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Why is lying so interesting?
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Why is lying so interesting?



The standard philosophical
definition of lying
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1. Statement/Assertion Condition
2. Untruthfulness Condition
3. Adressee Condition
4. Intention-to-Deceive Condition



Is this accurate?!
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Aim of this symposium
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 A conceptual analysis of the folk
concept of lying

 A defence of two claims
1. Empirical investigations of the folk

concept of lying can inform the
philosophical debate

2. Lying is not only a matter of what is
said, but also of what is implied



Agenda of this symposium
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 How the truth can make a great lie

 Asserting, presupposing, and lying

 Insincerity pluralized, and then moralized



How the truth can make a great lie

Pascale Willemsen  &  Alex Wiegmann
Ruhr University Bochum    University of Göttingen   
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The Statement/Assertion Condition
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Assertion
 A asserted at t that p iff

1. A uttered at t the declarative sentence σ meaning p,
2. by uttering the declarative sentence σ, A presented p as true,
3. by uttering the declarative sentence σ, A intended that an addressee 

B to whom A uttered p actively believes that p.
Lie
 A lied at t iff

1. A asserted at t that p,
2. A actively believed at t that not p.



Can you lie despite everything
you say is true?
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 Lies of omissions
 Unusual use of terms
 Being vague



Conversational Implicatures
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 Go beyond what is said
 Considers the context of an utterance



Conversational Implicatures
formalized
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 A conversationally implicted at t that q iff
1. A asserted at t that p,
2. A presented q as true,
3. q is calculable from the assertion of p,
4. q is cancellable.



16.12.2017 16

Can you lie by implicating q by
saying p, while you believe p to

be true but q to be false?



Conversational Implicatures
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Make your conversational contribution such  as  is  required,  at  
the  stage  at  which  it  occurs,  by  the accepted purpose or 
direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged. 

1. Quantity: Make your contribution as informative as required!
2. Quality: Do not say what you believe to be false, and do only 

say for what you have evidence!
3. Relation: Be relevant!
4. Manner:

a. Avoid obscurity
b. Avoid ambiguity
c. Be brief
d. Be orderly



Can we lie by wrongly implicating?
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Make your conversational contribution such  as  is  required,  at  
the  stage  at  which  it  occurs,  by  the accepted purpose or 
direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged. 

1. Quantity: Make your contribution as informative as required!
2. Quality: Do not say what you believe to be false, and do only 

say for what you have evidence!
3. Relation: Be relevant!
4. Manner:

a. Avoid obscurity
b. Avoid ambiguity
c. Be brief
d. Be orderly
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Experiment 1
Violating the Maxim of

Quantity



Vignettes
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Change Topic Half-Truth

Peter and Jane have been a couple for a year now.  They are very happy and just moved in together. Peter trusts  Jane, but he knows 
about her ex- fiancé Steven who still tries to win Jane back. Thus, Peter is very jealous and does not like  Jane meeting Steven. Jane is 
sometimes thinking about getting 
back together with Steven. As they work in the same company,  they have coffee from time to time to talk about their joint projects. 
Today, Jane and Steven have coffee after lunch to  finalize a cost calculation they are supposed to send to their client the next morning. 
After a few minutes, Steven asks Jane if they could talk about each other and getting back together. Jane tells Steven that they don’t have 
much time and need to focus on the project. 

In the evening, Peter and Jane have dinner. Peter asks Jane  “What did you do during your lunch break?” 
To avoid mentioning that she saw Steven during lunch, Jane 

Jane quickly changes the subject and says: 
“Let's talk about something other than work. How was the football 
training?” 
Just  as  Jane  intended,  Peter  never  asks  about  her  lunch break 
and does not believe Jane met with Steven.” 

Jane tells Peter only half the truth, omitting her meeting with 
Steven: 
“I had lunch at the cafeteria. Then I had a coffee and went back to 
the office. It was such a busy day.” 
Just  as  Jane  intended,  Peter  never  asks  about  her  lunch break 
and does not believe Jane met with Steven.



Results: Experiment 1
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 Do you rather agree of disagree with the following statement: 
Jane lied to Peter.

I (rather) agree
I (rather) disagree
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Experiment 2
Violating the Maxim of Relation



Results: Experiment 2
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 Do you rather agree of disagree with the following statement: 
Jane lied to Peter.

I (rather) agree
I (rather) disagree



16.12.2017 24

Experiment 3
Violating the
Maxim of Manner



Results: Experiments 3 a, b
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 Do you rather agree of disagree with the following statement: 
Jane lied to Peter.

Ambiguity Obscurity



Results: Experiment 3 c

16.12.2017 26



Conclusion
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 The standard definition of lying needs to be 
revised to be empirically maintainable

Lie – an extended definition
 A lied at t by uttering the declarative sentence σ iff

1. if the standard definition of lying holds,
2. or if A thereby conversationally implicated that q, 

but actively believed that not q.
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Asserting, 
Presupposing, and Lying

Emanuel Viebahn
Humbold-University Berlin
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Insincerity Pluralized, and then
Moralized

Eliot Michaelson
King‘s College London


