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1.   Introduction
	Charging others with hypocrisy often acts as a way of rejecting the practical reasons they attempt to give (Herstein, 2017).  There are some merits to a practice of rejecting reasons.  To accept others’ provided reasons as valid is to affirm their authority in the relevant normative domain (Isserow and Klein, 2017).  Conversely, to reject these reasons as invalid is to undermine the reason-givers’ authority in the domain.  However, this practice can be rife with abuse—if we allow charges of ‘Hypocrite!’ to take hold too broadly, we risk compromising the entire enterprise of reason-giving.  I propose that one form of such abuse has already entered into our normative vocabulary with the concept of ‘hypocritical advice.’  At best, this term plays a superfluous role in our normative vocabulary; at worst, its vagueness perpetuates a vicious practice of reason-rejecting.  Regardless of the severity of its impact on normative discourse, I will argue herein that we should do away with talk of ‘hypocritical advice.’
	I begin by echoing a standard distinction between second- and third-personal reasons and the corresponding types of authority that ground agents’ abilities to give reasons of each kind (sec. 2).  After briefly discussing the connection between authority and hypocrisy (sec. 3), I argue that most purported cases of hypocritical advice-giving rest on a confusion between an utterance as communicating second- or third-personal reasons (sec. 4).  Against recent suggestions that reasons given unambiguously as advice can be hypocritical, I demonstrate that the basis for rejecting third-personal reasons given in hypocritical advice is an interestingly different one than for rejecting second-personal reasons given through blame (sec. 5).  I close with some final considerations against keeping ‘hypocritical advice’ in our normative vocabulary.
2.   Two types of practical reasons; two types of authority
We can divide the set of practical reasons into two types.  The first consists of those reasons that exist independent of anyone communicating them to another.  My concern for my future health is a reason for me to choose a salad over a burger; my concern for preserving my wealth is a reason to spend my money frugally; and my concern for the future of the planet is a reason to recycle.  These reasons exist even if I do not recognize them.  Contrast this set of reasons with the following set: my asking you to tell me a secret is a reason for you to tell it to me; my ordering of a pizza is a reason for the restaurant to cook and deliver the pie to my home; and my assigning a writing prompt to my students is a reason for them to write essays.  These latter reasons exist for the corresponding agents in each case only because I have created them.  You have no underlying reason to tell me a secret; the pizza restaurant has no reason to cook and deliver a pie to my home unprompted; and my students have no reason to write essays without me assigning them.
Reasons of the first type, which exist independent of anyone communicating them to another, are what Stephen Darwall has called ‘third-personal’ reasons (Darwall, 2006, p. 15).  One can communicate this type of reason to another, but such communication only ‘points out’ to its target that this reason exists for them.  Despite the fact that advice merely points out reasons that already exist, some advisors are better poised to offer advice than others.  I follow the dietary advice of my dietitian because she is a dietitian.  She possesses a privileged epistemic status regarding dietary facts, a status that enables her to ‘see’ the course of action most conducive to achieving my goals and point it out to me through her advice.  But when she offers advice in domains where I think her epistemic status is questionable, e.g. as an automobile mechanic, I may ignore this advice without fault.  In doing so I do not reject the possibility that the reasons given in advice exist and should enter into my practical deliberations.  But I may seek an additional advisor to corroborate both the advice and the reliability of the original advisor.  This feature of questioning or rejecting epistemic authority will provide a stark contrast to another type of reason-giving authority that I will discuss below.
Reasons of the latter type, which are created through the act of communication itself, Darwall has called ‘second-personal.’  But not all speech acts create second-personal reasons.  Only directives—e.g. asking, demanding, promising, and begging—can create second-personal reasons through their tokening.  Ori Herstein (2017, 2020) has elsewhere called such reasons ‘directive-reasons’.  Some agents are better poised than others to give directive-reasons.  I have the authority to give my students a reason to submit their essays to me and exercise that authority when I say to them, “You must turn in your essay in one week.”  It is no accident that when the deadline comes around I have a stack of student essays sitting on my desk to grade.  Both the students and myself recognize my authority to give them all a reason to submit an essay.  My authority to issue directives to my students derives from my and their positions within the university hierarchy.  It is thereby an authority that I possess independent of any privileged epistemic status, and moreover different from my authority in giving advice (i.e. third-personal reasons).  Should a student reject my authority to assign an essay they would thereby reject that the reason given in my order should enter into their practical deliberations.  Unlike with third-personal reasons, they cannot look to an advisor to corroborate my given reason (sc. the order itself).  The reason is agent-relative.  To reject the reason-giver (agent) is to reject the reason.
We employ second-personal reason-giving of a similar sort when we engage in interpersonal moral address.  The form of interpersonal moral address I will focus on in this paper is that of blame.  Blame and other reactive attitudes, as P. F. Strawson observed, “rest on, and reflect, an expectation of, and demand for, the manifestation of a certain degree of goodwill or regard on the part of other human beings towards ourselves…” (1968, p. 85).  While Strawson was concerned with blame as a reactive attitude, his insights are applicable to the narrower subset of blame that manifests in interpersonal address—what Miranda Fricker (2016) has called ‘communicative blame’ and Michael McKenna (2013) has called ‘directed blame.’  Communicating my blame toward my target effectively issues a demand of the sort Strawson identifies, thereby creating for them a second-personal practical reason.  When I blame you for showing up to our coffee date late, I effectively give you a reason to answer me, be it with an excuse or an apology.  Moreover, my giving a reason to you through blame presupposes both that I possess the authority to give this reason and that you also believe I possess this authority such that you will take my demand into consideration.  But unlike third-personal reasons, which I am merely well-poised to communicate in virtue of my epistemic authority, my authority with respect to second-personal reasons—second-personal authority—is not merely one that establishes my connection to the facts behind these reasons, but an authority that establishes my ability to create these reasons. 
3.   Hypocritical blame, second-personal authority, and standing to blame
	 Under this framework, to blame hypocritically is one among many ways in which one’s second-personal reason-giving fails on account of one’s lack of second-personal authority.  Many authors have articulated this phenomenon as hypocrites ‘lacking the standing to blame.’  Yet, they differ on the finer details of this locution.  Some say lacking the standing to blame makes it impossible for one to blame; others admit the possibility of blame but qualify it as ‘inappropriate’ or of some other unhappy variety.  The upshot of both interpretations is that the target of one’s hypocritical blame can safely reject the reason purportedly given through the blame.  To charge ‘Hypocrite!’ is to say to the hypocritical blamer, “Your reason won’t work on me.” 
	But why not?  If the agent is blameworthy, then we might think that any blame levied against them should succeed.  The typical response to this tension is something like this: The hypocritical blamer lacks the proper commitment to the norm that they blame another for violating.  This ‘commitment’ is more than just knowledge of what the standing norms are in a community.  Commitment entails something like an internalization of these norms as personally action-guiding and giving structure to one’s participation in a normative community.  Recall that blame is agent-relative, it holds you accountable to me as a fellow member of the normative community.  Anyone can point out your blameworthiness, but only community members can blame you for it.  This comes out most clearly in cases of moral discourse.  The structure of morality, unlike the hierarchy of my university, is one of equality.  The rules govern all agents equally.  Thus, one’s violation of a moral norm is one for which one’s norm-abiding fellows in the moral community all have the standing to blame him for violating.  Lack of commitment to the moral norm, as evidenced by one’s norm-violating behavior, fractures their standing in the moral community.  This standing is their second-personal authority, which is the same authority that grounds their standing to blame.  (Similarly, non-moral normative communities that possess norms applying to all members equally can also operate in this way.  Morality’s universal scope simply enables more frequent exchanges between normative equals, and thereby more charges of blame and hypocrisy.)
4.   The ‘reason-confusion’ account of hypocritical advice
	The above discussion has focused on what is unarguably the paradigmatic mode in which hypocrisy manifests itself—hypocritical blame.  Yet, some very realistic cases present agents that appear to be providing hypocritical advice.  This suggestion, I will argue in this section, rests on a confusion between a reason’s force as second- or third-personal.
	A speaker can attempt to give another both second- and third-personal reasons to not continue φ-ing.  Thus, it is conceivable that a speaker can attempt to advise someone to quit their φ-ing and blame someone for their φ-ing with the hope to make them quit.  It is a different question whether someone has standing to blame (in virtue of possessing second-personal authority) or standing to advise (possessing epistemic authority) the other.  Consider the following case:
(1) A parent tells his 17 year-old son that although he drank alcohol and smoked pot when he was 17 years old, he does not want his son to do so.
In their experimental work, Alicke et al. (2013) saw 56.8% of respondents indicate that the father was hypocritical.  If we understand this scenario as one of advice-giving, then, following the majority of respondents, it is natural to call this an instance of hypocritical advice.  However, it is unclear just what sort of reason the father gives in this scenario.  Some respondents might interpret the father as communicating a demand that the son not drink and smoke, while others might interpret the father as communicating guidance regarding the behaviors.  In the former interpretation the reason given is second-personal; in the latter third-personal.  Those sensing that the scenario can reasonably describe both may sense its third-personal character and interpret it as advice, yet simultaneously sense its second-personal character and the father’s lack of standing to blame in this case and deem it hypocritical.  This confusion is at the heart of the misnomer of ‘hypocritical advice.’
	In some cases, the fact about a person that compromises their second-personal authority is the same fact that establishes their epistemic authority.  An active smoker of 30 years may lack the standing to blame others for smoking; yet, he knows better than most about the negative consequences to one’s health that smoking can cause.  His firsthand experience as a smoker gives him a privileged epistemic authority and thereby gives his advice greater credence than even that provided by non-smoking doctors who ‘know the science’ better than the smoker himself.  R. Jay Wallace has observed similarly:
There is a discrepancy in this case between the content of one’s advice and one’s own behavior, but it is not obvious that this discrepancy opens one to a moral objection or deprives one of the standing to proffer advice […] nor does it necessarily undermine the content or authority of the recommendation.  They might admit forthrightly that they have not succeeded in following their own injunction, and cite their regret about this very fact as a consideration that should weigh with the person they are advising. (Wallace, 2010, pp. 317-8)
The reflex to call our smoker’s behavior ‘hypocritical’ stems, I suggest, from its resemblance to hypocritical blamers’ not practicing what they preach.  Both hypocritical blamers and hypocritical advisors give reasons that, based on previous behaviors, we would not expect the speakers themselves to consider in their practical deliberations.  But even when the so-called hypocritical advisor is not forthcoming about the inconsistency between their behaviors and their public pronouncements, this advisor may still possess the standing to give third-personal reasons (sc. to advise) in virtue of their epistemic authority.  In the same breath with which Jesus famously remarks that the hypocritical scribes and Pharisees do not practice what they preach, he stresses that his listeners should nonetheless do as these learned men say (Matt. 23:3).  This inconsistency alone may be enough to undermine their standing to give second-personal reasons, but at face value the case for it also undermining their standing to give third-personal reasons seems weak.
5.   The ‘familiarity deficiency’ account of hypocritical advice
	One might argue that inconsistency between word and deed can, in some cases, undermine one’s standing to advise and thereby vindicate the possibility of hypocritical advice.  Moreover, one can make this argument on purely epistemic grounds.  The argument is that the failure to take one’s own advice betrays the advisor’s lack of confidence with respect to their ability to ascertain the facts relevant to the domain in which they are giving advice.  Assuming some congruency between what is good for me and what is good for my dietitian, their reason for me to eat a salad for lunch should entail a similar reason for them to eat a salad also.  Yet if I spy a fast food burger wrapper in their office’s trash bin during my appointment, then I can intuit that this common reason, which was not significant enough in their practical deliberation to drive them to choose a salad, is one that I can easily reject myself.  In a phrase: “If it’s not a good enough reason for them, then it’s not a good enough reason for me.” Perhaps the dietitian does not actually know why the salad is the better choice but knows that a good dietitian (which they strive to be) would recommend the salad over the burger.  Note, however, that this argument cannot differentiate the hypocritical advisor’s lack of standing to advise from the epistemically deficient advisor’s lack of standing to advise.  It suggests that the hypocritical advisor just is an epistemically deficient advisor.  This is a conclusion we should avoid if we wish for ‘hypocritical advice’ to point out something interestingly different from the advice of the epistemically deficient.
	Contrast these two advisors with the hypocritical blamer and the normatively deficient blamer.  The short story is that the hypocritical blamer lacks the standing to blame because he lacks commitment to the norm that he blames others for violating.  Consider differently the normatively deficient blamer, who lacks the standing to blame, so one might charge, because she lacks a mature familiarity with the norm she blames another for violating.  The target of her blame may be responsive to blame from others but not from her due to her perceived unfamiliarity with the norm in question.  Yet, holding others accountable for their norm violations through interpersonal moral address, including blame, is a crucial way in which one becomes a mature moral agent.  To reject the normatively deficient blamer’s standing to blame is to wrongly exclude them from full participation in the moral community.  Thus, absent any additional reason to reject a normatively deficient blamer’s standing to blame (such as their added hypocrisy, beyond being merely normatively deficient), the normatively deficient blamer does not lack the standing to blame.  This incongruity between, on the one hand, the hypocritical blamer’s lacking the standing to blame and the normatively deficient blamer’s possessing the standing to blame, and on the other hand, the hypocritical advisor’s and epistemically deficient advisor’s both lacking the standing to advise, demonstrates that one’s hypocrisy uniquely undermines their standing to blame in a way that does not simultaneously undermine their standing to advise.
6.   Getting terminology straight
	The desire to be clear about why we reject an agent’s reason-giving is at tension with the different senses in which the hypocritical blamer and hypocritical advisor lack the standing to give second- and third-personal reasons, respectively, qua hypocritical.  I see no reason to continue with the confused idiom of ‘hypocritical advice,’ which essentially bottoms out in amateurish or non-expert advice.  Moreover, if we wish to keep the rejoinder of ‘Hypocrite!’ as a meaningful normative tool for rejecting reasons (which I think we should), then permitting its use in the third-personal domain allows agents to abuse this reason-rejecting power in scenarios where no one is seemingly a good agent to communicate a reason, yet the reason nonetheless exists.  In a community of imperfect agents, both saint and sinner can possess the standing to advise.[footnoteRef:1]* [1: *Thanks to Miranda Fricker, Michael Hillas, Milan Ney, Alastair Norcross, Yanai Sened, and Iakovos Vasiliou for their feedback on this paper across its various stages of life.] 
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