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ome of the best work in
s recent philosophy has

involved crossing sub-
disciplinary boundaries, between
ethics and epistemology, for
instance, or epistemology and
philosophy of language. Jennifer
Mather Saul’s new book on lying
continues this happy trend. Lies
are of interest to both ethicists
and philosophers of language, and
Saul’s book advances both fields
by bringing them closer together.

Lying, it is commonly thought,

is worse than misleading. But to

see if this is right, we need to
capture the contrast between the
two. There is a long tradition,
going back at least to Augustine,
which holds that lying requires an
intention to deceive. More recent
work in philosophy has cast
doubt on this requirement. After
all, you can lie even when you
know that your audience knows
you are lying, and so, also know
that they will not be misled. In
keeping with this line of thought,
Saul characterises lying not in
terms of a deceptive intention but
rather as saying what the liar
believes to be false while taking
themselves to be in a context in
which they have promised, explic-
itly or implicitly, to tell the truth.
(She restricts this definition to
cases in which the speaker speaks
literally and does not misspeak.)
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Saul is here relying on the
distinction between saying some-
thing and conveying it in some
more tacit or roundabout manner.
That distinction, she suggests, is
crucial to explaining the contrast
between lying and merely mislead-
ing. But what does the distinction
amount to? This is fairly well-
trodden territory within philoso-
phy of language but approaching
the question with an eye to the
lying-misleading contrast gives
Saul fresh insights. She argues that
existing notions of saying miscat-
egorise some lies as mere mislead-
ings, or vice versa. In their stead,
she sketches a new notion of
saying that promises to do better
on this front.

Having thus illuminated the
contrast between lying and merely
misleading, Saul turns to its moral
significance. Here she takes on a
range of attempts, from Kant to
more contemporary writers, to
make the case that misleading is
generally morally preferable to
lying. Although this may be true in
some special contexts, such as in
the witness box, Saul argues that
the generalisation does not hold.
Moreover, she offers some compel-
ling diagnoses of why we are prone
to this error. It is tempting to think
that someone who is misled partic-
ipates in their own deception, and
so shares responsibility for it, in a
way that someone who is lied to
does not. The liar feeds their audi-
ence falsehoods; the misleader
merely puts falsehoods around for
their audience to take. But Saul
shows that this reasoning is flawed
twice over. For one thing, once we
see what is involved in grasping
what is said, this putative differ-
ence in participation vanishes.
More importantly, even had that
difference held up, it would not
make a moral difference. The
fraudster is not morally preferable
to the burglar.

Saul’s writing is clear and lively,
presenting theoretical notions and
debates in a manner that should
be accessible to readers from a
variety of backgrounds. Her
discussion is enlivened throughout
by vivid examples, many of which
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revolutionary but it had the
desired effect of attracting
attention. Following the rel:
of Roland Emmerich’s exec
film, Anonymous, which att
utes Shakespeare’s works to
Edward de Vere, the Shakes
Birthplace Trust temporaril:
taped over the “Shakespear
in the road signs that welco:
visitors and jaded residents .
to “Warwickshire: Shakespc
County”. It wasn’t exactly
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