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ABSTRACT: The foundation of most intellectual discourse is Western-centric to the exclusion of other views. This
includesideal patterns of socia interaction, preference for aesthetic, accepted norms and values, and the concepts of
dignity, respectability, morality and ethics. Such apositionisculturally myopic. Western cultural influence colorsall of
them including mora precepts. The assumption is that Western-centric moral precepts are universally followed. This
paper explores these concepts and discusses the dominance of Western-centric point of view in mora precepts. It
describes how non-Western-centric views are different and argues that understanding non-Western-centric conceptsis

auseful undertaking that could expand our horizons.
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INTRODUCTION

Logicd discourse is the foundation of any intellectual
undertaking. Often, such a task assumes Western-centric
view which isbased onAristotelian logic to the exclusion
of others. Such an assumption is imbedded in various
aspects of Western thinking and attitudes, including idea
patterns of socid interaction, preference for aesthetic,
accepted norms and values, and the concepts of dignity,
respectability, and morality. It views non-Western-centric
concepts as not worthy of consideration. In addition, it is
based on the dominance of individualism and prevalence
of intra-cultural homogeneity. This position is western
ethnocentrism and myopic. Understanding other cultura
position and views on moral precepts is an intellectua
imperative. Wewill explorethemin thefollowing.

Thispaper isdivided into thefollowing sections. Firgt,
from Western-centric view a discussion of variousfacets
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of ethics and morality is presented. Next, variations of
cultural aspects of judgment and decision making are
discussed. Then the issue of intra-cultural and inter-
cultural heterogeneity, or Mindscapes (Maruyama et
al., 1980) are elaborated upon, and their influence on
moral precepts are explored. Conclusion and
implicationsform the last section.

Western Centric Philosophical Basis of Moral
Concepts

In Western-centric line of thinking, the discussion
of morality and ethics inevitably brings forth the
suggestion that certain principles should be followed.
These principles are enshrined in codes of conducts
fromthetime of early Western civilization. These codes
have been the philosophical basis for sorting out ‘rights’
from ‘wrongs’. They are usually summarized under the
banners of three doctrines, the utilitarian approach, the
moral-rights approach, and the justice approach
(Fritzsche and Becker, 1984; Premeaux, 2004; 2009).
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Regardl ess of which approach followed, it impliesthat
the decision maker should abide by acertainimmutable
standard.

The utilitarian approach is guided by the end result
that should have the greatest good for the greatest
number of people. In a utilitarian approach to
management, for example, superiors go through “cost-
benefit” analysis that might indicate, in the short run
laying-off some of the employees could improve
profitability of the firm and gains to stockholder, and
inthelong run might enable thefirmto continue offering
employment opportunities to many.

The moral-rights approach respects fundamental
rights shared by everyone. Ethical behavior in this
approach is guided by respect for the fundamental
rights of all human beings. The U.S. Constitution’s Bill
of Rights is a good example of this principle. This
approach would consider it unethical to deny people
the right to liberty, health and safety, and privacy.

With the justice approach the ethical behavior is
guided by the respect and the application of impartial
standard of fairnessand equity. Such an approach treat
all the sameregardless of ethnicity, gender, age, sexual
orientation, religious beliefs, and the likes.

The notion that people follow these codes and
perspectives presupposes the homogeneity of
mentdlity, beliefs, values, preferencesetc. among people
of cultures. The foundation of the above argument is
an assumption of intra-cultural homogeneity and
universally accepted framework regarding ethics and
morality. There is ample evidence, however, to the
contrary that there are heterogeneity in mentality and
logic within and between cultures (e.g. Fatehi et al.,
2015; Maruyama et al., 1980; McSweeney, 2002). The
same diversity would be applicableto ethical precepts.
Also, it assumethat the decision maker, in al situations,
abide by certain immutable standards that are
fundamentally individualistic and abstractly
Aristotelian.

Cultural Basis of Ethical/Moral Judgment

The ethical and moral codes are constructed with
the implicit assumption of intra-cultural homogeneity.
Additionally, itsfoundationis mostly Western thinking,
and Aristotelian logic. The first assumption is not
necessarily valid (McSweeney, 2002; 2009; 2013), and
the second isexclusionary thinking (Korzybski, 1958)
asthere are other forms of logic. Aristotelianlogicisa
two-valued system of logic [to be or not to be]. There
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are, however, other systems of logic that are based on
three or more values (Gunther, 2015; Wikipedia, 2015).
The discussion on non-Aristotelian logic is beyond
the scope of this paper and could be the subject of
another discourse. But, in the following, cultural issues
and their influence on moral-ethical precepts are
analyzed.

Most cross-cultural research isimplicitly based on
intra-cultural homogeneity. These studieshave applied
a number of cultural characteristics to compare and
contrast cultures. The most popular stream of thisline
of research has followed the path established by
Hofstede and Hofstede (2001) who proposed that
cultures could be studied using four dimensions of
individualism-collectivism, power distance, uncertainty
avoidance, and gender role differentiation or femininity-
masculinity. Later on, a fifth dimension, inter-
generational time orientation, was added to this list
(Hofstede and Bond, 1988).

In particular, individualism-coll ectivism dimension
is more germane to our discussion. Western-centric
view of cultural precepts is dominated by the
assumption of individualistic culture.

Individualism is the culture’s emphasis on personal
identity. It encourages self-serving behaviors. In
individualistic cultures, it is expected that individuals
primarily look after their own interest. Therefore,
individualistic cultures are loosely integrated. Unlike
individualistics, collectivist cultures emphasize groups
(e.g., family, neighborhood, organizations, and the
country), not the individuals. In a collectivist society,
the interests and goals of the individuals are
subordinate to those of the group (Triandiset al., 1988).
Individuals seek fulfillment and happiness in the
harmony of the group. Groups provide security to
members, and protect their interests in exchange for
their completeloyalty (Hofstede, 1984).

People of individualistic cultures rely on personal
judgment, while collectivistsval ue collective judgment
and emphasize harmony between people. According
to Nisbet (2003) Americans regard personalities as
relatively fixed, while Asians regard them as more
malleable.

Therefore, moral judgment would vary among
individualistic and collectivist cultures. The daily
activities of people of collectivist cultures
demonstratestheir interdependence. They livein close
proximity to each other and synchronizetheir play, work
and activities, while individualistic people tend to do
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“their own thing” separately (Anderson, 1988).
Interdependence and socially prescribed interpersonal
relationships arereflected intheway collectivist people
value certain behavior and the motivation for taking
certain actions. Consider, for example, theimplications
of cognitive consistency for individualist and
collectivist persons. Cognitive inconsistency creates
dissonance (Festinger, 1957), an unpleasant anxiety
producing, a psychological state that motivates the
individual to take actions. Cognitive dissonance is
different in an independent self, versus an
interdependent self. Take the case of a person who
smokes cigarettes and believes that smoking is
detrimental to his or her health. In this example, the
individual can pursue a number of alternatives to
eliminate the dissonance, including giving up smoking.
An interdependent self whose internal attributes are
more flexible is less likely to quit smoking aslong as
hisor her reference group smokes. For thisindividual,
the confirmation for self-harm comes from the group.
In this case, the situational requirements regul ate the
private feelings of interdependent person. Therefore,
there is less room for experiencing inconsistency and
dissonance for such a person.

Consider another aspect of personal choice.
Because compliance with norms is central to
collectivists, they may suppress emotional displays
that are contrary to the group expectations. Conversely,
since individual freedom is of paramount value in
individualistic cultures, they encourage self-expression
and personal judgment. In collectivist cultures most of
the norms governing interpersonal relationships are
determined by the larger collective, the society, while
in individualistic cultures individuals personally bear
thisresponsibility. Inindividualistic cultures, personal
values are the basis of most decisions, including
intimate relationships. Collectivists are just the
opposite. Arranged marriages, for example, are not
uncommon in some collectivist societies (Gannon,
2004).

Differing Perspectives of the ‘Person’

To fully comprehend the difference between
individualistic people and collectivists, we need to
explore the concept of “individualism’ from the personal
aspect of ‘self.” The concept of ‘self’ has many facets.
Westerners view the individual as a self-contained,
autonomous, and independent entity. Based on this
understanding, the individual comprises a unique
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configuration of attributes such as traits, abilities,
motives, and values. These attributes are the basis for
the individual’s behavior (Sampson, 1989).

For most Westerners, ‘self’ is impermeable, free
agent, independent of circumstances or particular
relationship, who can move from group to group and
Situation to situation without significant alteration. In
effect, ‘self’ can be abstracted from is surroundings.
For the Easterners (and many other people), the person
is connected, fluid, and conditional. The person exist
inaweb of relationships, such asthefamily and society.
The person is mostly identified in terms of these
relationships and purely independent behavior is
impossible. In Chinese language, for example, thereis
no equivalent term for the word individualism. An
American may describe himself/herself as “fun loving
and hardworking person”, a Japanese, a Chinese or a
Korean may say | am “fun loving with my friends”, or
“l am serious at work”, which puts the person in
relation to others and in acontext (Nisbet, 2003).

Westerners have an isolationist concept of the
“person.” To them, an individual is a person standing
aloneand clearly separate from hisor her environment.
Such aconcept of anindividual isaliento collectivists.
In the Japanese language, for example, there is no
equivalent term for the English word “1,” denoting a
person separate from the surroundingsin all situations.
For Japanese, individual exist only inrelation to others.
The individual is a node of interrelations with others
around him/her. Each has a special way and meaning in
relating with others, which becomes his/her
individuality. Without such relations, there is no
individuality (Maruyama, 1989). Different terms are
used to distinguish between these various
individualities that identify the person-situational
relationships. The “I” of teacher-student, or a superior-
subordinate situation (Watakushi, for male or female),
for example, is different from the “I” of parent-child or
sibling relationships (Watashi or Ore, afemaleor male
about 14 years or older; Atashi or Boku, a girl or a boy
under 14 years).

Many Westerners, including Americans, believein
inherent separateness of distinct persons. Itisthe norm,
and people are expected to become independent from
others, and discover and expresstheir unique attributes.
In contrast to the Western view, many Eastern cultures
have maintained an interdependent view of ‘self’.
These cultures believe in the fundamental
connectedness of humans to each other. An
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interdependent “self’ is not separate from the social
context. It ismore connected to and less differentiated
from others. Such a connectedness motivates people
to fit and to become a part of the social context and to
fulfill the obligation of belongingness with relevant
others. As Hernandez and lyengar (2001) put it, the
crucial point for such a person is not inner self but
rather the relationships the person has with others.
Experiencing interdependence entails seeing self as a
part of an encompassing socia relationships. Therefore,
interdependent persons are more motivated by the
contextsthat allow themto perceive themsel vesfitting
in with asocial group, which in turn enabling them to
enhance their relationships with others.

Theinternal attributes of an interdependent self are
less fixed and concrete and more situation specific,
and are sometimes elusive and unreliable. In such a
case, the attitudes will not directly regulate overt
behavior, especially if the behavior implicates
significant others. In many social contexts, the
interdependent self must constantly control and
regulate hisor her opinion, abilities, and characteristics
to come to terms with the primary task of
interdependence. In an interdependent collectivist
culture, an independent behavior such as expressing
an opinion is likely to be influenced and somewhat
determined by the forces of interdependence. Such
behavior has a different significance than the one
exhibited by an independent self in an independent
culture (Markus and Kitayama, 1991). The contrast
between the internal source of what Westerners
consider inner attributes, such as conscience, and an
external source of such attributes for the Japanese is
described by Dore (2013, p. 385):

“The Christian who believes that his conscience is
the voice of God within him feels that it is a duty to
God to obey its dictates and that he has sinned in the
sight of the Lord if hefailsto do so. The Japanese who
conceives of the voice of his conscience as the voice
of hisparents and teachersfeelsit to be aduty towards
themto obey it, and if he failsto do so it isthey whom
he has et down. Even after their death his feelings of
guilt may take the form of imagining how displeased
these honored parents and teachers would be ...”

Research findings suggest, for example, that there
is a difference between the way Americans and
Japanese perceive causation (Diener et al., 2003;
Nakamura, 1964; Tusunoda, 1975; 1979; Masuda and
Nisbett, 2001). As Nisbet (2003) stated “two different
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approaches to the world have maintained themselves
for thousands of years. These approaches include
profoundly different social relations, views about the
nature of world, and characteristic thought processes
[and we can add judgment and morality issues]. Each
of these orientations-the Western and the Eastern- isa
self-reinforcing, homeostatic system. The social
practices promote the world-views; the world-views
dictate the appropriate thought processes; and the
thought processes both justify the world-views and
support the social practices”.

Western cognitive model, such as Americans, is
logical, sequential, andit isbased on the abstract concept
of universal reality. Aristotelian logic is an underlining
fabric holdingit all together. Japanese cognitionisbased
on concrete perception that relies on senses data,
emphasizes the particular rather than universal, reality
is not abstract, and has a high sensitivity to
environmental context and relationships. The abstract
conceptsused by Americansto explain variousbehavior,
including moral actions, and decision making, are not
well defined in the Japanese language (Doktor, 1983).

Western cultures, and particularly the American
culture, place a high value and priority on rational,
objective, and factual information in support of most
decisions. North Americans, and other Western nations
assume the existence of an “objective” truth. Errors
are considered to be the source of differences. Quite
often, people attempt to reach an understanding by
discarding areas of disagreements and building on the
areas on which they agree. Japanese, however, try to
include multiple viewsand build on variations. Thisis
similar to the variation between thetwo different images
of the same object. A three-dimensional view is dueto
the differences between the two images. Discarding
the variations between the two images resultsin atwo-
dimensional, flat object. For the Japanesethe objective
truth of Aristotelian logic is aforeign concept, which
does not have an exact equivalence in Japanese and
therefore does not make sense. The translation of the
term “objectivity” into Japanese does not quite match
themeaning implied by it in the English language. The
Japanese translation for the foreign word “objectivity”
is kyakkanteki, which means the guest’s point of view,
and subjectivity is shukanteki, meaning the host’s
point of view (Maruyama, 1980; Pattee, 2012).

There are fundamental differencesbetween theway
Westerner and Easterners view the world. Westerners
pay more attention to objects, while Easterners focus
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more on the overall surroundings. Consequently,
Easternersaremorelikely to detect rel ationshi psamong
events than Westerners. Westerners believe more than
Easterners in the ability to control the environment
and see the world as composed of objects, while
Easterners see the world as composed of substances.
This leads to the Westerners method of organizing by
categorizing the objects, and Easterners emphasizing
the relationships. Because of Easterners’ heightened
perception of the environment, they attribute causality
more to the context, and tend to resolve contradiction
and conflict by seeking a middle option between two
positions. Westerners on the other hand, rely more on
logical rules and in resolving contradiction insist on
the correctness of one side (Nisbet, 2003).

Most Westerners insist on the validity of personal
judgment, using principles of morality. Therefore, itis
not a complement to call someone a conformist.
Conformity, however, is trandated into the Japanese
as “sharp perception of the situation, unique sense of
adaptation with reality, quick orientation and reaction
to cope with various situations, responding to the
needs of the overall situation.” “Conformity” to the
Japanese, using their own standards of desirability in
judging behavior, implies something desirable because
it involves understanding others and the ability to
comprehend situations fromtheir viewpoints. It seems
that the Japanese sense of conformity more closely
corresponds to the “flexibility” of the Americans
(Maruyama, 1980).

The differing views of an individual produce
divergent concepts of organizational relationships. In
countries with an isolationistic-atomistic view of the
individual, such as the United States, an individual is
expected to perform most functionswith clearly defined
responsibilities. The individual’s participation in the
society is based on a clear demarcation of each
person’s performance and the importance of the
individual’s contribution, holding individuals
accountable for their actions. This is not consistent
with the “Japanese vagueness of individual
responsibility, the idea of joint group responsibility,
and the strong sense of responsibility toward the
small, close group” (Iwata, 1982, p. 5). Similarly, the
Chinese philosophy of individual rights could be
regarded as one’s share of the rights of the community
asawhole, not alicenseto do asonepleases (Nishet, 2003).

Americans believe that people are the masters of
their own destiny. Therefore, individual judgment is
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the basis of most decisions. They believe that
individual s have a considerabl e choiceinwhat happens
to them and around them. Americanstake prideindoing
everything by themselves without help from others,
and have a very strong sense of independence. The
concept of self-determination has a counterpart of
individual responsibility. Individuals are held
responsible for their deeds. The limits of each person’s
responsibilitiesare clearly defined.

The American concept of the individual as an
independent, self-sufficient, self-reliant, and hard-
working person who should be held responsible for
the outcomes has been an anchor around which other
social values were constructed. Various cultures have
different views of the individual and ecological
relations. In some cultures, the concept of theindividual
as a lone entity all by itself and separate from the
surrounding milieu does not have much appeal.
Japanese, Middle Eastern, and Southeast Asian
cultures have a different concept of the individual
responsibility.

In Japan, there is little awareness of “individual
responsibility.” The scope of individual responsibility
is very small and obscure. Instead, the responsibility
istothegroup. Asacorollary, thereisan exceptionally
strong presence of “solidarity of responsibility” among
members of a family, a work group, and other social
organizations. The solidarity of responsibility is a
given. Willingly or not, membership in a group putsa
personin the position of assuming joint responsibility.
This joint responsibility creates “responsibility of the
stronger.” “When the weaker element in the group is in
trouble or placed in an awkward situation, it is
considered natural in Japan that he or she seek succour,
and that the ‘stronger’ will be considered as being
‘irresponsible’ should he not respond to and take
appropriate measures” (Iwata, 1982).

Interdependent cultures assume that a person is
mostly defined by situations and by the presence of
others. Therefore, a person is inseparable from the
situations of others. This interconnectedness, for
example, is the basis for the Chinese culture’s emphasis
on synthesizing the constituent parts of any situation
or problem into a harmonious whole. The Japanese
word jibun, for self, more accurately describes “one’s
share of the shared life space.” (Markusand Kitayama,
1991), or “my portion” (Nisbet, 2003). For the Japanese,
according to Esyun et al. (1985): “a sense of
identification with others (sometimesincluding conflict)
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pre-exists and selfness is confirmed only through
interpersonal relationships....Selfness is not constant
like the ego but denotes a fluid concept which changes
through time and situation according to interpersonal
relationships.”

In contrast to independent cultures, in
interdependent cultures the relationships are often
valued for and by themselves, not as a means of
achieving persona objectives. People are constantly
aware of the others and will try to account for the
others’ goals and desires in the pursuit of their personal
goals. A reciprocity arrangement exists within which
people passively monitor their contributions to others’
goals and vice versa. The importance of others to one’s
life and the resultant relationships and social
obligations are limited to persons of “in-groups,” such
asfamily membersor membersof socia or work groups.
The following excerpt from Dore (2013, p. 389)
illuminates the issue.

“...the individual surrenders a part of himself not to
a group of which he is a member, but to particular
individuals whose leadership he accepts, with whose
fortunes he identifies himself, on whose help he
depends for securing his own advancement or
happiness, on whose goodwill he depends for his
emotional security, and whose approval he depends
for his self-respect.”

We can summarize the influence of variations in
perceiving “self” as dependent or interdependent, and
individualistic or collectivist attitudes on moral-ethical
judgment. Individualists and independent view
encourages personal choice of various moral-ethical
precepts, while collectivists and interdependent view
differs such judgments to the collective. As Kaushal
and Kwantes (2006) reported individualism and
collectivism influence conflict resolution behavior
differently. American preferred mode of conflict
resolution tend to be a dominating style while
Easterners such as Japanese, Koreans, or Chinesetend
choose obliging and avoiding style. ... culture does
play a role in determining a person’s choice of conflict
resolution strategy” (p.597).

Perspective Variations on Moral/Ethical Judgment
Western-centric discussion on morals and ethics
assumes homogeneity in selecting various moral
strategies. Two separate line of research, while not
directly acknowl edging theinfluence of cultural factors
and their role in the formation of moral precepts,
indirectly deal with it. These two, not necessarily in
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any particular order are the works of Forsyth (1980),
Maruyama et al. (1980) and Maruyama (1989-2007).
Without delving into adiscussion of cultural influence
on judgment but recognizing that there are different
views in consideration of every issue, Forsyth (1980)
proposed the role of various perspectives in judging
most situations. These views suggest various degrees
of idealismand four ethical perspectivesof situationism,
absolutism, subjectivism, and exceptionism.
Situationism, considersacontextual analysisof morally
guestionable actions, and acknowledges that each
situation could warrant different action. Absolutism,
appliesinviolate, universal moral principlesto formulate
moral judgments. It assumesthevalidity of moral codes
regardless of environmental variations. Subjectivism,
suggests that moral judgments should depend, above
all, on one’s own personal values. Exceptionism,
proposes that sometimes exceptions must be made to
moral absolutes.

Forsyth (1980) view takes into account differing
perspective in moral judgment. Thisis similar to the
Mindscape Theory and its consideration of intra-
cultural and transcultural heterogeneity (Maruyama,
19944; 1994b).

Maruyama proposed Mindscape Theory that
elaborates on individual differences within and
between cultures. From 1960 through 2007, he advanced
the position that below the surface of homogenous
cultures, there are various types of mentality, logic,
and values among individuals that he called
“Mindscapes” (Maruyama, 1960; Maruyama et al.,
1980; Maruyama 1989-2007). Fatehi and Tate (2014) by
elaborating on the concept of Mindscape, described
the salient aspects of Mindscape as: (a) Individual
heterogeneity existsin each culture, (b) Any individual
type found in a culture can be found in other cultures,
(c) cultural differences consist in the way that some
type becomes dominant and suppresses, transforms,
ignores or utilizes non-dominant types..

According to Maruyama, notwithstanding the
dominant national or cultural stereotype, all cultures
include various mindscape types (Maruyama, 1995).
One type, however, becomes dominant, therefore,
cultural stereotypes. For personal benefits,
convenience, and expedience, the non-dominant
individual logical types are transformed, hidden or
camouflaged in favor of the dominant type. Individuals
for survival purposes and for the sake of fitting into
the society, develop various strategies. These
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strategies could include avoiding the mainstream
dominant type by finding a niche, disguising one’s
own type, and switching back and forth between one’s
own and the dominant type in private and public life.
In some cases, people may choose reversible
repression of their own type, becoming areformer, a
rebel, or atrouble-maker. Inthe worst cases, they drop
out or emigrate (Maruyama, 1992a; 1992b; 1994a; 1995;
1999).

While here are many Mindscape types, four major
typesof H, I, S, and G are more common in most cultures.
About one-third of North Americans, for example,
belong to H-type. I, S, and G types, and mixtures of
them make up another third. The rest belong to types
that are different than these four types and their
mixtures (Maruyama, 1995). Venaik and Midgley (2015)
considered H-type and I-type as more self-
enhancement, and S-type and G-type as more self-
transcendence. The salient characteristics of the four
types are explained below.

We should mention that three of these types are
identical to those that were independently identified
by Harvey (1966). From extensive empirical research
and statistical analysis he deduced these types or
systems, which he called various|level of concreteness-
abstractness. According to him these systems evolve
in individuals through experience and socialization
process. Fatehi and Tate (2014) have offered adetailed
discussion of these systems and their relations with
Maruyama’s mindscape.

H stands for “hierarchy and homogeneity”. | stands
for “isolationism, individualism, and independence”. S
stands for “stabilizing”. G stands for “generating”. The
H type predominatesin cultures that emphasi ze order,
procedure and method. This type is classifying,
competitive, zero-sum, sequential, and has the
tendencies to honor hierarchy, rules, formalization,
control, homogenization, intolerance of variety,
functional interest in activities, competitive, zero-sum,
and classifying. Thel type might be considered typical
of “alternative” modes of behavior and idiosyncratic
attitudesto work, especially among creative individuals
and artists. The S type might be considered typical of
recreational and “partying” modes of behavior in which
inter- activity is primary. Characteristics of the G type
are heterogeneization, pattern devel oping, spontaneity,
poly-ocular vision, positive-sum, growth amplifying,
and harmonizing. The G type can be considered
ingpirational mode (Gammack, 2002). An H-typeperson,
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being homogenistic, perceives in terms of categories
and stereotypes, find beauty in symmetry and
repetition of the same forms, believesin the existence
of onetruth, regardshomogeneity as the basis of peace,
and heterogeneity as the source of conflict. H-type
persons’ concept of personal integrity consists in
adhering to absol ute principlesregardless of situations.
Since H-type personsbelievethat al civilizationstake
the same path of development, if two cultures are
different, one of them is more advanced and the other
ismoreprimitive.

In contrast, an |-type person perceives everything
as unique and unrelated, finds beauty in caprice and
random surprise, regardsisol ation asthe basi s of peace,
and interaction as the source of mutual harm. For |-
type persons, the concept of personal integrity consists
adhering to one’s own principles regardless of what
others say or think.

For S-type and G-type persons, interactive
heterogeneity is the basic principles of the universe,
heterogeneity enables cooperation and mutual help,
while homogeneity fosters competition and conflict.
They find beauty in non-redundant (non-repetitious)
complexity of interaction among heterogeneous
elements (Maruyama, 1980). For Stype and G-type
persons, personal integrity is a behavior that reflects
socia context and situation. The difference between
S-type and G-types persons is that the former strive
for stable harmony, while the later endeavor to invent
new patternsof interaction including new elementsand
new situations, to generate new mutual benefit.

Needless to say, form the point of view of H-type
and I-type persons, the persona integrity of S-type
and G-typeisunethical, whileform the point of view of
S-type and G-type persons, the personal integrity of
H-type and I-type is unethical.

The ethical precepts that from the view point of the
four Mindscape types are summarized in Table 1.

It appears that three of the mindscape types have a
very close resemblance to the three of the four
perspectives suggested by Forsyth (1980).

The hierarchical ‘“H’ type considers personal
integrity as adherence to absolute principle
disregarding situational conditions. Thisisno different
than ‘absolutism’ of Forsyth (1980) that assumes the
validity of moral codes regardless of contextual
conditions. ‘Subjectivism’ perspective that considers
own personal values asthe basisfor moral judgment is
similar to the isolationist ‘I’ mindscape type where
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Table 1: Ethical precepts of mindscape types

Type
H I S G
Hierarchical Isolationist Interactive
The stronger should dominate Everybody should be self- Differences are desirable and mutually beneficial. Sameness
the weaker sufficient creates competition and conflict.
Lead or follow Do it yourself Interact with different people to do things

The stronger should dominate.
Superior should rule.

Being poor is a person’s
own fault.

Do your own thing,
dealing with othersisa
negative-sum game.

Dealing with othersisazero-
sum game.

Personal integrity is adherence
of absolute principle and
disregard situational
conditions.

Personal integrity is
adherence to personal
principles regardless of
others opinions.

Differences are desirable and mutually beneficial. Sameness
creates competition and conflict.

Social interaction is a positive-sum game.

Personal integrity is new
ways of behavior which
generate mutual benefitin a
new way.

Personal integrity is
acknowledging social
situation and context.

personal integrity isreliance on personal principles, and
where self-sufficiency is highly regarded by doing ‘own
thing’.

‘Situationism’ where each situation is considered by
its merits that could warrant different action could be
thought as similar to the ‘S’ mindscape type where
personal integrity isacknowledging socia situationand
context before passing any moral judgment.

The fourth mindscape type ‘G’ and exceptionsim
perspective of Forsyth (1980) are not easily reconciled.
But three similarities between the positions advocated
by Maruyama and Forsyth provides sufficient reason
to suggest that cultural variations could be a basis for
discussion and analysis of moral precepts as suggested
by the writings of these two scholars.

CONCLUSION

Many times, ethical/moral arguments are presented
without considering variations dueto cultural influence.
It is assumed that Western moral precepts are shared
intact universally. Very seldom non-Western-centric
concepts are acknowledged. This paper attempted to
fill this gap and discussed the difference between
Eastern and Western, individualistic and collectivist
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view of moral precepts. It explored the ramification
of individualistic-atomistic and isol ationist attitudes
toward moral-ethical precepts and contrasted that
with Eastern perspectives. It explained that in
contrast to Western view, Easterners representing
collectivist attitudes consider individuals as
interdependent entities who individually would not
make any judgment in conflict with such
interdependency. These are totally two different
positions that should be understood better.

In al of this, the writings of Forsyth (1980) and
Maruyamaet al. (1980) are exception. It appearsthat
the two positions offered by Forsyth (1980) and
Maruyama et al. (1980) are very compatible.
Acknowledging the benefit of poly-ocularity, we
suggest future discussion of moral-ethical precepts
could explore non-Western-centric views and
practical ramification of themindaily lifefully.
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