race that might underlie
observed intergroup differences. Certainly world view is a strong
candidate for such a factor.

One of the more intriguing matters in which the world view
construct may play an important part involves the question of the
unexplained variance in psychotherapy outcome studies. It has long
been noted that most of the variance in psychotherapy outcome has
been unexplained by the independent variables used in the studies
involved (e.g., therapeutic approach, experience of therapist). As two
researchers put it:

Clinical trial data do not tell us .... why treatments work. It may
well be that there are mechanisms and processes other than
those outlined by the specific brand-name treatment under study
that are responsible for whatever changes occur in the patient’s
symptoms. (Goldfried & Wolfe, 1996, p. 1011)

Some researchers have estimated that “as much as 40% of the variance
in psychotherapy outcome can be attributed to the operation of
extratherapeutic factors” (S. D. Miller, Duncan, & Hubble, 1997, p. 36,
references omitted). It has been suggested that the time has come to
look at something that researchers have often disregarded as nuisance
variables: individual differences among therapists (Garfield, 1997;
Lambert, 1989).

One possible area where individual differences may affect
therapy outcome is the matter of world views. That is, it may be the
case that some therapist—or client—world views are more conducive

to good therapy outcomes than others. Another, perhaps more
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sophisticated, view is that certain types of counselor-client world view
combinations are more conducive to good therapy outcomes (parallel
to a concept that has been posited by some values researchers; Beutler
& Bergan, 1991). It has been posited that a world view shared by client
and counselor is one of four common factors underlying therapy
effectiveness across techniques (Fischer, Jome, & Atkinson, 1998). This
is a particularly provocative hypothesis, given that recent reviews of
common factors research (e.g., Stiles, Honos-Webb, & Knobloch, 1999)
show a dearth of research that addresses world view at all as a common
factor in therapy. As more attention is focused on what individual
therapists bring to the counseling encounter, it seems likely that the
world view construct will be of increased interest to researchers and
theoreticians. Certainly any role that world view considerations may
have in improving the usefulness or efficacy of psychotherapy is
deserving of a great deal of research attention, given that such an
improvement is one of the “breakthrough problems” in the field
(Mahrer, 1997, p. 84)

Moreover, aside from the importance of world view to general
and applied psychology, this construct has proven to be of interest in
metapsychological discussions. It has been asserted that all
psychological theories and models for intervention contain implicit
(and perhaps unrecognized) world views, ontological and
epistemological “metatheses” that provide the underpinnings for, and
differentiate among, different approaches to psychological theory and
inquiry (Hoshmand, 1996).

All theories have implied understandings about the world that
are crucial to their formulation and use.... [A]ll theories and
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strategies have ideas imbedded within them that have very real
and practical consequences. (Slife & Williams, 1995, p. 2)

... all psychologies, like all theologies, contain implicit
philosophical anthropologies [i.e., world views] that inevitably
address questions of life’s meaning and purpose: who we are to
be optimally as persons, how it is that we find ourselves as less
than this, what’s to be done to improve things, and so on. These
implicit philosophical commitments, moreover, are often
opaque to a mainstream American psychoiogy to the degree it is
steeped in a heritage of positivism. (Sorenson, 1997, p. 533)

Differences of worldview have been central, explicitly or
implicitly, in theoretical disputes involving many areas of psychology,
including personality theory (Kelly, 1955, p. 5; Nye, 1975),
developmental psychology (Overton, 1991), environmental psychology
(Altman & Chemers, 1980; Altman & Rogoff, 1987), and transpersonal
psychology (Hendlin, 1986; “In defense,” 1986; May, 1986a, 1986b; Valle,
1986). What Overton has noted regarding developmental psychology

holds true for other areas of the discipline as well:

The different concepts of development and their implications do
not arise because people observe different things in the world.
They arise because people have different sets of basic beliefs or
assumptions about the nature of the world. (Overton, 1991, p-
269)

Thus, it can be seen that the world view construct is of interest
both in discussions of various substantive areas in psychology and in
discussions of metapsychology. This construct is even more widely
applicable. In the educational world, it has been claimed that the
difficulty involved in raising academic achievement among inner-city
youth “has less to do with poverty as such than with culture” (Traub,
2000, p. 57), and, by implication, with world views. On the political

stage, unresolved world view differences have been implicated in the



20

origin of contemporary American social conflicts (Hunter, 1994) and
large-scale international military conflicts of the post-Cold War era
(Huntington, 1993). Applying the construct on the largest of scales,
world view factors have been described as crucial to successfully
resolving global crises involving ecological integrity and international
peace (Grof & Valier, 1988; Walsh, 1984).

On a more immediate scale, important ethical issues arise
regarding world view for the counseling and psychotherapy
professional. It has been asserted that “[A]pplied behavioral
scientists—those in therapy, education, and business—have a special
responsibility to know the ideas imbedded in [their theories of
intervention]” (Slife & Williams, 1995, p. 7, emphasis omitted). The
current set of ethical principles for psychologists as promulgated by the
American Psychological Association (APA) states that “Psychologists
strive to be aware of their own belief systems [and] values ... and the
effect of these on their work” (General Principle B; American
Psychological Association, 1992, p. 1599), which involves the potential
responsibility to assess and understand one’s own world view. Other
sections of the APA ethics imply a need to become aware of client
world views. (See: General Principle D; Ethical Standards, Section 1.08:
Human Differences; Section 1.09: Respecting Others; all in American
Psychological Association, 1992. See also critique of these guidelines in
Pedersen, 1995.)

The APA Office of Ethnic Minority Affairs has published
guidelines that call for psychologists to attend to the impact of ethnicity

and culture (and, by implication, world views) on clients’ behavior and
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psychological processes (Guidelines 2a and 3, American Psychological
Association, 1993, p. 46). These same guidelines call for psychologists to
“help clients increase their awareness of their own cultural values and
norms,” and those of their communities (Guidelines 3c and 3e,
American Psychological Association, 1993, p. 46), and exhort
psychologists to be “aware of how their own cultural background ...
attitudes, values, and biases influence psychological processes”
(Guideline 3a, American Psychological Association, 1993, p. 46). All of
these guidelines imply that a great deal of focused attention and respect
should be paid by psychological practitioners to their own and their
clients” world views. Indeed, to the best of the present author’s
knowledge, the only mention of “world view” that has been made in

an official APA document occurs in this set of guidelines:

Psychologists respect clients’ religious and/or spiritual beliefs
and values, including attributions and taboos, since they affect
world view, psychosocial functioning, and expressions of
distress. (Guideline 5, American Psychological Association, 1993,
p- 46)

Such a perspective is by no means confined to psychologists. A
committee of the American Counseling Association has recommended
standards that specifically call for counselors to take steps toward
“understanding the worldview of the culturally different client” (Sue,
Arredondo, & McDavis, 1992/1995, p. 634; see also Arredondo et al.,
1996).

In sum, the study, assessment, and understanding of the world
view construct are important for psychology. This construct has a great
deal of relevance to theory, practice, and ethical conduct in

psychotherapy and counseling.



Challenges in World View Assessment

As a tenet of traditional psychological research, it is generally
held that for “a concept [to be] acceptable to psychology ... it must be
defined operationally” (Kimble, 1989/1998, p. 29). One challenge
within the area of world view studies i; the paucity of comprehensive
assessment instruments. There are psychometrically sound
instruments for some aspects of the world view construct (see Chapter
II and Appendix A). However, most aspects of the construct have not
been addressed by psychometricians, or are assessed by instruments that
are questionable on theoretical or psychometric grounds. The lack of
assessment instruments makes it difficult to approach certain
important questions in the field (Beutler & Bergan, 1991). Some
counseling professionals, in particular, have called for the
development of instruments to assess world view (A. P. Jackson &
Meadows, 1991). This study was devised to address this challenge.

As can be seen from the description given above, the world view
construct is highly multidimensional. A comprehensive world view
assessment instrument would comprise numerous scales, the
development of all of which would be beyond the scope of a single
doctoral dissertation. It was necessary for reasons of practicality to limit
the scope of the development effort for the present research. It was
decided to focus the present research on the development of a few
scales that would assess types of assumptions and beliefs that might be
especially relevant to counseling and psychotherapy. A

comprehensive review of the literature (summarized in Chapter II)
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revealed six aspects of world view that are particularly relevant to
psychotherapy and counseling, and for which no adequate assessment
instruments were available. These dimensions include beliefs about
the human capacity to change, human agency, personal responsibility,
relating to authority, relating to one’s reference group, and beliefs about
the metaphysical background of reality and one’s life. The present
research focused on developing scales to assess assumptions in these
areas.

It could be argued that the present study is essentially misguided.
Certainly there are those who might say that the way to understand a
culture, and the people within it, is to work from the inside out, to
discover their world views in their own terms. This may be termed an
emic approach (Veroff & Goldberger, 1995), an approach that has been
used with success in some approaches to multicultural counseling (e.g.,
McGoldrick, Giordano, & Pearce, 1996). On the other hand, the present
study, which had the objective of developing an instrument that could
be used in a uniform fashion with people from several cultures, is
clearly a project meant to further the agenda of etic approaches to
culture and psychology, approaches that attempt to study behavior
from outside the stance of a particular culture (Veroff & Goldberger,
1995, p. 15).

Without questioning the value of emic approaches, this
researcher believes that there is value to the etic approaches that the
present study is meant to further. There is a point, and a value, to
being able to look at people of various cultures in terms of common

categories. There is, of course, the risk that these common categories
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(here, specific world view dimensions) are so imbedded in the
researcher’s own culture that they are meaningless in another. This is
a risk, however, that it is worth taking, albeit cautiously. The
alternative would be to abandon etic approaches altogether, a position
that, taken to its logical extreme, would require us to abandon trying to

understand people in common terms at all.

Objective of the Present Research

The research objective of this study was to develop measures to
assess selected aspects of world view—aspects that are relevant to
research in psychotherapy and counseling, but that are conceptualized
in relation to a more comprehensive consideration of the dimensions
of world view as these emerged from the theoretical and research
literature.

More specifically, it was the objective of the present research to
develop six scales, each scale to assess one dimension of the world view
construct. The six dimensions of the world view construct selected for
assessment were: 1) beliefs about the mutability of human nature, 2)
beliefs about human agency, 3) beliefs about the locus of responsibility
for one’s status in life, 4) beliefs about one’s proper relation to authority
figures, 5) beliefs about one’s proper relation to group of reference, and
6) beliefs about metaphysics, in particular, the materialist versus
spiritualist nature of reality. (In order to assess the degree to which
these dimensions overlap or are independent of another dimension of

world view that has been well-studied in the literature, a previously-
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developed scale assessing locus of control was adapted for use in this
research.)

A comprehensive review of the world view literature (Chapter
II; Appendix A) revealed that these six aspects of the world view
construct had been judged by experts in the field to be especially
relevant to practice and research in counseling and psychotherapy, but
had not yet been adequately addressed in terms of assessment.
Consequently, the research objective of this study was focused on the
development of these six scales, with the intent that they would meet
conventional standards for reliability, and demonstrate adequate

preliminary indications of validity.

Definitions of Key Terms
The key terms defined below include world view, agency,
mutability, locus of control, locus of responsibility, relation to group,

relation to authority, and metaphysics.

World View

As a formal definition, a world view is a set of interrelated
beliefs about the nature of reality and human life, including beliefs
about motivations, social behavior, and human capacities; within these
topic areas, any given world view encompasses beliefs concerning what
exists or is possible to occur in the universe, what experiences and
entities are good or bad, and what behaviors and end states should be
sought or eschewed. (This definition includes aspects of statements

quoted earlier from Overton, Rokeach, and Wolman.)
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Thus, a world view is a set of assumptions involving what
philosophy technically terms the realms of metaphysics (including
ontology and epistemology), axiology (the study of values), conation
(will), ethics, consciousness, and meaning. Those holding specific
world view assumptions may not be aware of these assumptions, and
may not be able to articulate them.

For this study, a few aspects of the world view construct were
operationalized as scores on the Worldview Assessment Instrument
(WAI), a six-scale instrument developed during the present research.
These aspects involved beliefs about 1) mutability, the possibility of
changing human nature, 2) agency, the degree to which behavior is
chosen or determined, 3) a person’s proper relationship to authority,
4) relation to group, that is, the priority that should be placed on one’s
own agenda in life versus that of one’s reference group, 5) locus of
responsibility, that is, responsibility for the position one occupies in
life, and 6) metaphysics, which here indicates beliefs concerning the
reality or unreality of a spiritual dimension to life. In addition, a
further dimension of the world view construct, locus of control, was
operationalized as a score on a scale adapted from Rotter’s (1966) I-E
Scale. Each of these aspects of world view is defined and

operationalized below.
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Agency

Agency refers to beliefs concerning whether or not people
exercise true choice in forming their behavior. These beliefs fall into
either of two ends of a polarity, voluntarist—determinist. The
voluntarist end of the polarity represents beliefs that individuals
possess what is termed in philosophy “free will” or “moral agency,” in
terms of exercising true choice for at least some of their behaviors;
thus, some behaviors cannot be accounted for by factors of genetics,
social learning, or unconscious intrapsychic factors such as those
hypothesized in psychoanalytic theory. The determinist end of the
polarity represents beliefs that all human behavior is determined; these
determining factors may be genetic, intrapsychic (in the psychodynamic
sense), or social (including social learning).

In this study, agency was operationally defined as a score on the
Agency Scale of the WAI. High scores on this scale (i.e., scores above a
hypothetical midpoint) reflect the voluntarist end of the polarity. Low
scores (i.e., scores below a hypothetical midpoint) reflect the

determinist end of the polarity.

Mutability

Mutability refers to beliefs concerning whether or not an adult’s
character, behavioral tendencies, or personality may be changed. These
beliefs fall into either of two ends of a polarity, changeable—
permanent. The changeable end of the polarity represents beliefs that
an adult’s character, behavioral tendencies (e.g., habits), or personality

characteristics may exhibit change over time, due to the effect of factors
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external to the individual (such as social learning). The permanent
end of the polarity represents beliefs that an adult’s character,
behavioral tendencies, and personality are not susceptible to any but
the most superficial and temporary change due to external factors.

In this study, mutability was operationally defined as a score on
the Mutability Scale of the WAI. High scores on this scale (i.e., scores
above a hypothetical midpoint) reflect the changeable end of the
polarity. Low scores (i.e., scores below a hypothetical midpoint) reflect

the permanent end of the polarity.

Locus of Control

Locus of control refers to beliefs concerning the causes of certain
events, experienced by the person as reward or punishment. These
beliefs fall into either of two ends of a polarity, external—internal. As
originally formulated by Rotter, the external end of the polarity
represents beliefs that rewards and punishments (for Rotter,
“reinforcements”) are “the result of luck, chance, fate, ... [are] under the
control of powerful others, or ... [are] unpredictable” (Rotter, 1966, p. 1);
as reconceptualized for this study, the external end of the polarity
focuses on the belief that reinforcements are the result of luck. The
internal end of the polarity represents beliefs that rewards and
punishments are contingent upon the person’s “own behavior or
[one’s] own relatively permanent characteristics” (Rotter, 1966, p. 1).

In this study, locus of control was operationally defined as a
score on a form of Rotter’s (1966) I-E Scale, using selected items adapted

to be consistent with the format of items on the WAI. In this
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adaptation, high scores (i.e., scores above a hypothetical midpoint)
reflect the external end of the polarity, particularly emphasizing the
role that luck plays in bringing about rewards and punishments. Low
scores (i.e., scores below a hypothetical midpoint) reflect the internal

end of the polarity.

Locus of Responsibility

Locus of responsibility refers to beliefs about perceived blame or
responsibility for the person’s situation and status in life. These beliefs
fall into either of two ends of a polarity, external—internal. The
external end of the polarity represents beliefs that view “the
sociocultural environment as more potent than the individual” (D. W.
Sue & D. Sue, 1999, p. 171) and that “success or failure [in society] is
generally dependent on the socioeconomic system and not necessarily
on personal attributes” (D. W. Sue & D. Sue, 1999, p. 172). The internal
end of the polarity represents beliefs that “success or failure [in life] is
attributable to the individual’s skills or personal inadequacies, and ...
that there is a strong relationship between ability, effort, and success in
society” (D. W. Sue & D. Sue, 1999, p. 171).

In this study, locus of responsibility was operationally defined as
a score on the Locus of Responsibility Scale of the WAL High scores on
this scale (i.e., scores above a hypothetical midpoint) reflect the external
end of the polarity. Low scores (i.e., scores below a hypothetical

midpoint) reflect the internal end of the polarity.
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Relation to Authority

Relation to authority refers to beliefs about what is considered
the natural, “right,” or appropriate way for people to relate to authority
figures. These beliefs fall into either of two ends of a polarity,
linear—lateral. The linear end of the polarity represents beliefs that
the best way to relate to authority figures is in the context of a clearly
defined hierarchy, where those who hold superior statuses in the
hierarchy make decisions for and issue instructions to those who hold
subordinate statuses in the hierarchy. The lateral end of the polarity
represents beliefs that the best way to relate to authority figures is in the
context of an egalitarian partnership, where authority is widely
distributed throughout an organization, and decisions are made in a
consensus fashion.

In this study, relation to authority was operationally defined as a
score on the Relation to Authority Scale of the WAI. High scores on
this scale (i.e., scores above a hypothetical midpoint) reflect the linear
end of the polarity. Low scores (i.e., scores below a hypothetical

midpoint) reflect the lateral end of the polarity.

Relation to Group

Relation to group refers to beliefs concerning whether priority is
given to the goals of an individual or to the goals of that individual’s
reference group (e.g., family, clan, school class, sports team, company).
These beliefs fall into either of two ends of a polarity,
collectivist—individualist. The collectivist end of the polarity

represents beliefs that the reference group’s agenda and goals have
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priority over the individual’s. The individualist end of the polarity
represents beliefs that the individual’s agenda and goals have priority
over the reference group’s.

In this study, relation to group was operationally defined as a
score on the Relation to Group Scale of the WAI. High scores on this
scale (i.e., scores above a hypothetical midpoint) reflect the collectivist
end of the polarity. Low scores (i.e., scores below a hypothetical

midpoint) reflect the individualist end of the polarity.

Metaphysics
Metaphysics refers to beliefs about the fundamental nature of

reality. These beliefs fall into either of two ends of a polarity,
spiritualist—materialist. The spiritualist end of the polarity represents
beliefs that “spirit is a prime element of reality” (Webster’s Ninth New
Collegiate Dictionary, 1991, p. 1137, s.v. “spiritualism”). The materialist
end of the polarity represents beliefs that “physical matter is the only or
fundamental reality and that all being and processes and phenomena
can be explained as manifestations or results of matter” (Webster’s
Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary, 1991, p.- 733, s.v. “materialism”). As
used in this study (and as discussed in detail in Chapter II),
“spiritualism” is not the same as “spirituality” as used in everyday
discourse, and ontological “materialism” as used in this study is not
the same as lifestyle “materialism.”

In this study, metaphysics was operationally defined as a score
on the Metaphysics Scale of the WAL High scores on this scale (i.e.,

scores above a hypothetical midpoint) reflect the spiritualist end of the
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polarity. Low scores (i.e., scores below a hypothetical midpoint) reflect

the materialist end of the polarity.

Chapter Summary
In this chapter, the world view construct was described. Reasons
were offered for the study of this construct within the discipline of
psychology. A brief description of the assessment challenges in this
area was given. A formal statement of research objectives was made.
Conceptual and operational definitions were given, for world view and

those aspects of it that were addressed in this study.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

This chapter has four parts. The first part summarizes a few
major attempts to conceptualize the world view construct, specifically
in terms of the thought of Freud, F. R. Kluckhohn, and D. W. Sue.
(The reader is referred to Appendix A for a consideration of the
contributions made by several other thinkers, including Pepper, Kelly,
Maslow, and others.)

The second part of the chapter focuses on dimensions of the
world view construct that have been recommended as particularly
relevant for counseling and psychotherapy, in the work of Bergin, D.
W. Sue, Trevifio, and Triandis. This part concludes with the selection
of specific world view dimensions as the focus for the psychometric
development effort in the present study.

The third part of the chapter describes each of the dimensions of
world view selected for attention in the present study. These
dimensions are described as they are considered in the world view
literature and, sclectivcly, in the generai psychological literature.

The fourth part of the chapter describes previous assessment
efforts made with respect to these world view dimensions. A

summary concludes the chapter.
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Previous Conceptualizations of World View

Curiously, the world view construct heretofore has never been
represented by a truly comprehensive model. This is not because
efforts at model-building have been lacking; indeed, there seem to be
more major models describing the world view construct than there are
models describing such well-known psychological constructs as career
satisfaction or schizophrenia. Rather, the various thinkers involved
with world view appear to have little if any awareness of each other’s
work. This may be due, at least in part, to the fact that world view
studies have been conducted within a variety of academic disciplines,
including philosophy, anthropology, and psychology. (And yet, the
solution to this theoretical fragmentation will not be found in
attempting to confine study of the construct to one discipline, but
rather through a deliberate multidisciplinarity. World view is likely to
be one of those constructs that must be studied in a multidisciplinary
way in order to be grasped; S. J. Kline, 1995, p. 273.)

Another factor impeding the emergence of a comprehensive
model is the relative recency with which world view has been
identified as a topic of study in its own right within psychology.
Although the concept is as old as scientific psychology, the term “world
view” is one of the more recent additions to the Thesaurus of
Psychological Index Terms (appearing first in American Psychological
Association, 1988).

Consequently, the field exhibits not one or a few overarching
models of world view, but rather a large number of models that each

describe one or a few small regions within the domain. Itis as if, in the
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study of depression, we were without either the biological,
psychodynamic, or cognitive models, but rather had one model that
focused on mood, another that built the construct around symptoms of
insomnia, another that emphasized weight change, and so forth.

Despite this theoretical confusion, it is possible to discern a few
major themes in the work of theorists and researchers who have
considered the world view construct. This work is summarized below
in terms of the contributions of a few major figures whose work has
proven particularly fruitful in the study of world view: Freud, F. R.
Kluckhohn, and D. W. Sue. These theorists are emphasized because
their thought has been most fruitful for others in the field, and each of
them has contributed two or more dimensions to the world view
construct.

Omitted from detailed consideration in this chapter are theorists
who did not discuss specific world view dimensions (Jung, 1942/1954a;
Kelly, 1955), or who focused on only a single dimension of world view,
such as beliefs regarding causation (Pepper, 1942/1970), consciousness
(Stace, 1960), epistemology (Royce, 1964), a just world (Lerner, 1980),
meaning of life .(Maslow, 1970a), or moral reasoning (Gilligan, 1982). In
addition, this chapter omits from detailed consideration models whose
dimensions, derived from factor analysis (Coan, 1974, 1979;
Wrightsman, 1964, 1974, 1992), essentially confirm other, more theory-
driven models. The chapter omits detailed consideration of models
that essentially reconfigure and recombine the dimensions of other
models (e.g., M. T. Brown & J. Landrum-Brown, 1995; A. P. Jackson &

Meadows, 1991). Finally, we omit from detailed consideration theorists
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and researchers who consider world view in categorical rather than
dimensional terms (e.g., Holm & Bjorkqvist, 1996; Messer, 1992; M. E.
Miller & West, 1993; Wilber, 1989d/1999¢, 1999b). A more detailed
review of the world view literature is given in Appendix A. This
review is recast into a streamlined, collated approach to the world view

construct in Appendix B.

Freud and Weltanschauungen (1933)

For Sigmund Freud, “a Weltanschauung is an intellectual
construction which solves all the problems of our existence uniformly
on the basis of one overriding hypothesis, which, accordingly, leaves
no question unanswered and in which everything that interests us
finds its fixed place” (Freud, 1933b/1965, p. 139). Freud saw world views
as concepts that individuals hold consciously, “Handbooks to Life”
(Freud 1926/1959, p. 22) designed to tie the world up into neat and
explainable packages. As such, he derided world views as being
essentially philosophical crutches. However, as much as Freud derided
world views, he also outlined several important aspects or dimensions
of the world view construct, some in detail, some only in passing.
These dimensions concern epistemology, metaphysics, and agency.

For Freud, epistemology, specifically the method of establishing
valid knowledge, was the most critical dimension that distinguished
between different world views. For example, concerning the world
view of science, Freud said that “[Science] asserts that there are no
sources of knowledge other than the intellectual working-over of

carefully scrutinized observations—in other words what we call
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research—and alongside of it no knowledge derived from revelation,
intuition or divination” (Freud, 1933b/1965, pp. 139-140). A similar
emphasis on epistemology is found in the work of Royce (1964) in
philosophical psychology, the work of Kahoe (1987) in the psychology
of religion, and in the spirited debate regarding psychotherapy held
among Bergin (1980a, 1980b), Ellis (1980), and Walls (1980).
Epistemology holds a central part in the Afrocentric world view
described by Montgomery, Fine, and James-Myers (1990). Indeed, it has
been asserted that implicit epistemological assumptions are an issue,
not only with individuals, but in many, if not all, psychological
theories (Slife & Williams, 1995). This should not be surprising, given
the status of epistemology as one of the fundamental issues in
philosophy (Ewing, 1962).

Implicit but crucial in Freud’s distinction (1933b/1965) between
religious and scientific world views is metaphysics, particularly the
difference between spiritualist and materialist approaches to
metaphysics. That is, the distinction between what Freud called the
religious and scientific world views hinges, to some extent, on whether
one believes that reality has a spiritual aspect, or that reality is best
described by a thoroughgoing materialism. The importance of the
metaphysics dimension in distinguishing between world views is
underscored by the philosophical work of Stace (1960) regarding
mysticism and mystical experiences. Stace’s model appears to be
mirrored in Maslow’s (1968, 1970b) work regarding peak experiences,
and forms the basis of some of Hood's (e.g., 1975) research in the

psychology of religion. Differences in metaphysics result in different
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approaches to life, and imply different paths in counseling and therapy
(Bergin, 1980a, 1980b; Ellis, 1980; Richards & Bergin, 1997; Walls, 1980).

Also implicit in Freud’s metapsychology is the notion of
determinism versus agency. For Freud, all behavior and mental
events are determined by biological (including intrapsychic) and social
forces; “according to Freud there are no psychical events which result
from pure chance or from ‘free will’ ” (Figueira, 1990, p. 73). A different
position in relation to this matter is voluntarism, that is, the notion
that humans exert free will or moral agency in choosing at least some
of their behaviors.

World view positions regarding agency are implicit in many, if
not all, psychological theories (Slife & Williams, 1995)—again
unsurprising, given the importance of this issue within philosophy
(Ewing, 1962). Questions regarding agency have been debated in
psychology for a long time, and from many perspectives (Bakan, 1996;
Bargh & Chartrand, 1999; Howard, 1993, 1994a; Mahoney, 1993; Rychlak,
1979; Tinsley, 1993; Valentine, 1992; Wegner & Wheatley, 1999). Even
among generally voluntarist positions, different approaches are
possible, for example, concerning whether agency is considered
absolute or not, or whether it is placed in a private ego or in a social
context (Richardson, 1994; R. N. Williams, 1994). Indeed, it has been
claimed that, even in principle, it is impossible to prove any given idea
about free will as true or false on logical grounds, because different and
irreconcilable but unprovable assumptions about the nature of
philosophy are at the foundation of different ideas about free will
(Double, 1996). Coan (1974, 1979) found that stances regarding agency
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defined basic world view differences among both psychologists and
non-psychologists. This is a matter of no small importance in
psychology; differences in notions of agency imply different paths, both
in life and in therapy (Richards & Bergin, 1997). Agency is also a matter
of no small importance in everyday life, as witnessed by the number of
recent films for the general public that have focused on questions of
free will versus determinism (e.g., Niccol & Weir, 1998; Proyas, Dobbs,
& Goyer, 1998; Wenders, Handke, & Stevens, 1998).

It should be noted that Freud did not see the description of world
views as a part of his mission as a theory-builder. Consequently, his
contributions to world view modeling were incidental to the pursuit of
his main interests. His treatment of world views can be faulted on
several grounds, among them his notion that psychoanalysis possesses
no distinctive world view beyond that of science itself (Freud,
1933b/ 1965, p.- 160), an assertion that, as Figueira (1990) has noted,
carries the tinge of a neurotic negation. Despite these flaws, however,
Freud’s identification, in passing, of several crucial world view
dimensions is a solid contribution to the field.

Nonetheless, it must be noted that the importance of Freud’s
contributions in this area have not been translated uniformly into
psychometric development or research interests. Some attention has
been paid to the development of an instrument to assess world view
beliefs about epistemology (Royce & Mos, 1980). However, as discussed
below, satisfactory instruments are lacking for the assessment of world

view beliefs about metaphysics or agency.
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Kluc n and Valu i jons (195
The complex model of world view described by Kluckhohn will
be addressed here in four ways. First, the model itself will be outlined.
Second, instruments that have been developed to implement this
model will be briefly described. Third, research using this model in
regards to counseling and psychotherapy will be described briefly.
Fourth, a logical problem posed by one of the dimensions of this model

will be discussed, inasmuch as it bears on the present study.

Dimensions of the Kluckhohn Model
Florence Rockwood Kluckhohn (1950; Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck,

1961/1973) provided an intricate model of the world view construct
that has had much influence on contemporary thought and research in
this area. In Kluckhohn’s scheme, a culture’s (or an individual’s)
world view is defined by answers to questions in six basic areas or
“orientations” of human experience:

Human Nature Orientation. What is the character of innate
human nature? Kluckhohn posited this range of responses: that
human nature is good, or evil, a mixture of both, or morally neutral.

Mutability Orientation. Can human nature be changed, or not?
In other words, is human nature mutable, or immutable? Kluckhohn
considered this a variation upon the human nature orientation, a sort
of sub-dimension that she did not name separately; “mutability

orientation” is a designation by the present author.
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Man-Nature [sic] Orientation (hereafter Relation to Nature).
What is the relation of humanity to nature? That is, do people live in
subjugation to nature, in harmony with it, or in mastery over it?

Time Orientation. What is the temporal focus of human life?
That is, in making decisions about behavior, is it most important to
focus on considerations regarding the past (as in upholding tradition),
the present (as in living-in-the-moment), or the future (as in planning
for one’s future welfare)?

Activity Orientation. What is the modality of human activity?
That is, is it most appropriate to be involved in “being” activities that
spontaneously express personality, “being-in-becoming” activities that
have as their goal the development of an integrated self, or “doing”
activities that focus on measurable achievement or reward?

Relational Orientation. What is the modality of interpersonal
relationship? That is, is it better to be involved in hierarchical forms of
relationship, “collateral” forms that emphasize collegiality and
consensus, or to be individualistic?

Kluckhohn’s model has been widely used, particularly in
discussions involving multicultural counseling, psychotherapy, and
social work (Ibrahim, 1985a, 1985b; F. R. Kluckhohn, 1951; D. W. Sue &
D. Sue, 1999; Trevifio, 1996), multicultural family therapy (Kluckhohn,
1958; Papajohn & Spiegel, 1975), multicultural assessment (Dana, 1993),
and multicultural educational practice (Kluckhohn, 1967b). It has also
been recommended in discussions of general or “generic” counseling
and therapy (Beutler & Bergan, 1991; Chapman, 1981; Green, 1979;
Ibrahim, 1988, 1991).
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An extensive review of multicultural empirical investigations
following this model (primarily descriptive studies or clinical
impressions) has been presented by Carter (1991). Many such studies
have been conducted since Carter’s review (e.g., Berkow, Richmond, &
Page, 1994; Cheng, O’Leary, & Page, 1995; Hickson, Christie, &
Shmukler, 1991; Ihle, Sodowsky, & Kwan, 1994; Kwan, Sodowsky, &
Ihle, 1994; Lo, Osaka, & Laird, 1994; Mahalik, Worthington, & Crump,
1999; Sodowsky, Maguire, Johnson, Ngumba, & Kohles, 1994).

Instrumentation for the KI hn_model

In their original investigation, Kluckhohn and her colleagues
(Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961/1973) used the Value-Orientation
Schedule, which presents the respondent with 22 vignettes. Following
the vignettes, two or three alternatives are listed, pertaining to
different explanations for the vignette or different courses of action
which could be followed subsequent to the event depicted in the
vignette. The pattern of participant selections among these
alternatives was then used to indicate the value orientations of the
respondent. This instrument has been used in what is essentially
descriptive research, to study value orientations of Native Americans,
Spanish-Americans, and Latter-day Saints in the American southwest
(Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961/1973), as well as value orientations of
Greek-Americans (Papajohn & Spiegel, 1971).

No reliability or validity data were published for the original
instrument. It is important to note that this instrument is not itself a

complete implementation of the Kluckhohn model. The instrument
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lacks items concerning the Human Nature Orientation or the
Mutability aspect of world views, and has no items to represent the
Being-in-Becoming option of the Activity Orientation.

Since the time of Kluckhohn’s original investigations, a number
of researchers in counseling and psychotherapy have developed other
instruments based on Kluckhohn's model. These include the Value
Orientation Scale (n.d.; see also Szapocznik, Scopetta, Aranalde, &
Kurtines, 1978), the Intercultural Values Inventory (Carter & Helms,
1987; Carter & Parks, 1992), and the Value Orientations Questionnaire
(Green, 1979; Green & Haymes, 1973). These instruments, as well, have
been used for what is essentially descriptive research involving the
study of ethnic group value orientations, typically involving only a
very small number of studies with each instrument. (The Value
Orientations Questionnaire is an exception only in the populations
studied: urban college students and rural high school students, with
ethnicity unspecified in each case; Green & Haymes, 1973; Green, 1979).

Currently, the most widely used (although yet unpublished)
instrument would appear to be the Scale to Assess World Views
(SAWV), prepared by Ibrahim and Kahn (1984, described in Ibrahim &
Kahn, 1987, and Ibrahim & Owen, 1994). A variety of studies have been
conducted using this instrument. Some of these investigators have
studied world view in essentially a monocultural setting. For example,
researchers have used the SAWV to study world views in relation to
women (Furn, 1987; Mau & Pope-Davis, 1993), cross-:ultural training

and quality of nurses’ care (Cunningham-Warburton, 1988), and



learning style, locus of control, and academic success (Chu-Richardson,
1989).

Other investigators have used the SAWV to study cross-cultural
differences in world views of, for example, Taiwanese, Irish, and
American counseling students (Cheng, O’Leary, & Page, 1995), Asian,
African, Pacific, and White American students (Berkow, Richmond, &
Page, 1994; Kwan, Sodowsky, & Ihle, 1994; Sodowsky, Maguire,
Johnson, Ngumba, & Kohles, 1994), and Black and White adolescents
in South Africa (Hickson, Christie, & Shmukler, 1991).

Despite the number of instruments available, and the growing
number of investigations that use them (especially the SAWV), none
of these instruments represents a full implementation of Kluckhohn'’s
model. In particular, the Mutability Orientation of Kluckhohn’s model
appears never to have been addressed in any of the aforementioned
assessment instruments, even by Kluckhohn’s research team itself.
This is so, despite the relevance of the Mutability Orientation to
counseling and psychotherapy, a topic discussed in more detail later in

this chapter.

The Kluckhohn Model and Research in Counseling and Psychotherapy

Much of the research relevant to counseling and psychology
that has been conducted within the Kluckhohn model has been
essentially descriptive in nature. That is, the research has focused on
the differences between the majority culture and various ethnic
minority cultures in terms of world view. (See review in Carter, 1991,

and subsequent research mentioned earlier in this chapter.) The basic
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findings of this research are that: a) there are significant and replicable
differences between ethnic groups in terms of the dimensions of the
Kluckhohn model of world view, and, b) there are significant
intragroup variations as well, associated with such factors as
acculturation, SES/ class, education, generation, gender, and group
identification (e.g., racial identity). The major clinical implications
usually drawn from these findings involve the importance of
therapists being aware of: a) their own world view beliefs, b) their
clients” world view beliefs (which may be quite different from the
modal beliefs held in the client’s culture), c) the differences between
therapist and client world view, and d) how these differences might
hypothetically affect counseling process and outcome.

Of all the research conducted with instruments developed
within the Kluckhohn model of world view, aside from studies that
are essentially descriptive, three studies in particular have bearing on
counseling and psychotherapy research. Two of these studies focused
on counselor—client differences, while a third focused on the
relationship between value orientation and theoretical orientation
among counselors.

Using the Scale to Assess World Views, Mau and Pope-Davis
(1993) found that, compared to graduate counseling students, general
undergraduates (i.e., stand-ins for the potential client population) at a
Midwestern university were more likely to hold a Past position on
Time Orientation, an Evil position on the Human Nature Orientation
(i.e., the belief that people are innately corrupt), Linear or Collateral

positions on the Relational Orientation, and a Subjugation to Nature
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position on the Relation to Nature Orientation. On the other hand,
these investigators found, graduate counseling students were more
likely to hold a Good position on the Human Nature Orientation (i.e.,
the belief that people are innately good). Based on these findings, the
authors stated that, for a variety of reasons, counselors and clients may
differ in world views in ways that have important practical
consequences in a counseling relationship. This, in turn, led the
authors to suggest that therapists would do well to take
client—therapist world view differences into sensitive consideration.
Another study addressed this issue of therapist similarity, in
terms of the relationship of therapist world view to therapist
theoretical orientation (Mahalik, 1995). Using the Intercultural Values
Inventory, the researcher found that although theoretical orientation
did not predict world view, therapists as a whole tended to endorse
similar world view positions: Individualist human relations, a Being
position on the Activity Orientation, and a Harmony with Nature
position. The author interpreted these findings to raise the possibility
that there is a “therapist culture” with its own distinctive world view.
Finally, a recent study has investigated this issue from another
direction, extending the idea of “therapist culture” across ethnic
boundaries (Mahalik, Worthington, & Crump, 1999). Using the Scale
to Assess World Views with a sample of therapists representing
various ethnic groups, the authors found that therapists’ world views
tended to resemble one another more than they resembled the modal
world view of the therapists’ respective ethnic groups. The modal
“therapist culture” for therapists, regardless of ethnic group, is one in
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which human nature is seen as good, social relationships are seen as
best when collateral, people are believed to be better off trying to live in
harmony with nature, and the preferred mode of activity is focused on
being-in-becoming (e.g., self-improvement). African American,
Latino/a, and Asian American therapists tended towards a Future
position on Time Orientation, while White therapists tended towards a
Present position. The authors interpreted their findings to suggest that
ethnic minority therapists do not necessarily hold the modal world
views of their own ethnic groups, creating still more opportunity for
client—therapist world view clash.

In sum, research involving the Kluckhohn model of world view
is still at an elementary stage of sophistication. The focus has been on
descriptive studies contrasting the majority with various minority
ethnic groups, with only a few studies focusing specifically on

counseling and psychotherapy concerns.

The Problem of the Relational Dimension: One Dimension, or Two?

One may criticize the Kluckhohn model for collapsing two
dimensions into one in a way that obscures certain basic issues. In the
Kluckhohn model, the Relational Orientation involves “the definition
of man'’s relation to other men” (sic; Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck,
1961/1973, p. 17). The Relational Orientation allows for three options:
Individualism, Collaterality, and Lineality. These three options were
described as follows:

When the Individualistic principle is dominant, individual
goals have primacy over the goals of specific ... groups.... A
dominant Collateral orientation calls for a primacy of the goals
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and welfare of the laterally extended group.... If the Lineal
principle is dominant, group goals again have primacy, but there
is the additional factor that one of the most important of these
group goals is continuity through time. Continuity of the group
through time and ordered positional succession within the
group are both crucial issues when Lineality dominates the
relational system. (Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961/1973, pp. 18-

19, emphases original)

A careful analysis of this description indicates that there are
actually two separate matters that are at issue in the Relational
Orientation. One is the matter of relating to group in terms of goal
priority, that is, the question of whether it is the group’s goals that have
priority, or the individual’s goals, when there is some conflict between
the two. (Another way of putting this is to think in terms of the
individual’s primary allegiance: is it to the group, or to the
individual?)

The other matter at issue in the Relational Orientation involves
relating to authority. In the Collateral style, the emphasis is on what
Kluckhohn termed “laterally extended relationships” (Kluckhohn &
Strodtbeck, 1961/1973, p. 18, emphasis added), that is, relationships
where one is perceived as being on the same level as the others, and
authority is shared. As Kluckhohn put it, “biologically, sibling
relationships are the prototype of the Collateral relationship”
(Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961/1973, p. 18). On the other hand, the
Linear option, as noted above, emphasizes ordered position within a
hierarchy of authority, of which the English aristocracy (with its careful
rules for succession to the throne) is considered an example

(Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961/1973, p. 19).
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It is possible to see each of these dimensions as varying
separately. That is, it is possible to conceive of different individuals
and cultures centering themselves at each of the four possible
combinations of relation to authority and relation to group, as
illustrated by examples given by Triandis and Gelfand (1998): lateral
authority and individualist relation to group (e.g., democratic socialism
or social democracy, as found in Australia, Norway, or Sweden), linear
authority and individualist relation to group (e.g., market economies,
such as in France and the United States), lateral authority and
collectivist relation to group {e.g., the Israeli kibbutz), and linear
authority and collectivist relation to group (e.g., fascism, Chinese
communism). Thus, the combining of these two concerns into one, as
is done in Kluckhohn’s model, is not justified on a logical level.

For our purposes, this distinction gives rise to two world view
dimensions in place of Kluckhohn’s Relational Orientation. The
matter of agenda is considered herein under the dimension of relation
to group; it expresses the individualism—collectivism distinction used
in much multicultural psychology theory and research (Kagit¢ibasi,
1997; Schwartz, 1992; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987, 1990; Triandis, 1985, 1994,
1995a, 1995b). The matter of linear versus lateral authority structure is
considered herein under the dimension of relation to authority; it
expresses the horizontal—vertical distinction that has also recently
been the focus of attention in multicultural work (Triandis, 1996;

Triandis & Gelfand, 1998).
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and Fourfol d 97
Derald Wing Sue (D. W. Sue, 1978a, 1978b; D. W. Sue & D. Sue,
1999) articulated a model of the world view construct built upon two
dimensions: locus of control and locus of responsibility.
Locus of control is defined by Sue as it was for Rotter, the
originator of the concept:

When a reinforcement is perceived by the subject as following
some action of his own but not being entirely contingent upon
his action, then, in our culture, it is typically perceived as the
result of luck, chance, fate, as under the control of powerful
others, or as unpredictable because of the great complexity of the
forces surrounding him. When the event is interpreted in this
way by an individual, we have labeled this a belief in external
control. If the person perceives that the event is contingent
upon his own behavior or his own relatively permanent
characteristics, we have termed this a belief in internal control.
(Rotter, 1966, p. 1)

While locus of control refers to the perceived control of
contingencies or reinforcements (pitting the individual against,
especially, the role of luck), locus of responsibility refers to perceived
blame or responsibility (pitting the individual against societal forces).
“In essence, this dimension [i.e., locus of responsibility] measures the
degree of responsibility or blame placed on the individual or system”
(D. W. Sue, 1978a, p. 420).

High internal-locus-of-responsibility (IR) people believe that
success and failure may be attributed to a person’s skills or
personal inadequacies. High external-locus-of-responsibility
(ER) people believe that the sociocultural environment is much
more potent than the individual. What happens to a person is
more a function of the environmental conditions than personal
attributes. (D. W. Sue, 1978b, p. 460).

A careful reading of Sue’s original formulations of locus of

responsibility (D. W. Sue, 1978a, 1978b), compared with Rotter’s (1966)
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description of locus of control, leads to an interesting conclusion about
the nature of these constructs. Locus of responsibility focuses upon the
extent to which societal forces (“powerful others,” in Rotter’s phrase),
impose restrictions upon (“control”) the individual’s opportunities for
success (“reinforcement”). Phrased in this manner, such a comparison
suggests that, despite a superficial difference created by the addition of
language involving attribution and blame, locus of responsibility is
actually a special case, as it were, of locus of control. Locus of
responsibility is locus of control, restricted in scope to focus on the
perceived power that societal forces have to control one’s opportunities
for success in life. Locus of control is a more general, and much less
focused, construct, which conceptually pertains, not only to the role
that social forces play in affecting one’s opportunities, but also to the
role of luck, destiny, and chance.

From both a general research and a psychometric point of view,
Sue’s formulation of locus of responsibility is fortuitous. Locus of
control has long been recognized as a multidimensional construct
masquerading as a unidimensional one (Lefcourt, 1982; Sue, 1978b, p.
459). Sue’s formulation of locus of responsibility presents researchers
with the advantages of a comparatively more focused construct. In
addition, in terms of psychometric practice, the items of Rotter’s I-E
scale (Rotter, 1966) focus much more on the perceived power of luck
than on any other potential external factor, thus making for an
unbalanced assessment of beliefs about the control of reinforcements.
The ideal position to take (and one followed in the present study) is

one in which the locus of control construct is narrowed (in accordance
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with the plurality of items on its most popular instrument) to refer to
control beliefs concerning luck, chance, and destiny, while control
beliefs concerning the power of social forces are split off into the locus
of responsibility construct.

It is tempting to speculate concerning the reason that locus of
control was defined in such a way as to make a subsequent
reformulation necessary. Rotter published the seminal paper on locus
of control in 1966. Given the realities of the publication process, this
almost certainly means that the construct itself was being formulated
before 1964, in an American social milieu that was pre-Watergate, pre-
Selma, pre-women’s-liberation-movement, pre-Dallas, and, for most
practical purposes, pre-Vietham. In such an social environment, it
would not be surprising for the potential power of societal forces to be
lumped together in a heterogeneous category with other “external”
forces such as luck, destiny, or chance.

On the other hand, Sue, publishing in 1978, would have
formulated the locus of control construct in the context of vast social
unrest revolving around the Vietnam War, the civil rights
movement, the women'’s liberation movement, and the Watergate
affair, all occurring in the shadow of the Kennedy and King
assassinations. These were events and episodes that served to sensitize
the American culture generally to the impact of larger social forces on
matters of social injustice and individual opportunity. In light of these
considerations, it is not surprising that the locus of control construct
should need refocusing, nor that the locus of responsibility construct

should be formulated to assist in that refocusing.
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Sue’s model is concise and parsimonious. These dimensions
have been identified as among the beliefs most affected by the
experience of trauma (Janoff-Bulman, 1992). However, although locus
of control and locus of responsibility are doubtless important for a
comprehensive model of world view, these dimensions clearly leave a
great deal of conceptual territory uncovered. This may be why in
recent years Sue has also paid much attention to the Kluckhohn model
of world view (comparing Sue, 1981, with D. W. Sue & D. Sue, 1999).

Relatively little research has been conducted within Sue’s
model, perhaps because of the paucity of assessment instruments for
locus of responsibility. The only instrument developed before the
present study for that construct is that of Latting and Zundel (1986),
which presents with certain psychometric difficulties, as described later

in this chapter.

Summary: Previous Conceptualizations

The world view construct has been conceptualized by many
different thinkers. In this section of the chapter, focus has been placed
on the thought of Freud, Kluckhohn, and Sue. For Freud, crucial
dimensions of world view included beliefs about epistemology,
metaphysics, and agency. Kluckhohn described several dimensions,
including beliefs about the goodness and mutability of human nature,
and orientations to nature, time, activity, group, and authority.
Especially in Sue’s earlier work, world view was largely captured in the

constructs of locus of control and locus of responsibility.
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World View Dimensions Relevant to Counseling and Psychotherapy

An inspection of the preceding section of this chapter (as well as
Appendixes A and B) reveals that there are many dimensions to the
world view construct. It is clearly beyond the scope of a single doctoral
dissertation to develop one gigantic battery of scales to assess them all.
Consequently, it was important to be selective in the choice of
dimensions for which scales were to be developed in the present
research. But which dimensions should be chosen? For it is not clear
which dimensions of world view are of the most importance
(Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961/1973; Triandis, 1985).

For the purposes of this study, it was determined to focus on
dimensions of world view that have been judged most likely to be of
relevance to counseling and psychotherapy. Hence, a search was
conducted of the works of prominent theorists and researchers to
identify world view dimensions that are most relevant to this field.
Four authors in particular were especially useful in identifying
relevant dimensions of world view: Allen Bergin, Derald Wing Sue,
Jane Trevifio, and Harry Triandis. Each of these individuals, and their
thought concerning therapy-relevant world view dimensions, are

described below.

Dimensions Discussed by Allen Bergin

Allen Bergin is a prominent figure in psychotherapy research
(Bergin & Garfield, 1994), and has written and conducted research
concerning a particular kind of “cross-cultural” counseling encounter:

therapy with individuals holding a prominent religious commitment
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(Bergin, 1980a, 1980b, 1991; Richards & Bergin, 1997, 2000). Four aspects
of world view emerge as particularly relevant to counseling and
psychotherapy from a close consideration of Bergin’s thought on
therapy.

First, beliefs regarding metaphysics are crucial. That is, it is
crucial for a therapist to understand the therapist’'s and the client’s
positions concerning this basic aspect of reality: Do we live in a
spiritualist universe, in which we have a real relationship to a Divine
Being or Beings—what Bergin termed “theistic realism” (Bergin, 1980a,
p- 99)—or do we live in a materialist universe, where no such
relationship is possible? This dimension of world view underlies
many other issues that Bergin saw as particularly thorny in terms of
therapist—client world view differences, such as concept of divinity,
self-actualization versus self-transcendence as overarching motivation,
universalist versus contextualist ethics (Bergin, 1980a, p- 99), and
concepts about ultimate human destiny (Bergin, 1980a; Richards &
Bergin, 1997).

Beliefs concerning human agency are also quite crucial. The
agency dimension was explicitly noted by Bergin as an area of conflict
between modern psychology and theistic religious traditions (Richards
& Bergin, 1997, p. 30), as well as an area where naturalistic, scientific
world views conflict with eastern and western spiritual world views
(Richards & Bergin, 1997, pp. 72-73).

Beliefs regarding epistemology are also important in Bergin's
view. Bergin indicated, as did Freud, that one aspect of spiritual or

religious world views is the notion that “human beings can learn truth
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in a variety of ways, including ... intuition and inspiration ... from
God” (Richards & Bergin, 1997, p. 31). However, as Bergin concurred
with Freud, one aspect of a modernistic viewpoint in science is that
“nothing is true or real except that which is observable through sensory
experience or measuring instruments” (Richards & Bergin, 1997, p. 31;
compare Freud, 1933b/1965, pp. 139-140, quoted earlier). This creates
the potential for a powerful conflict between client and therapist world
views. Bergin’s correspondents in a debate in the literature regarding
values and psychotherapy agreed that the matter of epistemology was
highly relevant for the field (Ellis, 1980; Walls, 1980).

Finally, beliefs concerning personal responsibility (encompassing
both locus of control and locus of responsibility) are crucial from
Bergin’s viewpoint. Bergin emphasized the importance for therapy of
the distinction between a position of “personal responsibility for [one’s]
own harmful actions and changes in them” versus the notion that
“others are responsible for our problems and changes” (Bergin, 1980a,

p. 100).

Dimensions Discussed by Derald Wing Sue

Derald Wing Sue is a prominent author and researcher in
multicultural counseling and therapy (D. W. Sue & D. Sue, 1999). His
world view model was described earlier in this chapter (D. W. Sue,
1978a, 1978b).

Sue has strongly endorsed the basic outlines of the Kluckhohn
model of world view as being important for counseling and

psychotherapy (D. W. Sue & D. Sue, 1999). In addition to those
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dimensions of world view, in his own model, Sue has asserted the
overarching importance of two dimensions described in detail earlier
in this chapter: locus of control, and locus of responsibility (Sue, 1978a,
1978b). Sue has indicated that his hope in proposing this model was to
counteract the potentially detrimental effects of person- (as opposed to
system-) oriented counseling, which “may work to the detriment of

minorities who have experienced severe discrimination” (Sue, 1978b,

p. 460).

Dimensio iscussed ane G. Trevifio

Jane G. Trevifio published an article outlining a model for
change in psychotherapy and counseling, a model in which the world
view construct plays a central role (Trevifio, 1996). Trevifio explicitly
dealt with the question of which world view dimensions are most
relevant for counseling and psychotherapy, on the basis of
comprehensiveness, applicability across cultures, and demonstrated
relevance to counseling (Trevino, 1996, p. 209).

Trevifio strongly recommended the dimensions of world view
that are based in the Kluckhohn model. In her article, Trevifio offered
two case studies in illustration of the importance of keeping these
dimensions (particularly the Human Nature orientation and the
Relational Orientation) in mind in multicultural counseling.

Trevifio firmly asserted the importance of attending to the
epistemological dimension of world view. Trevifio particularly cited

the value of counselors learning the conceptualizations of Royce and
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Mos (1980) in assessing people’s adherence to logic, metaphor, or
empiricism as guides to valid knowledge.

Indirectly, Trevifio noted the importance of attending to the
metaphysical dimension of world view. Trevifio suggested that an
important aspect of world view involves beliefs about the causes and
cures of disorders. As will be discussed later, an important aspect of
many cultural beliefs involves the spiritual roots of disorder and their
cures, and the spiritual bases of challenges in life and appropriate ways

to address them.

Dimenpsions Discussed b C. Triandi

Harry C. Triandis is a prominent researcher and editor in
multicultural psychology (Triandis, 1980, 1996). In a contribution to the
Handbook of Cross-Cultural Counseling and Therapy, he explicitly
addressed the question of what dimensions of world view are of
interest to the researcher and clinician in this field (Triandis, 1985).

Triandis singled out beliefs regarding mutability as particularly
relevant to counseling and therapy:

Some values [sic] are particularly important. Whether human
nature is conceived as ... changeable (leading to optimism about
counseling and therapy) or immutable (leading to pessimism
about counseling and therapy) is an obviously critical
dimension. (Triandis, 1985, p. 24)

Triandis noted that two variables of interest to therapists that
vary by culture are “sense of power (powerful versus impotent) and
activity (active versus passive)” (Triandis, 1985, p. 24). These variables
would seem to relate most closely to world view beliefs concerning

human agency, locus of control, and locus of responsibility.
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Triandis has claimed that the distinction between ”veftical” and
“horizontal” cultural approaches is crucial in understanding cultures
and the people within them (Triandis, 1996; Triandis, Chen, & Chan,
1998; Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). Of course, this is essentially the
difference between the Linear and Lateral positions in the Relation to
Authority dimension.

Similarly, Triandis has claimed that the Individualism—
Collectivism distinction is crudial to cross-cultural understanding; he
has suggested that this distinction is an important aspect of the self-
concept that is highly relevant to counseling and psychotherapy
(Triandis, 1985, 1989/1995b). Indeed, Triandis designated
individualism—collectivism as “the single most important dimension
of cultural difference in social behavior” (quoted in Niles, 1998, p. 316).

On a different tack, Triandis noted:

In some cultures all information must be packaged into a broad
framework defined by the culture. The framework may have a
religious ... or political ... basis. Actions are “correct” to the

extent that they conform to this ideology. (Triandis, 1985, p. 23)

This strongly implies that the metaphysics dimension of world view is
related to judgments about correct or incorrect actions, hence making

this dimension an important one for counseling and psychotherapy.

Choosing Among Dimensions

Summarizing what has been said above concerning the thought
of Bergin, Sue, Trevifio, and Triandis, these researchers suggested that
the following dimensions of world view are of particular import for

counseling and psychotherapy: metaphysics, agency, epistemology,
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locus of control, locus of responsibility, and the dimensions of the
Kluckhohn model, namely, human nature orientation, mutability
orientation, relation to nature orientation, time orientation, activity
orientation, and relational orientation (which we have
reconceptualized as two separate dimensions, relation to authority and
relation to group). These total 11 dimensions of world view relevant
to counseling and psychotherapy, which was clearly too many to
develop into an instrument within the limitations of a doctoral
dissertation. However, it proved possible to whittie the number of
dimensions addressed in this dissertation to a more manageable
number.

The assessment of several dimensions of the Kluckhohn model
(human nature orientation, relation to nature orientation, time
orientation, and activity orientation) has been addressed by other
instrument development projects, such as those involving the Scale to
Assess World Views (Ibrahim & Kahn, 1984, 1987; Ibrahim & Owen,
1994), the Value Orientation Scale (n.d.; see also Szapocznik, Scopetta,
Aranalde, & Kurtines, 1978), the Intercultural Values Inventory (Carter
& Helms, 1987; Carter & Parks, 1992), and the Value Orientations
Questionnaire (Green, 1979; Green & Haymes, 1973). Consequently,
those dimensions of the Kluckhohn model did not concern us in the
present study.

The assessment of epistemology proved to involve the creation,
not of just one scale, but of several, in order to address not only the
facets of valid knowledge mentioned in Royce’s theory of knowledge
(Royce, 1964; Royce & Mos, 1980), but several others besides (Bergin,
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1980a; Richards & Bergin, 1997). Consequently, it seemed appropriate
to defer consideration of epistemology to another assessment effort.

Finally, the assessment of locus of control has been addressed by
Rotter’s original I-E Scale (Rotter, 1966), and many subsequent
variations on tﬁe theme (Lefcourt, 1982). Thus, it seemed unnecessary
to attempt another development project for the assessment of this
construct. However, as mentioned in Chapter III of the present study,
locus of control items were included in research protocols, in order to
explore the relation of locus of control to those dimensions of world
view that were addressed in this study.

The remaining dimensions of world view were selected for the
psychometric development effort described in the present study:
agency, mutability, locus of responsibility, relation to authority,
relation to group, and metaphysics. The remainder of this chapter
surveys ways in which these dimensions (and locus of control) have
been discussed, specifically in the world view literature, and describes

previous efforts to develop instruments to assess these dimensions.

World View Dimensions Addressed in the Present Study

On the basis of the considerations described in the preceding part
of this chapter, six dimensions of world view were selected for the
development of psychometric scales during the present study: agency,
mutability, locus of responsibility, relation to authority, relation to
group, and metaphysics. These dimensions, as well as the locus of
control dimension, are described below in terms of the world view

literature and selected aspects of the general psychology literature.
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The Agency Dimension

The agency dimension derives from Freud’s implicit model of
world view, and involves existential beliefs about the causes of human
behavior. Like all the world view dimensions addressed in the present
study, agency is conceptualized as a spectrum of belief positions that is
best described in bipolar terms. At the Voluntarist pole, beliefs reflect
the position that free will is a real human capacity, and that at least
some behavior is actually chosen through free will. At the Determinist
pole, beliefs reflect the position that all behavior is determined
(environmentally, genetically, socdially, or intrapsychically), and that
the experience of free will is illusory.

This dimension is represented on four sub-dimensions of Coan’s
(1979) model of world view, which derived from a factor analysis of
responses to survey items. The agency dimension was suggested as
being relevant to counseling and psychotherapy by Bergin (Richards &
Bergin, 1997, p. 30) and Triandis (1985, p. 24), as mentioned earlier.

Agency is of enormous importance in psychology for the
conceptualization of personality and behavior (Bakan, 1996; Valentine,
1992). Despite the assertion that a thoroughgoing determinism is a
basic tenet of a scientific psychology (Kimble, 1989/1998, p. 20), there is
enough disagreement on this issue among psychologists (e.g., Howard,
1993, 1994a, 1994b; Mahoney, 1993; Rychlak, 1979; Slife, 1994; Tinsley,
1993) to demonstrate that there is room for a conceptualization of
agency within a rigorous psychology. Agency is at the heart of
contemporary notions of human behavior from the standpoint of

social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1989). Agency has an important place
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within conceptualizations of psychotherapy, whether the person is
considered to be an isolated unit, or is conceptualized from a more

relational perspective (Richardson, 1994).

he Mutabili imension

Mutability, as mentioned earlier, is a neglected aspect of the
Kluckhohn model (F. R. Kluckhohn, 1950; Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck,
1961/1973), and involves existential beliefs about whether adult
human nature is changeable or permanent. At the Changeable pole,
beliefs reflect the position that human nature, character, and habits can
be altered by external forces. At the Permanent pole, beliefs reflect the
position that human nature, character, and habits are, as it were,
“written in stone,” and are not subject to any but the most superficial
and temporary change through external forces.

Wrightsman (1992) found that an important element of people’s
philosophies of human nature involves beliefs about the variability of
human nature, which is related to the mutability dimension. With
regard to counseling and psychotherapy, the mutability dimension was

mentioned explicitly by Triandis (1985, p. 24), as mentioned earlier.

The Locus of Control Dimension

The locus of control dimension reflects a refinement of Rotter’s
(1966) conceptualization; it has an important place in Sue’s model of
world view (D. W. Sue, 1978a, 1978b; D. W. Sue & D. Sue, 1999). As
conceptualized in this study, locus of control involves existential

beliefs about whether positive or negative outcomes are the result of
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one’s own actions or of luck. At the External pole, beliefs reflect the
position that one’s reinforcements are more the result of luck than
one’s personal efforts or characteristics. At the Internal pole, beliefs
reflect the position that one’s reinforcements are the result of one’s
personal efforts or enduring characteristics.

There is, of course, a massive literature pertaining to locus of
control (Lefcourt, 1982) as the construct was originally formulated by
Rotter (1966). In terms of world view models, this dimension was
explicitly mentioned as relevant to counseling and therapy by Sue (D.
W. Sue, 1978a, 1978b; D. W. Sue & D. Sue, 1999), and seems to be
reflected in the dimensions of “sense of power (powerful versus
impotent), and activity (active versus passive)” cited by Triandis as
important aspects of cultural values (1985, p. 24). For example, locus of
control seems to be at issue in some cultural differences between
Korean immigrants and non-minority Americans, differences that

have implications for counseling and therapy (Donnelly, 1992).

The Locus of Responsibility Dimension

The locus of responsibility dimension is also an aspect of Sue’s
model of world view (D. W. Sue, 1978a, 1978b; D. W. Sue & D. Sue,
1999). It reflects existential beliefs about whether one’s status and
opportunities for success in life are one’s personal responsibility or the
outcome of external social forces (as a sort of special case of the locus of
control construct in Rotter’s original formulation; Rotter, 1966). At the
External pole, beliefs reflect the position that one’s opportunities,

successes, and failures in life are the result of powerful social forces,
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such as racism or injustice. At the Internal pole, beliefs reflect the
position that one’s opportunities, successes, and failures in life are the
result of one’s own efforts and personal characteristics.

This dimension was explicitly mentioned by Sue as relevant to
counseling and psychotherapy, as discussed earlier. This dimension
also seems implied in Triandis’ “sense of power ... and activity”
(Triandis, 1985, p. 24), mentioned earlier. Bergin, too, considered this
an important dimension for therapy, as noted above (Bergin, 1980a, p.
100).

Some have hypothesized that locus of control, as Rotter
originally formulated it, is a function of culture, while others have
hypothesized that it is a function of discrimination and oppression
(Atkinson & Thompson, 1992). These considerations are even more
pertinent to locus of responsibility. In a sense, the second hypothesis
implies the first, as in situations where a legacy of oppression and
discrimination have deeply scarred a culture. In either hypothesis, it is
clear that cultural history and locus of responsibility are intertwined, so

that to understand the one requires an understanding of the other.

The Relation to Authority Dimension

Relation to authority is an aspect of the Kluckhohn model’s
Relational Orientation. Relation to authority reflects prescriptive and
proscriptive beliefs concerning the “proper” or “best” way that
authority functions. At the Linear pole, beliefs reflect the position that
it is best to have a clear and stable hierarchy of authority, where one

shows deference and obedience to those who occupy superior positions
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in the hierarchy, and where one expects obedience from those who
occupy subordinate positions. At the Lateral pole, beliefs reflect the
position that it is best to share authority and decision-making power
broadly, in a structure where people are considered essentially as
equals, despite role differences.

This dimension reflects a distinction between “horizontal” and
“vertical” cultural approaches. Triandis has claimed that knowledge of
this distinction is crucial for understanding cultures and the people
within them (Triandis, 1996; Triandis, Chen, & Chan, 1998; Triandis &
Gelfand, 1998).

Carter (1991), Ibrahim (1985a, 1985b, 1991), Sue (D. W. Sue & D.
Sue, 1999), and Trevifio (1996), in endorsing the Kluckhohn model
generally as relevant to multicultural and generic counseling and
psychotherapy, thereby so endorsed this dimension. Trevifio (1996)
also offered a case study, in which this dimension is used to address a
client’s concerns in a counseling session. Brown (1997) has specifically
indicated that this dimension should be attended to in cross-cultural
consultation with families. Differences between ethnic minority
populations and majority populations in the United States in terms of
relation to authority, with consequences for counseling and
psychotherapy, have been noted regarding African-Americans (Carter
& Helms, 1987), Cuban immigrants (Szapocznik, Scopetta, Aranalde, &
Kurtines, 1978; Szapocznik, Scopetta, & King, 1978), Korean immigrants
(Donnelly, 1992), and Puerto Ricans (Inclan, 1985).
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Th lati o) Dimension

Relation to group reflects a different aspect of the Kluckhohn
model’s Relational Orientation, distinct from relation to authority.
Relation to group reflects prescriptive and proscriptive beliefs about the
relative importance of the agendas of the individual and the reference
group (e.g., family, work group, worship community, school group,
sports or activity group, etc.), when there is a conflict between the two.
At the Individualist pole, beliefs reflect the position that the
individual’s agenda prevails over that of the reference group. At the
Collectivist pole, beliefs reflect the position that the reference group’s
agenda prevails over that of the individual.

This dimension reflects the individualism—collectivism
distinction, a concept that has gained a great deal of attention in cross-
cultural psychology since 1980 (see review in Kagitcibasi, 1997).
Triandis considered this dimension crucial for understanding a culture
or its people (Triandis, 1996; Triandis, Chen, & Chan, 1998; Triandis &
Gelfand, 1998). Triandis has designated individualism—collectivism
as “the single most important dimension of cultural difference in
social behavior” (quoted in Niles, 1998, p. 316). The shift from
collectivist to individualist ethics in European and European-affiliated
civilizations has been deemed “the most significant shift in belief” in
those societies over the last one thousand years (Russo, 1999, p. 87).
This shift, occurring in our day in many cultures around the world, is
at least partially responsible for the rapidity with which the social
world of children is changing in those cultures (Camilleri & Malewska-

Peyre, 1997, p. 43). The individualism—collectivism distinction has
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been found to be robust across cultures, emerging as a major
characteristic that distinguishes among cultures and their values, as
studied by multicultural researchers (Schwartz, 1992, 1994; Schwartz &
Bilsky, 1987, 1990).

Triandis suggested that the individualist—collectivist
distinction is an important aspect of the self-concept that is highly
relevant to counseling and psychotherapy (Triandis, 1985, 1989/1995b).
Several researchers have specifically indicated that this dimension
should be attended to in cross-cultural consultation with families (D.
Brown, 1997; Harrison, Wilson, Pine, Chan, & Buriel, 1990). This
dimension (called “concept of self” by the authors) has been
recommended for emphasis in the multicultural training and
supervision of counselors (M. T. Brown & J. Landrum-Brown, 1995).
Carter (1991), Ibrahim (1985a, 1985b, 1991), Sue (D. W. Sue & D. Sue,
1999), and Trevinio (1996), in endorsing the Kluckhohn model
generally as relevant to counseling and psychotherapy, thereby so
endorses this dimension. Differences between ethnic minority
populations and majority populations in the United States in terms of
relation to group, with consequences for counseling and
psychotherapy, have been noted regarding African-Americans (Carter
& Helms, 1987), Cuban immigrants (Szapocznik, Scopetta, Aranalde, &
Kurtines, 1978; Szapocznik, Scopetta, & King, 1978), Korean immigrants
(Donnelly, 1992), Puerto Ricans (Inclan, 1985), Russian immigrants
(Hudgins, 1997), and Southeast Asian refugees (Gerber, 1994).

It is important to note that, in Triandis’ conception,

individualism—collectivism can vary for the same person across
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contexts (Hui, 1988; Triandis, 1995a; Triandis, Chen, & Chan, 1998;
Triandis & Gelfand, 1998). That is, an individual may be an
individualist in regards to colleagues, but a collectivist in respect to the
nuclear family of which this person is a member. Important as this
distinction is, it was thought that it would still be useful to have a
global, unidimensional measure of relation to group. Consequently,
this was the approach taken in the present research.

It is also worth noting that, as Triandis has used the terms,
individualism and collectivism refer to societies, not individuals (for
whom Triandis recommended the terms idiocentric and allocentric;
Triandis, 1995b). Also, for Triandis, individualism and collectivism are
what he has called “cultural syndromes,” which can be differentiated in
terms of goal structures, norms, attitudes, exchange relationships, and
other characteristics (Triandis, 1996). The present research departs from
Triandis’ conceptualization in both ways. That is, the terms
individualism and collectivism are used here in relation to
individuals as well as societies (as is done by, for example, Matsumoto,
Weissman, Preston, Brown & Kupperbusch, 1997). In addition, the
constructs are limited in their meaning to refer only to certain beliefs
about goal priorities, as described earlier.

Current conceptualizations of individualism~—collectivism
have been criticized on the grounds that group and individual goals
need not conflict (Niles, 1998). The present author feels that, although
that point is certainly true, the litmus test for differentiating between
individualist cultures (and individuals) and collectivist cultures (and

individuals) occurs precisely on those occasions when group and
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individual goals do conflict. Thus, assessment of the construct in the

present study focused on such situations of conflict between individual

and group goals.

The Metaphysics Dimensio

The metaphysics dimension is an aspect of Freud’s (1933b/1965)
concept of world view, and is implicit in Stace’s (1960) model, as well.
It reflects existential beliefs about the nature of reality. At the
Spiritualist pole, beliefs reflect the position that “spirit is a prime
element of reality” (Webster’s Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary, 1991,
p- 1137, s.v. “spiritualism”); that is, reality has an actual unseen,
spiritual aspect to it, in that there are spiritual beings or powers to
which the individual or group can relate. At the Materialist pole,
beliefs reflect the position that “physical matter is the only or
fundamental reality and that all being and processes and phenomena
can be explained as manifestations or results of matter” (Webster’s
Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary, 1991, p- 733, s.v. “materialism”); that
is, reality is best described in purely material terms, and no spiritual
beings or powers exist.

The nature of this dimension is such that it is important to
distinguish between the terms “spiritualism” and “materialism,” as
they are used in the present research, from the way in which they and
related terms are used in everyday discourse. For example, it is
important to distinguish between spiritualism, in the sense used here,
and the term “spirituality.” Spiritualism, as used in the present study,

refers to a belief about reality:
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[Some people] are raised knowing of this world and another,
Heaven and Earth, “inner man” and “outer,” time and eternity,
sacred and mundane, holy day and day to day. It hardly matters
what words or images ... convey this perception ... provided that
they create a sense of the visible and the invisible—both real ...
—to be found in the world at large and in the inner world of the
individual. (Lipsey, 1988/1997, p. 7, emphasis in original)

Thus, spiritualism, as a belief in an unseen world as an actual
aspect of reality, an unseen world in which the quotidian is immersed,
is a part of some people’s world view. It is thus to be distinguished
from spirituality, which, in psychology, is a multidimensional
construct that has been defined in multiple ways, some involving
experiences and emotions, some involving behaviors and specific
doctrinal beliefs—and, indeed, some being defined in ways that
contradict other formulations of the construct (Benjamin & Looby,
1998; Elkins, Hedstrom, Hughes, Leaf, & Saunders, 1988; Faulkner &
DeJong, 1966; Glock, 1962; Ingersoll, 1994; Mack, 1994; Maher & Hunt,
1993; Wulff, 1997; Yinger, 1969, 1977). It should be clear that
spiritualism, as used here, is a smaller construct, a world view option
that is, perhaps, a component of the larger construct of spirituality.

In the same way, it is important to distinguish between’
materialism—which, as used in the present study, refers to ontological
materialism, the belief that reality is best described in purely material,
non-spiritual terms—and what may be termed “lifestyle materialism.”

Lifestyle materialism has been described as

the dominant value set in our society. This perspective values
the acquisition and refinement of material resources and
increased accessibility to and use of such resources. It values
power and control of the physical world. (Docherty, 1984, p. 140)
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At an extreme, lifestyle materialism is embodied by the film
character Gordon “Greed is Good” Gekko (Weiser, Stone, & Pressman,
1987). The essence of lifestyle materialism is expressed in an extreme
way through the popular phrase, “Whoever dies with the most toys
wins.” Although interesting as a subject of study in and of itself,
lifestyle materialism is not what is meant by the term “materialism” in
the present study, which focuses on ontological materialism.

The metaphysics dimension is very close to the so-called
“transcendent dimension” in the nine-dimensional model of
spirituality devised by Elkins, Hedstrom, Hughes, Leaf, and Saunders
(1988). However, the metaphysics dimension in the present research
lacks the experiential aspect of the “transcendent dimension” of the
model of Elkins and his colleagues.

The metaphysics dimension was endorsed as relevant for
counseling and therapy by Bergin (1980a; Richards & Bergin, 1997).

This dimension (called “ontology” by the authors) has been
recommended for emphasis in the multicultural training and
supervision of counselors (M. T. Brown & J. Landrum-Brown, 1995).
The importance of this dimension for therapy and counseling is
implicit in the thought of Trevifio and Triandis.

Trevifio (1996) suggested that an important aspect of world view
involves beliefs about the causes and cures of disorders. As it happens,
an important aspect of many cultures and sub-cultures involves beliefs
about the spiritual roots of disorders and their cures, and the spiritual
bases of challenges in life and appropriate ways to address them (Bird &
Canino, 1981; Chiu, 1996; Delgado, 1979; Gerber, 1994; Harrison, Wilson,
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Pine, Chan, & Buriel, 1990; Lefley, 1985; Nuland, 1997; Wiesner, 1996;
Wohl, 1976). Beliefs about the spiritual roots of client concerns and
approaches to resolving them play a particularly clear role in so-called
“culture-bound” syndromes such as ghost sickness, mal de ojo,
rootwork, spell, susto, zar (American Psychiatric Association,
Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders [DSM-IV], 1994),
witiko (Matsumoto, 1996), and hexing (Golden, 1977). However, the
importance of spiritual perspectives in facilitating general growth and
healing for clients of any culture is being recognized increasingly in the
counseling literature (R. J. Chapman, 1996; Constantine, 1999; Koenig,
1999; Koltko, 1990; Lovinger, 1984, 1990; Mack, 1994; G. Miller, 1999; W.
Miller, 1999; Parker, 1996; Richards & Bergin, 1997, 2000; Shafranske,
1996; Waldfogel & Wolpe, 1993).

Dana (1994) noted that the metaphysics dimension raises an
ethical concern in the testing and assessment process. Specifically, he
noted that “people from non-Euro-American cultures have an
enlarged self-concept ... that may include natural and spiritual forces as
well” (Dana, 1994, p. 351). He pointed out that an understanding of a
client’s world view on this dimension is crucial for accurate
interpretation of assessment data, to avoid pathologizing belief systems
that may not be held by the assessment professional. Of course, this is
part of the larger issue, where it is recommended that any professional
performing an assessment gain an understanding of the world view of

the person who is being assessed (Lonner & Sundberg, 1985). .
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Previous Assessment Efforts

There have been numerous attempts to develop scales to assess
one or another aspect of the world view construct, whether or not the
term “world view” was used by the investigator involved.
Consequently, considerations of incremental clinical utility dictate that
it is important to demonstrate a need to develop new scales (Haynes,
Nelson, & Blaine, 1999, p. 139). This section of the chapter describes
attempts that have been made to develop assessment instruments for
the dimensions of world view that are of interest to the present
research.

Three strategies were used to find instruments that addressed
the relevant dimensions of world view. First, the relevant works of
the world view theorists and researchers mentioned in this chapter
and Appendix A were searched for instruments of interest. Second,
Psychological Abstracts (in paper and CD-ROM form) was reviewed, for
the years 1989 into 1998, using the search term “world view.” Third,
specialized guides were consulted regarding instrumentation in social
psychology, (Robinson, Shaver, & Wrightsman, 1991), the psychology
of religion (Wulff, 1997), and transpersonal psychology (MacDonald,
LeClair, Holland, Alter, and Friedman, 1995).

Assessment of Agency

The agency dimension is not addressed in most world view
assessment instruments. However, agency is addressed in two
instruments developed by Coan: the Theoretical Orientation Survey
(Coan, 1979), and the General Beliefs survey (Coan, 1974).



75

The Theoretical Orientation Survey (TOS) was developed to
assess the theoretical predilections of psychologists (Coan, 1979). Itis a
63-item inventory using a five-point Likert response scale. Each
inventory item is associated with one of eight scales representing issues
regarding psychologists’ theoretical positions (e.g., taking a factual
versus a theoretical orientation in one’s teaching or writing). Three of
the factors derived through factor analysis of TOS responses are
relevant to the agency aspect of world views: impersonal causality
versus personal will (Factor 2), biological determinism (Factor 5), and
environmental determinism (Factor 6). Using a sample of 866
members of the American Psychological Association, alpha reliabilities
for the three scales above ranged from .79 to .86, while retest
reliabilities ranged from .81 to .86. Validity data have not been reported
for these scales.

While the scales show strong indicators for reliability, the items
themselves often use a vocabulary that is geared for a professional
audience, rather than for a general one. For example, consider the
following items (Coan, 1979, pp. 156-161):

26. In principle, an individual’s choice or decision can never be
fully predicted from antecedent conditions or events. (Factor 2:
Impersonal causality vs. personal will)

62. The structure of human thought is governed to a great
extent by innate factors. (Factor 5: Biological Determinism)

43. Every frequently recurring action is controlled or regulated
to a great extent by environmental influences or effects, whether
the individual who displays it realizes this or not. (Factor 6:
Environmental Determinism)
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Thus, in its current form, the TOS is more appropriate for its intended
target population—psychologists—than for the general public. This

makes the TOS inappropriate for use in the current study.

General Beliefs

The General Beliefs questionnaire was specifically designed to
assess world views among the general population (Coan, 1974). It
consists of 130 items with a five-point Likert response scale. The items
seem to be easily understandable to a general audience (e.g., “It is only
natural for a person to be rather fearful of the future”). The factor
structure, reportedly, “on the whole ... approaches orthogonality,” and
“most of the factor intercorrelations are close to zero” (p- 119). Further
validity data are lacking. One factor of the instrument is relevant to
the agency aspect of world view. Factor 15 (Mechanism) is defined by
the following two items (Coan, 1974, pp. 110-115):

29. We can best gain an understanding of people if we think of
them as very complicated machines.

111. Living organisms are basically just complicated machines.
Although these two items reflect well the determinist pole of the
agency dimension of world view, there are problems involved in using
this factor to assess the agency dimension. Item #111 is not confined to
human behavior, which is the focus of the agency dimension. Also,
although reliability data are lacking, a scale with two items is highly
unlikely to be sufficiently reliable for use in psychological assessment.
Consequently, the General Beliefs questionnaire is inappropriate for

the present research.
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Summary: Instrumentation to Assess Agency

In sum, there is a lack of appropriate assessment instruments
that address the world view dimension of agency. Of those scales that
address agency, one (TOS) does so with a sophisticated vocabulary that
is inappropriate for use with the general public. Another scale
(General Beliefs) has too few items to be sufficiently reliable for use as a
psychological instrument. These considerations indicate the need for a

new scale that assesses the agency dimension of world view.

Assessmen abili

The mutability dimension has always been a part of
Kluckhohn’s model of world view. Despite this, mutability has been
noticeable by its absence from instruments meant to assess world view
along the lines of the Kluckhohn model, such as the Scale to Assess
World Views (Ibrahim & Kahn, 1984).

This omission raises a question. Given the popularity of
Kluckhohn’s model in, for example, multicultural counseling theory
and research (e.g., Carter, 1991; Ibrahim, 1985a, 1985b; Inclan, 1985; D.
W. Sue & D. Sue, 1999; Trevifio, 1996), why has the mutability
dimension received such short shrift in assessment efforts? To some
extent, the reason for this can be found in Kluckhohn’s original
formulation, which treated mutability with a certain degree of
tentativeness.

Kluckhohn described mutability as a variation within the
model’s human nature orientation, as a sort of sub-dimension that

Kluckhohn did not name separately. Although mutability was clearly
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implied in even the earliest presentations of Kluckhohn’s model, it did
not appear in the earliest diagram or lists that summarized the model
in Kluckhohn'’s articles (F. R. Kluckhohn, 1950, 1951, 1967a). After a
few years, mutability did begin to appear in charts summarizing
Kluckhohn’s model (Kluckhohn, 1953, 1958, 1967b), including
Kluckhohn’s best-known and often-imitated depiction of her model in
Variations in Value Orientations (Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961/1973,
Table I:1, p. 12). However, mutability continued to be treated as a sort
of demi-dimension, not rating a separate line as an “orientation” in its
own right. Mutability was not addressed in Kluckhohn’s instrument,
the Value-Orientation Schedule (Kluckhohn & Strodtbeck, 1961/1973).

As Kluckhohn’s chart was recreated in subsequent works by
other scholars, mutability was included by few (e.g., Green, 1979, Table
1, p. 393; Inclan, 1985, Table 1, p. 326) and omitted by many (e.g., Beutler
& Bergan, 1991, Table 1, p. 21; Carter, 1991, Table 1, p- 166; A. D.
Chapman, 1981, Table 1, p. 638; Dana, 1993, Table 1-2, p. 12; Ibrahim,
1985a, Table 1, p. 629; Ibrahim & Kahn, 1987, Table 1, p. 165; Papajohn &
Spiegel, 1975, Table 1, p. 22; D. W. Sue & D. Sue, 1999, Table 8.1, p- 167).
What dropped out of sight from the tables apparently dropped out of
mind conceptually for developers of assessment instruments along the
lines of the Kluckhohn model.

It might be thought that, although the matter of the mutability
of human nature might be missing from instruments specifically
devised for the Kluckhohn model, nonetheless other assessment

instruments might feature this world view dimension. Indeed, such is
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the case in one instance, although there are serious problems with the

way that the dimension has been addressed in this instrument.

Philosophies of Human Nature Scale

Mutability was addressed in the bipolar “Variability versus
Similarity” scale of the Philosophies of Human Nature Scale |
(Wrightsman, 1974, 1992). In this scale, the “Variability” pole reflects
the belief that individuals are different from one another in
personality and interests, and that a person can change over time. The
“Similarity” pole reflects the belief that people are similar in interests,
and that people do not change over time.

As can be seen from this description, in Wrightsman's scale,
beliefs about the mutability of human nature on the level of the
individual are intermingled with beliefs about the variability of
human characteristics on the level of the group. Thus, the scale does
not represent a pure implementation of Kluckhohn’s notion of
mutability. Essentially, this scale combines two very different aspects of
beliefs about people. As such, it was inappropriate for the purposes of

the present research.

Summary: In mentation to Assess Mutabili

In sum, there is a lack of assessment instruments that address
the world view dimension of mutability. Instruments devised with
the Kluckhohn model in mind have omitted this dimension. One
instrument, developed outside the Kluckhohn model, addresses this

dimension in a way that combines it with a different dimension of
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human belief. These considerations indicate the need for a new scale

that assesses the mutability dimension of world view.

Assessment o o onsibili

Several instruments are available that address locus of
responsibility. Within social psychology research, two instruments
address locus of responsibility through the construct of powerlessness:
Neal and Seeman’s Powerlessness scale, and Scheussler’s Doubt About
Self-Determination scale (both described in detail in Seeman, 1991).
However, each of these instruments has the disadvantage that it
contains a single item to assess locus of responsibility, within a context
of many items that assess locus of control. Consequently, neither of
these instruments is appropriate for the assessment of locus of
responsibility. Of remaining instrumentation, one scale has been

specifically constructed to address the construct.

Latting and Zundel’s L f Responsibility Scale

The only instrument developed thus far specifically to assess
locus of responsibility resulted from the work of Latting and Zundel
(1986). These authors created a 5-item scale that yielded a standardized
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of .79.

Although this scale demonstrates sufficient reliability for use in
most research contexts, it has a serious flaw. All five items of the scale
represent beliefs about internal locus of responsibility; no items
represent the external end of the polarity. Such an item construction

strategy is seriously problematic.
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It has long been noted that many individuals manifest a
response set of acquiescence, in which they tend to agree with a
statement that is presented to them (Cronbach, 1946). Indeed, an
acquiescent response set is likely to function when an individual is
unsure how to respond to an attitude item, given that “the majority of
persons, when in doubt, tend to judge statements true” (Cronbach,
1946, p. 490). Consequently, the presentation of items from only one
pole in assessing a bipolar construct will likely result in individuals
showing artificially elevated tendencies, in the direction of the pole
represented by the items. Having a balance of items from both sides of
a bipolar construct helps to reduce the impact of an acquiescence
response set (Anastasi, 1982; Crocker & Algina, 1986; Kline, 1986).

There is another reason why presenting items from only one
pole of a bipolar construct is problematic from a psychometric point of
view. Adequate domain sampling, that is, sampling the universe of
items for a co