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Being Candid with Someone Who Did
Not Ask to Know

Epigraph
A word fitly spoken.

Proverbs 25:11, opening fragment, King James Version. The verse compares an appropriate
word to something beautiful and valuable; it does not promise a successful outcome for every
conversation.

What this article is about

In a hypothetical scene, Oleg meets his sister after her first small concert. She invited him as a
relative, rather than a musical adviser. He noticed uneven playing and knows that some
audience members discussed it too. He wants to tell her everything immediately: his
assessment, others' comments and a comparison with an acquaintance's performance last
year. His sister says she simply wants dinner and time together. Oleg sees this as rejecting
honesty. Yet she requested no assessment, and the accuracy of an observation does not
establish a right to turn the evening into a review.

Candour has several subjects. Sometimes a circumstance affects a shared decision;
sometimes a person wants to express a feeling. Sometimes they offer advice or pass on
information about others. Truth alone cannot evaluate all these actions. Ask who requested the
conversation, what the information is for, whether refusal is possible, what postponement
changes and whether the speaker claims authority over another person's life. This article
concerns ordinary conversation without immediate danger or a professional reporting duty. It
asks how honesty can be preserved without claiming ownership of another's attention or
treating refusal to listen as proof of moral deficiency.

I. Knowledge Does Not Appoint You an Adviser

Oleg may genuinely have heard inaccurate notes. That does not appoint him to evaluate the
concert or oblige his sister to receive his comments today. An observation and an assignment
are separated by another step. It may involve a direct request, an accepted role, a shared
decision or a circumstance significantly affecting the other person. Without such grounds, a
conversation remains an offer. It can be declined without proving that the observation is false.
Someone need not deny what happened to reject an unsolicited review, just as they need not
call a book bad to avoid reading it at an acquaintance's insistence.
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Distinguish an invitation to attend from an invitation to assess. His sister may have wanted
support and an evening together while remaining interested in feedback another day. She may
not want Oleg's review at all because she works with a teacher. His perspective is not thereby
useless; its place in her decision changes. Closeness permits offering a conversation without
always authorising its imposition. The question here is not whether Oleg can hear music, but
who decides to begin a particular conversation and what agreement does not yet exist
between them.

Some silence affects joint action. If Oleg promised to bring equipment and knows it is
defective, his sister needs that information for planning. No assessment was requested, but an
accepted obligation and a significant circumstance exist. “Never speak unless asked" is
therefore too simple. Identify the type of communication first: an assessment of playing, a
personal feeling, information about a shared plan or something reasonably expected because
of the relationship. Do not combine different grounds so that a necessary message becomes a
vehicle for an entire collection of personal opinions.

This conflation is especially easy in close relationships. A speaker begins with a genuinely
important detail, then assumes comparisons, predictions and accounts of other people's
discussions are authorised too. Grounds for one message do not automatically extend to
subsequent ones. A cancelled journey can be reported without entitlement to assess a sister's
life choices. An impression can be offered without entitlement to repeat rumours.
Distinguishing an assignment does not impoverish honesty. It preserves the accuracy of what
really needs communicating while rejecting a role that nobody granted.

Il. Candour Can Be Relief for the Speaker

Sometimes a person wants to speak because keeping an impression inside feels unpleasant.
That understandably explains the desire, but supplies no ready-made duty for someone else to
listen. Oleg resents everyone's smiles when he heard shortcomings. The feeling of something
unsaid bothers him. His sister nevertheless need not purchase his relief by immediately
examining her work. The scene concerns ordinary attention, rather than a dangerous secret.
One can acknowledge needing a conversation without turning that need into another person's
moral duty or presenting one's tension as objective necessity to tell everything.

Another form of relief is a confession demanding comfort from its recipient. Oleg might say he
never believed in his sister's musical abilities and expect her to appreciate his courage in
admitting it. This may truthfully describe his earlier view. The intervention's form remains his
responsibility. What changes for her by knowing it now? Does the confession correct
deception relevant to a decision, or transfer the weight of his internal history to her?
Acknowledging an action is sometimes necessary. It does not remove questions about
recipient, extent or additions serving only the identity of an honest confessor.
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Stoic speech discipline in Enchiridion XXXIIl includes restraint, avoiding continual talk about
oneself and attending to how interesting one's own adventures are to others. Its grounds
concern philosophical life and command of one's behaviour, rather than a contemporary model
of consent to feedback. A limited question applies here: has the desire to display oneself
replaced the conversation's subject? The text provides no general prohibition of personal
stories, and its historical social judgements are not applied to modern people's dignity.
Restraint supports examination of one's own participation.

Such examination may reveal an actual need of the speaker. He may need to explain why he
cannot keep paying for travel to performances. That concerns his resources and future
agreement, rather than judgement of his sister's talent. Honesty becomes more specific: | can
do this, cannot continue that, and want to discuss the conditions. He need not first prove the
performance insufficiently good. A person can state a boundary without issuing a final verdict
on another's path. Relief becomes responsible communication when its subject is identified
and its cost to the listener considered.

lll. Consent to Conversation Needs a Subject

Asking about readiness to listen helps only if the person understands what is being offered.
Formal permission to talk does not grant equal access to every subject. His sister might accept
one technical observation but reject comparisons with other performers. She might request an
impression of the evening without inviting analysis of her character. Relate an offer to its
subject and extent. This is no special technique guaranteeing agreement. Ordinary clarity lets
someone choose a conversation they actually need rather than discover afterwards that their
consent was interpreted much more broadly.

Consent in close relationships can involve pressure from expectations. If Oleg signals that
refusal will be called weakness, his sister may agree simply to end the dispute. Her internal
motive cannot be known automatically, and this article does not diagnose consent from a facial
expression. The speaker can examine his own conduct: does he permit calm refusal,
postponement or a harrower topic? Does he attach a prepared accusation to the offer? Where
no separate significant duty is involved, the possibility of declining should be real. Otherwise,
asking consent becomes a polite wrapper around an already settled decision to speak.

Analects XV.7 distinguishes failing to address someone suitable for conversation from
addressing someone unsuitable. It offers no modern idea of equal consent to every
conversation; it belongs to its own moral discernment of people and appropriateness. The
limited comparison is that content does not exhaust the question of an appropriate recipient.
Refusal of advice does not make someone unworthy of speech. Such a judgement would
import an alien hierarchy into a modern conversation rather than examine the present
agreement attentively.
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Consent can be reconsidered during conversation. Beginning to listen does not require
enduring unlimited continuation. If his sister says enough, Oleg can stop while retaining the
important detail already stated. Sometimes they need to agree when to address something
affecting a shared plan. That does not authorise finishing the entire review simply because it
began. Respecting the subject includes a limit: discussing one observation should not quietly
become a comprehensive judgement of ability and future. An unfinished monologue does not
establish an absence of honesty.

IV. The Possibility of Action Changes a Message's Cost

Information can be true yet poorly suited to action at that moment. Immediately after a concert,
a note already played cannot be changed. Preparation for another performance can be
discussed, but his sister may currently need to bring the evening to a close. Postponement
need not avoid truth. Sometimes it separates acknowledging a fact from a suitable time to work
on it. Conversely, an important missed deadline cannot be postponed indefinitely where its
consequence can still be corrected. Appropriateness includes more than mood: consider
opportunities that remain or disappear with time.

This does not make pleasant usefulness a condition for permissible speech. Some information
matters to understanding a relationship even without immediate repair. Someone can describe
being hurt by a particular action without offering a ready-made remedy. Even then, distinguish
personal experience from a general characterisation of the other. Oleg can say that a particular
joke felt unpleasant rather than pronounce his sister ungrateful. Entitlement to one's own
account does not include entitlement to present a conclusion about another's character as an
unquestionable fact. A subject limited to an event better preserves the possibility of response.

Proverbs 25:11-12 places an appropriate word alongside a wise reprover and a listening ear. In
25:20, inappropriate singing is compared to interference with sorrow. The passage's religious
wisdom is not research on contemporary feedback. It sustains a question about timing and
correspondence: speech can be evaluated by its place in a human situation, beyond content
alone. The article promises no elimination of pain or reconciliation of opinions through correct
timing. Appropriateness challenges the assumption that an utterance suffices by itself, without
giving the speaker control over a listener's response.

Oleg can therefore separate the evening from a later conversation. He can be present now and
offer discussion of one element later if his sister wants it. That is not covert flattery where he
invents no enthusiastic assessment. He can truthfully mention what he appreciates: her work,
willingness to perform or his pleasure in meeting her. Praise should not pay for a future
entitlement to criticism. Support remains support, while an offer of review remains separate.
Immediate attention to a person need not become preparation for a convenient opportunity to
impose a role.

@andrey.zarinsh @ilkutki



https://www.instagram.com/andrey.zarinsh/
https://www.instagram.com/ilkutki/

UNITED WISDOM - A-15-N05

V. Other People's Comments Are Not My Candour

Oleg heard two spectators talking. Passing their conversation to his sister seems additional
evidence of an honest assessment: it is not merely his opinion. Another person's remark may
have limited context, an incidental nature and a different purpose. He does not know whether
they wanted their words conveyed to the performer or would accept his retelling. Transmission
is therefore a separate action involving their speech and his responsibility for selecting it. A
remark's actual occurrence does not make repetition obligatory. An anonymous majority
should not appear where only two people spoke.

An assignment to collect comments differs from incidental retelling. If his sister commissioned
Oleg to record audience impressions, a particular role and questions of accuracy arise. They
can agree beforehand which comments are needed, who receives them and how context
remains. No such assignment existed in our scene. Oleg need not conceal hearing an
unpleasant discussion if that fact becomes the subject of an honest question. Nor must he
volunteer every assessment heard. A truthful answer differs from a duty to circulate
information independently. That distinction preserves responsibility without making someone a
permanent channel for other people's words.

Others' comments sometimes become pressure: if they think so too, you must agree.
Repetition replaces examination of grounds. In artistic performance another's impression may
matter without establishing a final verdict. Other fields involve verifiable facts and professional
criteria that cannot be replaced by a vague report of surrounding opinion either. Oleg can
identify his own observation and admit he is not authorised to speak for the audience. This
does not make his speech less honest. It removes additional authority that he does not actually
possess.

If a comment concerns someone else, ask again whose story it is. His sister may not need to
know that an acquaintance compared her with another performer; the acquaintance may have
been discussing something different. Retelling creates another knot of relationships and can
require explanations its participants did not anticipate. This is no reason never to communicate
someone else's speech. It is a reason to consider circulation separately from personal feeling.
Oleg can use his own impression if his sister accepts discussion, without recruiting absent
people as accusing witnesses or as a means of making his review compulsory.
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VI. Refusing to Listen Is Not Refusing Reality

When his sister declines a concert review over dinner, Oleg may interpret it as inability to
withstand truth. The available evidence is narrower: she does not want a particular
conversation at a particular moment. A conclusion about her character needs other grounds he
may lack. People select feedback sources, working times and circles of discussion. They can
avoid important matters, but one refusal does not establish that explanation. Do not make a
rejected offer proof of another person's general deficiency. That leaves space to hear the
actual subject of refusal.

His sister may say she is willing to discuss one episode later or prefers her teacher. She may
not explain her choice at all where no separate obligation to Oleg exists. Requiring justification
for every refusal can quietly destroy the possibility of refusal. This article concerns an ordinary
unsolicited assessment, rather than declining information necessary for shared
decision-making. Where that subject arises, name it separately. Future shared plans should not
be used to force completion of today's unrelated review.

Enchiridion XLV distinguishes observable action from a hasty moral judgement when motive
remains unknown. Its Stoic grounds concern examination of judgement, rather than forbidding
every assessment of actions. A limited support applies here: noticing refusal and inferring
weakness differ. Oleg need not investigate his sister's inner world to stop his own unsupported
conclusion. It is enough to acknowledge that her response to an offered conversation is known
while the reason may differ. This contemporary editorial example is not represented as
Epictetus' psychological technique.

If Oleg believes a recurring conversational problem exists, that can be discussed as its own
subject. They may have agreed to prepare a performance together while necessary questions
keep being postponed. He then addresses the broken agreement and consequences for his
participation. This is more precise than accusing his sister of refusing truth generally.
Discussion may reveal that their roles should change. Oleg remains a brother while ceasing to
be an unofficial adviser. Such change does not defeat honesty; it removes ambiguity that
made each meeting a dispute over entitlement to speak.
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VIl. A Necessary Message Needs Its Own Grounds

The option to decline assessment does not remove every reporting duty. If Oleg knows that the
driver he promised will not arrive, this affects his sister's journey and concerns his accepted
participation. He must consider that fact separately from whether she wanted musical
criticism. He can state a limited subject clearly: tomorrow's plan needs clarification; concert
impressions are not being discussed now. Important information does not thereby become a
doorway for everything else. Necessity requires grounds in a particular relationship and
consequence, rather than the speaker's general belief that his perspective always improves
another's life.

A personal boundary can also need communicating without a request. Oleg may no longer
want to mediate between his sister and organisers. He can report his decision because it
changes expectations of his participation. A boundary does not require extensive proof of
another's shortcomings. State what changes, when, and how an already accepted part will be
fulfilled. Reasons may be discussed, but remain his judgement rather than a final
characterisation of his sister. He can be candid about himself without requiring her to accept
his entire interpretation of her character.

Serious danger or a professional reporting duty involves different circumstances and
applicable rules that this article does not establish. Its calm exercise should delay no
necessary help or replace consultation about an actual duty. Nor should the weight of such
exceptional cases be transferred to ordinary musical advice. Without a threat in the scene,
invoking moral necessity creates none. With a real threat, polite permission to speak is not the
only criterion. Distinguishing message types preserves the significance of both consent and
responsibility.

Content is sometimes mixed. Oleg wants to mention tiredness, clarify transport and offer a
concert review. He can separate those three subjects instead of delivering one long
confession. Transport relates to a shared plan, tiredness to his situation, and review to his
sister's readiness. Such separation requires neither concealment nor cold formulas. It gives
each subject appropriate grounds and a place. His sister need not accept everything at once
merely because some information is necessary. Answering different questions separately
sustains a human conversation better than demanding one comprehensive agreement to a full
monologue.
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VIil. Honesty That Leaves Room for Another Person

In our hypothetical scene, Oleg decides against repeating audience comments over dinner. He
expresses pleasure in meeting and offers a separate discussion of one episode if his sister is
interested. She says she will speak with her teacher first. This is a possible editorial
conclusion, rather than a prediction of success. Oleg may remain dissatisfied and his sister
wary. Nevertheless, no new duty to receive assessment arose, and closeness was not
converted into entitlement to her whole evening. Distinguishing subjects made it possible
neither to lie nor to pass on unnecessary information.

If he already began an unwanted review, he can stop without first demanding recognition of
his good intentions. Correction can be specific: | offered assessment as if commissioned; | will
not continue now. He need not promise never to say anything difficult again. Acknowledge
where offering became imposing and restore her ability to decide. A factual inaccuracy
requires separate correction. Stopping excessive discussion and correcting a false fact are
related but distinct tasks; one does not replace the other.

Respecting refusal can leave something feeling unsaid. Another person need not immediately
remove every such feeling. An opinion can be retained, reconsidered, explored generally
without private details, or simply left uncommunicated. This promises no internal relief and
supplies no therapeutic recommendation. The moral point is narrower: command of speech
involves responsibility for both saying and declining to circulate. Candour is not measured by
the number of observations expressed. Sometimes its precision means recognising one's
desire to speak without a corresponding duty for another to listen.

The traditions considered offer no single ready-made modern conversational form. Proverbs
concerns appropriate words and a listening ear; the Confucian text distinguishes recipients
within its own moral framework; Stoic discipline attends to the speaker's judgement and
behaviour. Limited comparison reveals questions without cancelling differences. The editorial
conclusion concerns responsibility for speech's place: what am | communicating, on what
grounds, towards what action and with what possibility of refusal? Honesty remains significant
when another person has room to be a participant rather than a destination for unloading all
one's truths.
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What this means in practice

Consider an ordinary conversation where you want to offer assessment without a direct
request. This editorial exercise has no established empirical efficacy. Identify the subject in
one sentence: an impression, shared-plan information, a personal boundary or someone else's
reported speech. Separate multiple subjects. Avoid recording private details where the record
would itself create unnecessary circulation. Name grounds for each message: a request,
accepted obligation, actual relevance to another's decision or desire to share. A desire can
remain legitimate without quietly becoming an assignment.

For advice or assessment, formulate an understandable offer. What subject and extent do you
propose? Can the person calmly refuse or postpone? Would you call refusal weakness? For a
necessary fact, clarify what delay changes and why it concerns your responsibility. Do not
attach every other assessment. For a boundary, distinguish your participation decision from
general characterisation of the listener. For another's remark, ask whether retelling is needed
and whether an imaginary mandate to speak for an audience has appeared.

Finally, examine two possibilities: the recipient agrees to hear less than you hoped, or refuses
altogether. What preserves a specific obligation while leaving real choice? You need not
appoint another person's correct mood beforehand. After the conversation, assess your
conduct: where did you hear the answer, expand the subject or communicate inference as
fact? Identify separate correction for inaccuracy or imposition. This calm examination is not
intended for immediate danger and replaces no applicable professional reporting duties.

Key quotation

Be mostly silent.

Epictetus, Enchiridion XXXIIl, opening fragment of counsel about speech, Thomas Wentworth
Higginson translation. Necessary speech and occasional conversation are allowed immediately
afterwards; the fragment is no unconditional prohibition of speaking.
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Connections between traditions

Source

Its own question

Limited comparison

Boundary

Proverbs 25:11-12,20

Confucius, XV.7

Epictetus, XXXIII

Epictetus, XLV

United Wisdom

Sources

Appropriate speech,
reproof and a listener's
condition

Discernment of an
appropriate recipient

Philosophical discipline
and speech

Observation and
premature assessment

Hypothetical
conversation after a
concert

Content does not
exhaust appropriateness

Speech requires
attention to its
addressee

Examine the desire to
occupy attention

Refusal does not
establish motive

Separate necessary
fact, assessment and
personal boundary

No empirical feedback
technique

No modern
equal-consent
procedure

No prohibition of all
personal stories

No psychological
diagnosis

Editorial exercise
without a promised
outcome

e Proverbs, King James Version, Wikisource. Continuous 25:8-20 context was read; 25:11-12

and 25:20 are used. The epigraph is a short opening fragment of 25:11. Worldwide rights are
not declared established.

e Confucius. The Analects, James Legge, Project Gutenberg 3330. XV.5-9 context was read,

especially XV.7. Historical moral discernment is not replaced by a modern consent rule.

¢ Epictetus. The Enchiridion, Thomas Wentworth Higginson, Project Gutenberg 45109. XXXIII

in full and XLIV-XLVI were read; XXXIIl and XLV are used. The displayed 1948/1955 edition has
Albert Salomon's introduction and editorial revisions; the introduction is not attributed to
Epictetus. The key quotation is three English words; full source texts are not imported.

Tags

candour, honesty, speech, attention, consent, advice, feedback, appropriateness, closeness,
refusal, timing, boundary, assessment, observation, motive, fact, assignment, agreement,
support, listening, others' speech, responsibility, dignity, practice, Proverbs, Confucius,

Epictetus, relationships
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