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Abstract

In this work, no denying the role, or even more g8 value of rational
thinking, it is assumed that it is not the onlyeetive tool for man to achieve
his valuable goaldt is conjectured here that sometimes irrationaikimg is
an equally good (and sometimes even better thaonehtthinking) means of
achieving themlIn the light of these assumptions, the goal of norknis to
indicate the benefits that may be the result oétional thinking in the
colloquial (i.e. unscientific) domain of everydayrhan practiceThe given
examples of irrational thinking come from reseaircthe field of cognitive and
social psychology and behavioural economiddeir results prove that
irrational behaviours (including thinking) are &t accidental nor senseless,
and on the contrary systematic and easy to preitiey, constitute important
arguments for considering the phenomenon of imafithinking.l also discuss
this issue although only to a limited extent.

Keywords rational and irrational thinking, cognitive psydbgy, behavioural
economics, morality.

1. Introduction

It has been assumed that thinking, including itstye — reasoningijs crucial for the effective,
everyday functioning of peoplés such, it is supposed to increase the probalafityndertaking an
optimal action to achieve valuable goals set by .mdinough what has been written applies to
thinking in general, it refers in particular toicatal thinking, because in our culture rationalgy
considered a desirable value and at the same timerra for most (if not all) types of human
activities. In the context of the cultural depreciation of fivaality,’ the idea to consider the
potential benefits of irrational thinking can thiere look like an intellectual provocatioithe
commonness of irrational thinking indicated by mamgearchefsas the basis for drawing
conclusions and making decisions in everyday lieves that this is not the cagef course, the
commonness of a phenomenon cannot be an argumignfarrour.Iin particular, it cannot prove its
merits.Nevertheless, considering the case from the ewwlaty point of view, persistently repeated
behaviour (here: the commonly occurring tendencyrragional thinking) can be seen as a useful
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(and therefore evolutionarily conserved) adaptatirnvironmental requiremerit#ccepting this
point of view in this work, | focus on looking fpossible benefits that irrational thinking can grin
as a means of achieving specific individual goalhe sphere of everyday life.

2. Thelssue of Distinguishing Acts of Rational and Irrational Thinking

Indication of possible benefits from irrationalrtking is a challenge, because it is very diffianid
sometimes impossible to accurately distinguish aétsational thinking from acts of irrational
thinking. This difficulty is connected with the fact that ti@nality” as well as “irrationality” in
accordance with the new paradigm currently in dgwalent are not completely disjunctive or
mutually contradictory concept®n the contrary, the new approach to the issuatainality and
irrationality emphasises the relative charactethef opposition of both concepts and their mutual,
complex relationshipsThis corresponds to the currently advanced moddhushan nature and
psyche, according to which “man is not — and carfeot- a being that is fully and consistently
rational (...) [He is — MMJ]a complex mental: cognitive-emotional and emotiomapilsive
structure (...) [which is — MMJ]nternally omnifariously intertwined, that is, tieers a mutual
interaction of components, rational ones affect @wnal ones, emotional components affect
rational ones (this direction of impact is gengraiironger), impulsive ones impact on emotional
ones” [17, p. 90].The distinguished, qualitatively different, intelg@mponents of the human
psychic structure appear in it with varying intépsand dimensionTheir mutual relationship
depends, among others, on the phylogenetic andyenébic level of human development, culture,
personality and needs, and the specific situati@malumstances of thinking and actinglore
importantly, although different types of human ityi entail mutual relations, varying in scope and
proportions, between the above-identified strud¢telaments of the human psyche, no sphere of
human activity can be said to be the exclusive domrationality or irrationality’

In the face of the syncretic character of humamking? signalled above, the issue of
adequate rationality criteria seems to be a serfmeblem. Traditionally, rational thinking is
perceived as a methodical activity, focused on itmym that meets clearly defined criterla. the
context of the irrationality of colloquial thinkingpnsidered here, the criteria of rationality, gised
to its three types — logical rationality, pragmatiand practical rationality — seem to be important.
The test of logical rationality is the consisterméyadopted premises and the deductive character of
reasoningln the domain of pragmatic rationality, efficienisyimportant and sufficientn turn, the
criteria of practical rationality are: goal orietia, preparation through prior reflection and
efficiency® All the above characteristics and at the same tegeirements of rational thinking are
imperfect criteria, therefore they should not beaals treated as reliable indicators of rationadity
a given piece of thinking.

3. Suggested Additional Definition of Irrational Thinking

In the face of the indicated difficulties with digjuishing rational and irrational thinking is it
possible to consider the benefits of one or ther@ththink so.Clearly conclusive criteria seem to
be possible only in a world with little complexityocial reality, as the domain of everyday life, and
thus the conceptual apparatus describing it, |fuksfeature Therefore, should we depart from its
conceptual categorisatiol® course notEven if our judgments about the rationality or tigaality

of a particular act of thinking have to be, to sof@een a minimum) degree an estimation, the
conceptual order obtained in this way is conductivédetter human orientation in the world and
functioning in it.On the other hand, perhaps a more fruitful strategyld be the qualification of
thinking in terms of its rationality or irrationgli focused on its outcome and/or its procedBreh
possibilities are indicated by the definition ofational thinking proposed by Cezary Mordka.
Under this definition, irrational thinking is “ankind of thinking that does not solve the
motivational problem or solves it inconsistentlytlwithe accepted criterion (such criteria as:

33



econl(c))my, simplicity, fruitfulness in the sense oédictability, etc.), i.e. in a non-optimal way”
[10].

In this work attention is focused on these casesrational thinking which, although they
lead to solving the motivational problem, they tdaia non-optimal wayln other words: for the
purpose of this work, irrational thinking is undexed as thinking containing (first of all) systemat
errors in reasoningfhese may be very different errors, e.g. they maysist in: not taking into
account all relevant premis&spverestimation (not necessarily conscious) of lacsed piece of
information?? or in concluding on the basis of clearly insuffiti premise'$ or even inadequate
information, such as “red-haired people are dadeitfi assume that these and other errors in
thinking that will be considered in this work magnefit the person who commits them, although
often this potential profit can be seen only inlightly wider perspective than the context of a
particular motivational problem.

4. General Reasonsfor Irrational Thinking

Before | move on to consider some errors in reagpniesulting in irrationally made decisions, five
general reasons for irrational thinking indicated Stuart Sutherland will be discussédThese
general motives inform us about the benefits thatasociated with this kind of thinkings such,
the reasons highlighted below can be seen as argarseggesting that irrational thinking is not an
accidental freak of nature or an incomprehensildeiadion from rational thinking treated as a
model and norm, but rather a kind of sensible meicha that optimises, together with rational
thinking, the human decision-making process andehelting actiort®

According to the first explanation derived from Bumnary psychology, the animal
ancestors of man due to living in a very unfrienglhwironment usually had to act hurriedly — fight
or flee.In this situation, reflection was an ill-advisedastgy, reducing the possibility of survival.
From the point of view of this most important gdalirvival) it was better to quickly make the
wrong choice (here: escape when there was no datinger none (due to too long reflectiomhis
explanation would explicate why people act accaydinset patterri§ in stress or rush, instead of
considering all the circumstances of the c&gBy has this irrational mechanism survivdg&cause
in our society, survival (and at the optimum led®s not require only rational decision makihg.

The second general reason for the irrationalitythariking is related to the structure and
functioning of the human brain, in particular teetherve cell networks. Initially these cells are
connected together at random. In the process aiiteg some of the connections are strengthened
while others are weakened. Mastering a given cdnaepg. “house” or “bird” means that it is
represented by activating many cells scattered aveast area of the brain that form a certain
system. “The cells that are activated fire simwdtarsly (...) so that processing is very fast (...)
moreover, such systems of cells generalise realdlijyresented with a number of different birds,
they will classify as a bird a member of a speaigspreviously shown” [15, p. 307]. Just like every
mechanism, this one also turns out to be unrelistaeetimesBecause the same cells participate in
learning of different things, as a result of aciopgr new material, sometimes the previous
connections change, and (generally) small erranshegopen. The existence of such systems would
explain errors caused by the availability and thi feffect because in both of them man pays too
much attention to the most striking feature —the. one that at the cellular level correspond$i¢o t
activation of these cells between which there heestrongest connections. Despite possible errors
the functioning of this data processing systemeisdficial for us, because it is quick, effectivel an
effortless due to its unconscious character.

The third reason for irrational thinking is dirgciconnected with mental laziness. An
effective way to avoid strenuous and prolonged alesftort are heuristics — “ways of thinking that
will usually produce a passable but not perfeatlteguickly” [15, p. 308

The fourth reason for irrational thinking is tmability to use elementary probability theory,
statistics and derived concepts, which is largdlg tesult of the current education system.
Sutherland believes that this inability is respblesifor the error of not knowing the principle of
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regression to the mean, according to which “if aen¢ is extreme (either way), the next event of
the sl%me kind is likely to be less extreme. lt@feall events in which chance plays a role” [15, p
252].

Sutherland’s last reason for irrational thinkimgldehaviour is self-serving biagpressed,
among others, in the desire to show that one ist ray to raise one’s self-esteem. This bias
combined with other factors would explain the ufingness to reject a hypothesis one has
accepted, as well as aversion to changing one’swreng decision, and even persistent failure to
notice the disadvantage of a purchase.

An interesting supplement to the presented gemegdons of human irrationality is the
concept of “haphazard brain” proposed by Gary Martarting from an evolutionary perspective,
Marcus writes about two main systems of thoughiste@g in man — the ancestral system, also
called the reflex system and the deliberative systEhe ancestral systeas evolutionarily older
than the deliberative one is found in virtually alulticellular organismsit performs its tasks
quickly and automatically, consciously or unconsslyg. It administers many of everyday
behaviours such as the automatic adjustment détéeto an uneven surfacesudden recognition
of an old friend. In its operation this system degseon evolutionarily old brain structures — the
cerebellum and basal ganglia responsible for motortrol and the amygdala responsible for
emotions® Marcus emphasises that we should not assume taairttestral systeis inherently
irrational. In his opinion this system “likely waln’t exist at all if it were completely irrational.
Most of the time, it does what it does well, eviefby definition) its decisions are not the prodatt
careful thought” [9, p. 64].

The other system of thinking assumed by Marcus e- dBliberative one “deliberates,
considers, chews over the facts — and tries (samstsuccessfully, sometimes not) to reason with
them” [9, pp. 63-64]. This system “consciously ddesing the logic of our goals and choices” is
evolutionarily young, and hence if found in othgesies, it is only in few. Perhaps it is
characteristic only for humans. According to Matsuysresumption, this system has its cerebral
location mainly in the forebrain, in the prefrontairtex“* The aim of calling it “deliberative” and
not “rational” is to emphasise the lack of guarantee as to the gudlithe results of its work, i.e.
the real rationality of its considerations. Despife intelligence, this system often settles for
reasoning that is less than idddloreover, although it is more evolutionarily advadgcit has not
taken complete control of the cognitive process;abee it almost always relies on indirect
information, which, coming from the not really otiige ancestral system, may not constitute a
balanced set of data from which the deliberativi@esycould carefully draw rational conclusions.
Worse,in a situation of stress, fatigue or distractiondd@herefore when a reliable analysis is most
needed), the individual deliberative system ususjtches off, giving way to the primitive reflex
system.

Gary Marcus maintains that, from the point of viefathe rationality of human thinking and
functioning, a serious problem is the way in whitle systems he identifies interact with each
other.In theory, the deliberative system worthy of theene should be

above the fray and unbiased by the consideratibrtkeoemotional. (...) [As such —
MMJ] it would systematically search its memory fetevant data, pro and con, so that
it could make systematic decisions. [It would bsoat MMJ] attuned as much to
disconfirmation as confirmation and utterly immuioepatently irrelevant information
(...) Such a system [would be also able to — MMJ] (stifle violations of its master
plan. (<<I'm on a diet. No chocolate cake. Periodfs; p. 103].

Unfortunately, the above description of the delibee system is a catalogue of wishful thinking,
for which three circumstances are responsible:réhative “youth” of the system, its “building
materials” which are inadequate old parts (e.g.teocdnal memory) and the lack of true
independence from the ancestral system, which pailily takes into account the general goals of
the organisnf? In the light of the outlined concept, the irratitityaof human thinking is the result
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of far from perfect cooperation between the brainctures (the ancestral and deliberative systems)
that manage the cognitive functioning of man.

5. Benefits Resulting of Irrational Thinkingin Everyday Life

Recent studies in the field of behavioural econsnpiovide a body of evidence for the irrational
nature of human decisions, and thus indirectly ithetionality of thinking®® This new field of
research, based on psychology and economy, refhetsassumption about the fundamental
rationality of human decisions, attributed to nessical economics.According to this criticised
assumption, people make decisions on the basibeoinformation available to them, they can
calculate the value of various options that theyose from (e.g. using the probability theory), they
are able to understand the consequences of anytibtehoice. Thus characterised actors are
presumed to be making logical and sensible degs@md even if they happen to make a wrong
decision from time to time, they quickly learn fraheir mistakes either on their own or with the
help of market force$.

The presented assumptions of neoclassical econararesspond to the old understanding
of human nature, as a structure essentially (on exlusively — Plato, Descartes) rational and
therefore predestined for “functioning as a logicahchine.®® Researchers from the field of
behavioural economics note that the assumption taboal rationality of human choices is
contradicted by the observed anomalies occurringnwimarket participants make decisions.
Neoclassical economics could only “expldihthem if they were rare and/or accidentahe
problem is that, as research shows, irrational iehes are neither accidental nor sensel®ssthe
contrary, they are systematic and easy to predlict.claimed here that “people are susceptible to
the influence of the immediate environnf&rthe so-called context effect — MMJ], emotionsprsh
sightednes$’ and other forms of irrationality” [1, p. 287sulting in systematic errors in the
decision-making proces&mphasising the regularity and predictability ofyoiive errors ifota
bene the basic concept of behavioural economics) creafgsce for the development of
countermeasures, a kind of “glasses”, correctiegpilture “distorted” by someone’s vision defect.
Behavioural economists believe that the procedlidisveloped thanks to analysing the results of
their research will help prevent people from makingtional decisions that result in such
behaviours.To this end, they design experimental research eierohine how to achieve the
correction of the cognitive error as systematidhes error itself. For the purposes of this article,
only the experimental examples of human irratidpadre relevant, so | will limit myself to them
here.Out of many constantly committed errors in thinkingsulting in an irrational decision, those
that can be seen as beneficial have been chosesrdat to the subject of this text).

Several studies designed by behavioural econoraisted to establish real relationships
between wages, motivation and results at wdtiese studies tested the common sense, proper to
neoclassical economics, thesis that higher motimatinere corresponding to a higher bonus) causes
increased effort, resulting in achieving the esshigld goal (here better results at workhe
research results showed that the above reasonisgwang.It turned out that small and medium
bonuses result in improvement of the performandalewery high ones, on the contrary, mean
“overmotivation,” i.e. a state of increased motiatpressure causing distraction, and as a result,
sudden deterioration of the achieved resttsther research showed that the negative impaat of
very high performance bonus is related to the tyjpeewarded activitylt turned out that the more
cognitive skills a given job required, the moreelikthe fiasco of the expected results was. On the
other hand, when the rewarded activity was purefcimanicala very high bonus resulted in
increased efficiency? Commenting the above research, Dan Ariely stresisas the negative
impact of a high bonus is related to the increasedss experienced by the employee. This
observation suggests that “our tendency to behaaéionally and in ways that are undesirable
might increase when the decisions are more imptrianp. 63]> In other words: a fully rational
action is more likely when decisions are made alatstract or less important matters. In such
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matters, the mind has the best conditions for cdetached and objective concentration on the
circumstances of the ca¥k.

In the inference scheme which would correspondhéoptreliminary assumptions adopted in
the above studies (i.e. the tested hypothesisigralionus for improving performance at work as a
premise for action leading to this improvement wio@sult in the actual enhancement of the results
in questionFor this to happen, it would have to really motevpeople to put in more effort and this
multiplied effort would have to be effective. Theotiwational role of a high bonus seems to be
unquestionable. The situation is different with #@féciency of the effortTo say the obvious: the
potential capability for increased and adequatereffe.g. guaranteed by the education and/or
experience) is a necessary condition, but not@afft to achieve the established g&ituational
factors are always important, but some of themdéfeeult to predict and therefore they cannot be
taken into account earlier in a rationally carraad analysis aimed at estimating the probability of
achieving a given goal. The conducted researchircoed the significant influence of situational
factors, ignored by the neoclassical economicsg(hiecreased stress corresponding to a high stake
and the type of the tasklhus, while neoclassical economists actually thoubhat for more
productive work, apart from individual dispositia high bonus would suffice, their reasoning was
irrational as a result of not taking into accoulhtlze relevant premise®©n the other hand, if, as it
has been suggested, it is impossible to take iotount in reasoning all premises relevant to a
given issue, a rational strategy may be to staphat is undisputed (here: the motivational natdre o
a high bonus). Sometimes the belief that “wheragefBea will there’s a way”, usually overly
optimistic, is confirmed in practice, proving tteaperson really determined in his actions is inesom
way independent of what in “normal circumstancesiuld surely limit him. It may happen,
therefore, that for someone who really needs mbnayhigh bonus, triggering extraordinary
determination, will become a sufficient conditiar &ffective action.

We can use the presented studeesving the difficulty of the rational estimatiorf the
probability of achieving the desired result (haesignificant improvement in the performance of a
given task), citing Rafat Krzysztof Ohme, to empbkadenefits we all derive from irrationalityle
notes that

thanks to the fact that we are irrational, it igossible to totally predict our behaviour
(...) and thus we cannot be controlled. (...) Sdbgrdue to irrationality in our naivety
we do not know that something is impossifaowledge about lurking difficulties
does not encourage us to changestadus quoHowever, discoveries, inventions and
innovations are born thanks to the questioningheféxisting state of affairs. It drives
the development of mankind. Irrationality is adeply desirable because it offers
security and develops civilization. Although it weragainst reason, it is undoubtedly
the work of our mind [13p. 13].

What has been written so far indicates that ratimaking does not have to be the best or the only
tool for making important decisionsThis conclusion has strong empirical confirmation i
experiments devoted to supportive behaviour.

It has been known for a long tiffethat lending support to another person or a grafup
people is greatly affected by the potential “dosbremotions, especially his ability to feel
compassion for those in need and/or his dispositiofeel empathy. Experimental studies in the
field of social psychology have established thaethbr help will be provided or not is greatly
connected with the whole situational context in ahhisupportive behaviour is desirable. This
context consists of, among others, the featuresthefpotential donor (e.g. his current mood,
whether he is in a hurry or not, etc.), the siwmtitself (the place of the incident — a city or a
village, the number of witnesses, etc.) and thgiewat (his affinity or friendship or only similayi
to the potential “donor® his appearance, which may suggest the need fordrelack of it?).
Simply put, it can be said that all these circumsts of the case result in creating or not a
compassionate attitude towards the victim and, equently, in giving or not giving help. Other
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studies® in turn, confirmed the influence of what socioktgi call “identifiable victim effect” on
the occurrence of assistance activities, in thenfof payment of a donation to the needy. These
studies showed that people are more than twicegerdo help (here: generous) when they know
the face (even from a photo) and the data of aifspgeerson in need, (the identifiable victim
effect), rather than when the information aboutrtbedy is not individualised. It means that only an
identifiable, and not a statistical, victim of atuval disaster, war or poverty arouses sympathy and
or empathy, while a statistical victim (in the senganonymous) does not. Why does it happen? In
this context, the so-called “drop-in-the-bucketeeff is more important than the other two factors
distinguished by psychologists (i.e. closeness\avidness). It is connected with someone’s faith
in his ability to single-handedly and completelyphthe victims of a tragedy. It occurs when our
own possibilities of providing help are assessenradeemably and wholly insufficient to change a
dramatic situation for the better (for exampleptevent starvation of millions of people suffering
from drought in a remote African countfy in this situation, the futility and senselessnebs o
potential help efforts leads to emotional detachnfesm the needy, resulting in failure to give
them any hel?

Rationally speaking, if saving one person is gdbdn saving a few is more sBimilarly,
the misery of a nation seems to be more evil thanttagedy of one personherefore, the above-
mentioned studies, contradicting these common-senselusions, seem to prove the irrational
character of reasoning of the examined persOngthe other hand, the indicated reasons explaining
the results of these studies, elucidating the nmashma of the creation of compassion and
consequent help, paradoxically show that ratiohialking, like a Hobbesian calculation (weighing
reasons) plays a significant role in the occurrenickelp. The preference for an action aiming to
aid someone specific instead of helping many attsparsons or such an objective is rational,
because it is easier to rectify the situation a# person rather than of many anonymous people. In
addition, in the case of helping an individualisiteasier to control how the help will be used.
short: helping a specific victim is more rationagcause it is at least potentially more effectind a
effectiveness proves instrumental rationality.

The third of the above indicated reasons for tluk laf help for statistical victims — the
“drop-in-the-bucket effect” — whiclmota benehas a rational nature (a futile effort is irratifna
leads us to an experiment designed to check whetteater rationality in thinking promotes aid.
Before the test one group of respondents was askedlve a simple mathematical equation. The
goal was to prime (i.e. to put people in a particulemporary state of mind) the participants s th
they would be in a special disposition to thinkitadly during the experiment. The respondents
from the other group were asked a question aimeya@king emotions in them — “When you hear
the name George W. Bush, what do you feel? Plessene word to describe your predominant
feeling.” After that the respondents were given ihi®rmation either about Rokia or about the
general problem of food shortage in Africa. In tlext step, the experiment participants were asked
about the sum of money they would allocate foneigicauseThe results showed that people who
were primed to experience emotions, and therefayset whose reasoning was irrational (because it
was under the influence of additional emotionalngses, irrelevant from the point of view of a
rational procedure of drawing conclusions), alledatuch more money to Rokia than to the fight
with the general the problem of hung@heir results were, therefore, similar to the reswlf
previous studies, the participants of which wereproned in any wayThis means that without the
priming, the respondents were guided by compassiben individualised information was
involved.On the other hand, people who were primed to thagically (in the sense dispassionate)
turned out to be misers — they allocated equallglsamounts to both causes. It suggest that:

“A cold calculation does not increase our concemlérge problems; instead, it suppresses our
compassion. So, while more rational thinking soulildsgood advice for improving our decisions,
[purely rational — MMJ] thinking can make us ledisuastic and caring” [2, p. 296].

From the point of view of the goals of this workher experimentally confirmed irrational
phenomena are also interestiBg.this | mean the overestimation of what is thedoict of our own
labour, unwarranted by its objective value (thecalled Ikea effect}? and the equally irrational

38



favouring of own ideas (“not-invented-here”). Bgthenomena have their negative and positive
sides.The most obvious benefit associated with theseitegrerrors is the motivation to acthe
tendency to perceive the effects of one’s own warlcreativity as better and more useful than
similar works of other people seems to be an exhgriffective incentive to undertake a new task,
as well as one that requires a long and/or strematfart (scientific work).

One of the most interesting, in my opinion, reskararried out by behavioural economists
concerned the issue of honesty. In the set of rigmnsisting in theft, two subgroups can be
distinguished: 1. “evident” thefts committed by ¢fessional” criminals; 2. thefts and frauds
committed by people who consider themselves todmes$t.Every year in the United States, the
value of theft and fraud perpetrated by peoplehelatter of the “categories” exceeds the material
losses caused by “professional” criminalsThis circumstance provoked researchers to
experimentally determine whether and to what expeple, who deem themselves “honest,” will
succumb the temptation of fraud when exposed to it.

The respondents were the students of the HarvasinBss School. The first group was
asked to take a test consisting of 50 multiple-chogeneral-knowledge questions. The questions
should be answered within 15 minutes and thenriberers should be transferred to a scoring sheet.
At the end both sheets should be submitted to xaenmer. It was possible to obtain 10 cents for
each correct answer. The second group of studeoksthe same test and just like the first one had
to mark the answers on the scoring sheet, butisnddise this sheet already contained the correct
answers, hence the participant were tempted toréctir their mistakes. After transferring their
answers, they were to calculate those that wemedomrite that number at the top of their scoring
sheet and hand both sheets to the examiner whotlpaicespondents the due amount. The third
group was asked to do the same as the second gheupnly difference was that they were told to
destroy their worksheet and submit only the scosinget to the examiner. The best conditions for
cheating were created for people from the fourthugr After completing the task, they were
supposed to destroy both cards and instead ofnmifigr the examiner about the obtained result,
they were to collect the prize from a jar with coon the table.

As it could be expected, the most honest were tildests from the first control group as
they did not know the correct answers, unlike ttheeothree groups, and therefore could not benefit
from this knowledgeThe average of correct answers was 32.6 out ofuedtepns. The results of
the respondents from the subsequent groups weherio the second group the average number
of correct answers was 36.2; in the third - 35:9thie fourth group - 36.M/hat is important, the
researchers found that it was not just a few imigl students that significantly overstated the
number of their correct answers — the majority aftipipants cheatedsimilar results were also
obtained in studies conducted at MIT, PrincetonLA@Gnd Yale.The similarity of the obtained
results allowed the researchers to come to theviiillg conclusion: when given the opportunity,
people [often — MMJ] cheat. The banality of thisnclusion contrasts with another regularity
observed in the above-mentioned experiments —aitledf relationship between the scale of fraud
and the amount of risk of being caught red harfdedtcording to the authors of the experiment,
the lack of such a connection proves that: “eveemre have no chance of getting caught, we still
don’t become wildly dishonest” [1, p. 24%].

There is still a question about the reason for lthigation. Perhaps offtof the researchers,
Don Ariely, administering these test is right.his opinion, people generally care about honasty
want to be honest. However,

their internal honesty monitor is active only whemey contemplate big transgressions,
like grabbing an entire box of pens from the coeee hall. For the little
transgressions, they don’t even consider how tretm®mns would reflect on their
honesty and so their superego stays asleep [#6). 2
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What is more, these minor offences are not predeloyethe rational cost-benefit analysis, accented
by neoclassical economics, or the probability ahgecaught. It is suggested here that even if such
considerations take place, they do not affectnbegrity of the one who contemplates.

According to Dan Ariely’s suggestion, cheating edt$ in order to obtain a small financial
gain is not (just like cheating an insurer or tdfice) treated as denying someone’s general
integrity. This conclusion is supported by the results of #b@ve experiment, showing that
generally everyone who had such an opportunitytelde@ven though the respondents representing
the elite of society (students of one of the bestersities in the United States) probably believed
in socially supported moral values, forbidding, amethers, committing crime$he results of this
experiment testify to the irrationality of theirinking for two reasonsi. Reasoning that uses a
double standard: one for “criminal” theft and tht@ey for “minor” fraud (dishonesty shown in the
above experiment) is irrational; 2. Assuming thheating at a test is a rational phenomenon,
because it is a sensible grasp of an opportunidyrem taking it would be a “sin of omissiorthe
lack of correlation between the benefits from the fraud @edrisk of being caught, established in
these studies, proves the irrationality of the oesients’ actions, and indirectly the irrationalafy
their reasoning.

Does the tendency to small scams found in the esudave any advantageBffe indicated
predominance of material losses resulting fromttb@mmitted by “honest” people over the amount
of bandit spoils seems to deny this possibiliy the other hand, perhaps, above-average honesty,
as an actual, not desirable, characteristic ofgtveeral public might not be as socially usefultas i
seemsEvery day, each of us makes many decisidin®ir number and limited resources at our
disposal (time, attention, information availablesult in the necessity of sorting them into
important, less important and irrelevatit.is probable that assigning the same weight to al
decisions will result in the failure of the entisystem. Perhaps just as it is impossible to
simultaneously receive all external stimuli thatmeto us from the outside, so it is equally
unrealistic to analyse all decisions we make oayatd-day basis in terms of their compliance with
our moral values and standards.

6. Conclusion

Perhaps, as | have suggested, a functioning, velgtmoral society (in the sense of: “roughly” and
officially adhering to the most important latjsis better than an inefficient community of moyall
scrupulous peopleHowever, can we always and/or in every area of &ford this kind of
nonchalance as a society?

It is clear that not all decisions made every dayequally importantSimilarly, not every
one of them has a moral aspddevertheless, in our times many, once morally uprivate
matters have gained moral significan@ée can mention here the question of nutrition, comer
choices, holiday arrangements, lifestyle, the saeshabf living, etc.As moral problems, they all
demand resolution in the form of a specific induad decision. What is more, individual solutions
to these issues, having a direct impact on theraladmvironment, have ceased to be private matters
of specific people. It is connected with the threhecological disaster on the scale of our entire
planetpointed by many nature researchers (including pbpbers®). In this situation, someone’s
rational thinking oriented towards achieving indwal happiness, within the constraints of the
current law and available possibilities, considemeda wider context of what is good of future
generations, or even the current generation, btharperspective of the next 30 years, maybe turn
out to be irrational, because it leads to a sigaift deterioration of the living conditions of all
inhabitants of the Earth. This possibility is emgisad by Andrzej Szahaj who notes that “the sum
of micro-rationality may add up to macro-irratioitygl which changes this micro-rationality into
micro-irrationality” [19, p. 94].

Let us return to the indicated oversupply of praidedemanding rational consideration,
enforcing in some way their selection in terms mportance.Does this surplus inevitably and
irrevocably imply that we must choose between theen,give up the rational consideration of
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many of them? It is difficult to disagree with SartJonas or environmental ethicists, who in unison
opt for a very broad range of individual moral msgbility, and therefore for moral
scrupulousness (i.e. hyper-rationality), as a doolifor the survival of our planet and species.
However, as a result of the overabundance of ispaeived as requiring rational consideration,
our existential situation seems to resemble Dwdskiilemma associated with the design of a just
social system, i.e. at the same time sensitivertbition and indifferent to natural endowmé&ntf

this comparison is legitimate, what can we d®&haps a compromise solution would be the
inurement from an early age to practising modesiyility understood as an attitude always taking
into account the possibility of one’s err8in this sense, a humble person would always binwil

to consider a given question in detail, should nleed arise, and in its absence would rely on
standard, previously worked out solutioh&\Vhat would attest to such a ned@®n doubts about
how to proceed, and in their absence — reservatiomsiticism from third parties, not necessarily
close or significant. We are left with the problefncoexistence, openness to criticism and trust in
one’s own judgment and possibilittédt is difficult to be self-assured with a constaat, even
abstract, conviction that you can always be wr@ngthe other hand, perhaps it is exactly the point
that the belief in the possibility of error shouldmain abstractAs such, it would not cause
decision-making stalemate, nor moral pedantry stingj in an equally meticulous analysis of all
circumstances of the case before any decision denia
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Notes

1. | define reasoning here as “the process of fornmdatonclusions on the basis of premises, i.e.gupireviously
acquired or commonly available knowledge” [11, PO}

2. “To acknowledge the rationality of some view, actnsan means to define it in a positive way. To démgm
rationality means to show disregard, to excludenfthe range of acceptable controversy” [18, p. 79].

3. Cf., among others, [1], [15], [9], [17], [6], [5].

4. This is not the only way we can use the evolutigmmradigm. Following Gary Marcus, we may as wediug that
the universality of irrational thinking, and evdretfact that it outhumbers the acts of rationaikimg, results from the
fact that rational thinking is one of our youngeapabilities, shaped in the process of the evaiutioour species. The
“young age” of rational thinking capability, exptad by the “provisional”, i.e. “unfinished” charactof brain
structures responsible for rational thinking, acdsufor the frequency and regularity of errors made by people i
thinking, resulting in the irrationality of thinkgn[9].

5. Although “scientific thinking mainly releases rata factors and makes them dominant, it does regndiumber
itself — and cannot disengage — from other facterg, feelings, intuition, faith, etc. And the ladaction of man
releases mainly emotional and sentimental elembotsven they are completely devoid of rationahwnts” [17, pp.
90-91].

6. In the sense of the co-occurrence of rationgl @iticism) and irrational elements (e.g. extient or bias) in one act
of thinking.

7. J.Zycinski distinguished pragmatic rationality as a typeationality [4]. Although this type of rationajitcould be
reduced to practical rationality, such a “procedum®uld be unfortunate, because as a result the tgractical
rationality” would gain a (“permanently”) instrumg@hsense.

8. In the strict sense, these are the criterida@frationality of action indicated by R. Kleszcz . 44-85] cited in [4
pp. 38-39]. Since thinking is a kind of activitycais often a direct incentive to act, the critefistinguished by Kleszcz
can be also applied to it (thinking). Other critedf the rationality of practical reasoning areigated by [12] A.
Niemczuk in his unpublished texitle distinguishes 5 criteria of practical rationalitl. Affirmation of being, 2.
Criticism and self-knowledge, 3. Non-contradictigh, Realism and effectiveness, 5. Respect for ikeatthy of
values.These criteria correspond to the meta-principlesatibnality highlighted by R. Kleszcz, describedthe next
footnote.

9. Pundits are usually aware of the shortcomingvasfous rationality criteria, therefore, in accande with the
postulate advanced by Jan Szmyd [17, p. 93] theyotmodify the existing criteria of rationality such a way that
they conform to modern knowledge about the compleaf the human cognitive apparatus and the spsciif
cognitive activity of people. Such an attempt waglmby R. Kleszcwho criticizes “standard conditions of rationality”
(such as 3 conditions of rationality indicated by $zaniawski: 1. Proper (strict) articulation, 2esRect for logic
requirements, 3. Proper justification). He replatesm with a two-storey model of rationality, i&vo levels of
principles (criteria) of rationality. Level | — tHevel of meta-principles — would contageneral and universal principles
adequate for all areas of cognition and activigt tvould not be “rigid” rulesThis means that their every use would
entail the necessity to specify them, taking intocant given circumstances. Kleszcz distinguishededa-principles:
1. Language precision, 2. Observance of logic requents (minimum rationality), 3. Criticism, 4. Abji to solve
problems All the rules are important and necessary, butatlthor assigns particular importance to the requérg of
observing the rules of logi©n the other hand, the criteria of rationality efél I, as adequate for certain specific
spheres (types) of cognition would correspond o rtfodels of rationality proper for these differeioimains [7, pp.
122-131].

10. Cited in[6, p. 17].

11. What can be expressed in constant and tenderdisregard for information contrary to the demisinade earlier or
to one’s own view on some matter or even to one/s worldview (dogmatism).

12. Concretisation/examples of this error are: Thée' halo effect” as a result of which one very pesitrait of the
object affects its overall assessment; 2. “The Ideffect” — object assessment based on one negéatare; 3.
stereotypical perception of the object — it carpbsitive (“All Richards are nice chaps”) or negati{’All blacks are
lazy”) [15, pp. 34-36].

13. Stuart Sutherland calls the tendency of commgaunjustified conclusions on the basis of clearigdequate
information the most common manifestation of iwatlity [15, p. 10].

14. Cf. [15, pp. 305-309].

15. Nota beneemotions, similarly to irrational thinking, are cplementary to rational thinking-his is not surprising,
because emotions are traditionally included insihligere of irrationalityResearchers like Damasio (cf. id&ascartes’
Error) emphasise that emotions, as the basis of a reaittienstimulus that is faster than reflection (#sato not
engaging neocortex), improve the decision-makirae@ss.For this reason, many contemporary emotion resegsch
(among others Damasio, philosophers: R. Solomon MndC. Nussbaum or evolutionary psychologistepard
emotions as a kind of “mechanisms” complementargltaver reflective thinking. On a more general le@ary
Marcus writes abouhe insufficiency of rational thinking as the basisaof effective decision-making proceSsarting
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from an evolutionary point of view, he maintainattievolution has provided people with two completagnsystems —
the ancestral, unconscious reflex system and tbhkienarily posterior (and thus badly underdeveldpdeliberative
system.These systems have different skills and a diffesmofpe of activityThe domain of thencestral system are
routine tasks, and of the deliberative one — néwasbns that require going beyond the usual patétowever, their
competences are not completely disjunctiMee reflex system not only works better when theneot enough time for
a thorough analysis of the circumstances of the.¢aslso works well (if we give it enough time!) winé is necessary
to take into account many variabl&milarly, because the ancestral mind is focuse@stimating statistical data (it
originally served to estimate the likelihood ofding food and predators in a specific area), it @y better tool than
the deliberative system in a situation where sghanproblem requires compiling a spreadsheeshort: the ancestral
reflex system can sometimes have an advantagetlogedeliberative system in synthesising extensiaa dide: a
“blink” described by Malcolm Gladwell or “intuitidnunderstood as, following Ap Dijksterhuis — a Dufgsychologist
— a premonition that is the result of insightfuhconscious thought processes, brought to perfediioryears of
experience)What is more, “it is not completely irrational, barly less deliberative” [9, pp. 104-105].

16. It should be emphasised that “acting accortlinget patterns” is neither a thoughtless act,is@r“automatic” or
“reflexive” in the strict sense of these wor@&ame insight in the “circumstances of the caseilisgys necessary, as in
stereotypical thinking which although brief (a statype as a kind of cognitive pattern allows ustprove, i.e. shorten
the time of reasoning) is still thinking though rast precise and reliable as reflective rationaikinig. On the other
hand, the same mechanism — acting according tpateirns — seems to occur in the case of emotjpmaling. A
single situation resulting in a particular emotiona given person may generalise to a situatioa efmilar or even
different type in the future, resulting in an autdio interpretation of the new situation in a poasly “primed” way cf.
[2, pp. 312-316].

17. Sutherland claims that negative effects oftimreal thinking in the private sphere are ratheanbecause most
matters in this sphere are trivial. Only four amalyt important in this domain: “which neighbourhotal live in and
which house to buy; which career to follow and whaptions to choose within that career; whom, jae, to live
with and when to stop doing so; whether to havédogm (an outcome that is in any case often invalty). In all these
choices, there are usually many unknowns, whichnsi¢hat rational thinking may only marginally inase one’s
chance of a successful outcome” [15, p. 315].

18. “If you select a job applicant because yougeatly impressed by his fluency at interview (tiado effect), he is
unlikely to be totally unsatisfactory even thoughright not be the best of those applying” [153@8] Nota bendhe
use of heuristics resulting from mental lazinesstéad of “full-blown” rational thinking can some#® be
pragmatically rational, as M. Bombik indicates v that “actions in which «strong» measures tdexeha goal are
used without objective need cannot be considergahed (...) [Similarly — MMJ]when with relatively little effort there
is a non-zero probability of achieving a high vafjgal, the pursuit of this goal cannot be considénational, even if
the probability coefficient is very low” [4, p. 13]

19. Ignorance of this principle was demonstrateddogeli Air Force officers complaining about théiainees who
when praised after a particularly good flight flgmorly next time.Since a reprimand given to those who flew
extremely badly resulted in a better next flighey concluded that reprimanding was the best metiidchining the
champions cf. [15, pp. 251-252].

20. At the same time Marcus warns us against eggidhiis system with emotions. He argues that atthomany
emotions (e.g. fear) seem to be reflexive, notatl be characterised in this way. Moreover, a gieat of this system
has little to do with emotions [9, p. 64].

21. Because this part of the brain is also foundtier mammals, but in their case it is much lesstbped, this may
be the premise of the thesis about the evolutioklagge of this solution.

22. The influence of the ancestral system on thibetative one is visible, e.g. in individual béfie“We feel as if our
beliefs are based on cold, hard facts, but oftey Hre shaped by our ancestral system in subtles e we are not
even aware of” [9, p. 65].

23. Behavioural economics is a relatively new fieldknowledge that is interested in how people @tiuact as
economic agents. Among others, psychologists Amessky and Daniel Kahneman are considered its psecs; who
in their work Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision undekRsed cognitive psychological techniques to explain
many documented discrepancies in making econontisides in relation to the neoclassical thedtigures important
for the development of behavioural economics wése tawo Nobel Prize winners in economics: 1. Gagclger — an
economist and sociologist, Nobel Prize winner 092%nd 2. Herbert Alexander Simon — an economahpater
scientist, sociologist and psychologist, who reedithis award in 1978. The former was the authoCuie and
Punishment: An Economic Approa¢h967), a work that drew attention to psychological factoss important for
making economic decisions. The latter was the auththe theory of limited rationality, which exjoted how people
irrationally tend to be contented, instead of tgyio maximise usability.

24. In specialist literature, e.g. in the booksDzn Ariely (one of the leading behavioural econds)jsthe term
“classical economics” is used instead of the teneotlassical economics” (cf. idePotega irracjonalngici as well as
Zalety irracjonalngci). On the other hand, authors such as Adrian Solekidein [14]) identify what Ariely calls
classical economics with neoclassical econonitcs. argued here that at the beginning of its dtgwaent, classical
economics contained numerous references to psypnodthics and morality. For example, the authoftodWealth of
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Nations,Adam Smithwas also the author of the bodke Theory of Moral Sentimerits which he showed that the
criterion of moral principles is not the consideatof one’s own benefit (Hobbes) or the compaitipibf these
principles with reason (Kant), but a feeling of pathy. Similarly, Jeremy Bentham’s utilitarianism, whicé the
ideological basis of classical economics, had meafgrences to psychologyn contrast to this early period of
development of economics as a science, “flirtingthvthe psychology and ethics, neoclassical ecoocsras moved
away from these sciencess a result, neoclassical economists emphasisethtimmal nature of economic behaviour.
In the light of this new approach, consumers asi@gic people lfomo oeconomicligre actors whose decisions and
actions result from their will to make rational ates.

25. “On the basis of these assumptions, econordist& far-reaching conclusions about everything freimopping
trends to law to public policy” [1, p. 285].

26. The author of this term is J. Szczepa [16, p. 127]. He emphasised that in every huip@ing, apart from the
sphere of rationality, there is a domain of irraéitity, hence there is no man who functions agyac# machine.

27. In the strict sense, the “explanation” is iis tbase an exaggerated term, because the explicatihe existence of
something (here: a cognitive error) as an excepitidhe applicable rule seems to be rather an evasi

28. An example of such an impact are, for examma@sumer behaviours, which instead of serving tisfggpersonal
needs or tastes of individuals (one of the assumgtof the classical economics) sometimes serr gilrposes, for
example a public imagelhese include the experimentally determined tengesfcAmericans to emphasise their
individuality by ordering beer of a different brafdm the ones chosen by accompanying people {§ drdered in
public, i.e. orally, and not when the order is sitted in writing). The important thing here is that beer chosen by the
person willing to emphasise their distinctnessfisronot what they would really like to orddihis means that by their
choice they sacrifice their own pleasufé¢so in Hong Kong, the surveyed people were cleariger the influence of
their surroundings in their choices. However, beeaAsians belong to a collectivist culture and ¢fee tend to
emphasise (also through their consumer choiceginbilg to their group, the people surveyed in the drdered
(aloud) what their companions had previously ordefowever, when alcohol was ordered in writing (nfiuence of
the environment on the decision), the orders ofrtispondents differed from the choices of their ganions and thus
reflected their true preferences [1, pp. 279-284].

29. A manifestation of short-sightedness is, eaj.saving enough for future retirement. Neoclasscanomics does
not attach any importance to this phenomenon, tsecaccording to its rational vision of human natpepple (rational
market participants) save as much as they wants Thhe sums they save are really very small,eaans that saving of
this type is a rationally (though not necessariytifnately) chosen optiorlowever, in the light of behavioural
economics, as it does not assume the rationalitjuofian actions, the statement that people do na saough is
logical. Several reasons for this are indicate@cmastination, having a hard time understandingréa cost of not
saving as well as the benefits of saving, a faldeebthat if someone owns a house, he is indegd &gtc. [1, pp. 287-
288].

30. One of the remediation strategies proposed doy Axiely is based on the earlier discovery of abpsychologists
who found that honesty of people is enhanced bivataig their self-awareness, and strictly its pashtaining
information about moral norms a given person idexgtiwith. In their experiments, the activator was, for exanpl
mirror. In Ariely’s experiments it was establishéthat the same role can be played by the principfethe Ten
Commandments written down by the subjects dirdo#ifore solving a task, during which they were exgoto the
temptation of cheating. Since recalling the Ten @mndments raised the honesty of the participahtsy (tid not
cheat during the test) regardless of whether taeembered all of the rules or just some of thengelAconcluded that
just thinking about a certain moral pattern encgedahonestyThis supposition was confirmed in further experitsen
in which, before taking a test that was to cheakirtihonesty, the subjects had to sign the followstatement: “|
understand that this study falls under the MIT hargystem.” People who signed this pledge obtaihedsame results
as those in the control group who did not have anch to cheatln the above statement, Ariely sees a kind of
professional oath that obliges people of speciiiofgssions (doctors, lawyers, employees of scietieeact in
accordance with the ethos of a given professibis stressed here that occasional swearing odah or signing a
statement on compliance with the rules is insudfiti These acts must be repeated and they alwags pnecede
making a decision in the situation of temptatiogdiese “When social and market norms collide, treasmorms go
away and the market norms stay” [1, p. 257], ¢fpfl. 250-256].

31. Dan Ariely also shares this conviction, andahety irracjonalngci he stresses that irrationality has its advantages.
“It allow us to adapt to new environments, trustestpeople, enjoy expending effort, and love odsk[2, p. 19].

32. The stress caused by a high bonus looks lie¢ wWhich accompanies the presence of other peoplmgd
performing a given task. In the latter situationwas observed that if the required activity obedrby onlookers is
well-learned and quite easy (such as riding a bedyben the presence of spectators is conducibetter fulfilment of
this task. However, when the activity is difficuts performance in the presence of withessestesul worse level of
its performance. This experimentally proven relai® called social facilitation.

33. Cf. also chapter 1 [2, pp. 25-65].

34. It is quite often the case that we providertiwest rational advice to others, that is when wesittar matters that do
not pertain to us. This seems significant, giveat geople generally reluctantly act on it.

35. Just like for the hero of the filBlumdog Millionaire
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36. Largely due to experiments carried out by dqusgchologists.

37. In the strict sense, these features charagtimis“donor” to the same degree.

38. It means not only that often help is not gitemunconscious people because their appearancevithiten and red
face as a result of high blood pressure) suggegenpal helpers that they are dealing with anxitated person, not
someone who needs medical interventibiseems that people often think that a persoredrof help (e.g. a mother
raising money for the treatment of her child irbeefgn clinic) should look according to her sitoatii.e. the situation
of someone who comes asking for money. An unprietesitand preferably poor look is appropriate Fas situation.

39. | am talking about an experiment conducted bpdah Small, George Loewenstein and Paul SloRekearchers
gave each experiment participant $ 5 for complesiengeral questionnaire&fter receiving the money, the respondents
received a piece of information about hunger inloeld. Then they were asked how much of their just eafived
dollars they would be willing to donate for the eahey were reading abouthe respondents were divided into 2
groups.In the first one, which was called statistical, tinlformation concerned the need for immediate foian
assistance for several millions of people threatebg hunger in four African countries. On the othemnd, the
respondents from the second group (called theifddsie victim group) were presented with infornmatiabout Rokia —
a very poor seven-year-old girl from Mali who facgdrvation. Moreover, the respondents were shopinoso of this
child and an additional piece of information: “tharto your donation and support of others, herdda change for the
better”. This difference in the content of the imf@tion translated into the results obtained irhlgups.in the first
group, the average donation to famine victims ino&f was 23% of the five-dollar earnings, whilettie second group
— more than double that amount, i.e. 48% [2, pp-287].

40. Help for a seriously aggrieved person, a pefsmmed in many ways, is similarly treated as nekimg sense.
Paradoxically, the more help someone needs, tlehdris to find those willing to give it, althohdt should be easier,
because a more injured person seems to need hefptham someone less injurgthd although it really is the case,
helping someone who is very disadvantaged oftemseaenseles3his is explained by the fact that in the face iefag
harm each instance of help seems too small, bedhae no power to completely eradicate the illsead by this harm.
Thus, cases of providing aid to those who are aggd to a smaller extent are more frequent. Aatim¢pehalf of such
people is considered sensible because it completadignificantly reduces their harm, and it “malkedifference.”

41. Cf. [2, pp. 289-293]. The drop-in-the-buckekef is also, according to D. Ariely [2, p. 300]eonf the important
reasons why many people do nothing to counter glalaming in any wayThey assume that their extraordinary
efforts to save the Earth from the environmentsaslier — for example by driving a hybrid car, chiaggll light bulbs
to energy-saving ones, switching to veganism,-etgould be too insignificant to solve this problem.

42. Research on this error showed that: 1. Thetgsfa into something changes not only the objettatso the subject
and his evaluation of that object (product); 2. déarlabour leads to assigning greater value toptiegluct; 3. Our
overvaluation of the things we make is so deep tratassume that others share our biased perspedtivEhe
impossibility to complete something that requireeag effort results in the lack of attachment toAll the above
conclusions can be used to indicate the benefita favouring your own products [2, p. 126].

43. Every year the value of American employeesfttaad fraud at the workplace is estimated at $ Bllbard. For
comparison, the total value of robberies, burgfari@rceny-thefts, and automobile thefts commiitethe USA in 2004
amounted to about $ 16 milliard. Every year Amari¢asurance companies deal with individual custemeho
overstate the value of lost property by $ 24 mitligAccording to the estimates of the American taxoeffiit loses
about $ 350 milliard every year — this is the eliince between the value of taxes that the govertnmeects to
collect and the sum it actually receivesturn, the retail industry loses $ 16 milliardeey year, due to customers who
buy clothes and wear them for some time, and they get bored with them and return to the shopclig possible
because they have not removed price tags [1, pp238].

44. Cf. results obtained in groups II-I1V.

45. Alternatively, it can be assumed that the ciomu$ that were created for the subjects from theth group, as too
openly conducive to fraud, could generate in theeexnent participants the conviction of the exiseenf some “catch”
that would enable the disclosure of their deceptibthat was the case, then their non-cheating,thadeasoning that
led to it would be rational.

46. The integrity tests described here are theltre$uvork of three researchers — Nina Mazar (afgssor at the
University of Toronto), On Amir (a professor at theiversity of California in San Diego) and Dan délyi (at that time
a professor at MIT in Massachusetts).

47. It would be a community of students from theted experiments who although cheated “did not ggohd a
certain (relatively low, not to say «decent») lesktishonesty.”

48. For example, by H. Skolimowski, H. Jonas, Wbdigki, Ewa Biczyk [3] and many others.

49. According to Dworkina just social system must attain two conflictingalgo 1. equalising the chances of all
citizens, 2. creating conditions for the developtredtalents Any system that wants to be just must pursue bo#isg
The problem is that they are practically contraatigtLikewise, making a decision often requires somemeiiation
of the values and/or goals involvdd.addition, decisions made by a person must adsim Isome way compatible with
one anotherln this situation, quick, based on the learnt défan to respond appropriately to the situatioegigion
making, if it occurs (and often must occur), isnarfable to errors.
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50. It seems that an advocate of this solution @sexample, G. Marcel, who iBeing and Havingnoted that a
thinker, as oriented at being before having, oaglany time to criticise his own thought, not ttaeh to it, not to treat

it as own property, let alone identify with it.

51. An example of such a standard solution is tbeebpment of virtues — constant dispositions tprapriately
respond to situations of a certain type.

52. It seems that the coexistence (in a given p@érsbopenness to criticism (internal humility) aself-confidence is
particularly problematic in the case of very yoym@pple.The suggested difficulty would explain arroganggiagl for
many young people, or even disregard for the opioicthe older generation about their own persati@rhow to live,
what to cherish, etdisregarding older people can be seen as a deferchanism that prevents young people from
losing their confidence in their own competencarake the right decision©n the other hand, the co-existence of
humility and self-confidence can be similarly diffit for mature people. If maturity brings knowledgbout the
inevitable relativity of things, including the rélae character of one’s own judgments, it can nioly ccounteract
adamant attitudes but also foster doubt in theesehmaking choices.

53. On the other hand, there is a danger that awgdmeral belief about the possibility of error htiturn into a mere
hypothesis. In this case, this belief would lose status of a real possibility, which should alwbhgsaken into account
seriously.
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