Preface
The term ‘what is said’, and other related terms, are currently being used in a huge variety of ways in the philosophy of language. They are the subject of many complicated, ingenious, and passionate debates. One of the subjects of debate is how, and whether, our use of these terms relates to that of ordinary speakers. Are these debates merely a matter of theoreticians arguing about their theoretical vocabulary? Is anything at stake here that ordinary speakers do, or should, care about? The answers to these questions (and many others) seem at this point to be far from clear.

Not all the terms philosophers discuss are like this.  Take, for example, terms like ‘lie’ and ‘mislead’. The distinction between lying and merely misleading is an immensely natural one.  It is clearly not a mere philosophers’ distinction, unfamiliar to ordinary life and of dubious significance.  It is a distinction that ordinary speakers draw extremely readily, and generally care about, and a distinction recognised and accorded great significance in some areas of the law. Interestingly, it is also a distinction that turns on the notion of saying: you cannot lie unless you deliberately say something false (or at least something you believe to be false).  

And this distinction matters.  Recently, it played a crucial role in the scandals that nearly led to President Bill Clinton’s removal from office.  During the scandal (which will be discussed much more extensively in Chapter 5), Clinton made a number of utterances that seemed carefully phrased in order to avoid lying by merely misleading.  One famous one was his carefully present-tense denial of a relationship with Monica Lewinsky: “There is no improper relationship.”  

In fact, the lying/misleading distinction is quite frequently a significant one in politics. Awareness of the lying/misleading distinction underlies the infamous political practice of push-polling.  A push-poll is a campaign tactic in which voters receive a phone call purporting to be a genuine poll for the purpose of gathering data.  But no data is gathered.  Instead, the voter is asked a series of questions which are meant to suggest the truth of some information considered likely to be detrimental to the opponent of the campaign behind the push-polling.  One of the most famous examples of this was the push poll conducted by George W Bush’s 2000 primary campaign against John McCain, in which voters were asked, "Would you be more likely or less likely to vote for John McCain for president if you knew he had fathered an illegitimate black child?"  John McCain had not in fact fathered any illegitimate child, black or white.  To say that he had done so would have been a lie.  But the poll effectively insinuated that he had, without saying it.  And this is widely believed to have cost McCain the South Carolina primary.
  
But it’s not just politicians who care about the lying/misleading distinction—nearly all of us seem to.  Think of what you might do if you found yourself at the deathbed of a kind old woman who wants to know if her son is alright. You saw him yesterday (at which point he was happy and healthy), but you know that shortly after your meeting he was hit by a truck and killed.  If you’re like most people, you would consider it better to utter (1) than (2)—because (1) is merely misleading while (2) is a lie.  And the reason for this is that what (1) says is true, while what (2) says is false.

(1) I saw him yesterday and he was happy and healthy.

(2) He’s happy and healthy.

I have long been interested in what is said, and I have even longer been interested in the careful statements and machinations of politicians.  It was natural, then, for me to begin to wonder about the relationship between the notion of saying involved in the very intuitive distinction between lying and misleading and the notions discussed in the philosophy of language literature.  If the notion involved in the lying/misleading distinction is one of those from the philosophy of language literature, then we know that this notion, at least, is one that ordinary speakers do think and care about.  If it is not, then we know that there is a problem to be dealt with: there seems to be a notion of saying that matters to ordinary speakers which, despite the enormous literature on saying and related notions, has not yet been captured.  In Chapter 2, I argue that our situation is the latter one.  Despite the vast literature on saying, we do not yet have a notion suitable for doing the work needed by the lying/misleading distinction.  

One response to this situation might be to pronounce the lying/misleading distinction unworkable or illusory because it does not draw on any currently defended notion of saying.  But this seems to me extremely unappealing.  We should not give up on such an intuitive and widely accepted distinction without a fight, and there is no reason for confidence that all viable notions of saying have already been put forward.  Instead, it seems to me that the right response is to try to develop a notion of saying that can do the work needed for the lying/misleading distinction.  This is what I attempt in Chapter 3.  There I argue for a notion of saying that can do the work we need for the lying/misleading distinction.  (I also sketch out the further work that would need to be done to develop this notion fully.)

All of the discussion in Chapters 1-3 takes as its starting place the thought there is an intuitive distinction between lying and misleading, to which many assign moral significance.  But it is worth investigating whether the many are right to assign this moral significance to the distinction.  After all, morally preferring misleading to lying is really rather puzzling.  In both cases, a speaker deliberately attempts to induce a false belief in their audience.  Why on earth should it matter whether they do this by saying something false or merely conveying it by some other means?  Chapter 4 tackles this difficult question.  In the end, I argue that there is no across-the-board moral distinction such that any particular act of deception is better if accomplished by mere misleading rather than lying.  But I also argue that the lying/misleading distinction may still have moral significance, in that whether a person decides to lie or mislead quite frequently reveals something morally significant about their character.  

Although the arguments in Chapter 4 concern the moral significance of the lying/misleading distinction, they draw in part on insights from philosophy of language.  Even though it seems quite clear that the lying/misleading distinction involves an intersection of issues in philosophy of language and ethics, there has been relatively little attention paid to this intersection.  Discussions of what is said and discussions of the ethics of lying and misleading have proceeded almost totally in isolation from each other. Chapter 5 represents a further chipping away at this divide.  In this chapter, I consider a selection of interesting, historically significant or difficult cases for the lying/misleading distinction, working through both the ethical and philosophy of language issues for each one.  What we see, in doing this, is that the work on the nature of saying in Chapters 2 and 3 fits rather nicely with the work on the morality of lying and misleading in Chapter 4.  Together, I think they serve to provide illuminating analyses of a variety of puzzling and problematic cases.  They also serve to show that philosophical reflection on the lying/misleading distinction, and even on what is said, can shed light on significant events and phenomena in the real world.

In case it is not yet apparent, this book is very different from others in philosophy of language.  A first difference is that the chapters focussed exclusively on developing a notion of what is said—Chapters 2 and 3—are very different in goal and style from most philosophy of language.  They do not aim to show that any theory of saying is the right theory (or the wrong theory) of saying.  Instead they attempt to discern which is the right theory of saying for a particular purpose—drawing the intuitive distinction between lying and misleading.  When I argue that a notion of saying is not suited to this purpose, it is not an argument that the notion is wrong.  One reason for this unorthodox approach is simply that my topic is the lying/misleading distinction, so my focus is exclusively on that.  

Another reason, however, is that I strongly suspect it does not make sense to ask which notion of saying (or, indeed, of related notions like semantic content) is right.  Rather, on the view that I am drawn to, it only makes sense to ask which notion of saying is right for a particular purpose.  So, for example, one theory might be well-suited to an interest in what is consciously represented during the processing of utterances, while another might be well suited to an interest in what gets reported by indirect speech reports.  There is no reason at all to expect that these should coincide, nor is there any reason to judge one of these interests more legitimate than another.  

I will not, here, attempt to argue that this suspicion of mine is true.
  Instead, Chapters 2 and 3 can be read as a case study of what results from taking this idea as a working hypothesis.  In those chapters, rather trying to find the right view of saying, I instead look just for the right view of saying for a particular purpose.  I think this methodology yields substantial illumination.  If that’s right, it might well be worth pursuing with other purposes in mind.  It may even be more worth pursuing than disputes over which is the correct conception.  But, as I say, I will not be arguing for that.  Readers are invited to speculate and make up their own minds.

Another way in which this book differs from most in philosophy of language is that it is concerned with a distinction of at least apparent normative moral significance.  Indeed, although Chapter 4 draws on material in philosophy of language, it is not itself philosophy of language, but ethics; and Chapter 1 is in no way philosophy of language.  There is nothing at all new about drawing connections between philosophy of language and ethics, in the case of metaethics.  Indeed, much of metaethics arguably is a sort of philosophy of language.  A few philosophers have recently explored connections between philosophy of language, applied ethics and normative political philosophy— for example, work by Hornsby, Langton, and others in feminism on free speech, pornography, and silencing.
  But these projects are concerned with using philosophy of language to shed light on ethical and political issues.  This book argues not only that philosophy of language can shed light on topics in ethics, but also that ethics can shed light on philosophy of language.  After all, its starting point is the thought that reflecting on a distinction from ethics between lying and misleading can shed light on saying, long a central notion in philosophy of language.  

This book, then, steps aside from disputes in philosophy of language over the right understanding of saying (or semantic content, or other related notions) and asks different questions.  It asks whether there is a notion that can play the role of saying for the intuitive distinction between lying and misleading; whether that distinction actually has the moral significance that so many accord it; and whether drawing together insights from these two discussions can shed light on puzzling and problematic examples/. It is, as I’ve said, a new and somewhat experimental sort of undertaking.  It undoubtedly suffers from all the flaws of new and experimental endeavours.  My main hope is that, for all its flaws, it may offer a new and fruitful direction for research: one that leads (at least temporarily) away from internecine and increasingly acrimonious disputes in philosophy of language; and one that shows philosophy of language to be both illuminating for and illuminated by reflection on matters of real-world ethical significance.  The main goal of this book is not to argue for a particular conception of lying, or of saying, or of the relationship between the two.  Instead, it is to demonstrate that it is worthwhile to consider these issues together, and that doing this offers a new and intriguing direction for both those interested in lying and those interested in saying.  I also hope, though, that the material in Chapter 5 will show that reflecting on both of these philosophical topics can help us in understanding actual events of genuine human concern.
� See, for example, < http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Push_poll>.


� This is loosely based on an example from Williams 2002: 114.


� I have, however, previously argued that something like this is going on in Grice’s and Relevance Theorists’ discussions of what is said (Saul 2002a).


� There is also a significant small industry discussing racial and other epithets in philosophy of language.  But this is generally fairly disconnected from political and moral concerns, with a  focus on the semantic and pragmatic puzzles posed by these terms.
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