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Managerial Trust Arid Eqpowerment:
The Conditions That Produce Tuh-'Ielling

Samuel A. Oalbert and John J. McDonough

University of California, tcs Arneles

Rmt does truth-telling actually irply? How does one guage the crossover

points where interpreting the facts, or not revealing so of the facts,

becas materially less than telling the truth? What is an acceptable

deviation fran the truth when one feels his or her first obligation is to work

twards, or to preserve, scme "higher order" ern? White House press secreta

tary Speakes (1988) "anrufacured" statments that he thcught President

Peagan should have made and intentionally represeed them to the press as the

truth. Secretary of State George Shultz (1987) asked us to look leniently on

the aistruths and misleading statements Assistant Secretary of State for latin

America Elliot Abrams made in a closed ting of the Senate Fbreign Relations

amuittee in re se to uestias abut the United States' involvement in

Nicaragua. Bill Mciaaman ard CEO of !CI Minic s Gerporaticn,

apprvedn his depities in oous aid cscuring statements about his

health when he took medical leave to urdrg hearttot surgry cut of

iern that speculators might overreact and drive dam the price of the ?1

stock (Bennett, 1988).

In theory truth-tellin at work semrs like a very straightforward issue:

either s-eone tells the truth or he or she does not. In practice, hwever,
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truth-telling is seldan simple. It is ocrplex ard it quickly takes on many

dimensions and nuances. Everyone knows that people provide one another

versions of the truth. Everyone krnws that most straightforward state nts of

the rh are usually biased and self-serving. Everyone knows that there are

rees of truth arnd there are i ivete truths. But even thcugh everyone

kraws and understands all of this, we find that people who are denied the

truth react quite emotionally. They beme inigant, moralistic, rageful,

and even punitive and revengeful when they discern that either the truth was

withheld or sane other rendition was intentionally given. This is despite the

fact that everyone also knows that all of the so-called truthful statiemnts

that others make must be scrutinized and interpreted for underlying meaning

and motivation.

This paper examines scae key issues that complicate truth-telling at

work. It develops a model that can be used 1.) to prcxurte truth-telling, 2.)

to ocAIprehend the type of truth-telling that is being pramlgated, and 3.) to

discern the conditions that are required for a valid discussion and exchange

of "truths" frcm the conditions that lead directly to misre resentation and

deceit. Ultimately, the quality of truth-telling that is being exchanged

relates to the level of trust that exists between the people who are

transacting it. And ultimately, both the inclination to seek the truth and

the willingness to tell the truth are related to the eapowerment nes of the

people who are interacting. Accordingly, we begin the explication of our

truth-telling moudel by in iu bearing on the basis of trusting

relationships ard the enpowerment ras that individuals pursue.
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Trust

In organizations there is a fu l premise that relates trusting

relationships to the effectiveness of people, to the effectiveness of work

units, and to the effectiveness of entire systems. It's a premise in which we

have always believed and, with more grey hair and experience, we maintain in

our consciousness with increasing strength and conviction. In fact, we have

gotten to the point where we now consider trusting relationships to be the

most efficient tool known to modern management. We have seen countless

instances where the presence of trusting relationships allowed flawd plans

and imperfect systems to work out fine. We have also seen countless instances

where the lack of trusting relationships caused the best fornulated plans to

go awry, and the best conceived system to turn sour.

This is all quite straightforward. Get people to trust you., be worthy of

their confidence, and they will believe in your guidance, they will give you

the benefit of the doubt, they will cooperate with you, they will follow your

lead, and they will stand behind you when your critics beoe destnrctively

judgmental.

But how often does one find trusting relationships within organizations

these days? In our experience the answer is "Not often enough." Instead of

finding people involved in real truting relationships, mere often what one

finds are "romantics". Sone ranantics are people with such a strong desire to

trust that they can be easily deceived into thinking that others are

trustworthy when they are not. Other ronantics are people with such a strong
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desire to be trusted that they can portray th yselves as trustworthy, ard look

sincere, without producing the behavior that actually makes them trustworthy.

People apparently have such a strong desire to form trusting relationships

that they readily accept the affectations of trust in place of the real thing.

We have spent substantial time thinJkin about what makes people

trustworthy. And we mean deservedly trustworthy, in contrast to the tmatics

of trust which are so prevalent in management circles these days. In fact,

whenever we get a chance, we ask anagrs do you trust?" ard then

inquire into the character and basis of that trust by asking them "Wy?"

In response to our questions, three trust topics repeatedly cae into

focus. First, people talk about trusting sxerone to do a job ccrrpetently -

which ultimately translates into "I believe this other person will perform his

or her job as I expect it to be performed, in a way that is good for me,

without my having to constantly check up on him or her". Many people qualify

their response by adding, "Of ocurse, if I later find out that the job was not

perfoU-A as I had reason to expect or in a way that was not good for me

what was done either blocks me from being effective or appearing that way to

others - then I am going to have problems trusting that person any longer."

Second, people talk about trusting someone to look out for their interests

which ultimately implies that a second irdividual Urdertds enough about

the co iitions they need established in order to perform ocu=etently and to be

professionally successful, organizationally secure, financially whole, and

emotionally fulfilled and that this secowd irdividual is sufficiently

itted to making sure that the neads ard interests of the first person are
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given fair consideration. Of course, unless the first individual feels that a

second individual understands his or her goals, resources, sensitivities arxd

interests well enough, then the first person is not going to trust that other

person.

Third, people talk about trusting another person to tell them the truth

which ultimately translates to "I trust you to truthfully answer the questions

I ask and to tell me what I need to krmw, whether or rot I think to ask the

right question." Of course, if a second individual doesn't ccmpr enough

about what a first individual needs to know and why he or she eeds to hear it

straight, then that second individual is going to have major difficulties

providing the information that the first person is actually seeking.

Each of these responses has a coamn core. People want to be seen

realistically as they actually are, not as scmeone else wants them to be, and

that they want others to respect their needs and interests, and to look out

for them even when they are looking out for their awn. Tus, we find that

people trust those individuals who make it possible for them to su , not

just in ways that fit with those other individuals' special interests, but in

ways that fit with what they see as their personal inclinations and special

talents and capacities.

Empowenrent

Unlike the niche-seekers of the past, we find that in today's organizations
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aliost everyone seeks a position of personal and organizational ea eent.

By Harerment we mean that people seek a unique work orientation that 1.)

utilizes what they see as their strenths aid best abilities; 2.) is based on

a definition of the job that they see as both personally meaningful and

organizationally relevant; and, 3.) is accurately perceived, rested, and

valued by others in their organization. People who feel eupcwered function

with feelirqs of high energy aid spirited cciitnt beause in their minds

they are working in personally meaningful ways producing product that is

important to the organization. What's more, they believe others are going to

see what they are accacplishing and appreciate them for doing so.

In organizations, people trust those whose own ways of behaving and

interacting with them leave them feeling eAx.eed. Conversely, people

distrust and resent those others whose own ways of seeing things and being

effective clash with their ways of performing well and feeling cetent.

That is, people distrust those whose ways of being enpowered appear

coiipetitive with their own. For instance, mhanagers wo feel secure with tight

controls often distrust peers and subordinates whose natural ways of operating

produe loose structures and flexible operating plans. Likewise, people who

are unccmfortable with conflict often distrust those whose ways of operating
and achieving c tual clarity entails taking adversarial stards.

Given that people want to function with feelings of Ae erent, then its

easy to identify the specific types of behavior that produce trust. People

trust those who inquire into who they are individually, understand what they

want to accmplish and who they hope to beccam, cclpreherd the special and
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unique resources they posses and how they plan to use those resources in

getting from where they are today to where they hope to go, aid who

deIwInstrate respect for them and their right to seek what they are trying to

achieve by telling them the . In this context, telling the "truth"

involves substantially more than mrerely providing an honest response to the

questions asked. It entails making a response that reflects insight into who

the other person is and what that person him or her self wants to know and

deMInstrates respect for that individual 's right to access the information he

or she is seeking.

Truth-telling

We find that people take tremerdous "liberties" and grant themselves wide

latitudes in truth-telling when they don't respect a truth-seeker, when they

don't knw much about that individual and the needs that underlie the specific

questions he or she is asking, or when they fear that telling the truth will

place themselves or their projects at risk. This is even the case for people

who pride themselves on having the highest integrity.

In thinking about what one has the right to expect frcm prospective truth-

tellers the issues of trust and enpcwerment stand out. If a trusting

relationship is not a possibility - if an individual sees his or her nreds

for eupowerment and those of another person as irreconcilably competitive -

then he or she probably expects very little. On the other hand, when a

trusting relationship is desired and being sought, the expectations for
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receiving the truth can run very high. In business settirns this brings up a

very interestirg practical issue: Are people who desire trusting

relationships necessarily on the hook to be honest and forthright even when

doing so places them and/or their projects in jeopardy? If your answer to

this question is "No", then urder what corxitions is sosene within his or her

rights to withhold, bend, or fake the truth without severe costs to his or her

credibility or to his or her relationship with you?

Thus, when it coaes to building trusting relationships, the big truth-

telling issues bre: "Given the concerns and special interests that

underlie my professional pursuits and organizational cGmnibmnts ard the

unique talents, strengths and limitations I possess, and given the

inevitability that this other person's interests, comitmxents, talents,

limitations, eroetions of situations and judgents regarding them will be

different fra mine, then 1. how =uch of the truth can I expect this person

to tell me? and 2. under what conditions will this individual feel justified

in not telling me the truth?" In our minds these are pragmatic questions, not

necessarily moral ones, and are questions that need answering before a manager

can ccinprehend the quality of truth-telling and the type of truth-slipping

that he or she can expect to receive.

The Stakes

Telling the truth is something that's easy to do when the personal costs

for doing so are low, when the credibility costs of not telling the truth are

high, or when telling the truth produces a relationship gain such as

establishing oneself as a truth-teller in soieone else's eyes. However, when
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the costs of tellirg the truth are high, then telling ard volunteering the

truth bcms u ore difficult to do. Once again keep in mird that we

think truth-telling entails substantially more than giving a direct response

to a literal interpretation of the question asked.

In work settings, what people see as the costs of telling the tnrth are too

nimus for a finite listing. Same are obvious such as threat to a project

ard ammunition for the opposition, financial risks, personal security,

increases in anxiety, losing one's competitive advantage, loss of control aver

the course events are taking, and even one's credibility with the other people

who are counting on your suport in shaping the tnrth a particular way. Many

people have had the experience of hearing one associate tell another, "You

weren't crazy enough to tell him that, were you?!" On the other hand, there

are many non-obvious idiosynrxatic costs to telling the truth which are

irpossible to ccmprehend before one knows a great deal about the specific

people involved and what they have at stake in a particular situation.

What Is The Truth

In theory there are at least four versions of the truth. First, there is

"the truth as I know it". Second, there is "the tnrth as I decide you need to

know it". Third, there is "the truth as you want to hear it". And fourth,

there is "the truth as I decide to tell it". In practice these truth versions

are intermingled so that, in organizations, no one can ever be sure of which

truth version they are receiving or even which ane they are giving. In fact,

we believe that internal political considerations make it very difficult for

anyone to ever be 100% confident that they are telling their most honest
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version of the truth. People often report having saneone look them square in

the eyes and speak sincerely iirlying that, to the best of his or her

abilities, he or she is telling than the "truth" while they are convinced that

they are not hearing the "truth" as they need to hear it told.

Is it ever possible for someone to tell you the whole truth and, if that

can't be done, then how are you ever going to hear the truth as you need to

hear it told? These questions are particularly relevant in organizations

where managers take pride in being people of action. Telling the whole truth

is inefficient, it entails too much detail and often requires too much time.

Even if one were so inclined, he or she could not be confident of supplying

all the information that the question-asker was seeking. Unintentionally a

person might overlook stating scmething essential merely because that fact

plays no significant role in the unique way he or she orients to work events

or him or her self seeks personal and organizational eapcwerment.

In organizations, most people are reconciled to seeking the "truth" as they

think they need to know it. They do so by asking precise and fc

questions seeking to elicit information which they believe exists. Of course,

by definition, this way of proceeding has built in biases and limitations.

One seldcan learns more than what he or she is shrewd ernouh, in advance of the

answar, to 'inquire about. And what is learned usually gets arrayed in a

preconceived framework steepwd in esoal biass and self-interested

distortions.
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If asking precise and focused questions isn't a fail safe way to learn the

truth, then is there a better way? The only better way is for the potential

truth-teller to know enough about you, your work orientation, your

professional objectives, and the political realities you face to xvcpreberd

the underlying isses your questions are airme at urncvering aid to reset

you aid your right to know. Only after you provide another individual

sufficient insight into your personal orientation and goals does that person

have the potential to efficiently truth-tell. If that other person knows very

little about you, your orientation, and the needs which underlie your

questions, then it is unrealistic to expect his or her answers to be more than

statements of the truth as he or she decides you need to know it, given his or

her personal and organizational objectives. And since his or her self-

interests, personal resources, aid organizational interests are all but

guaranteed to be different fran your own, then the "truth" you receive is not

neoessarily going to be the truth that you want to hear.

This means that as a truth-seeker it is your responsibility either to ask

precisely the right questions or to give a curprehensive personal background

statement aid trust the so-called "truth-teller" to a rs the spirit behind

your questions. Of course, whether or not you are inclined to reveal enough

about your underlying motives to adequately cue a potential truth-teller

dee~ims on the level of trust that already exists in your relationship with

that person. Thus truth-telling and trust are interactive. Truth-telling

prodms trust, and trust produces the capacity for truth-telling.
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As truth-seeker, the onus is on you to ante up first. If there is a

trustirn relationship and you are inclined to provide sufficient background

information, then the other person is in a position to assume bstantial

responsibility for providing the version of the truth that corespds to your

needs in seeking it. Then perspective and information that you never thought

to inquire about can be volunteered without a specific question.

However, we find that most people are involved in work relationships where

trust is more a possibility than a reality and feel too vulnerable divulging

nuch background information. Consequently they assume the tact of extracting

the truth. Unfortunately, this way of proceeding can prove self-defeating

since the skills for extracting the truth often entail skepticism, cunning,

and askin disarming and pointed questions which often infuses a relationship

with distrust.

Thus, for us, the possibility of others telling you the truth deds on

their having sufficient understanding of your enpcermant needs and the

context within which you see yourself operating. It entails their knowing

enough about what you want to understand so that they can accurately judge

what is essential for thea to relate. Depening on their relationship with

you, truth-telling should even entail their volunteering information that you

did not ask for merely because the truth-teller understarns ernch about your

needs to independently ccspr what he or she must tell you. We have see

too many instances of people feeling betrayed and distrustful after

discovering that scane set of undisclosed facts, important to thm, were kncwn

by scmeone whom they thought they could "trust", but who later claimed that he
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or she did not ocirpreherd the issue that the questions which were being asked

were interded to divulge, to limit tnrth-telling to a criterion of merely

providing an honest answer to the literal question asked.

Lies

Is it ever okay for screone to lie to you? To misrepresent? To

intentionally provide you an altered version of the truth tat was onstructed

to be good for them but not so good for you? In our experience there is a

type of institutional double-think that strikes people who work in large

organizations. People always expect the truth, feel justified in punishing

those who do not give it cirpletely, ard yet also admit that no one in his or

her right mind is going to trmthfully tell me this or that and give me that

much power at their own expense. In fact we find people openly admitting to

thinking this way without perceiving any inconsistency.

Within any organization the ethic is absolute. It is never okay to lie!

And because people, especially managers, see themselves under an obligation to

tell the truth most are careful to maintain the cosmetics of truth-telling

even in maents when they consciously ccmmunicate "disinformation"

information that selected others will use to draw erro s conclusions - in

acts that are basically self-serving or protectitic. his is why, in

organizations, people seldom get caught telling a blatant lie. You merely

observe them makigobjective intepretations Utat you see as excessively

self-convenient, omitting rom-essential elements of the story that you think

are essential, or embroiled in misunderstand , failing to recognize what

the underlying issue or question actually was despite the fact that you think
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such a lack of recognition is impossible. Ard the recipients of this type of

treaant are careful not to say that scueone lied. In organizations,

everyone expects the other guy to fight fire with fire; no one expects another

person to automatically knuckle under to his or her pwser just because he or

she was shrewd enough or quick enough to frame a truth-disclosing question.

Mis-truths

'Mistruths" is the label we have given to the versions of the truth told by

people who, in their own minds, are "truth-tellers" but who find themselves in

situations where their needs for erpowerment, and their needs to avoid

diserpcwenrent, allow them to rationalize not telling the "entire" truth.

They might reason, self-conveniently, that you didn't want or need to hear

everything, that there is no good reason to make themselves vulnerable or to

put their projects in jeopardy, or that their withholding the entire truth

will cause you to act in an organizationally constructive way which they

reason is in line with a higher set of values.

In theory it is very difficult to distinguish between a conscious and

deliberate misreresentation of the facts to acolish a self-convenient end

- cmucly called a lie - ard versions of the truth that are literally true

but are manipulative in that they aren't sufficient to allow the "truth"-

seeker to conclude as he or she would have concluded with the information

giver's acoess to the facts - "mis-truths." Yet in practical day-to-day

organizational dealirns we find that every manager makes this distinction.

People with the highest values and strongest personal ocmnitnts to interity
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are able to rationalize mis-truths on the grounds of preserving and

establishing their personal and organizational espowenrent.

We have already mentioned many of the ways that people c Lwunicate mis-

truths. The three most popular ones are intentionally self-convenient

portrayals of the "truth", calculatedly tilld disclosure of selected elements

of the truth, and the intentional fainting of agreement when the discloser's

private sentiuents are in opposition. Elsewhere (Culbert & Mcionough, 1980)

we have tenred these three forms of mis-truths "framing", "fraggmenting" and

"playing-it-both-ways." Each are cciwnly used mechanism which everyone who

works in an organization, especially middle- and upper-level managers, count

on for their daily survival and engage in with little apprehension that they

are telling a lie. In organizations, people mislead one another all the time.

They do so with few pangs of conscience believing that the sAuces of their

unit's projects and their personal image and survival depend on their ability
to manipulate others and to manage their relationships with them.

Role Generated Mis-truths

In most organizations there are ntmerous daily instances of people

believing that they are in a situation that requires them not to tell the

truth as they know it, or as they know the information-seeker desires to hear

it, that get justified on the "higher" grads of performing one's job well.

These are role generated mis-truths. Examples include: the saleshmanwo
embellishes the merits of a $129.00 item without divulging that this item will

be reced to $64.50 when the store-wide half price sale begins in two days;

the boss who plans to dismiss an eiployee in three nonths and who, in order to
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avoid that person leaving early, converses with that employee as if his or her

job will last forever; and the politician who earnestly advances a position

that he or she does not inwardly embrace believing that such a public

endorsement is necessary to achieve the voter support he or she needs. Within

organizations, people are ever seeking to manage the news in an effort to

create the images ard irpressions that will allow them to perform ccAretently

and experience personal and project success. And they often do this feeling

fully justifie because, in their minds, they are following the institutional

prescription for doing their job well and getting ahead.

Unconscious Mis-truths

Only occasionally can someone tell you more of the truth than they

themselves consciously realize. Arid the only way they can do this is by

providing sufficient facts to allow you to piece together an enlightened

interpretation yourself. Thus, when you engage someone whom you feel has

failed to thoroughly enough think through issues on their own to provide you a

valid perspective, or sameone whom you believe has misconcluded, or sane

who, for reasons of personality, is unable to face up to the reality of the

facts, you have no alternative but to search for the truth yourself. Often

you can do this by asking merus questions which meticulously piece together

the information you are searching out. Hwever, proeing this way

Fornicates a lack of trust which puts mre pressure on the relationship.

The point here is that it is much easier to form trutin and truth-telling

relationships with people who are self-reflective, conscious, and informed.
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On the other hand, you may misperceive a situation by thinking that you are

encountering an unconscious mis-truth when in fact the other person is aware

of sufficient "truth" and, for one reason or another, has decided to

selectively withhold it while giving the iression that he or she is telling

everything. In such situations, your questioning and search for the tnrth and

the other person's desire to withhold it produce a chess match of wits.

The Tarth-seeker's Okblication

To this point some readers may have gotten the impression that we think

that truth-telling is primarily the responsibility either of the truth-teller

or the truth-seeker. This is not how we see it. We believe that the

relationship between the truth-teller and the truth-seeker produces the

version of the truth that is told and the version of the truth that is heard.

We believe that there are internal and external limitations on the brand of

truth a potential truth-teller can tell and that a truth-seeker should

consider these limitations and ccrensate for them when listening for the

"truth". Tearning what those needs and limitations are is the remsosibility

of the truth-seeker.

We also believe that a truth-teller who seriously desires to tell the truth

has a responsibility to learn a great deal about theeds and orientation of

the tnrth-seeker, otherwise the brard of tnrth he or she tells is likely to be

rooted nore in his or her needs and orientation than in those of the tnrth-

seeker.
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Thus we believe that, in an organization, there is a great deal that the

truth-seeker needs to reherd ad srizcse on the information he or she

receives to cOmpensate for the truth-teller's prnal limitations,

professional biases, organizational ocirunitments, and what that person sees as

the political realities with which he or she mist deal in order to be

effective. Cotversely, we believe that there is a great deal that a potential

truth-teller needs to learn about the personal, professional, and

organizational carnitments of the so-called truth-seeker before he or she can

know which facts are essential to that person. And we believe that both

irdividuals' abilities to urderstard the backgrourd and situational factors

underlying the other person's reeds for estowerment will directly determine

the extent to which the two are able to form a trusting relatihip.

The Decision Tb Tell The Truth

To this point we may have surprised scre readers by d ibing issues that

seem to justify an individual scaets not telling the truth. To the

contrary, our viewpoint has always been that pesoal arnd organizational

effectiveness d on trusting relation and that trusting
relationships depend on people telling one anther the truth. But we also see

sune practical issues that cause otherwise high integrity people to get taken

in by situational factors and to slip telling one another the truth, to get

taken in by the words that are spoken and to slip hearirM the truth, and, on
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both parts, to self-justify their truth-slipirg actions. We see people, who

don't speak the truth, self-justifying their actions on grounds of their own

personal effectiveness and getting the organization's jdb done; we see people,

who aren't able to elicit the truth, not recognizing the practical and

personal effectiveness issues faced by the other person and justifying their

subs~uent indignation on the grourds of what that other person said that

misled them.

Our major point has been that truth-telling and truth-interpreting does not

reach its potential because so many people who set out to tell and hear the

truth get confused by what is actually involved in doing so. They get

confused by moral inperatives to tell the truth which mislead them to think

that they are telling the truth even when are they slipping it. They get

confused by the practical issues entailed in being a suc and funtioing

with empowerment which allow then to put a relativity factor into their

telling the truth. Ard they get confused by the fact that telling the truth

and one's life involvements are intertwined and that the "brand" of truth oe

is telling, or is being told, is inpacted by at least three different systems

smiltanectily. The brand of truth one tells, and the brand of truth one

seeks, is impacted by one's organizational and system responsibilities, by

one's Personal and political needs, and by one's relationships with the people

who are seking to be informed. And we fixd that most people suspect as much

based on the questions they ask th selves hen they are a potential truth-

teller on the receiving end of a truth-seeker's questions.
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The first thing a potential truth-teller thinks of when faced with a

question of consequence is "'Wo wants to know and why is this person asking

me?" The second thing is "How will the answer I am inclined to give affect me

personally?" and, we would add, "politically?" Ard the third is "Hw will the

answer I am inclined to give affect mry relationship with that person as well

as with others who are also important to me?"

The question "%ho wants to know ard why is this person asking?" bears on

what the potential truth-teller sees as the legitimacy of the inquiry beirg

directed towards hin or her. The potential truth-teller scrutinizes the

organizational reasons for giving a complete answer and addressing not just

the question but the spirit behird the question which, incidently, almost

always includes the eqpxaerent motives of the tnrth-seeker. Despite

countless and noteworthy examples to the contrary, we find that most people

want to take their organizational responsibilities seriously and would like to

provide others with the information they request and usually do so when given

the organizational effectiveness reasons esiedded in the truth-seeker's

request. Of course when it ogres to telling the truth, one's organizational

responsibilities beccme a double-edged sword. People self-conveniently cite

organizational responsibilities to justify giving versions of the truth that

mislead.

The question "How does the answer I am inclined to give affect me

personally and politically?" relates to an individual 's need to function with

ccmpetence and to succeed on terms that are both personally and
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organizationally meaningful. One's perptions of what is the truth and his

or her decisions of how to portray and cuonicate what he or she sees as the

truth are always colored by that individual 's reeds for self- and

organizational eItpcenment.

In organizations people readily agree on Objectives but the resources

people have, and the means they rust use in order to aress those Cbjectives

with self- and organizational lpowerment, are as different as their thumb

prints. People with different ways of being ccapetent see organizational

situations differently and vie to get organizational events framed in ways

that provide them the required context for their personal e s This,

incidentally, is the basis for organizational politics, a topic we have dealt

with extensively (Culbert & AscDcough, 1985, 1986, 1988). Organizational

politics are the conversations aid manipulations that take place as people

with different self-interests, who see the same organizational events

differently, attept to frame those events consistently with their needs for

e apxwerment and to gain organization acceptance for their particular

framing.

The question "Hw will the answer I am inclined to give affect my

relationship with this person as well as with others who also are iroportant to

me?" is both a political and an interpersonally oriented one. Wtile every

organizational transaction has an inliate outcome dimension, other, often

times more critical, dimensions are also at stake. At stake are an

individual's organizational image and credibility with on-lookers as well as

his or her erduring relationship with the person asking the questions. In
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fact, sanetimes others who are invisible to the iumliate situation are the

most important influences to recognize in urxerstardin the brand of truth the

so-called truth-teller decides to give. M'ost managers eventually ccmpr

the imprtance of these other dirensions and give them serious consideration

before transacting on even the seemingly simplest and most straight-forward of

organizational ccnunications.

In many organizations the interpersonal fabric is quite thick and people

actively contemplate the pleasure and meaning they derive frci relationships,

even with people with whom they have no need to socialize outside of work.

Nevertheles, few managers suspend thinking about their image and credibility

and the roles others play in their success. They think about how others see

them, what others are inclined to do for them, and how they have to treat

others to insure that they get what they need. All of these factors beccme

major considerations in how people conduct thenmelves when seeking and telling
the truth.

Conclusion

If, in an organization, there were an absolute obligation to tell the

truth, for every individual to have to tell the truth to anyone who asked him

or her a question, then people would exprience t elves as powerless. They

could never count on controlling a situation long enough to operate with

esOwerment in it. On the other hand, if people were without the standard
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expectation that every question they ask would receive a truthful response,

then people would also experience themselves as powerless. They could not

rationally reason through a situation cause at any point soie critical

"fact" might turn out to be a false one.

In today's organizations, we find that most people manipulate in eking

aid telling the truth. They feel they must do so in order to operate with

sufficient power to be effective. They put energy into prasing qetions

that they hope will force the truth fran people who are not necessarily

inclined to reveal it to them. They put energy into hrasing answers which

shade what they know as the truth in directions that prove personally and

organizationally ekxwering to them.

On the other hand, most people also work hard to build relationships ard to

develop the conditions that allow them, progressively, to operate with Are

and more candor. They find out more about the other person's needs for the

"truth" aid they fird out more about the built-in biases and ways of

perceiving the world that the other person superiose on what he or she

thinks is the truth.

Thus, we see tnrth-telling as a press in which bothe truth-teller aid

the tnrth-seeker have responsibilities. We see the needs of both frustrated

as long as situations are struturned so that one person's seekin of the trnth

aid the other's telling of it cres at a disadvantage to the eApowement of

either. I contrast, relationships that are nutually empowering to the truth-
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sker and the truth-teller build an atrpre of trust that make absolute

statesents of the truth - one's that sinrltaneously relate to the rus of

the seeker ard the perceptions of the teller - more possible.
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