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Introduction

In is paper Berto recalls the motivations of impossible worlds regarding the notion of content of sentences or construing ‘same-saying’ among sentences. Sentential contents cannot just be taken to be sets of worlds, but need to include certain impossible worlds. More precisely, given the (im)possible worlds approach to content, the content of a sentence should be construed as consisting of a set of worlds and a topic, representing what the sentence is about.
Berto also defends the inclusion of impossible worlds from critique that it requires disjunctive definitions and would be incompatible with compositional semantics. Berto also criticizes Fine’s recent construal of the impossible from possible as being insufficiently general: impossible states cannot only be obtained from fusing possible states (in particular as truthmakers of (A & -A); they may also be ‘modal monsters’, not obtained from possible states. They will be falsifiers of logical truths as well as truthmakers if logical falshoods such as

() a. The number 2 is selfidentical, 
     b. The number is is not selfidentical

In recent years, I have developed a particular version of truthmaker semantics, on which truthmaking conditions are assigned not only to sentences, but also various content bearers, such as attitudinal objects like beliefs, intentions, desires, thoughts, utterances, remarks, and proposals as well as modal objects such as obligations, permissions, needs, offers, and dispositions, and essences (as objects). This note is about the various ways the impossible may play a role in object-based truthmaker semantics.

2. Sentence-based and object-based truthmaker semantics

Object-based truth maker semantics posits truthmaking conditions not only for sentences, but also for a range if objects that come with satisfaction conditions, conveyed by various predicates of satisfaction – true, be fulfilled, be accepted, be carried out, be realized or manifested, be complied with be implemented, be false, be violated, or be contravened. They are all satisfiable objects. The same notion of exact truthmaking applies to such objects as to sentences. Thus, a situation (or state) s can be an exact truthmaker of a sentence S (s. S) or a satisfiable object o(s. o).  
       Object-based TMS shares the same motivations for not having a notion of sentential or object-based content based on entire possible worlds as parts of content. In fact, it goes even further in that it allows different kinds of objects as satisfiers or violators of attitudinal or modal objects. Fine allows both states as part of possible worlds and actions as satisfiers, both also plan arole as satisfiers of attitudinal and odal objects:   . But attitudinal objects may themselves have attitudinal objects as satisfiers:    Furthermore, intensional transitives like    take completing parts as satisfiers and absences of such parts as violators. 
It is easy to see that such satisfiers may also be impossible: A demand may be impossible to satisfy, thus impossible actions are satisfiers. 
The approach thus puts impossible object on a par with impossible parts of worlds (and thus impossible worlds as fusions of impossible states) . Impossible objects: on a par with situations as parts of worlds
        Berto suggests that impossible worlds be understood a states of affairs that fail to ontain.
Impossible situations not like states of affairs that do not obtain
States of affairs: 
Derivative introduced in virtue of a sentence
Needed in semantics for..
Has situations as satisfiers
Obtaining state of affairs requires distinction between concrete possible and actual situation

Standard view: single notion of content:
Now different notions 
Impossible plays different roles


Embedded sentences in attitude reports and modal sentences are used to give the satisfaction conditions of the described attitudinal or modal object.
One important difference to sentence-based truthmaker semantics is that satisfiable objects of possibility come with satisfiers, but not violators.

() The derived meaning of a sentence S:

This has obvious for the presence of impossible siatutions: impossible situations won’t come into play with modal objects of logical or metaphysical possibility. They act only as falsifiers of modal objects of magical or metaphysical necessity. 

Given object-based truthmaker semantics, it is the satisfiable object with their satisfaction conditions that provide a notion of content.  That is there is not a single notion of content, associated with what a sentence says, or a view of propositions as meanings of sentences as well as contents of attitudes and truth bearers.

Traditionally: contents of sentences and content of attitudes
Content of attitudes and possible worlds: considerations of behavior in overall possible 
Truthmaker semantics:
Fine-grained notion of content for sentences
States or situations complete relevance
Ontologically neutral
circumstances
Distinguish 
Motivations from Stalnaker belief contents as possible behavior 
The impossible in sentence-based truthmaker semantics
Fusion of possible states
But also falsemaking of necessary truths

In object-based truthmaker semantics: involves greater range of content bearers, consisting of both modal objects and attitudinal objects
Truthmaker based contents for other content bearers
Specific motivations for truthmaker-based content:
Satisfiable object imposes norm on actions as satisfiers
Satisfiers need to bear particular connection to content bearer
Content bearer selects types of satisfier
Several considerations

3. Satisfiers other than parts of worlds
Impossible actions
Impossible parts

Possible worlds vs impossible worlds: a distinction in obtaining?
impossible worlds - representationalist
Possible and impossible objects: must be on a par


3. Modal forces and the impossible

Modal objects of possibility have only satisfiers, and no violators
Logica possibility



4. Different kinds of content

Fine-grainedness

Possibility and impossibility

Content bearers individuated by principles of rationality
vs content bearers individuated by content
was thinking that, was saying 
What exactly did she say? Is truthmaker semantics to coarsegrained?
No constraints on the impossible
Impossibles as truthmakers of what is said


5. The impossibility that S


General:
FB argues for
The view IW states of affairs that, content: sets of worlds with topic

My comment:
Questioning basic assumptions
Put options that make up a content into a different perspective
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