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“THE CHECK IS IN THE MAIL"

organization. We conducted interviews and asked for
writien statements about what was preventing this
group from moving forward and cooperating with
each other.

Participants told Elizabeth and me some very
negative examples of how this group was dysfunc-
tional. Some of the traits attributed (o the group
included being distrustful, deceitful, uncompromis-
ing, and overly critical of each other. We decided we
would take the plunge and list all of the statements
made by the group. We expected resistance and
defensiveness. When we finished describing the list
of attributes there was a long pause, and then some-
one spoke up and said, “Yep, that's us”’ Another
said, “Sure sounds like us, doesn'tit?” Nods of heads
and general agreement indicated they accepted this
feedback. Now our task was to find out if they were
ready to change some of these behaviors or would
they resist change because somehow these behaviors
suited their individual agendas.

TYPES OF FEEDBACK

There are a variety of methods to provide feedback,
many of which cause defensiveness. The function of
feedback is to describe another person's observable
behavior, disclose your thoughts and feelings about
that behavior, interpret motives, and prescribe spe-
cific remedics. These may be our objectives; how-
ever, my experience has been that when people are
evaluated they often feel attacked and begin to defend
themselves.

Fecdback is a way of helping another person to
consider changing his or her behavior. It is commu-
nication to a person (or group) that gives that person
information about how she or he affects others. As
in a guided missile system, feedback helps an indi-
vidual keep his or her behavior “on target” and thus
achieve individual goals.

People give three kinds of feedback to others:

Evaluaive: obscrving the other's behavior and
responding with one’s critique of it. “You
are always late for everything. You are
undependable.”

55

Interpretive: observing the behavior and trying
10 analyze why the person is behaving that
way. “You are late to meetings. I think you
are spreading yourself (00 thin—trying to do
100 many things at the same time, and conse-
quently you don't do anything really well"

Descriptive: observing the behavior and simply
feeding back 1o the person specific observa-
tions without evaluating them, but sharing
with the person how her or his behavior affects
the speaker. “At the meeting last week you
were 30 minutes late, on Monday you came
‘when the meeting was half over, and today you
missed the first 45 minutes of the meeting.
am concerned about the information you are
missing by not being here.

In the first example, always and undependable
are evaluative terms and create a climate of defen-
siveness on the part of the receiver. Chances are the
person isn't always late, and using an all-inclusive
term like always serves only to make the person
angry. The receiver then naturally looks for ways ©
refute the statement. “I wasn't late to the staff meet-
ing on Friday! You're being unfair”

In the second example the observer is playing
dime-store psychologist and trying to figure out why
Someone is behaving a certain way. Unless you are
a trained psychologist, your business is not to ana-
lyze and interpret someone cise’s behavior. You don't
know why someone acts a particular way. All you
can observe is behavior. You can't observe attitudes,
nor should you be critiquing them.

In descriptive feedback we are describing, as
specifically as possible, what we have actually
observed the individual doing. We present that factual
information, without judging the rightness or wrong-
ness of the behavior and without trying to figure out
why the person may have behaved that way.

EFFECTIVE FEEDBACK

Feedback should describe problematic behavior
that the receiver can correet. deally, it s offered in
response to the receiver's reques, but whether or not
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“THE CHECK IS IN THE MAIL"

time. Indirectly she may have been acting on that
resentment in her behavior toward the other person,
who could do nothing aboutit.

Another example of poor timing would be if
I asked my husband, during a formal banquet,
how he liked my new outfit. To actually give me
straightforward feedback, which may have been
negative, at that time would have been inappropri-
ate. What I really wanted him to say was, “You
look great” whether I did or not! Why? Because
there was nothing I could do to correct my appear-
ance at that moment. The next time [ was selecting
an outfit to wear or buying a new one, when I could
make a reasonable decision about how to use this
information, would be a more appropriate time to
tell me the outfit makes me look unattractive (if he
dares 10 tell me that at all!). To provide such criti-
cism in the middle of a social event could make
both of us miserable!

Clarity and Accuracy

One way of checking to ensure clear communication
i to ask the receiver (o rephrase the feedback (o see
if it corresponds to what the sender had in mind. In
this way 00, the sender is training the other person
10 provide descriptive feedback.

Both giver and receiver should have an
opportunity to check with others about the accuracy
of the feedback. Is this one person's impression or
an impression shared by others? A teacher knows
that an entire classroom of students will not always
be happy with the way in which the class is struc-
ured. The teacher must therefore check for themes
{hat exist among most of the students. When you get
disturbing or confusing feedback, be sure to check
it with co-workers and colleagues. “Have you ever
noticed me behaving in this way .

Feedback, then, is a way of giving hel
corrective mechanism for the individual who wants
{0 learn how well his or her behavior and intentions
match and a means for establishing one’s identity—
for answering “Who am 12" Feedback can be infor-
mal or a formal evaluation process, like performance

appraisal.

TIPS ON PROVIDING FEEDBACK

Negative feedback is misunderstood much more
readily than positive feedback. Consequently, go
slowly and be deseriptive. I prefer never to put negs
tive feedback in a memo. There are oo many oppor-
tunities to misinterpret the language. I use memos for
‘g0od news and face-to-face meetings for bad news. [
wantto be sure people have a chance to ask any ques-
tions they might have when I am telling them some-
thing they may not wan to hear. However, once the
negative information has been communicated face-
to-face, follow-up written documents are absolutely
necessary to maintain a “paper trail”

Positive feedback that is to0 general has litle
impact. We shouldn't assume when we ell employees.
that they're doing a “good job” that the information
will positively affect their performance. If they don't
Know exactly what it is they did well, it s unlikely
they will know what to continue doing! In fact,if the
feedback s perceived as 0o general, it might also be
interpreted as insincere.

Keep feedback impersonal. It is important that
the person and the person’s actions be separated in
discussions, 1 can like the person, respect the person,
but find a particular behavior unacceptable. I love
my children decply, but I dislike intensely their ten-
dency 10 squabble with each other. It s their behavior
1 find distasteful, not their person. Thus, when you
provide feedback, make it impersonal and attach it
to a specific behavior, not to the personality of the
individual with whom you are talking.

Tailor the feedback to it the person. Some people
appreciate receiving straightforward, dircet feedback
about their efforts. Others cannot tolerate such direct-
ness and need positive reinforcement before they are
prepared to handle negative information. Others learn
best by example. Still others must hear new informa-
tion several times before they really listen.

Use humor when appropriate. Sometimes it is
easier 10 tease someone and indirectly provide feed-
back. This works when the relationship is a good
one. However, many top-level exccutives might not
be able to handle such forms of feedback. In one
organization, a short story written about the head of
the unit satirized a recent series of decisions (or lack
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“THE CHECK IS IN THE MAIL"

you're wrong. I’s also about refusing 1o pretend that
you're something you're not. It requires acknowl-
cdging the state of the business o your employees.
And, when it comes to customers, it requires selling
only what you can deliver effectively and always
living up to your word.

Done properly, this kind of honesty begets a tre-
mendous amount of loyalty from both customers and
cmployees. Both groups know they can trust you
and, more importantly, that you value the integrity
of the relationship.

NPR is a great example of a company tht is honest
with its customers. The station takes time at the end
of most programs to share istener feedback on past
shows. They share the glowing reviews, of course, but
they also share customer outrage, disbelief, and disap-
pointment. What's more, when NPR has made head-
lines for less than desirable reasons, the organization
has reported its own bad news as if it were any other
media outlet, rather than shifting the focus. These
actions—which many companies might be afraid to
take—only serve to underscore the affinity that sub-
scribers and listeners have for the station.

HONESTY WITH SELF

Itis crucial to be brutally honest with yourself about
what you really want—from your job, your experi-
ence of entreprencurship, and your business. For
business to work well, its leader needs to be satis-
fied; but 100 often, entrepreneurs end up running
businesses that don't give them what they want.
Sometimes this happens because people aren't clear
about what their needs and goals are upfront. But
mostly, i’s small dishonesties along the way that
cause us to make compromises with our business.
When we tell ourselves that we need to do tasks we
don't like, we end up creating jobs we don't enjoy.
When we let other people’s definition of success
trample our own, we build companies that aren't in
service of our vision.

1 once knew a programmer who loved working
with a consistent team of peopl for clients that were

ing and challenging. His reputation was great
and, as a result, he got offered more gigs than he
could handle. Many of his peers encouraged him to
take this opportunity and run with it It scemed like.
the “smart” thing to do, 50 he hired other program-
mers and tasked the new jobs to them.

One year later he was miserable. He spent 80%
of his time managing clients and programmers—
the things he hated doing—and not nearly enough
time doing the work that he loved. He was mak-
ing some more money but it wasn't worth it—he
was constantly concerned with having enough busi-
ness for the stable of people he had assembled. By
not being honest about what he needed and wanted
from his business, he had sacrificed the things that
‘were most important to him.

HONESTY ABOUT THE EXPERIENCE

Many entreprencurs have pitches that are t0o polished
—stories that involve heightened drama or glossed-
over details. They emphasize their happy endings
and minimize their own doubrs.

Sure, that's understandable—they're in the busi-
ness of attracting clients and instilling consumer con-
fidence. And who wants to air their dirty laundry?
But what they don't realize is that, while you don't
need to publicly sound the alarm each time you have
a concern, there's a cost that comes with claiming
that everything is al roses. Chief among themis that
it makes you unrelatable to your peers. It also skews
your own perspective about the business.

QUESTIONS
1. Why is it important to be honest with customers?
2, Why i it important to be honest with yourself about
‘what you want from your business?
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“THE CHECK IS IN THE MAIL”

he must design his falsehood under the guidance of
that ruth,

On the other hand, a person who undertakes to
bullshit his way through has much more freedom.
His focus is panoramic rather than particular. He
does not limit himself to inserting a certain falsehood
at a specific point, and thus he is not constrained by
the truths surrounding that point or intersecting it.
He is prepared, so far as required, to fake the con-
text as well. This freedom from the constraints to
which the liar must submit does not necessarily
mean, of course, that his task i easier than the task
of the liar. But the mode of creativity upon which it
relies s less analytical and less deliberative than that
which is mobilized in lying. It is more expansive and
independent, with more spacious opportunities for
improvisation, color, and imaginative play. This s
less a matter of craft than of art. Hence the familiar
notion of the “bullshit artist” My guess is that the
recommendation offered by Arthur Simpson's father
reflects the fact that he was more strongly drawn to

Paul Ekman and Mark

‘Paul Ekmanis one of the preeminent research-
ers on emotions and their expression and an
expert on lying who has worked widely with.
police, federal agencies, and the Department
of Homeland Security. Until recently he
taught in the Psychiatry Department of the
University of California, San Francisco.

Lies fail for many reasons. Some of these reasons
have to do with the circumstances surrounding the
e, and not with the liar's behavior. For example,
2 confidant may betray a lic; or, private informa-
ion made public can expose a liars claims as false.

6l

this mode of ereativity, regardless of its relative merit
or effectiveness, than he was to the more austere and
igorous demands of lying.

NOTE

1. E. Ambler, Dirty Story (1967). L . 25. The citation
is provided in the same OED eatry as the one tha includes
the passage from Pound. The closeness of the relation
between bullshitting and bluffing is resonan, it scems to
me. in the parallelism of the idioms: “bullshi your way
through” and “bluff your way through.™

‘QUESTIONS

1. In what respect is bullshit morally different from
bluffing and lying?

2. Are there aspects of bus
‘people t0 bullshit?

3. When is bullshit harmful and when s t benign?

ife that encourage

Lies That Fail

These reasons do not concern us in this chapter.
‘What concerns us are those mistakes made during
the act of lying, mistakes liars make despite them-
selves; in other words, lies that fail because of the
liars’ behaviors. Deception clues or leakage may
be shown in a change in the expression on the face,
a movement of the body, an inflection to the voice,
a swallowing in the throat, a very deep or shallow
breath, long pauses between words, a slip of the
tongue, a microfacial expression, or a gestural slip.

There are two basic reasons why lies fail—one
that involves thinking, and one that involses emo-
tions. Lies fail due to  failure of the fiar t0 prepare

in 5 1993
From Michsel Lewis and Carolyn Sarai, Eds, Lying and Deception i Everyday Life (New York: Guilford Press, 1993
References (notes) were deleted from this text.
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“THE CHECK IS IN THE MAI

can mimic them at all or correctly. Narrowing the
red margins of the lips in anger is an example of such
arcliable sign of anger, typically missing when anger
is feigned, because most people can not voluntarily
‘make that movement. Likewise, when people experi-
ence enjoyment they not only move their lip corners
upward and back (in a prototypical smile), but they
also show a simultaneous contraction of the muscles
that surround the eye socket (which raises the cheek,
lowers the brow, and creates a “crows feet” appear-
‘ance). This eye muscle contraction is typically mi
ing from the smile when enjoyment is feigned or not
felt. And, as in the case of the involuntary movement
of the red margins of the lips in anger, most people
cannot voluntarily make this eye muscle movement
when they are not truly feeling enjoyment.

Falsifying an experienced emotion is more diffi-
cult when one is also attempting to conceal another
emotion. Trying to look angry is not easy, but if fear
i felt when the person tries to look angry, conflict-
ing forces occur. One set of impulses, arising from
fear, pulls in one direction, while the deliberate
attempt to appear angry pulls in the other direc-
tion. For example, the brows are involuntarily pulled
upward and together in fear, but to falsify anger the
‘person must pull them down. Often the signs of this
internal struggle between the felt and the false emo-
tion betray the deceit.

‘Usually, lies about emotions involve more than
just fabricating an emotion which is not felt. They
also require concealing an emotion which is being
experienced. Concealment often goes hand in hand
with fabrication. The liar feigns emotion to mask
signs of the emotion (0 be concealed. Such conceal-
‘ment attempts may be betrayed in cither of two ways:
(1) some signs of the concealed emotion may escape
efforts 10 inhibit or mask it, providing ‘what Ekman
and Friesen termed leakage; or (2) what they called a
deception clue does not leak the concealed emotion
but betrays the likelihood that a lie is being perpe-
trated. Deception clues occur when only a fragment
leaks which is not decipherable, but which does not
ibe with the verbal line being maintained by the liar,
‘or when the very effort of having to coneeal produces
alterations in behavior, and those behavioral altera-
tions do not fi the liar' line.

FEELINGS ABOUT LYING

Notall deceits involve concealing or fasifying emo-
tions. The embezzler conceals that she is stealing.
money. The plagiarizer conceals that he has taken the
‘words of another and pretends they are his own. The
vain middle-aged man conceals his real age, dying.
his gray hair and claiming he is seven years younger
than he is. Yet even when the lie is about something
other than emotion, emotions may become involved.
‘The vain man might be embarrassed about his van-
ity. To succeed in his deceit he must conceal not only
his age but his embarrassment as well, The plagia-

¢ might feel contemp toward those he misleads.
He would thus have to conceal not only the source
of his work and pretend an ability that is not his, but
also conceal his contempt. The embezzler might feel
surprise when someane lse is accused of her crime.
She would have to conceal her surprise or at least
conceal the reason why she is surprised.

“Thus, emotions often become involved in les that
were not undertaken for the purpose of concealing
‘emotions. Once involved, the emotions must be con-
cealed if the lie is not to be betrayed. Any emotion
may be the culprit, but three emotions are so often
intertwined with deceit to merit separate explana
tion: fear of being caught, guilt about lying, and
delight in having duped someone.

Fear of Being Caught

In its milder forms, fear of being caught is not di
ruptive and may even help the deceiver 1o avoid mis-
takes by maintaining alertness. Moderate levels of
fear can produce behavioral signs that are noticeable
by the skilled lie caicher, and high levels of fear pro-
duce just what the liar dreads, namely, evidence of
his or her fear or apprehension. The rescarch litera-
ture on deception detection suggests thal the behay-
for of highly motivated liars i different from that
of less motivated ones. In other words, the behavior
of liars who fear being caught is different from the
behaviors of liars who do not fear being caught.
Many factors influence how the fear of being
caught in  lie (or, detection apprehension) will be
fot. The first determinant to consider is the liar's
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“THE CHECK IS IN THE MAIL"

Transparency International—USA Program

Securing Transparency in Trade: TI-USA is working with the U.S. administration, the
private sector, and Tl chapters to promote transpareney in procurement, invesimen, srvices,
and customs. It has promoted a World Trade Organization Agreement on Transparency in
Government Procurement and agreements with similar requirements in the FTAA and
APEC. It advocates strong transparency requirements in US. bilateral trade agreements
and requiring bidders on projects financed by the World Bank and multlateral development

banks to have antibribery programs.

if the lie fails; and the punishment for the very act
of engaging in deception. Detection apprehension
should be greater if both kinds of punishment are at
stake. Sometimes the punishment for being caught
deceiving can even be far worse than the punishment
the lie was designed to avoid.

Even if the transgressor knows that the damage
done if caught lying will be greater than the loss
from admitting the transgression, the lie may be very
tempting. Telling the truth brings immediate and
certain losses, while telling a lie promises the pos-
sibility of avoiding all losses. The prospect of being
spared immediate punishment may be 5o attractive
that the liar may underestimate the likelihood that he.
or she will be caught in the lie. Recognition that con-
fession would have been a better policy comes too
late, when the lie has been maintained so long and
with such elaboration that confession may no longer
win a lesser punishment.

‘Sometimes there s lttle ambiguity about the rel-
ative costs of confession versus continued conceal-
‘ment. There are actions which are themselves 0 bad
that confessing them wins litle approval for having
come forward, and concealing them adds litle to the
punishment which awaits the offender. Such is the
case if the e conceals child abuse, incest, murder,
treason, or terrorism. Unlike the rewards possible
for some repentant philanderers, forgiveness is not
10 be expected by those who confess these heinous
crimes—although confession with contrition may
lessen the punishment.

A final factor 1o consider about how the stakes
influence detection apprehension is what is gained
or lost by the target, not just by the liar. Usually
the liar's gains are at the expense of the targe. The
embezzler gains what the employer loses. Stakes
are not always equal; moreover, the stakes for the
liar and the target can differ not just in amount but
in kind. A philanderer may gain a little adventure,
while the cuckolded spouse may lose tremendous
selferespect. When the stakes differ for the liar and
target, the stakes for either may determine the liar's
detcction apprehension. It depends upon whether
the liar recognizes the difference and how i is
evaluated.

Deception Guilt

Deception guilt refers to feeling about lying, not the
legal issue of whether someone is guilty or innocent.
Deception guilt must also be distinguished from fecl-
ings of guilt about the content of a lie. Thus, a child
‘may feel excitement about stcaling the loose change
off his parents’ dresser, but feel guil over lying ©
his or her parents to conceal the theft. This situa-
ion can be reversed as well—no guilt about Iying

about stealing the money.
OF course, some people feel guilt about both the act
and the lie, and some people will not feel guilt about
cither. What is important is that it is not necessary 10
fecl guilty about the content of a le in order 1o feel
guilty about Iying.
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HE CHECK IS IN THE MAIL"

Even selfish deceits may not produce deception
guilt when the lie is authorized. Poker players do
not feel deception guilt about bluffing (but they do
feel detection apprehension). The same is true about
bargaining whether in a Middle East bazaar, Wall
Street, or in the local real estate agent’s office. The
home owner who asks more for his house than he.
will actually sell it for will not feel guilty if he gets
his asking price. This lie is authorized. Because
the participants expect misinformation, and not the
truth, bargaining and poker are not necessarily lis.
‘These situations by their nature provide prior noti
cation that no one will be entirely truthful.
Deception guill is most likely when lying is not
authorized. Deception guilt should be most severe
‘when the targetis trusting, not expecting o be misled.
because honesty is expected between liar and target.
In such opportunistic deceits, guilt about lying will
be greater if the target suffers atleast as much as the.
liar gains. Even then there will not be much, if any,
deception guilt unless there are at least some shared
values between target and liar. A student turning in
a late assignment may not feel guilty about ying to
the professor if the student fecls the professor sets
unreachable standards and assigns undoable work-
loads. This student may feel fear of being caught
in a lie, but he or she may not fecl deception guilt
Even though the student disagrees with the profes-
Sor about the workload and other matters,if the stu-
dent still cares about the professar he or she may feel
shame if the lic is discovered. Shame requires some
respeet for those who disapprove; otherwise disap-
proval brings forth anger or contempl, not sharue.
ars feelless guilty when their targets are imper-
sonal or totally anonymous. A cusiomer who con-
ceals from the check-out clerk, that he or she was
undercharged for an expensive item will feel less
guily if he or she does not know the clerk. If the
Clerk is the owner, ar i it is @ small family owned

o

store, the Iying customer willfeel more guily than
he or she will if it is one of  large chain of supermar-
Kets. Iuis easier 0 indulge the guiltreducing fantasy
that the target is not eally hurt, does not really care,
will not even notice the li, or even deserves or wants.
0 be misled, if the target s anonymous.

Often there will be an inverse relationship bet-
ween deception guilt and detection apprehension.
‘What lessens guilt about the lie increases fear of
being caught, When deceits are authorized there
should be less deception guilt, yet the authorization
usually increases the stakes, thus making detection
apprehension high. In a high-stakes poker game
there i high detection apprehension and low decep-
tion guilt. The employer who lies to his employee
whom he has come o suspect of embezzling, con-
cealing his suspicions (o catch him in the crime,
alsois likely to feel high detection apprehension but
low deception guil

While there are exceptions, most people find the
expericnce of guill so toxic that they seck ways 10
diminish it. There are many ways to justify deceit
Tt can be considered retaliation for injustice. A nasty
or mean target can be said not to deserve honesty.
““The boss was s stingy, he didn't reward me for all
the work 1 did, s0 I took some myself” Or the liar
can blame the victim of his or ber lies; for exam-
ple, Machiavellian personaliy types tend (@ see
their victims as so gullible that they bring lies upon
themselves.

QUESTIONS

1. Why doties fail? Why are failed lies ineresting?

2 What s deception guilt? How does i differ from
shame?

3. What do the various kinds of fuiled lies tell you
about the person who tells ther?
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teust all o easily tends to scem inert, simply
here” or “not there,” rather than a dynamic aspect
of human interaction and human relationships.

“This is our thesis: Trust is a dynamic aspect of
human relationships. It is an ongoing process that
must be initiaed, maintained, someimes restored
and continuously authenticated. Trust isn't a social
substance or a mysterious cniity; trust is a social
pracice, defined by choices. I is always relational:
A trusts B (1o do C, D, E). We can say that A is
“trusting,” but by that we mean that he or she has.
a disposition 1o readily trust people. Indeed, the
very word “trust” is misleading, insofar as it seems
10 point to an eniity, a thing, some social “Stoff”
Although we will continue to use the word, it might
better be thought of as “irusting” an activity, &
decision, a transitive verb, not a noun. Accordingly,
the discussion of trust, in other words, is shot
through with what French existentialist Jean-Paul
Sartre called “bad faith.” the distancing of our own
actions and choices and the refusal 10 take respon-
sibility for them. The not very subtle message of 100
‘much o the talk about trust today i, “The problem
isn't me/us, it's them,” as if WE are perfectly wil
ing to trust others—if they are trustworthy, that is,
but, unfortunately, they are not or have not proven
themselves so. Thus say the Bosnians and the Serbs.
the lsraclis and the Palestinians, many parcnts and
their teenage kids, and all to0 many managers and
their employees.

The misunderstanding of trust, accordingly,
takes the form of a dangerous rationals ization.
Trust(ing) presupposes  trustworthiness. ~ Either
one is trustworthy or one is not. S0 trusting takes
the form of a kind of knowledge, the recogaition
(which may, of course, be fallibe) that someone
is trustworthy. So, if one trusts, 5o the rational-
zation goes, then nothing need be said, and it is
much betier that nothing be said. That s the core of
our problem. Trust s rendered inarticulate, unpre-
Sentable. According to this view, to even raise the
Question, “Do you trust me?” or “Can I trust you?”
is 1o already instigate, not only indicate, distrust
(Blaze Starr's mother warns her, “nevr (rust a man
Wwho says, “Trust me. ™) If one does not rust, then
nothing much is accomplished by saying so, except.

P

®

perhaps, as an insult, a way of escalating an already
existing conflict or, perhaps, as  confirming fest
(“If you tell me that | should trust you, then you
are doubly a liar") When a politician or a business
leader says, “trust me.” he takes a considerable
risk. Those who support him may well wonder why
be needs 10 say that, and become suspicious. For
those who are already suspicious of him, such an
intrusive imperative confirms their suspicions.* On
the other hand, when someone says I trust you,"
there is always the possibility of some sense of
manipulation, even the unwanted imposition of a
psychological burden, one of whose consequences
may be guilt.

The reason for talking about trust is not just o
“understand” the concept philosophically but to put
the issue of trust “on the table” in order to be able
10 talk it through in concrete, practical situations.
By talking through trust, trust can be created, dis-
trust mitigaied. Not talking sbout trust, on the other
hand, can result in continuing distrust, and lack of
trust is calamitous to one’s flourishing as a business
and as individuals.

Economic approaches 1o trust, while well-
intended and pointing us in the right direction, are
dangerously incomplete and mislcading. Trust in
business s not merely a tool for efficiency, although
it does have important implications for dealing with
complexity and therefore efficiency.' Morcover,
it would hardly be honest 1o guarantee (as many
authors do these days), that more trust will make
business more efficient and improve the bottom
Tine. Usually, of course, trust has this effect, but
there is no necessary connection between trust and
elficiency, and this is neither the aim nor the inten-
tion of trust. Indeed, trust as a mere efficiency-
booster may be a paradigm of inauthentic or phony
trust, trust that is merely a manipulative tool, &
facade of trust that, over the long run, increases
distrust, and for good reason, Employces can usu-
ally tell when the “empowerment” they receive like
agiftis actually a noose with which t0 hang them-
selves, a set-up for blame for situations which they
cannot really control. Managers know what it is
like when they are awarded more responsibility (°1
trust you to take care of that”) without the requisite.
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and quality of their products known, that profes-
sionals and companies make their services and the
abilities known, that expectations get initiated and
intensified. This is not to say that trust is entirely
. the product of promises and expecta-
tions verbally created. There is a good deal of trust
embodied in our mere physical presence to one
another, in our gestures, looks, smiles, handshakes
and touches. Animals (especially “social” animals)
have enormously complex trust relationships, often
highly competitive at the same time, as any casual
observation of two or more dogs (or wolves) together
confirm. Nor is the emphasis on dialogue and
conversation suggested (o imply—as so many social
analyses too quickly conclude—that trust s an
“agreement” or a “contract” (formal or informal).
Contracts, 100, are too static (although the negotia-
tion of them, and negotiation out of them, may be
dynamic indeed). Nor should trust be understood
primarily in terms of fimited or momentary inter-
actions or transaction—or any number of them.
‘Analyses of trust too often take as their paradigm
cither the most intimate of relationships—mother
and child, husband and wife or lovers—or the most
casual of them—notably, the one-shot business deal
(for example, buying gas on the Interstate), or, the
repeated one-shot business deal (buying gas at the
Same station on the way back down the Interstate).
An interaction—even repeated intetaction—is not
yet arelationship, although, obviously, such repeated
exchanges—and, occasionally, even a single one,
can easily turn into one. A relationship is by its very
nature on-going and dynamic, in which one of the
central concerns of the relationship s the relation-
ship itsel, its status and identity and, consequently,
the status and identity of each and all of its members.
Trust is an essential and “existential” dimension of
that dynamic relationship-

7

this in mind, we can understand why lying
betrays trust and is so damaging. Even just one lie—or
a serious exaggeration or atemp 1o “spin’” the truth—
can undermine the accumulated trust and good will
with which most of us approach new relationships and
come (o take for granted in established ones. Betrayal
from a friend or neighbor may, with great difficulty,
be overcome and eventually forgiven (though rarely
forgotten),if only because these people are not easily.
eliminated from our lives. But betrayals in business,
where associations are voluntary and there are always
other possibilities, are typically fatal. Why work with
or work a deal with someone you can no longer trust
when there are so many others available?

NOTES

1. Daryl Kochn, “Should We Trust Trust?” American
Business Law Journal, vol. 34(2), 1996: 184-203

2. Francis Fukuyarna, Trust: The Social Virtues and
the Creation of Prosperity (New York: Free Press, 1996).

3. Blaze Starr was the long-time mistress of Lovisana
‘governor Earl Long. The line occurs in the movie, sarring
‘Paul Newman and Lolita Davidovich, Blaze (1989)

4. E.g., Dick Morris on Bill Clinton's campaign strat-
egy, Behind the Oval Office (New York: Knopt, 1997).

5. Nicholas Luhmann, “Trust: A Mechanism for the
Reduction of Social Complexity.” in his Trust and Power
(New York: Wiley, 1980) pp. 4-103.

6. Martin Heidegger, Being and Time (Sein und Zeit)
trans. Joan Stambaugh (SUN.Y.. 1996). esp. pp. 134-9.

QUESTIONS

1. Isthere such a thing as too much trust? Explain.

2. Whatis “authentic trust™? What are the other forms
of trust identified here?

3, What are some other ways for establishing trust that
are not discussed in this article?
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verify that the newspaper is the one the buyer wants.

And because the exchange of price for newspaper
i simultancous, there is o need for guarantees.
Besides, the amount involved is not very large. In
this case the buyer can protect his interests. But if
1 hand over my life’s savings (o a money-manager, I
have no choice but to trust the manager. I s nearly
impossible for me (o verify what the manager will do
with my money without negating the very uscfulness
of his service. In addition, entrusting the money and
receiving the service are not simultancous. I entrust
my money 10 the manager first; only then can the
manager perform his service for me.

Therefore, 1 am at risk that the manager might be
temped to avoid telling the truth or abiding by his
promises. In addition, the amount of money involved
here could be large and the risk of losing it may affect
my future. In this case [ must trust the manager and I
‘may demand guarantees orregulation toreduce my risk
of loss, Ifcannot trust him, Thad better ot entrust my
savings to him. Trust n this case must be supported by
other mechanisms that protect from dishonesty.

MORALITY AS A BARRIER TO
ABUSE OF TRUST

As 1 have already mentioned, there is @ greater
‘acceptance of dishonesty today. The danger is that
his auitude could become part of the American or
even universal culture, Abuse of trust, and the mis-
rust that follows, can undermine commercial and
financial interaction, and drastically change our way
of lfe. Trust can be supported by many mechanisms.
Here 1 shall focus on just three: morality, law and.
the market

“The first of them, morality, is voluntary. Moral
behavior is self-regulating rather than enforced—
when good behaviour is imposed by the threat of
punishmen, the behavior is no longer moral. We
P alue moral behaviour because ts enforcement is the
st costly to society. Moral people will do the ight
{hing even if there are no police around. Police ere
‘an expense to society;they can also cause problems
of abuse of power. So self-cnforcement of social
rules is a better option-

‘Morality can be taught. Usually, it must be tavght
ot an early age, a home and in school. Some studics

n

show that morality is part of our genetic make-up,
together with our drive o survive. There are psycho-
Togical tendencies, such as shame, empatby and guilt
that induce most people 1o avoid harming others
However, while most people have those feclings, cul-
ture can strengthen o weaken them. A culture that
denigrates and ridicules shame, empathy and guilt,
can weaken them. So can a culture that emphasizes
opposite drives, such as rational self-interest as the.
best guide to human behaviour, benefiting both in
viduals and society.

Adam Smith recognized morality, caring for
others, and love. But this part of his teachings has
been distlled and his name is forever associated
with a different approach 10 economics and under-
standing of markets. Thus, morality and the feclings
that restrict antisocial behaviour—the most effective
‘and least expensive form of trust enforcement—have
been weakened.

The law can serve as a barrier to dishonesty but, in
the past thirty years, respect for the law has eroded.
Some courts have interpreted law narrowly and
literally, avoiding any consideration of policy, which
is what they used to do in the past. That left room
for selFinterest without a balance of societal interest.
In addition, Congress has been populated by mem-
bers who believe that the less legislation, the greater
the freedom of privaie sector corporate and financial
‘management, the better off America would be.

THE LAW SUPPORTS TRUST

A few years ago, Congress imposed consiraints
on corporate power and gaickeepers, by enac
ing the Sarbanes-Oxley Act. This Act was passed
in reaction to massive frauds in large corporations.
However, when the shocked reaction 10 these frauds
subsided, business leaders, lawyers, and academics
sharply criticized the Act as imposing unnecessary
‘costs on business. That may 1o some extent be true,
‘but this ferocious and concentrated attack Suggests
that the pressures 1o curtail the field of application
‘o law that began in the mid-1970s are still at work
In the past thirty years, morality and law have
ost ground to market regulation. The idea of market
regulation was that peopl should be offered nfor
ion and should be cducaied about financial





image17.jpeg
1S from g,
fixed fees for
could compe,
nt fees. The |,
lawyers woulq
ents with more inf

ointing. Legal |
far more like b,

‘can regulatc ¢

n should trun;
lon an assumplio
problems of dish

faster than ("
es that marke

THE CHECK 1S IN THE MAIL

unintended consequences of their actions; regulation
may inhibit innovation; and, thercfore, in the long
run, regulation may create greater problems.

Yet the cost of market solutions and resolution of
problems can be very high. In the case of the Enron
Corporation, the losses to Enror's sharcholders—
individuals and institutional investors, such as pen-
sion plans—were enormous. Today, there is indeed

ket correction” of excessive borrowing and risk
taking. There is market correction of innovations
that were not well tested and those that led to deceit
and abuse of trust. However, the price of such cor-
rections 1 the country is proving to be devastating.

‘The issue, here, is not whether markets can
regulate behaviour. The issuc s the price that the
financial system and the economy pay for market
regulation. In fact, today the markets are correct-
ing the excesses of the past twenty-five or thirty
years. Lending and borrowing have stopped alto-
‘gether, Excess leverage has reached melting down
point. Speculation has been replaced by a frantic
search for security, liquidity, and lower risks. Yet,
before these “corrections” took place, the market
allowed financial intermediaries to provide enor-
mous leverage, and take incredibly high risks, only
1o result in similarly drastic “corrective measures.”

Therefore, the issue is not whether markets “cor-
rect” behaviour that undermins trust, but whettier
Imarket_ corrections are at times (00 costly and
‘hether less initial freedom might lead to lower
Correction costs. Of course market regulation bas &
place, But s place has bee expanded and the right
Palance between market, morality and law has been
Jost. What s the best balance of morality, law and
‘market regulation? The balanee is not clear. There
‘e disagreements on whether markets and competi-
tion enhance or undermine morality.

AN INEVITABLE REDUCTION
IN TRUST

Morality—self restraint—conflicts _ with market
Sompettion—the drive to gt ahead of athers. 1eb
hile markets and morality can weaken each other
{hey need not undermine cach other. Wil cutthroat

s

competition markets would notsurvive. Total
selfrestraint may also be destructive to markets.
Long-term competition involves self-restraint. A
similar balance can be sought n the law.

‘What s clear is that the degree of expanding mar-
Ket regulation has not been justified. Market regu-
lation shifts the burden of maintaining trust from
“urusted persons” 10 “trusting persons.” Market
regulation requires trusting persons (o protect them-
selves against fraud of the people to whom they
entrust their money.

“The result is an inevitable reduction in trust by
these vulnerable persons. And when their self-
protection is weak, and moralty of trusted people
weakens as well, the shift to market regulation
is likely to be accompanied by an abuse of trust.
Freedom from supervision of trusted people poses
great temptations. When this freedom and rejection
of legal constraints are accompanied by theoretical
justifications, abuse of trust i ikely. This abuse may
become cultural. It s then no longer called abuse.
The behaviour is accepted and justfied because
“everyone does iL” What used o be considered as
abuse can be legitimized by denigrating the law, and
even explicitly amending it

(CONSEQUENCES OF MISTRUST

Trusting people do not cease 1o trust on the first
doubt or signal o abuse, Butat some point buse and
unexpected large losses will cause a breakdown in
rust. People who were unable 1o protect themselves
from abuse learn their lesson. Those who could pro-
toot themselves, but did not, also learned their les-
<on. And people who have learned self-protection
“ill tend to mistrust. In the end, all lee the market.
i then that those who rely on being trusted are et
without clients, and the financial markets that are
founded on trust crash and are decimated

"To be sure, markes continue o exist. However,
they exist among parties who can protect themselves
from the abuse of others or who have good reasons
‘o trast. Deals are made by peopie who have Known
nch other, usually depend on each oter, and there-
o aan enforce the tust in cach other. The markets
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CASE 2.1
Flying or Lying in Business Class

Robert C. Solomon

A few months ago, you graduated from business
school and began working at National Inc. in New
York City. It was exciting for you and your spouse
to live in New York, but also very expensive, espe-
ally since you still have huge loans to pay off from
college. Your boss at National is sending you (0 a
conference in Amsterdam. This is a great opportu-
nity for you to display your talents. New hires are
watched closely 10 see if they have the maturity and
sophistication to work with foreign clients
At National employees have the option of getting
an advance for their plane tickets, instead of paying
for them and being reimbursed later. National also
has a policy of sending employees business class on
any flight of five hours or more, You were surprised
at the amount of the advance for the business-class
ticket and realize that you could use it 10 buy two.
coach tickets.

CASE2.2
Willful Ignorance? Or Deception?
Robert C. Solomon

Two contract hires have been working in the
sccounts. department al a major bank for cight
enthe. The manager of their section had worked
ith HR (human resources) in posting the job and

Your spouse has not et found  job in New York
and is getting a ltle depressed. When your spouse
hears about the trip and expresses an iterest n going
with you, you agree that it is a good idea. You can't
really afford a vacation, and it would be nice 1o stay
in a good hotel and enjoy the sights in Amsterdam.
Since the company is so large, and you submit your
receipts to the accounting division, your boss would.
never know if you bought one or (wo tickets. Two.
coach tickets may even costthe company less money.

QUESTIONS

1. Should you ask your boss if you can use the money.
10 buy two tickets?

2. Does the fact that the two coach tickets cost less
justify not elling your boss?

3. What s the basic ethical problem here?

had agreed t0astating salary of $29.500, which the
two hires had accepted. In a review of the section,
\he manager received a list of employees and their
alaries and noticed tha the two werelsted as being
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or relcasing uncharted debris into space, the tiniest
fragment of which could have catastrophic effects
on future shutle and space missions? Would they
collapse from emotional stress, or even harm each
other there in their small, now-lethal cocoon? The
astronauts are about to die in the performance of
their own professional duties. Not performing them
well could affect others. But if there is a chance
of survival, even a slim one, wouldn't their perfor-
mance level be diminished by the stress of knowing
their fatc? This is an argument for not telling them
what we know.

But if this were a case in medical ethics, the
assumption would be made just the other way
around. Suppose, for example, that you're a phy-
Sician, and have seven cancer patients, each of
whom will die. Would you tell them the truth? Yes,
of course; truthtelling even in fatal cancer diagno-
ses is now standard practice in medicine—though
physicians try to do so with tact, empathy, and
understanding. Among the standard arguments for
truthtelling are that people who are facing death
should be allowed to have time to say goodbyes,
10 set their affairs in order, o make amends, or, if
they're religious, to make whatever final confes-
sions and prayers they wish. This is what it is to
respect persons, as Kant might put it, © recognize
them as ends in themselves, able to determine in
accord with their own values how they choose
10 spend the last moments of their lives. This is
a deontological response o the deep moral prob-
lem here: whatever the consequences, it would be
wrong t0 lic o the astronauts or to deprive them of
the truth. It would be wrong (0 rob them of autoro-
‘mous choice during their last moments, and of the
knowledge that these are their last moments.

‘But isn't this just what happened, out there in
space? If we know there’s a reasonable chance the
“oven astronauts will die, and that there’s nothing
e can do to save them, shouldn't we tell them?
Would they live that last week any differently?
Surely,in undertaking a space mission in the first
place, they would have made their will, pu theit
P faivs in order, told their spouses and their chil-
ren that they Toved them. But now suppose that

8

they knew the end was really coming. Would they
communicate differently? Live differcnily among
themselves, there in the spaceship? Try to extend
the length of the voyage until their supplies ran
out? Or vote to “reenter” earlier, 5o that the fear-
some end would be over sooner? Plead for help?
Or send consoling messages 1o Earth, recognizing
that this is a risk they voluntarily assumed and that
they are willing (o bear? There arc many possi-
bilities for heroism and despair, insight and cow-
ardice, and the whole range of human emotion and
reflection—not casy to bear but part of full human
life—even one about 1o be made abruptly short.
How will they live this week, before what may be
a catastrophic end? These are the things the astro-
nauts themselves should have a hand in deciding,
not that should be decided by others.

If we move in the direction favored by Linda
Ham, Mission Management, Launch Integration,
Debris Assessment, the various commentators, and
perhaps our own initial inclinations, we opt for a
high dose of paternalism at one of the most signifi-
cant points in the lives of these people. Perhaps we
believe that this knowledge really is more harmful
o the astronauts and to others than keeping it from
them, Under such a belief, perhaps consequentialism
trumps deontology. If, however, we are simply keep-
ing the astronauts i the dark to protect them against
their own fears, or even 1o protect ourselves against
our anxieties for them, then this seems an unrcason-
able cost 1o their autonomy. OF course it would be
painful o know the end was coming; but it would
take a resolute paternalism 10 shield them from this
Knowledge, something we would not tolerate n othet
professions who work with people who know they
are aboutto die.

QUESTIONS

1. Should they have told the astronauts the truth? Why,
or why not?
"2, Why mightbeing lied 10 be a good thing? Are there
times when you would rather be lied 16
3, Who benefits from laying to the astonauts? What s
the “henefit” of laying here?
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But ho_nesty is not the only good policy in busi
'8 questions of truthfulness in business is a I
keeping secrets. All businesses operate within a

5. One of the complications surround-
imate concern with confidentiality and
network of agreements and Ppromises,

o some of them explicitly spelled out in contracts, others fft ue i
Cretary People in the financial industry, e o ey, impl

r all, whom d,
when, in fac(,

to send a product *in a discrete package”) but more often it is left
merely implicit. Thus, airline customers howled and some even sued when their airlines
passed along personal travel information to the federal government under the Homeland
Security Act. That information, they argued, was private and therefore protected, whether
or not they had any explicit assurances from the airlines, Protecting someone’s privacy
(including one’s own), it can be argued, is not fairly construed as an instance of lying,
Many businesses also require secrets, secret formulas for a soft drink, secret strategies
for negotiations, secret or at any rate private arrangements with various customers,
employees, and vendors. Businesses, like individuals, are entitled to have secrets. Yet,
n Transparency International, considers the lack of transparency to be the key measure of
sus his com- business corruption. But what i a legitimate secret, and what is not? We include a piece by
forthright Sissela Bok that discusses the role of secrets in business.
Telling the truth is hardest, o many people, when one’s carcer is on the line. If you are
a consultant, for example, the temptation is to tell your client what he or she wants (o hear.
Otherwise, human nature being what it is, there is a strong likelihood that you will not be
invited back. This is also true within the workplace, especially with the new emphasis on
360-degree assessment and regular job evaluations, s we have included an excerpt from a
consultant’s consultant, Sue De Wine, on giving feedback. Adelaide Lancaster offers three
simple techniques for making a business more honest. But sometimes people from other busi-
nesses do not lie or tell the truth. They simply engage in what philosopher Harry Frankfurt
calls “bullshi
economy is ‘What makes honesty the best policy? Part of the answer is, because of frust. It is
trouble. So. trust that makes the business world possible, and without it, there would be no business,
opposed o Jjust varieties of strategy, fraud, robbery, and coercion. Business is all about trust.
0 50. So what Dishonesty violates trust and raises suspicions. And for those who think only pmden.—
tially, a powerful answer (o the “why not lie?” question is “because you probably won't
getaway with t.” People usually don't get away with it, not only because they gt tripped
; es up by embarrassing facts, but because they trip themselves up. We have included a piece
e by psychologists Paul Ekman and Mark Frank who have worked extensively with police
5. Businc and security institutions, explaining why this so often happens. The risk of destroying
7 ¢ trust is usually enough of a deterrent for most people. Finally, we have included two
many people i picces on the complex nature of trust,in both personal and business relationships.
as moral.
and com-

iple, when we
more impor-
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Albert Z. Carr

Albert Carr wrote this inflammatory piece
in the Harvard Business Review in 1968. It
continues to attract controversy.

A respected businessman with whom I discussed the
theme of this article remarked with some heat, “You
mean to say you're going (o encourage men to bluff?
Why, bluffing is nothing more than a form of lying!
You're advising them to lie!™

I agreed that the basis of private morality is a
respect for truth and that the closer a businessman
comes to the truth, the more he deserves respect. At
the same time, I suggested that most bluffing in busi-
ness might be regarded simply as game strategy—
much like bluffing in poker, which does not reflect
on the morality of the bluffer.

1 quoted Henry Taylor, the British statesman who
pointed out that “falsehood ceases to be falsehood
when it is understood on all sides that the truth is not
expected to be spoken”™—an exact description of bluff-
ing in poker, diplomacy, and business. I cited the anal-
ogy of the criminal court, where the criminal is not
expected to tell the truth when he pleads “not guilty.
Everyone from the judge down takes it for granted
that the job of the defendant’s attorney is to get his cli-
ent off, not to reveal the truth; and this is considered
cthical practice. 1 mentioned Representative Omar
Burleson, the Democrat from Texas, who was quoted
as saying, in regard to the ethics of Congress, “Ethics
is a barrel of worms”—a pungent summing up of the
problem of deciding who is ethical in politics.

1 reminded my friend that millions of business-
men feel constrained every day to say yes to their
bosses when they secretly believe no and that this is
generally accepted as permissible strategy when the
alternative might be the loss of a job. The essential
point, I said, is that the ethics of business are game
ethics, different from the ethics of religion.

Is Business Bluffing Ethical?

He remained unconvinced. Referring to the
company of which he is president, he declared:

‘Maybe that’s good enough for some business-
men, but I can tell you that we pride ourselves on
our ethics. In 30 years not one customer has ever
questioned my word or asked to check our figures.
‘We're loyal to our customers and fair to our suppli-
ers. I regard my handshake on a deal as a contract.
TI've never entered into price-fixing schemes with
my competitors. I've never allowed my salesmen
t0 spread injurious rumors about other companies.
Our union contract is the best in our industry. And,
if I do say so myself, our ethical standards are of
the highest!”

He really was saying, without realizing it, that he
was living up to the ethical standards of the business
‘game—which are a far cry from those of private life.
Like a gentlemanly poker player, he did not play in
cahoots with others at the table, try to smear their
reputations, or hold back chips he owed them.

But this same fine man, at that very time, was
allowing one of his products to be advertised in a
way that made it sound a great deal better than it
actually was. Another item in his product line was
notorious among dealers for its “buil obsoles-

" He was holding back from the market a
iproved product because he did not want it to
interfere with sales of the inferior item it would have
replaced. He had joined with certain of his competi-
tors in hiring a lobbyist to push a state legislature,
by methods that he preferred not to know too much
about, into amending a bill then being enacted.

In his view these things had nothing to do with
ethics; they were merely normal business practice. He
himself undoubtedly avoided outright falsehoods—
never lied in so many words. But the entire organiza-
tion that he ruled was deeply involved in numerous
strategies of deception.

From Harvard Business Review, January-February 1968. Copyright © 1968 by the President and Fellows of Harvard Callege;
s

allrights reserved.
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“THE CHECK IS IN THE MAIL"

games ultimate victory requires intimate knowledge
of the rules, insight into the psychology of the other
players, a bold front, a considerable amount of self-
discipline, and the ability (o respond swiftly and
effectively 10 opportunities provided by chance.

No one expects poker to be played on the ethi-
cal principles preached in churches. In poker it is
right and proper to bluff a friend out of the rewards
of being dealt a good hand. A player feels no more
than a slight twinge of sympathy, if that, when—
with nothing better than a single ace in his hand—
he strips a heavy loser, who holds a pair, of the rest
of his chips. It was up to the other fellow to protect
himself. In the words of an excellent poker player,
former President Harry Truman, “If you can't stand
the heat, stay out of the kitchen.” If one shows mercy
to a loser in poker, it is a personal gesture, divorced
from the rules of the game.

Poker has its special ethics, and here I am not refer-
ring to rules against cheating. The man who keeps an
ace up his sleeve or who marks the cards is more than
unethical; he is a crook, and can be punished as such—
kicked out of the game or, in the Old West, shot.

In contrast to the cheat, the unethical poker
player is one who, while abiding by the letter of
the rules, finds ways to put the other players at an
unfair disadvantage. Perhaps he unnerves them
with loud talk. Or he tries to get them drunk. Or
he plays in cahoots with someone else at the table.
Ethical poker players frown on such tactics.

Poker’s own brand of ethics is different from the
ethical ideals of civilized human relationships. The
game calls for distrust of the other fellow. It ignores
the claim of friendship. Cunning deception and con-
cealment of one’s strength and intentions, not kind-
ness and open-heartedness, are vital in poker. No
one thinks any the worse of poker on that account.
And no one should think any the worse of the game
of business because its standards of right and wrong
differ from the prevailing traditions of morality in
our society. . . .

“WE DON'T MAKE THE LAWS”

Wherever we turn in business, we can perceive the
sharp distinction between its ethical standards and

45

those of the churches. Newspapers abound with sen-
sational stories growing out of this distinction:

* We read one day that Senator Philip A. Hart
of Michigan has attacked food processors for
deceptive packaging of numerous products.*

* The next day there is a Congressional to-do
over Ralph Nader's book. Unsafe At Any Speed,
which demonstrates that automobile compa-
nies for years have neglected the safety of car-
owning families.*

* Then another Senator, Lee Metcalf of Montana,
and journalist Vic Reinemer show in their book,
Overcharge, the methods by which utility com-
panies elude regulating government bodies to
extract unduly large payments from users of
electricity.*

These are merely dramatic instances of a prevail-
ing condition; there is hardly a major industry at
which a similar attack could not be aimed. Critics
of business regard such behavior as unethical, but
the companies concerned know that they are merely
playing the business game.

Among the most respected of our business institu-
tions are the insurance companies. A group of insur-
ance executives meeting recently in New England was
startled when their guest speaker, social critic Daniel
Patrick Moynihan, roundly berated them for “unethi-
cal” practices. They had been guilty, Moynihan
alleged, of using outdated actuarial tables to obtain
unfairly high premiums. They habitually delayed
the hearings of lawsuits against them in order to tire
out the plaintiffs and win cheap settlements, In their
employment policies they used ingenious devices to
discriminate against certain minority groups.*

It was difficult for the audience to deny the
validity of these charges. But these men were busi-
ness game players. Their reaction to Moynihan’s
attack was much the same as that of the automobile
‘manufacturers to Nader, of the utilities to Senator
Metcalf, and of the food processors to Senator
Hart. If the laws governing their businesses change,
or if public becomes clamorous, they will
make the necessary adjustments. But morally they.
have in their view done nothing wrong. As long
as they comply with the letter of the law, they are
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“THE CHECK IS IN THE MAIL"

register, debates with himself the ethical problem—
should he tell his partner’—and finally decides to
share the money because the gesture will give him
an edge over the s.0.b. the next time they quarrel.

1 think it s fair (o sum up the prevailing atitude
of businessmen on ethics as follows:

/e live in what is probably the most competi-
tive ur the world's civilized societies. Our customs
encourage a high degree of aggression in the indi-
vidual’s striving for success. Business is our main
area of competition, and it has been ritualized into
a game of strategy. The basic rules of the game have
been set by the government, which attempts to detect
and punish business frauds. But as long as a com-
pany does not transgress the rules of the game set by
law, it has the legal right to shape its strategy with-
out reference to anything but ts profits. If it takes a
long-term view of its profits, it will preserve ami
cable relations, so far as possible, with those with
whom it deals. A wise businessman will not seck
advantage (o the point where he generates dangerous
hostility among employees, competitors, customers,
government, or the public at large. But decisions in
this area are, in the final test, decisions of strategy,
not of ethics.

-..1f a man plans to make a seat in the business
game, he owes it to himself to master the principl
by which the game is played, including its special
ethical outlook. He can then hardly fail to recog-
nize that an occasional bluff may well be justified in
terms of the game’s ethics and warranted in terms of
‘economic necessity. Once he clears his mind on this
point, he is in a good position to match his strategy
against that of the other players. He can then deter-
mine objectively whether a bluff in a given situation
has a good chance of succeeding and can decide
when and how to bluff, without a feeling of ethical
transgression.

To be a winner, aman must play to win. This does
not mean that he must be ruthless, cruel, harsh, or
treacherous. On the contrary, the better his reputa-
tion for integrity, honesty, and decency, the better
his chances of victory will be in the long run. But
from time to time every businessman, like every

)

poker player, is offered a choice between certain loss
or bluffing within the legal rules of the game. If he
is not resigned to losing, if he wants o rise in his
company and industry, then in such a crisis he will
bluff—and bluff hard.

Every now and then one meets a successful bus
nessman who has conveniently forgotien the small
or large deceptions that he practiced on his way
1o fortune. “God gave me my money.” old John D.
Rockefeller once piously told a Sunday school class.
It would be a rare tycoon in our time who would risk
the horse laugh with which such a remark would be
greeted.

In the last third of the twentieth century even
children are aware that if a man has become pros-
perous in business, he has sometimes departed
from the strict truth in order to overcome obstacles
or has practiced the more subtle deceptions of the
half-truth or the misleading omission. Whatever
the form of the bluff, it is an integral part of the
game, and the executive who does not master its
techniques is not likely to accumulate much money
or power.

NOTES

1. The New York Times, March 9, 1967.
The New York Times. November 21, 1966.
. New York, Grossman Publishers, Inc., 1965.
4. New York, David McKay Company, Inc., 1967.
The New York Times, January 17, 1967.
6. Cited by Ralph Nader in “Business Crime," The
New Republic, July 1, 1967, p. 7.

QUESTIONS

1. Answer Carr's question: Is business bluffing ethi-
cal? Why or why not?

2. Are there “rules to the game” of business? Is a
certain amount of deception necessary or even good in
business? Explain your answer.

3. Whatare the problems with thinking of business as
agame?
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THE CHECK IS IN THE MAI

and depth, are indispensable for an enduring sense
of identity, for the ability o plan and o act, and for
essential belongings. With no control over secrecy
and openness, human beings could not remain either
sane or free.

Against every claim (o secrecy stands, however,
the awareness of its dangers. Secrecy can harm those
who make use of it in several ways. It can debilitate
judgment, first of all, whenever it shuts out criticism
and feedback. The danger of secrecy goes far beyond
risks (o those who keep secrets. Because it bypasses
inspection and eludes interference, secrecy is central
10 the planning of every form of injury to human
beings. It cloaks the execution of these plans and
wipes out all traces afterward. It enters into all pry-
ing and intrusion that cannot be carried out openly.
While not all that is secret is meant 10 deceive—as
jury deliberations, for instance are not—all deceit
does rely on keeping something secret. And while
not all secrets are discreditable, all that is discred-
itable and all wrongdoing seek out secrecy (unless
they can be carried out openly without interference).

Given both the legitimacy of some control over
secrecy and openness, and the dangers this control
carrics for all involved, there can be no presump-
tion either for or against secrecy in general. Secrecy
differs in this respect from lying, promise break-
ing, violence, and other practices for which the
burden of proof rests on those who would defend
them. Conversely, secrecy differs from truthfulness,
friendship, and other practices carrying a favor-
able presumption. The resulting challenge for cthi-
cal inguiry into the aims and methods of secrecy s
great. Not only must we reject definitions of secrecy
that invite approval or disapproval; we cannot even
begin with a moral presumption in cither direction.
This is not to say, however, that there can be none for
particular practices, nor that these practices are usu-
ally morally neutral.

2

T shall rely on two presumptions that flow from.
the needs and dangers of secrecy that 1 have set
forth. The first is one of equality. Whatever control
over secrecy and openness we conclude is legiti-
mate for some individuals should, in the absence
of special considerations, be legitimate for all. My
second presumption is in favor of partial individ-
ual control over the degree of secrecy or openness
about personal matters—those most indisputably
in the private realm. Without a premise support-
ing a measure of individual control over personal
matters, it would be impossible o preserve the
indispensable respect for identity, plans, action,
and belongings that all of us need and should legit-
imately be able to claim. Such individual control
should extend, moreover, to what people choose to.
share with one another about themselves—in fami-
lies, for example, or with friends and colleagues.
Without the intimacy that such sharing makes pos-
sible, human relationships would be impossible. At
the same time, however, it is important 0 avoid any
presumption in favor of full control over such mat-
ters for individuals. Such full control s not neces-
sary for the needs that I have discussed, and would
aggravate the dangers. It would force us o disre-
gard the legitimate claims of those persons who
might be injured, betrayed, or ignored as a result of
secrets inappropriately kept or revealed.

QUESTIONS

1. Why does Bok distinguish between lies and secrets?
I keeping a secret ever morally equivalent to telling a lie?

2. How does Bok distinguish between privacy and
secrecy?

3. 1f you came across private information about a co-
worker's personal life on Facebook that would afffect the
way that he does his job. would you feel an obligation 1o
tell your boss or keep it 10 yourself?









