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Handout 6
Concrete Objects as Truthmakers?
Completions of Relations as Truthmakers?


1. Summary of notions relating to truthmaking

Truthmaking
The relation between an entity e and a sentence S such that the existence of e necessarily entails the truth of S.
Exact truth making
The truthmaking entity is wholly relevant for the truth of the sentence.

Two views of truthmaking:
Semantic truthmaking
Truthmaking serves a primarily semantic purpose.
What truthmakers are is decided by their semantic role.
Truthmaker semantics can stay neutral regarding the nature of truthmakers. (?)
Truthmakers make up the denotation of sentences and include merely possible entities.
Truthmakers serve to define the notion of aboutness, partial truth and partial content.

Metaphysical truthmaking:
Truthmaking serves interest to ground the truth of sentences in reality.
A truthmaker is an entity in virtue of which a sentence is true.
Truthmaking is independent of the semantic composition of sentences, and truthmakers can be identified case by case (at least for atomic sentences); and particular sentences could in principle fail to have truthmakers.
Truthmakers need to play an independent ontological role.
Metaphysical truthmaking can be exact or inexact.
Metaphysical truthmakers can be tropes, events, material objects, mathematical objects (?)
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

2. Truthmakers and parthood

Partial truth
(1) A sentence is partially true iff for an exact truthmaker s of S, there is an actual situation 
      s’, s’ < s.

Partial content
(2) A set of situations A is a partial content of a set of situation B if for every s in A, there is 
      an s’ in B, s < s’, and for every s in B, there is an s’ in A, s’ < s.

Aboutness (subject matter)
(3) The subject matter of a sentence S is the fusion of the set of truthmakers of S (and the set 
      of falsitymakers of S).

Assumption about the part structure of truthmakers
The set of states (situations) is partially ordered by the part relation <, and closed under fusion.

Question
What sorts of things are the parts of truthmakers?
Truthmaker semantics imposes just one condition: parts of truthmakers need to again be truthmakers.

What are the parts of situations?
The structured view of situations (e.g., situation semantics):
Situations are n-tuples consisting of a relation and its arguments and perhaps a polarity.
Objects and properties thus are constituents of situations.

But can objects and properties count as parts of situations?
No, otherwise:
(4) John likes Mary is partially true because John exists (and John in fact dislikes Mary).

The requirement imposed by truthmaker semantics
Situations have as parts only subsituations.
Note that the morpheme sub means ‘part of, while being of the same kind’.
Other examples: ubevent, subinterval, subplurality, subcommittee

Are the constituents of situations ‘too small’ to count as parts?

Other cases where things contained in others do not count as parts
Pluralities -  individuals - parts of individuals
(5) a. part of the cats -  their tails?
      b. part of the people - their heads?
Structured wholes:
(5) c. parts (plural)of the book - the pages - parts of the pages?
      d. part (mass) of the library – the encyclopedia – the pages of the encyclopedia?

A common move
Distinguish different part relations applying to pluralities and individuals: 
Part relation P1 ordering pluralities individuals
Part relation P2 ordering parts of individuals
Individuals are atoms with respect to P1, but not P2.
The move is inapplicable to structured wholes like books and libraries!

Application to situations:
Situations making atomic sentences true are atoms – with respect to the part-relation posited by truthmaker semantics.

Problems
(6) a. The students passed the exam is partly true: 
          eight out of the ten students passed the exam.
     b. John walked to the house is partly true – John jumped to the house.
     c. John read the paper is partly true, he had a quick look at it.
     d. They destroyed the sculpture is partly true:
         they knocked off the head (but nothing else).

Does the notion of a situation as an atom even make sense?
Does it make sense as a linguistically relevant notion?
Does it make sense as a notion regarding the actual metaphysics of situations?
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

3.  More on events and tropes as truthmakers

Adverbial semantics without Davidsonian events
(7) a. The ball suddenly rolled quickly
     b.   s(suddenly(s) & s -  the ball rolled quickly)
     c.  s’(quickly(s’) & s’ - the ball rolled)

Two options for s:
· The quickness of the rolling of the ball – a trope
· The quick rolling of the ball – a complex event

Are events and tropes too specific to be truthmakers?
(8) a. John walked to the house
- in a hurry, with his dog, with his bag under his arm, on this side of the street, …
(8) b. John is happy
The particular way in which John is happy, what his happiness is about, how it manifests itself…

Are tropes better suited for the truthmaker role than events?
Tropes seem to come with fewer property dimensions than events.
Events are located in space
Tropes not directly located in space:
(9) a. The vase is on the table.
     b. ??? The heaviness of the vase is on the table.
     c. ??? Mary’s happiness is in Munich.
But:
(9) d. There is happiness everywhere.

Events are multidimensional regarding their part structure, but perhaps not so tropes
(10) a. The clouds have completely disappeared.
Two readings:
· Every cloud has disappeared
· The clouds have reached the highest degree of invisibility
(10) b. The glasses are completely transparent.
One reading:
· The glasses manifest the highest degree of transparency.
Tropes are one-dimensional, strictly ‘focused’ on the property they instantiate.
Are tropes therefore unproblematic as truthmakers?

Distinguish what is needed for the truthmaking of a sentence from what is relevant.
Exact truthmaking asks for what is relevant, not for what is needed.
But what are the criteria for relevance?
Truthmaker semantics itself aims to account for relevance.

Let us assume that events are too specific for the purpose of truthmaking.
Can the exact truthmaking relation be modified to account for such truthmakers?
Suggestion
Events that are exact truthmakers do not have parts that are irrelevant for the truth of the sentence.
Irrelevant features of events (locations, manners etc.) are not (separable) parts of events.
(12) Modified definition of exact truthmaking
        A concrete object s is an exact truthmaker of S iff s makes S true and there is no
        proper part of s that is irrelevant for the truth of S.

Consequence:
The fusion of John’s walk and Mary’s laughter is not an exact truthmaker of John walked.
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

4.   Actions as truthmakers

Fine ‘s (2018) application of truthmaker semantics to commands (imperatives):
Actions as truthmakers (satisfiers) and falsity makers (violators):
Imperatives are complied with by actions and can be violated by actions.

Actions:
Concrete, agent-dependent, involve intention

The discussion of actions in Fine (1982, 2022)
Typical act descriptions:
(13) John’s act of destroying the chair

Acts are individuated in part in terms of conceptual contents:
Different truth conditions:
(14) a. The act of killing the mayor intentional.
       b. The act of killing the neighbor was intentional.
Fine: ‘act’ serves an intentional operator

The complement (modifier) of act is clausal, rather than nominal (imperfect nominals), just like fact descriptions:
(15) a. the act of destroying the chair
        b. ?? the act of the destroying of the chair
Fact descriptions
(16) a. John’s being happy
       b. the fact that John is happy
       c. John’s destroying the chair
       d. the fact that John destroyed the chair

The by-relation, level-generation among acts
Movement of the finger - pulling the trigger - firing a shot - killing of the mayor
Pluralism: different actions involved in level-generation
Monism: the same action involved

Fine: pluralism about actions: 
Different acts are generated through qua-object formation.
Intentional actions as lower-level acts qua fulfilling an intention

Anscombe, Davidson: Monism about actions

Question
Do the two views of monism and pluralism bear on truthmaking?

Metaphysical truthmaking:
The movement of the finger is not enough: does not necessitate the truth of the sentence
The killing of the mayor does not have the lower-level acts as essential components.
(17) The killing of the mayor could have been done in a different way.

Exact truthmaking:
Is the movement of the finger wholly relevant for the killing the mayor?
Certainly not.

3.3. Planned events as truthmakers?

Ardisson et al. (2025) planned events are ontologically distinct from basic events.
Planned events are basic events qua realizing a plan.

Distinctive properties of planned events (ceremonies, demonstrations, projects)
· Participation
· Completion
· Taking place

Realization is not treated as essential to planned events:
(18) The ceremony could have taken place in a different way

What does this mean for truthmaking?
Semantic truthmaking
Truthmakers as realized plans, rather than just particular realizations (basic events)
Metaphysical truthmaking (grounding of truth)
Truthmaking at the level of realization?
No: because of failure of necessitation.

3.4. Stative predicates and the grounding of truth

The distinction between concrete and abstract states (Maienborn 2007, Moltmann 2013)
Concrete states: states of bodily positions, for example
Most stative verbs describe abstract states, which lack a spatial location, a manner, a particular manifestation.
Abstract states are on a par with facts, and thus are not ‘in’ the world.  

Motivation for abstract states: 
Most stative verbs do not permit adverbials of location  or manner:
(19) a. ??? John owes Mary ten dollar in New York
        b. ??? John owns a stamp collection in Munich.
        c. ??? John resembles Mary in Germany / with a lot of effort.
Copula verbs:
(20) a. ??? John is tall in Berlin / without effort.
        b. ??? John is nervous in his car.

Mulligan/Simons/ Smith (1984)
The truthmaker of John is happy is a trope – John’s happiness.
Maienborn (2007):
Be here describes an abstract state: John’s being happy

(21) John resembles Mary.

Metaphysical truthmakers:
The complex trope with John as bearer
The complex trope with Mary as bearer
Resembling an internal relation

Semantic truthmaker:
Resemblance between John and Mary, a relational trope

Comparatives
(22) Mount Everest is taller than Mont Blanc.

Semantic truthmaker:
The state of ME being taller than MB
Metaphysical truthmakers: 
The height of Mount Everest and the height of Mont Blanc 
McBride (SEP ‘Relations’): Internal relations still play an explanatory role.
Distinguish between ontological commitment and truthmakers
Ontological commitment: internal relation between Mount Everest and Mont Blanc
Internal relation explains why the truthmakers, the heights of the two mountains, make the sentence true.
Alternative: Ontological commitment to be defined in terms of truthmaking.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

4. Linguistic structure and the metaphysics of relations

Puzzles about relations:
· Relations and their converse are identical
· Relations do not come with an order among arguments
Related puzzle:
Selling and buying
Teaching and learning

Positionalism
Relations are associated with distinct positions, not with an order
Arguments in favor of positionalism
· Conjunction of relations
· The noun place

The problem of symmetric predicates:
(22) John resembles Bill.

Plural slot theory (Dixon 2018):
Symmetric relations are in fact plural argument positions (possibly as multiset)
Question: 
How can this account be reconciled with the fact that different arguments of symmetric predicates need to be identified within the syntactic structure of a sentence? 

The theory of theta roles
Names for positions and aligned syntactic positions

Truthmaker semantics
Access to individual positions is needed for compositional semantics
Truthmaker semantics needs to be compositional below the sentence level

Suggestion: 
There are two levels of completing relations: 
1. syntax-based completion
2. metaphysical completion
Question for truthmaking:
Do the two forms of completion match semantic and metaphysical truthmaking?

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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