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Abstract
In this interdisciplinary paper, we suggest that the applied fields of North American/European business ethics and of American business law, as well as the foundational fields of modern Western ethics and social science from which the two applied fields draw and to which they contribute, have a shared tilt toward a “yang” perspective that sees the ethical person or organization as struggling to uphold principles and/or virtues against flawed human nature, flawed organizations, flawed institutions, and, more fundamentally, against an egoistic, treachery-inducing logic of strategic action that impels selfishness in genes as well as in human beings.  We contend that contemporary Western ethics and social science in general, and business ethics and business law in particular, could benefit from a greater admixture of a “yin” perspective that sees the ethical person, organization, and institution as submitting to a basically healthy human nature and to a basically benevolent logic of strategic action.  Toward that end, we offer alternative understandings of human nature and of strategic action to juxtapose against what we contend are dominant understandings, and explore the relevance of such alternative understandings for normative and empirical business ethics and business law theory and practice.  We suggest that Yin-Yang Critical Business Ethics (Y-Y CBE) and Yin-Yang Law (Y-Y CBL) perspectives can be born from combining the useful, relatively pessimistic understandings of the moral background derived from well-known models such as the Prisoner’s Dilemma, the Milgram, Asch, and Zimbardo experiments, and the Implicit Association Test (IAT) with the different, relatively optimistic understandings associated with the alternative models that we describe here: the “Moral Clarity Test” (MCT), “Ethical Focal Points,” and “Fundamental Harmony.”  Finally, we suggest that an appreciation of the largely parallel dilemmas and opportunities facing business ethics and business law academics could and should lead to better communication between the fields.  As one way to achieve that, we suggest that the Society for Business Ethics and the Academy of Legal Studies, or subgroups (or split-offs) of both organizations, reverse the “separate if equal” stance of holding their annual conferences over the same days in different cities in favor of an “integrationist” stance of holding the national conferences, or local conferences, together.
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This is centrally a paper about certain well-known empirical studies and analytical models, the normative messages typically associated with these studies and models, and how we in the fields of business ethics and business law can (and in our view should) open our minds to alternative studies and models with different normative messages.  We will focus on three alternative stories, which we call the Moral Clarity Test (MCT), Ethical Focal Points (EFP), and Fundamental Harmony (FH).  We will suggest that messages of these three stories, combined with those of currently well-known social scientific stories, accord well with a yin-yang, or equal-equal, ethics, which we will propose as a critical complement to the various schools of good-bad ethics and politics that, we believe, currently dominate our fields.  The paper is exploratory and at times informal, with a presentation-oriented, question and answer, TED talk style in places.  A larger, more detailed version of the paper’s project is outlined in an appendix in which multiple established approaches and alternative ones are outlined rather than fully explained, as we hope to do in future work.   
Secondarily, this paper is an exercise in applied sociology.  We will suggest that the fields of business ethics and business law, and potentially the larger business and legal academies in which the two fields are embedded, could benefit from a greater integration between them than has been the case historically, and will present some tentative ideas for the realization of that objective.

I.  Three Questions about Studies and Models
Rather than simply asserting which social scientific studies and models are currently well-known in business ethics and/or business law and what their messages are, we will begin with a quick three-question quiz to you as our reader.   If you want to play along with us, please answer the questions below for yourself before reading ahead to the spoilers.
Question 1.   Think of a story--or a model if you like that way of putting it better--from game theory.  What is it, and what does it say?
Question 2.  Think of a test that measures rapid, automatic connections we make between ethical judgments and images of people and objects.   What is that test called, and what does it say?
Question 3.  Name up to three social science experiments that you believe business ethics and/or business law professors often describe to their students.   What are they, and what do they say?
We have guesses/conjectures/hypotheses as to how you answered our three questions at the positive, “what is it” and the normative, “what does it say” levels.  First, our guess is that your answer to the “what is it?” part of the game theory question was the Prisoner’s Dilemma (PD) (Rapoport and Chammah, 1965).  We might be wrong, of course.  Other game-theoretic stories or models, especially Chicken, the Battle of the Sexes, and the Stag Hunt, have attained considerable if lesser renown (McAdams, 2009; Skyrms, 2004), as have different multi-person versions of the Prisoner’s Dilemma story, notably the Tragedy of the Commons (Hardin, 1968) and the free rider problem.   But by far the most famous game-theoretic story/model is the Prisoner’s Dilemma, and our intuition is that you are more likely to give the PD than any other response.  
Further, our guess is that your most likely answer to the “what does it say?” question is some version of what we ourselves would say is the message of the PD: Self-interested players in the one-shot game will fail to achieve a good outcome.  If they can play the game repeatedly, or if there is an outside party that can regulate them, such a legal system that enforces contracts, they can get to an outcome that is good for both of them—but in the single-shot game, self-interested maximizers are out of luck.  Or, to put the “what does the story say?” point more broadly: Because the logic of the PD applies to all things in nature, whether they are consciously calculating or not, selfish genes and selfish human beings alike will find themselves losing out on forms of flourishing that could be theirs, if only they were able to transcend their selfishness.  
For our second, “name a test” question, we would suggest that there is something close to a single right answer, as of 2019: The Implicit Association Test, or IAT, in which respondents match ethically-charged images or terms, such as the words GOOD and BAD, as quickly as possible to other images or terms, such as pictures of black and white faces or stereotypically black or white names (Banaji & Greenwald,  2103).   Many of us, possibly including you, might well not come up with the test’s name, but we have a strong intuition that you as a reader of this paper are familiar with the basic concept of the IAT.   Further, we very much doubt that you came up with a plausible different answer.  Perhaps you are familiar with the Stroop matching task (Stroop, 1935), in which respondents match words and colors, and the finding that subjects match faster when a word like RED is red than when words and colors are not aligned (the “Stroop effect”)--but the lack of ethically-charged content in the exercise makes it a less than good answer to our question.  
On the normative, “what does the test say” question, our guess is that you responded in a way roughly similar to the way we would: The IAT shows that many people have automatic associations that accord with stereotypes that they consciously reject.  For example, most white Americans, and a considerable proportion of black Americans, match the word GOOD faster to white faces and BAD to black faces than the other way around; when asked their opinions, most of them do not endorse the proposition that whites as a group are morally superior to blacks (Banaji & Greenwald, 2013).  Or, to put the point more broadly: The IAT shows that our subconscious, automatic moral associations have a troubling tendency to accord with unfortunate stereotypes about groups that we repudiate consciously but that live inside of us.  Further—acknowledging the point made by IAT critics (e.g., Tetlock and Mitchell, 2009) that this is another research question, requiring its own proof—those of us with more stereotypical associations on the IAT may be more likely, as some research suggests is indeed the case (Jost et al, 2009), to discriminate in our real-life behavior at work and elsewhere, not simply on the test.
Finally, on our open-ended question on social science experiments that business ethics and/or business law professors describe to their students, we have three guesses for what you said, based on our own experience teaching both business ethics and business law classes and our discussions with colleagues: First, we think that the Milgram obedience experiments, the Asch conformity experiments, and the Zimbardo prison experiment together form a “Big Three” of social science experiments that are highly salient in business ethics teaching, and that are as salient as any experiments in business law teaching (which we perceive as much less oriented toward empirical social science, and somewhat more oriented toward economics and game theory, than teaching in business ethics is).   If you did answer with some or all of these three experiments, our best guess, as with the PD and the IAT, is that your explanations of their messages accords roughly with what we would say: The behavior of the subjects in Milgram/Asch/Zimbardo paints a troubling picture of how human tendencies to follow authority, to go along with others, and to conform to roles can go astray in the lab, and by extension in real life.   Whether or not obeying instructions to administer apparently very high, very painful shocks (Milgram), agreeing with clearly wrong group answers (Asch), and falling into disturbing patterns of abuse and passivity (Zimbardo) reveal an essential crookedness in the timber from which humanity is wrought, the experiments do, at the least, provide a way to understand certain moral evils, such as the descent in the 1940s of a large number of previously ordinary Germans into the abyss of participating in one way or another in an elaborate apparatus of genocidal murder, in terms of pressures to obey and comply that apply to social life in general and, especially important for us in business ethics and business law, to life in corporations in particular. 
II.   A Question about Normative Systems
	Here again, we start with a question, which we invite you to provide your own answer(s) to before reading the spoilers that follow.   
Question.   Name up to three ethical systems that business ethics and/or business law professors often describe to their students.  What are they?   Do these systems counsel struggle to realize the good and overcome the bad, or something different?    
	Here, our experience teaching business ethics classes, reading business ethics textbooks, and talking with business ethics colleagues suggests that we in the trenches of business ethics, like Caesar reflecting on his wars in Gaul, tend to present the normative field as divided into three parts: Benthamite (and Millian) utilitarianism, Kantian (and Rawlsian and Nozickian) deontology, and Aristotelian (and Confucian and Thomist) virtue ethics.   We would guess that you came up with one or two or very possibly all of these Big Three systems if you answered our question on your own, much as plenty of other answers might be adduced.[footnoteRef:1]   For business law, we have much less by way of a fixed answer.   Our suggestion: Whether or not we explicitly address ethical systems—and introspection and other sources suggest that we are considerably less likely to do so in business law than in business ethics, where doing so is a calling card of the vocation—we are likely to allude to two major axes of contestation and/or compromise in the field: first, we may well refer to the respective roles of consequentialism, controversially championed by the law and economics movement, and of rule-orientation, central in orthodox approaches to law; and second, we may well discuss the connection of issues in business law, as in other areas of law, to politics, and more specifically to liberal-conservative or left-right contestation, and to potential mediation or balance between the liberal-conservative and/or left-right poles.   [1:  For example, one of us has used a teaching approach that organizes normative ethics into three historical stages: pre-classical ethics in which the gods are on a moral par with humans and with nature, classical ethics in which God and/or the telos are morally ideal, or at least highly worthy, and modern ethics in which evolution and the other governing laws of human nature and the rest of nature are morally neutral at best, and human reason is the central source of ethical inspiration.  In practice, though, this ongoing effort to organize the teaching of ethics around historical categories has not led to any noteworthy success in encouraging students to organize their essays and presentations into pre-classical, classical, and modern parts.  Instead, in a testimony to the power and effectiveness of the Big Three ethical systems—plus, as we will suggest later, of yin-yang/equal-equal ethics--in shaping practice as well as theory, successes by students in blending normative theory into their written and spoken work have largely involved the creative deployment of utilitarian and deontological arguments and the artful, implicit rather than argued for, manifestation of either a sensible, balanced Aristotelian/Confucian/Thomist ethical character, a passionate, extreme-loving Laozian/Zhangzian one, or, in some nice cases, both kinds of character together.      ] 

As to our follow-up question as to what the systems you regard as central to business ethics and/or business law say about struggle to realize the good and overcome the bad, we think the answer is a simple one that is basically the same for both fields.  First, business ethics: In their different ways, all of the Big Three systems affirm that an individual or a polis (critical for virtue ethics) or a moral decision (critical for deontology and utilitarianism) guided by the correct maxims is better than one not so guided.  Or, to put the point another way, all of the three major systems in the field are, in our view, differing forms of good-bad ethics that focus on the need for, and value of, struggle to uphold morality as against immorality/amorality. [footnoteRef:2]   One needs to resist the undertows of selfishness, apathy, spite, and other problems that lurk in the moral background of the world to attain and maintain a good rather than a less good or bad character—especially important for Aristotelian/Confucian/Thomist virtue ethics, with its focus on education and habituation—and to reach good rather than bad moral decisions—especially important for utilitarianism and deontology, with their shared if opposing focuses on developing careful, nuanced arguments about consequences and rules.   Second, business law: Law and economics consequentialism, doctrinal rule-orientation, progressive corporate law, libertarian corporate law, and moderate, balancing corporate law[footnoteRef:3] are all, in our interpretation, very much animated by the conventional (in a modern Western context) tilt toward a “Struggle!  Realize the good and resist the bad!” ethical perspective.[footnoteRef:4]   [2:  In our view, none of these systems asserts that the individual, firm, or decision contravening the system’s precepts is evil, as opposed to bad.  Or, to use Nietzsche’s categories, all of the Big Three are basically systems of good-bad ethics rather than of good-evil ethics.  That point is, we think, relatively straightforward for utilitarianism, with its focus on the results of a decision rather than what lies in the soul of the one who makes it, as well as for Aristotelian virtue ethics with its ideal of the great-souled man and its anti-ideal of the small-souled man that influenced Nietzsche’s own radical, modernized version of good-bad ethics.  Compared to the others in the Big Three, Kant as the modern successor to deontological theism, with its prominent good-evil component, can plausibly be thought of in terms of good-evil ethics, but we think that gets him, if not certain kinds of deontology, wrong.  Given Kant’s openness in the Prolegomena to the possibility that no one in history has ever actually obeyed the moral law for its own sake, as his system calls for, we regard him as having a comparatively relaxed evaluation of those who fall short of compliance with his categorical maxims.  Or, to flip Kant’s speculation in a way that we think is true to his spirit, perhaps no one in the history of humanity has ever violated the moral law for its own sake; in that case, in Kant’s system as in Socrates’s/Plato’s, we should regard the violator of moral norms as a confused and ignorant person rather than as a person knowingly choosing to do evil.  ]  [3:  We would suggest that politically centrist and/or methodologically centrist corporate law parallels Aristotelian-Confucian-Thomist virtue ethics in its concern for the cultivation of a balanced ethical character that avoids the excesses and deficiencies of liberal and conservative, or consequentialist and deontological, extremes.  ]  [4:   Comparing the two fields: Similar as we believe the two are in their commitment to various forms of good-bad ethics, we suspect that the greater explicitness on foundational matters in business ethics leaves the door modestly more open to the entry of alternatives to culturally dominant good-bad approaches than it is in business law, which we see as characterized by a tilt toward remaining silent, and/or skeptical, on the question of the field’s foundations.  That greater openness that we perceive in business ethics toward foundational ethical questions is the central reason we lead this paper with that discipline rather than with business law; the advocacy here for a yin-yang approach in both fields is less likely, we think, to be received as philosophical speculation that is outside the field or jejune in business ethics than it may be in business law.  We would be fine if we are wrong in that supposition, and if business law rather than business ethics is the more receptive field to a yin-yang approach.] 

III.   Two Cheers for the PD, the IAT, Milgram/Asch/Zimbardo, Kant/Bentham, and Progressive Corporate Law/Libertarian Corporate Law, and Two and a Half Cheers for Aristotle/Confucius/Aquinas and Golden Mean Corporate Law 
	Why not three cheers?   Here, we arrive at the critical nub of our paper.  First, business ethics: We believe that the Big Three ethical systems and the Big Three social scientific stories, along with the PD and the IAT as important stories outside, and potentially inside, the field, need to be supplemented by an alternative ethical system (or systems), and by alternative social scientific stories, that give voice to a calmer and more optimistic sense of the moral background than the PD, the IAT, Milgram/Asch/Zimbardo, and Kant/Bentham do, as well as to a perspective less oriented toward struggle against, and mastery over, the bad inside and outside us, and more oriented toward cultivating opposite, complementary, yin-yang (Y-Y) goods inside and outside us, than all of these approaches, and also Aristotelian/Confucian/Thomist virtue ethics, are.[footnoteRef:5]   If, or when, one or more good-good/equal-equal/yin-yang ethical systems join the Big Three systems in our field’s pantheon, and if, or when, calmer, more optimistic social scientific accounts of human nature and of the logic of strategic action become well-known alternatives to the comparatively pessimistic, morally intense accounts associated with the Big Three experiments and with the PD and the IAT, we would then be very happy to give three rousing cheers to the whole package, very much including the PD and the IAT, which we would welcome as additions to the already-established social scientific lore of the field.   Until that happy state of affairs arises, we’re happy to applaud anyway, but with a certain measure of reserve, and with a certain lack of enthusiasm for the PD and the IAT as prospective additions to the field’s already rich store of pessimistic, morally intense canonical stories. [5:  The optimism of Aristotle (and the parallel optimism of Aquinas and Confucius) as to the moral background make his/their view closer in that significant respect to the yin-yang perspective advanced here than that of Kant/Rawls/Nozick or Bentham/Mill.] 

For business law: Our position is parallel, but is less oriented toward the social scientific empiricism that is less central than it is in business ethics, and more oriented toward reservations about the Prisoner’s Dilemma, which we view as highly important if not always discussed in business law, and toward the pessimistic PD view of the logic of strategic action, as well as toward the yang contestation of libertarian corporate law, progressive corporate law, and moderate corporate law visions that is central to business law.  
For both disciplines, our position is a pluralist one that is critical of the fields as they now are not because we believe we have a better ethical/political system/systems or set of social scientific stories to substitute for those that now prevail.  Rather, we are critics of the fields as they now is, and advocates of Yin-Yang Critical Business Ethics and Yin-Yang Critical Business Law[footnoteRef:6] because we think there are unknown, or comparatively unknown, alternative systems and stories that are worthy, though not better than the ones now prevailing, and that should be getting more airtime than they are now.   In that spirit, we note our belief/feeling/intuition that if the good-good/equal-equal alternative ethical system(s) to be discussed in the next section and the alternative, relatively optimistic social scientific stories to be discussed in later sections were the regnant ones, with nobody, or very few people, aware of, or espousing, the messages of Kant/Bentham/Aristotle, Milgram/Asch/Zimbardo, the IAT, the PD, and progressive and libertarian corporate law, we would, we believe, be more critical of that alternative “don’t worry, be happy” “Planet of the Durkheimians” (Haidt & Graham, 2009) than we are of the actual state of Western academic business ethics and business law on planet Earth.  To put our point another way: Given a need to choose unreservedly between a “Yang” ethics of struggling to uphold the good and to master the bad inside and outside us or a “Yin” ethics of submitting to human nature and nature more broadly, we would choose Yang--and Kant-Rawls-Nozick/Aristotle-Confucius-Aquinas/Bentham-Mill as upholders in their different ways of Yang--over Yin, and Laozi-Zhangzi as upholders in their different ways of Yin.  We are personally deeply attached as a matter of both reason and emotion to good-bad ethics, and to good-evil ethics as well, and are somewhat less attached personally to an equal-equal/yin-yang ethics in which the edge of the sage over the non-sage, if there is one, consists not in being a better person or in making more ethical decisions, at least not in any obvious way—as Laozi writes, rather chillingly, in the Daodejing “The sage is not ren [benevolent]; he treats the people as straw dogs” [effigies burnt in New Year’s celebrations]--but in the sage’s unconventionality and cultivation of contradiction.  But we are indeed very attached to the paradox-laden messages of Laozi, and believe that we personally, we in business ethics and business law, and more broadly we in the broad West Asian/Western ethical tradition, whether in the theistic form of Judaism-Christianity-Islam or the secular form of Kant-Aristotle-Bentham, need a dual loyalty to a cool “we sages are no better than the people” ethics as well as to the intense “we must struggle to be better/do better!” ethics that comes naturally to us.   We can and should learn from Laozi, and from his similarly unconventional partner in Daoist ethics, Zhuangzi.      [6:  One of us wrote a paper advocating a politically-diverse Critical Business Ethics movement that focuses on the normative indeterminacy of social science and that builds on the work of Jonathan Haidt and Duncan Kennedy in particular (Eastman, 2013).  The present paper builds on that paper.   The now-long history of left critical movements in law generally—including Critical Legal Studies, the one Kennedy was instrumental in starting--and also in management, makes it difficult to detach advocacy of a critical perspective in business ethics or business law from advocacy of a left perspective.  As we hope is clear, that is not what we are trying to do here, any more than we are trying to present an anti-left perspective.] 


IV.  Yin-Yang/Moksha Ethics as a Proposed Addition to the Business Ethics Big Three
	First, an acknowledgement/apology.  South Asia/India, with by far the world’s most elaborate works of fused philosophical/religious inquiry, including on themes of renunciation/detachment/transcendence, would be a worthy lead source for this section.   Whether one draws on the opening dialogue of the Bhagavad Gita, in which Krishna argues against Arjuna’s unwillingness to fight partly by espousing detachment—“be not attached,” “there is neither a slayer nor a slain”—or on the concept of moksha, liberation from conventional desires, including the desire for moral righteousness, as one of the four core aspects of healthy human nature, or on the Buddha’s complex, winding path between engagement with the world, removal from the world, and the search for a Middle Way, there is a phenomenally rich array of South Asian material that could be followed, modified, or otherwise treated by business ethicists, and with somewhat more work by business lawyers, as the basis for an alternative ethical system or systems to set alongside the Kant/Aristotle/Bentham Big Three.  
	Instead of a South Asian source, though, we have chosen the Daoist/Yin-Yang tradition of East Asia/China as the central basis of our proposed addition to the Big Three ethical systems and as, we think, a good complement to the social scientific stories with relatively calm, optimistic messages that we will be proposing as alternatives to the IAT, the PD, and the Big Three experiments.   We have a few reasons to offer for our yin-yang focus, one of which is central.  To introduce it, we ask you as our reader another of our questions.
	Question.  Have you ever read the Daodejing/Tao Te Ching?
If not, we suggest you stop reading this paper and spend the hour or so it will take you to acquaint yourself with the distinctive sensibility and worldview of Laozi/Lao Tse (“Old Master”), who, though not a known, actually existing historical figure like Aristotle, Confucius, Aquinas, or his Daoist partner in mischief Zhuangzi, has a vivid 2500 year-old voice with a smart-alecky, “making fun of the squares” adolescent flair reminiscent of Nietzsche’s and Oscar Wilde’s (and Zhuangzi’s), along with a jaded, world-weary, old man’s sadness reminiscent of Ecclesiastes, a “hurrah for the underdog” upholding of the yielding, feminine yin reminiscent of Carol Gilligan’s criticism of Kohlberg (1982), and also--a quality we find especially appealing in the Old Master—a childlike, baby scientist’s sense of wonder at the constitution of the world and everything in it by opposites that define the other pole.[footnoteRef:7]    [7:  If you get the chance, you might also read some Zhuangzi, especially his first two Inner Chapters, which show his gifts for parable (see the opening tale of the Peng Bird) and the analysis of language and self and other (see the discussion of the “this” and the “that” in 2.6), both of which exceed Laozi’s, along with his penchant for images of floating and otherwise supernaturally endowed sages that ally his brand of Daoism with Buddhism, in contrast to the non-supernatural bent of Laozi.  We acknowledge a personal preference for emphasizing the non-supernatural ethics of Laozi (as well as those of Kant, Aristotle, Confucius, and Bentham) over the supernaturally-infused ethics of Zhuangzi (and of Buddhism and West Asian and South Asian theism) in worldly pursuits such as business ethics and business law scholarship and pedagogy, especially in a contemporary Western setting, but we will not press the point here.   There are many online translations of the two great Daoists available; Robert Eno, a professor at Indiana University has translations of both Zhuangzi and Laozi that we like.
] 

A distinctive virtue of Laozi’s focus on contradiction and opposites that renders the Daodejing especially valuable for our purposes in proposing it as an alternative, equal-equal/good-good ethics to juxtapose with the Big Three and their differing versions of good-bad ethics is that Laozi, read carefully, is not advocating the quieter, submissive pole--the yin—as worthier or more elevated than the fighting, energetic pole—the yang.  Rather, in our reading of him, Laozi suggests that the (male) sage needs to cultivate the yin because it is deprecated and undervalued for people like him, not because it is better.   If instead of being a male ruler one were a female peasant from whom yin submission were expected, one might reasonably interpret Laozi as counseling her to cultivate yang fierceness and adventurousness, just as he urges the ruler to cultivate yin submissiveness.  
The preceding discussion, much as we would stand by it on its own terms, could be interpreted, or we would say misinterpreted, as an acknowledgement that yin-yang/Daoist ethics is in fact similar, or even logically identical, to Aristotle’s doctrine of the Golden Mean.  Aristotle might say—does say—that an excess of aggressiveness, boldness, and so on, is a vice, as is a deficiency, and that virtue lies in moderation, in a balance between the undesirable extremes of excess and deficiency.  Or, translating Aristotle into yin-yang terms: An excess of yang (which is also a deficiency of yin) and a deficiency of yang (which is also an excess of yin) are both vices; virtue lies in between, in moderation, in a balance between yin and yang.  
Fond as we are of Aristotle both on his own terms and in yin-yang terms, we do not think that an Aristotelian, balance-oriented interpretation of Daoism is right in terms of the spirit of Laozi and Zhuangzi, or in terms of the role we envision Daoism as playing in business ethics and business law.   The sages of Laozi and Zhuangzi may indeed be balanced, and are presented as being that way at times in the Daodejing and the Zhuangzi—but they are also presented as exemplars of imbalance, of antic playfulness, of withdrawal, of crankiness, of craziness, of the yin rampant, and of the yang rampant.  The sage contains extremes and contradictions, and the extremes and the contradictions, the yin and the yang alike, are both good, not bad, if they are either.   Where Aristotle and Confucius value balance over extremes, Laozi and Zhuangzi do not.  Not that they do the reverse either—their ethical systems as we read them and interpret them for our purposes are not systems of “extremes good, moderation bad” any more than they are the reverse.  
	Much as we would enjoy continuing the discussion of yin-yang ethics that we have only begun here if we had world and time and pages enough, we do not.  We need to move on to the alternative social scientific stories that we will be proposing.   We conclude this section with two 2 x 2 matrices.  The first contains an implicit argument: Just as ethics and law, rightly in our view, subdivides principle-based ethics into systems in which an upright moral character is central (deontology/Kant) and those in which it is not (utilitarianism/Bentham), we should similarly subdivide character-based ethics into systems in which upright moral character is central (virtue ethics/Aristotle-Confucius-Aquinas) and the paradoxical alternative systems in which it is not (yin-yang ethics/Laozi-Zhuangzi).  Our second matrix is a restatement of the first, but with a South Asian framing that returns us to the opening of this section; the underlying suggestion here is that the existing Big Three systems and our proposed yin-yang fourth system can be fruitfully related to the four purusarthas, or proper aims of life, in South Asian philosophy/religion, with deontology/Kant-Rawls-Nozick corresponding to dharma/righteousness, utilitarianism/Bentham corresponding to artha/prosperity, virtue/Aristotle corresponding to kama/happiness, and yin-yang/Laozi corresponding to moksha/liberation; we leave for another time the elaboration of that idea.	
Table 1—The Big Three Ethical Systems Become the Big Four
	           Moral Character/
               Principles
	Moral Character is Central
	Moral Character is *Not* Central

	Principles are Central
	       Deontology/Kant
	          Utilitarianism/Bentham

	Principles are *Not* Central
	        Virtue/Aristotle
	              Yin-Yang/Laozi



Table 2—The Big Four, Expressed in South Asian Terms
	        Moral Character/
             Principles
	  Moral Character is Central
	Moral Character is *Not* Central

	Principles are Central
	 Dharma-Righteousness-Kant
	   Artha-Prosperity-Bentham

	Principles are *Not* Central
	  Kama-Happiness-Aristotle
	    Moksha-Liberation-Laozi



VII.  A Paired-Opposites, Consciousness-Raising Case for Calm Optimism as Well as Agitated Pessimism about the Moral Background: Three Sets of Alternative Social Scientific Stories
	Years ago, we became enthusiastic about Jonathan Haidt’s effort to provide an alternative social scientific story/model of human morality, Moral Foundations Theory, that accepted belief in authority, loyalty, and purity as parts of our moral nature and in doing so distinguished itself from fairness-oriented and harm-oriented social scientific accounts of morality (Haidt and Graham, 2007).  That enthusiasm led one of us to do research for an article on how Haidt’s creative flipping of established social psychological theories of ethics, along with a parallel, earlier project of flipping established narratives in law by Duncan Kennedy (1976) might form bases for a critical business ethics movement.  In the course of that research, he ran across highly interesting, highly contentious articles on the Implicit Association Test by John Jost, one of Haidt’s major foils/frenemies in social psychology, on the pro-IAT side and by Philip Tetlock on the anti-IAT side, with both central protagonists joined by co-authors (Tetlock and Mitchell, 2009; Jost, et al, 2009).  He liked Haidt’s efforts to counter the conflation of left of center political ideology with social science, and his expectation was that Tetlock and his co-author would persuade him that the IAT was a highly flawed, tendentious, ideologically biased test that should be used with caution, if at all.   But that was not what happened.  Instead, he took the IAT, and found himself very much liking the test and its chastening, consciousness-raising message; he started using it in his teaching, employing himself as a guinea pig by taking it in front of his students.   He wished, though, and put this wish in the article when it was eventually published,[footnoteRef:8] for a flipped version of the IAT that would examine situations in which we want there to be a quick, automatic association between good and bad and other ethically-loaded words and certain other words and images, as opposed to the IAT itself, in which we do not want these automatic associations.  [8:   Eastman (2013).] 

 Calling for a new empirical test is one thing; developing it is another.  Now, some years after the call for a flipped IAT, we’re happy to say that, with the help of an able research assistant,[footnoteRef:9] we’ve beta-tested an alternative version of the IAT in two business ethics classes in Fall 2018.   In the first part of this section, we’ll describe that alternative version, which we call the Moral Clarity Test, and relate it to the IAT and the Stroop matching task, with which it shares a common structure.   In the second part, we’ll describe Ethical Focal Points, an exercise/experiment that we’ve beta-tested for the past few years in ethics classes and that we see as connected to a calm, “go with the flow” yin perspective that is worth embracing at the very same time that one also embraces the intense, “fight the bad” yang perspective connected to the Milgram, Asch, and Zimbardo experiments.  In the third and final part, we’ll describe an alternative story on the logic of strategic action, which we call Fundamental Harmony.  In the renowned—justly so, we would say--Prisoner’s Dilemma, egoistic maximization fails to achieve a good outcome.  In Fundamental Harmony, on the other hand, the logic of strategic action is pleasant rather than unpleasant: Both egoists and altruists succeed in achieving good outcomes in a one-shot game, whether playing with a similar type or an opposite type.  We’ll employ a rough and ready empiricism to suggest that Fundamental Harmony is very likely much more common in nature than the much more famous PD.[footnoteRef:10]   [9:  Thank you very much, Will Marino.]  [10:  Fundamental Harmony (in a somewhat different version from the one presented here) and Ethical Focal Points were introduced a few years ago in a book by one of us, Eastman (2015).] 

A. Case Study 1: The Implicit Association Test (IAT) and the Moral Clarity Test (MCT) 
We begin, as usual, with a question.
Question 1.   Have you taken the IAT?   What is your reaction to it?  
If not, we strongly recommend that you go to Project Implicit and do it.[footnoteRef:11]   Even if you have taken the IAT before, we suggest you do it again now, so you can answer the second, “what’s your reaction,” part of our question.  Especially if you’re a white American, we suggest you try the big enchilada/Mount Everest of IATs, in which you match images of ethically-loaded words to pictures of white and black faces.  Though the one of us who administers the IAT to himself in front of his students doesn’t use that one in a public setting, it was the first one he took in private years ago when he came on the Jost-Tetlock debate, and we recommend it be yours, as well.   [11:  https://implicit.harvard.edu/implicit/ ] 

Now, a second question.
Question 2.   Have you taken the Moral Clarity Test (MCT)?   What is your reaction to it?
Here, we know the answer to the first part of our question is “no,” unless you happen to have been a student in one of our classes this past fall.   So go to the link below[footnoteRef:12] and take the MCT.  We ask you to then reflect for a moment, first on your reaction to it, and second on your reaction to the combination of it and the IAT. [12:  http://www.iatsoftware.net/IAT?IATName=MCT&ClientID=349  If you would like your test results, please send an email to w.marino997@gmail.com.  (We are working to create an interface for the MCT that gives you your test results directly as the Project Implicit site does; apologies for the current kludginess.)

] 


	We are now at what we would say is the key moment in this paper.  We cannot tell you what your reactions to the IAT, the MCT, and the combination of the two tests are, and we will not try to tell you what they should be.   Instead, we will tell you ours, employing the metaphors and categories we introduced in the last section.
	Yang/struggle/dharma/righteousness are all that important, all that beautiful, all that necessary.   Like few if any previous tests in the history of scientific psychology, the IAT brings home the war for righteousness inside and outside oneself.   The active yang/dharma power of the IAT corresponds, perhaps necessarily, to the reactive yang/dharma power of the criticisms of the test by Tetlock and others.   We can, if we wish, decide that Tetlock and the critics, or Jost and the proponents, are the winners of the yang war, and declare the IAT negated or regnant.   Or we do something that we like much better.   With the IAT and the MCT together, we can step outside of the highly worthy but only partial realm of yang/struggle/dharma/righteousness.  We can enter if not fully inhabit another partial realm, the realm of yin/submission/moksha/liberation.   We can say “yes!” with appreciation to the IAT and to its chastening message about our automatic moral associations, and to the truth, good, and beauty inhering in the test and in its yang/dharma message.   And we can say “yes!” with appreciation to the MCT and to its optimistic message about our automatic moral associations—it is a good thing, we take it, that we can match images of robbery faster to BAD and other negative terms and images of peaceful commerce faster to GOOD and other positive terms than the other way round--and to the truth, beauty, and good inhering in the test and in its yin/moksha message.   And with both the IAT and the MCT in our minds we can feel, if only perhaps for a moment, a critical insight, a transcendence that may illuminate the more prosaic moments of our lives even when it the “aha” moment fades.
	We hasten to note, in keeping with a point we made before, that moksha/liberation does not inhere in the discovery of the MCT as opposed to the discovery of the IAT.   It is both tests together, not one or the other, that can create a sense of release from an overbearing dharma.  On Haidt’s and Graham’s fictional Planet Durkheim with its yin/status quo-accepting social scientists, the yin/submission MCT with its “our automatic moral associations are good” message would be the received test, and it would be the yang/struggle IAT, newly discovered and juxtaposed against the MCT, that would help set the Durkheimian scholars at least partially free from their own righteousness, just as on Planet Earth, with its predominantly yang/struggle-oriented Western social scientists. it is the yin/submission MCT that can, we would submit, play that liberatory role.[footnoteRef:13]    [13:  Without the MCT, or the idea of it, we personally—we realize opinions can reasonably differ, and we make this acknowledgement of our own yang/dharma preferences in a footnote because we do not want it swallowing up our yin/moksha point in the text—are not enthusiastic, as we noted before, about the possibility of the IAT’s becoming more salient in business ethics and business law scholarship and pedagogy than it is currently, which is to say, not very salient, much as we also strongly advocate the freedom of instructors and scholars to make such use of the IAT as they wish.  In that sense, we are with Tetlock and the critics of the test; though everything depends on the particulars of a given project, we think a project centered on the IAT alone may indeed conflate social science with one version of a yang political agenda in a way that does not help the fields of business ethics and business law to be all that they can be.  With the MCT, or the idea of it, in hand, we change our minds.  In that case, by all means let’s bring on a rich array of discussions of automatic moral associations, good ones as well as bad ones, in textbooks, classrooms, and in the pages of BEQ, JBE, etc. It is that multivalent use of social science to enhance yin-yang consciousness that is the Critical Business Ethics and Critical Business Law we want, not a kind devoted to advancing any particular yang/dharma agenda.  See the third part of this section for our parallel point on the PD. ] 

We conclude this central section of our paper with a final question.
Question 3.  Have you taken the Stroop test?  What is your reaction to it?
The MCT and the IAT are at the very heart of this paper, and the Stroop matching task is not.  So if you want to press on and read ahead to the next paragraph, fine.  But if you have a few minutes, the test is worth taking,[footnoteRef:14] or taking again.  [14:  One site for taking the Stroop test: http://opencoglab.org/stroop/] 

Our reaction to the Stroop test: We like the realization that the Stroop matching task, with its non-moral automatic associations, nonetheless has the same logical structure as the IAT and the MCT.  In all three, “obvious” associations—between scenes of voluntary trade and positive words and between scenes of crime and negative words (the MCT), between images of members of certain groups (e.g., whites and young people) and positive words and between images of groups of members of certain other groups (e.g., blacks and old people) and negative words (the IAT), and between matching information reinforced two ways (with color name and actual color the same) (the Stroop test)—are made faster than the reverse, “nonobvious” associations.   The glitch or flaw in automatic ethical associations revealed by the IAT is illuminated better, we suspect, not only by considering how automatic ethical associations can often be desirable, or virtuous, as suggested by the MCT, but also by considering how both desirable and undesirable associations with an ethical dimension work in a way that is parallel, on the face of it at least, to how useful and not useful amoral automatic associations work (the Stroop test).

B. Case Study 2: Milgram/Asch/Zimbardo and Ethical Focal Points
Unlike the IAT and the Prisoner’s Dilemma, the Milgram, Asch, and Zimbardo experiments are important in business ethics pedagogy, if less so in contemporary business ethics scholarship or in business law in either domain.  We imagine that you can readily conjure up images of a white-coated experimenter telling a nervous subject “please continue” (Milgram), a hapless student agreeing with confederates who have said a clearly shorter line is actually longer (Asch), and a Stanford student turned prison warden abusing his power (Zimbardo).[footnoteRef:15]   Our suggested cooler counterpart to these troubling, intense images is something we call Ethical Focal Points, an exercise/experiment that one of us developed and has administered over the past few years in his undergraduate and graduate classes, and that encourages a more optimistic perspective on how we tend to conform with others in our judgments.   Below are the instructions to the survey and the two highly ethically loaded questions that are at its heart, along with one question with moderate ethical content and another without ethical content (the other four questions are also non-ethical, or have relatively light ethical content).   Please answer the questions, treating yourself as you do so as a member of a group trying to achieve the objective described in the instructions. [15:  Should you want to sharpen your images, the following Milgram and Asch videos are worth checking out: https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xOYLCy5PVgM (Milgram; with original footage and some eerie Dutch subtitles); https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NyDDyT1lDhA (Asch; with Zimbardo at the beginning and some long-haired conformists).] 

Instructions: For each of the following eight [four] questions, pick one of the five choices.  Imagine as you answer the questions that the following rules apply: A very poor community in a poor part of the world can gain valuable benefits, such as malaria nets and pure water, with the size of the benefits depending on how many of you pick the most popular answer (which answer you pick does not matter).  So, for example, if there are 48 of you taking the survey and all 48 of you pick the same answer to a question, the community gets 48 units of benefits, while if you are comparatively split, with only 11 of you picking the most popular answer, the community gets only 11 units of benefits.   In other words, the more of you agree on an answer, the better.
1. Pick a number from 1 to 100.
a. 1;
b. 7;
c. 50;
d. 93;
e. 100.
5.  Pick a person.
a. Abraham Lincoln;
b. Joseph Stalin;
c. Kim Il Sung;
d.  Adolf Hitler;
e.  Pol Pot.
6.  Pick a person.
a.  Mahatma Gandhi;
b.  Martin Luther King;
c.  Mother Theresa;
d.  Pope John Paul II;
e.  Charles Manson.
		8.   Pick a species.
			a.  Sea tortoises;
			b.  Human beings;
			c.  Norway rats;
			d.  Koala bears;
			e.  Mosquitoes.
	The author who developed this survey got the idea from taking a seminar with Thomas Schelling, who introduced him to his idea of focal points and the purported skill of humans in converging on them (Schelling, 1960).   In his own exercises in the seminar, described in his book, Schelling used non-ethical examples of potential focal points, like Question 1.  In that “pick a number” question, however, our students have not done well at converging, with answers typically being fairly closely split among the five choices.  If you picked 50, you picked the answer that we think is “right” per Schelling’s approach to how people converge: 1 and 100 are parallel answers, as are 7 and 93; the only truly distinctive and thus “best” answer is the one in the middle, 50.  50 is indeed in the lead over a sample of students in multiple classes now in the hundreds—but it is a slim lead, with plenty of support for all the other answers, resulting in the hypothetical villagers of the instructions not doing too well.
	On Question 5, on the other hand, convergence has triumphed and the villagers have done brilliantly.  An overwhelming majority of students in all of our classes have picked Abraham Lincoln, as we imagine you did.  In question 6, on the other hand, convergence has not triumphed, with most students picking either Gandhi or King, a smattering choosing either Mother Theresa or JPII, and a very small number picking Manson.  How about you?   If you employed a certain kind of calculating spirit—focal point logic applied to ethics—you picked Manson, reasoning as follows: “We need to converge on some answer, and it doesn’t matter which one.  In the previous question, the logical person to converge on to get the villagers their meds is Lincoln, the only good leader of the five.  In this one, the logical person to converge on is Manson, the only baddie of the five.”   Maybe you did indeed reason and answer that way, and if so, good for you.  But if went with your gut, as we suspect you did, and picked a good actor rather than the one bad actor, good for you, too.  Your choosing that way is, we would suggest, part of a very good aspect of the human tendency toward conformity.  We find it easy and pleasant to follow focal point logic to converge in the direction of virtue—our Lincoln example—but we do not find it easy or pleasant to follow the same logic to converge in the direction of vice—our Manson example.
	On Question 8, we’re guessing you picked human beings.  We personally like that answer from both a gut perspective and a calculating, which answer is most distinctive/different from the others, perspective.   Our students mostly agree, but without the near-unanimity with which they converge on Lincoln.  Whether because of Peter Singer-style concern about speciesism, or simply because of the renowned cuteness of a certain Australian marsupial, many students pick koala bears.  You, too, maybe?
	    The moral of our story is the same yin-yang one as with the IAT and the MCT: Yes to Milgram/Asch/Zimbardo and to yang/dharma struggle against the sometimes terrible wrong that can attend the human tendency to conform and obey (and yes also to yang/dharma criticism of the experiments, especially Milgram’s and Zimbardo’s, for ethical as well as non-ethical failings).  And yes also to Ethical Focal Points, and to other existing and alternative stories that encourage in us a bemused and optimistic sense of how that very same human tendency to go along and get along plays out.   We can and should debate whether the Milgram/Asch/Zimbardo negative perspective on going along and getting along or the positive perspective associated with Ethical Focal Points and other stories, such as Haidt’s Moral Foundations Theory with its inclusion of authority and loyalty, capture reality more deeply.  If push came to shove, if we had to be Arjuna and get on the battlefield and fight, we would fight for the “it’s mostly good” side.  But there is already, we think, plenty of yang struggle in our field, and we would prefer to spend more time appreciating that struggle and its opposite, and less time struggling.   
C. Case Study 3: The Prisoner’s Dilemma (PD) and Fundamental Harmony
	For all of the importance of empirical social scientific studies like Milgram’s obedience experiment or the IAT that encourage a pessimistic perspective on human nature, we would argue that the Prisoner’s Dilemma is far more important, even for people who think of themselves as highly skeptical about game theory and its assumptions, in encouraging what seems to us an undue totalizing pessimism about human nature, and, even more so, about nature more broadly.  The viewpoint (which is roughly that of Dawkins (1975), though he does not articulate it in clear game-theoretic terms) against which we wish to argue in this section, and against which we offer our Fundamental Harmony model, can be stated as follows: “The logic of evolution and human nature—though we as human beings, uniquely, can use morality to struggle against that logic in our own lives and societies—is the logic of the Prisoner’s Dilemma.  It is a cruel logic in which behavior that does not benefit the gene or other reproductive units is weeded out, even though it may provide much greater benefits to others and the whole than behavior that aids the unit’s reproduction.  There is a painful clash between the PD logic of the survival of the fittest and ethics.  Let us fight for our human ethics to prevail as best we can, knowing that we operate against the background of a PD logic of nature that is anything but ethical.”
Unlike most people in business ethics and management, we are personally very interested in the Prisoner’s Dilemma, and in game theory more broadly.  But we understand, and mostly agree with, the reluctance of business ethicists (Solomon 1999, Grant, 2004) and management academics to engage with and employ an approach that they perceive as embodying an “egoism necessarily prevails” message that rules out pro-social motivations.   What we want to suggest here in this brief discussion is that the Prisoner’s Dilemma is a highly anomalous game.  We do indeed believe that the logic of evolution is the logic of games—but it is the logic of many games, not just of the PD and of its counterpart for altruists, the Altruist’s Dilemma (Mathieson, 1999).  Unpleasant games are real, and important.  But they are vastly outnumbered by games in which the logic of evolution is pleasant.  And the pleasant games—Fundamental Harmony games--are far more pleasant than the unpleasant ones are unpleasant.  Out of the 144 possible random-draw 2 x 2 one-shot two-person matrices, there is no game in which either egoists or altruists get their worst outcomes, and no games in which both egoists and altruists have a poor equilibrium.  The PD is the only game of the 144 in which egoistic players need outside involvement to fix a poor equilibrium, and the Altruist’s Dilemma is the only one of 144 in which altruists similarly need outside help.  On the pleasant side, in 89 out of the 144 games, a majority of the total, altruists have a good equilibrium, and in many games they both get their best outcomes.  The same applies to egoists.  For both types, most games are Fundamental Harmony games.  Many of those games are what we could call Superharmony, with both egoists and altruists having a good equilibrium.[footnoteRef:16] [16:  For a summary of the 144 matrices, see Eastman (2015).] 

To jump to our yin-yang conclusion, allowing that there is much more that could, and in the right setting should, be said:  Yes by all means to the Prisoner’s Dilemma and to its chastening message.  And yes also to Fundamental Harmony and the pleasant message of these much less well known and also, if nature is a random draw, much more common games.   The logic of social interaction and evolution is not the logic of one game, the PD, but the logics of many kinds of games (McAdams, 2009), Fundamental Harmony most definitely included.  Nature is complex, just as we are.  Yes to troubled human ethics and to the quest to solve the PD, and yes also to untroubled human ethics, and to an ethics of pleasant games that inheres in all things in nature, including us.   Yes to our special, troubled souls, and yes also to our not being special.
VIII.  Toward a Closer Collaboration between Speculation in Business Ethics and in Business Law
Many years ago, one of us became aware of an odd fact that he thought fairly little about at the time but that has come to bother him more as the years have passed: The meetings of the leading American scholarly association for business ethics, the Society for Business Ethics, and the leading American scholarly association for business law, the Academy of Legal Studies in Business, meet at the same time in different cities.   We think that it would be a good thing for the two fields, and more particularly for the prospects for the development of the school of yin-yang critical scholarship called for in this paper, if the current state of affairs changed, whether radically through SBE and ALSB holding their annual conferences together every year the way SBE now does with the Academy of Management, or by more modest measures.
Business ethics in its semi-fusion with the Academy of Management seems to us to be a discipline that is overly complacent about its current role as the normative minnow fighting the good fight for ethics—the Society FOR Business Ethics, not OF Business Ethics--swimming alongside the positive AOM whale.   Normatively sharp, skeptical business lawyers with a lawyerly tilt against preaching would, it seems to us, be much better goads than empirically sophisticated but normatively dense management scholars in sharpening normative business ethics in general, and in particular in sharpening the “Laozi/yin/principles not important/moral character not important” variety of ethics proposed here.
With respect to business law, our sense of the benefits of greater integration is more tentative, given our immersion in the SBE/AOM world and our lack of immersion in the parallel ALSB world.   Our basic thought is that a considerable benefit would accrue to business lawyers attracted to philosophical speculation.   We think that the yin-yang, paired-opposites approach suggested here as a complement and rival to other ethical approaches has a natural kinship to the play of opposites in legal reasoning (Kennedy, 1976).  If business ethicists have, perhaps, a greater field-based affinity for philosophical systematizing, business lawyers have, quite likely, a greater field-based affinity for generation of the “on the other hand” counterexamples like the MCT, Ethical Focal Points, and Fundamental Harmony that are a central part of the agenda of yin-yin critical scholarship.
Whether or not any organizational changes take place at the national level of ALSB and SBE, local changes in the fields can take place at the level of subgroups of business lawyers and business ethicists who communicate and collaborate together.   The Big Ten and Friends conference that brings us together is fundamentally a business law conference, an orientation that we support.  At the same time, we believe it can benefit from a leavening of business ethics; we offer this paper in that integrationist spirit. 

Conclusion
	If our hopes for critical business ethics and critical business law in the form of a yin-yang (or a kama-artha-dharma-moksha, or a sanguine-phlegmatic-choleric-melancholic[footnoteRef:17]) reframing of the two fields, perhaps one that brings the two closer together than they now are, is to be a viable project, it needs to have many more alternative stories to tell in addition to the Moral Clarity Test, Ethical Focal Points, and Fundamental Harmony stories we have related here.   Additionally, it needs to draw upon already established stories, like Adam Smith’s invisible hand story, and to recognize the mutability of the categories of established and alternative and of their relationship to yin and yang.  For example, the Prisoner’s Dilemma, which we have treated in this paper as established in relation to Fundamental Harmony, could in the right context be treated, as we have done at times, as a useful yang alternative to the better established yin story of the invisible hand; in turn, the invisible hand story in another context could be treated, as we have done at times, as a pro-market yang story in competition with other, market-skeptical yang stories.   Toward the end of pointing out additional new and established stories that can be incorporated into a yin-yang framework, as well as to point out some of the complications of the project, we include in an appendix a draft table of contents of a potential larger work that develops the themes of the present paper; in a few places, established and alternative stories are illustrated by real or made-up (for alternative stories) quotes.		 [17:  One of us wrote a book urging such a temperament-oriented reframing (Eastman, 2015a), which seems to us to be a project connected closely to a yin-yang or a kama-artha-dharma-moksha reframing.] 

	So: Please judge us!  Yang/dharma/righteousness are good.   And, if you can, please appreciate us: Yin/moksha/liberation are good, too.  And, most of all, please do both.
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Appendix: Draft Table of Contents of a Larger Work Developing this Project
Introduction
I.   Daoism/Yin-Yang as a Potential Addition to the Normative Schools of Virtue Ethics, Utilitarianism, Deontology, and Justice Ethics: Three Examples and a Methodological Discussion*
     A.  Example 1: The Moral Background--Abend’s Discussion of the Role of Business Ethicists (intro, pp. 5-6)
     B.  Example 2: Behave--Sapolsky’s “Which Dead White Male Was Right?” Discussion in His “Morality and Doing the Right Thing” Chapter (p. 504) 
 [Our proposed “alternative story” additions to Sapolsky’s language are in brackets]
Let’s start with a question that has kept folks busy for millennia, namely, which is the optimal moral philosophy?
People pondering the question have grouped the different approaches into [four] broad categories.  Say there’s money sitting there, and it’s not yours but no one is looking; why not grab it?
Deontological ethics, with its emphasis on the act, would answer: because it’s not okay to steal.
Consequentialist ethics, with its emphasis on the outcome: what if everyone started acting that way, think about the impact on the person whose money you’ve stolen, etc.
Virtue ethics, with its emphasis on the actor: because you are a better person than that, because you’ll have to live with yourself afterward, etc.
[Yin-yang ethics, with its emphasis on paradox: because it’s cool not to take action.  And hey, it’s also cool to take action…and if you do take action then it may be cool not to take action and keep the money…and for sure it’s cool to take action again and give the money away to the authorities or someone who needs it.]
C.   Example 3: The Discussion of Greene and Paxton’s ESP cheating study by Sapolsky
[Again, our “alternative story” additions to Sapolsky’s language are in brackets]
And now for probably the [two] most important finding[s] in this chapter.  
[The first is the replication of Greene and Paxton showing very low levels of cheating--and considerable levels of “reverse cheating” in which subjects fudged their success downward--in a scenario in which subjects were credibly told that their ESP success would reduce the amount of money in a fund to provide life-saving treatments to children.  So what’s that mean?  Hey, maybe we shouldn’t get too worked up by all the cheating in the original Greene and Paxton experiment and many others—when our cheating directly hurts people, as opposed to causing indirect harms to social scientists (who are mostly deceiving/cheating themselves!), teachers, and non-cheaters, we seem to be pretty well wired to more or less cut it out.]
[Second,] [w]hat about [the minority of] subjects who never cheated [in the original study]?  There are two very different scenarios, as framed by Greene and Paxton: Is resisting temptation at every turn an outcome of “will,” of having a stoked dlPFC putting Satan into a hammerlock?  Or is it an act of “grace,” where there’s no struggle, because it’s simple; you don’t cheat.
It was grace.  In those who were always honest, the dlFPC, vlPFC, and ACC were in a veritable coma when the chance to cheat arose.  There’s no conflict, [no yang struggle].  There’s no working hard to do the right thing.  You simply don’t cheat…[, you submit—you follow the force, as Obi-Wan Kenobi might say, or you flow like the yin, as Laozi might say.]
We’ve seen something equivalent with the brave act, the person who, amid the paralyzed crowd, runs into the burning building to save the child.   “What were you thinking about when you decided to go into the house?”…And the answer is always “I wasn’t thinking anything.  Before I knew it, I had run in.”…
It’s the same thing here: “Why did you never cheat?  Is it because of your ability to see the long-term consequences of cheating becoming normalized, or your respect for the Golden Rule. Or…?”  The answer is: “I don’t know (shrug).  I just don’t cheat.”  This isn’t a deontological or a consequentialist moment.  It’s virtue ethics [and yin-yang ethics] sneaking in through the back door in that moment.  In virtue ethics terms—“I don’t cheat; that’s not who I am.”  Doing the right thing is the easier thing.  [And in yin-yang terms--the serene, yin side is the comatose dlPFCs, vlPFCs and ACCs of those who find not cheating the easier path to take, and the struggling, yang side is the excited brains of the majority of us who fudge.]  [id., pp. 519-520]
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