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When | speak of afact . . . |
mean the kind of thing that
makes a proposition true or
false. (Russl, 1972, p. 36.)

8 1. Making True

During the redig revivd in the early years of this century, philosophers of various persuasons were
concerned to investigate the ontology of truth. That is, whether or not they viewed truth asa
correspondence, they were interested in the extent to which one needed to assume the existence of
entities serving some role in accounting for the truth of sentences. Certain of these entities, such asthe
Stze an sich of Bolzano, the Gedanken of Frege, or the propositions of Russdll and Moore, were
concelved asthe bearers of the properties of truth and falsehood. Some thinkers however, such as
Russl, Wittgengtein in the Tractatus, and Husserl in the Logische Unter suchungen, argued that
instead of, or in addition to, truth-bearers, one must assume the existence of certain entitiesin virtue
of which sentences and/or propositions are true. Various names were used for these entities, notably
'fact', 'Sachverhalt', and 'state of affairs.) In order not to prejudge the suitability of these words we
dhdl initidly employ a more neutrd terminology, cdling any entities which are candidates for thisrole
truth-makers.2

Thefdl from favour of logicd redlism brought with it a corresponding decline of interest in the
ontology of truth. The notions of correspondence and indeed of truth itsdlf first of al came to appear
obscure and 'metaphysicd’. Then Tarski's work, while rehabilitating the idea of truth, seemed to
embody argection of afull-blooded corrapondence.@ In the wake of Tarski, philosophers and
logicians have largdly turned their atentions away from the complex and bewildering difficulties of the
rel ations between language and the red world, turning instead to the investigation of more tractable
set-theoretic surrogates. Work along these lines has indeed expanded to the extent where it can desl
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with alarge variety of moda, tempord, counterfactud, intentiona, deictic, and other sentence-types.
However, while yidding certain ingghts into the Structures of language, such semantic investigations
avoid the problem of providing an eucidation of the basic truth-rdation itsdlf. In place of subgtantive
accounts of thisrelation, as proffered by the Tractatus or by chapter |1 of Principia

Mathematica,® we are lft with such bloodless pseudo-€lucidations as. a monadic predication 'Pa’
istrueiff aisamember of the set which isthe extenson of 'P'. Whatever their forma advantages,
gpproaches of this kind do nothing to explain how sentences about the real world are made true or
fdse. For the extension of 'P' is Smply the set of objects such that, if we replace X' in'Px' by aname
of the object in question, we get a true sentence. Set-theoretic elucidations of the basic truth-relation
can, it would seem, bring us no further forward.

Putnam (pp. 25 ff.) has argued that Tarski's theory of truth, through its very innocuousness, its
eschewa of 'undesirable notions, fails to determine the concept it was intended to capture, Since the
forma characterisation il fits if we re-interpret ‘true’ to mean, for example, ‘'warrantedly assertable
and adjust our interpretation of the logical congtants accordingly. Putnam's conclusion (p. 4) isthat if
we want to account for truth, Tarski's work needs supplementing with a philosophicaly non-neutra
correspondence theory. This paper is about such atheory. If we are right that the Tarskian account
neglects precisely the atomic sentences, then its indeterminacy is not surprising 2! If, as we suggest,
the nature of truth is underdetermined by theories like that of Tarski, then an adequate account of
truth must include congderations which are other than purdy semantic in the normaly accepted
sense. Our suggestion here -- asuggestion which isformulated in aredist spirit -- isthat the way to
such atheory lies through direct examination of the link between truth-bearers, the materid of logic,
and truth-makers, that in the world in virtue of which sentences or propostions are true.

The glory of logicd aomism was that it showed that not every kind of sentence needsits own
characterigtic kind of truth-maker. Provided we can account for the truth and falsehood of atomic
sentences, we can dispense with specid truth-makers for, e.g., negative, conjunctive, digunctive, and
identity sentences. As Wittgenstein pregnantly put it:

My fundamental ideaisthat the 'logical constants' do not represent; that the logic of facts does
not allow of representation. (Tractatus, 4.0312)

Thisingght is an indigoensable prerequisite for modern recursive accounts of truth. It adds further
weight to the idea that our attentions should be focused on atomic sentences. We shdll in fact
concentrate on those which predicate something of one or more spatio-tempord objects. Whether
thisisaserious limitation is not something that we need here decide, for sentences of this kind must
at adl events be handled by aredist theory.

The neutral term 'truth-maker' enables us to separate the generd question of the need for
truth-makers from the more particular question asto what sort -- or sorts -- of entities truth-makers
are. In the main part of the paper we shal consder the claims of one class of entity, which we cal
moments, to fill thisrole. Since moments, once common in philosophica ontologies, have been
relaively neglected in modern times, we shdl both explain in some detail what they are, and suggest
arguments for their existence independent of their possible role as truth-makers. We shdl then
consder the light that is thrown by this discusson of moments on better-known theories of
truth-makers -- and particularly upon the theory of the Tractatus.
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§ 2. Moments
A moment is an exigentidly dependent or non-self-sufficient object, thet is, an object which is of
such anature that it cannot exist done, but requires the existence of some other object outside itself.
This characterisation needs sharpening, but it will be useful to provide some preliminary examples of
types of moments, and some indications of the honourable pedigree of the concept in the
philosophica tradition.
Congder, firgt of dl, that sequence of objects described at the beginning of Robert Musil's novel The
Man without Qualities:

A depression over the Atlantic

an area of high pressure over Russia,

patches of pedestrian bustle,

the pace of Vienna,

askidding,

an abrupt braking,

atraffic accident,

the carelessness of a pedestrian,

the gesticulations of the lorry driver,

the greyness of hisface,

the prompt arrival of the ambulance,

itsshrill whistle,

the cleanliness of itsinterior,

the lifting of the accident victim into the ambulance.
It might at first seem strange to admit expressions like'a’'s carelessness or 'b's cleanliness as
referring expressions a dl. Thereis an ingrained tendency amongst contemporary philosophersto
regard such formations as mere fagons de parler, properly to be diminated from any language
suitable for the purposes of philosophica analysisin favour of more robust talk involving reference

only to, for example, materia things. Here, however, we wish to revert to an older tradition which
can readily accommodate expressions of the type illustrated as designating spatio-tempora objects,

abeit objects which exhibit the peculiarity that they depend for their existence upon other objects@
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A skidding, for example, cannot exist unless there is something that skids and a surface over which it
skids. A amiling mouth smiles only in ahuman face.

The concept of moment makesiits first appearance in the philosophicd literature in the Categories of
Arigtotle, chapter 2. Here Arigtotle introduces a fourfold distinction among objects according as they

are or are not said of a subject and according asthey are or are not in asubject:@

Not in a Subject In a Subject
[ Substantial] [Accidental]
Said of a Subject [ Second [ Non-substantial
Substances| Universals]
[Universal,
General] man whiteness,
knowledge
Not said of a Subject [First [Individual Accidents]
Substances|
[Particular, thisindividual
Individual] thisindividua whiteness, knowledge
man, horse, mind, of grammar
body

Anindividua accident is, in our terms, one specid kind of moment, being such that, to use Aristotle's
words, 'it cannot exist separately from what it isin' (Cat., 1820). This'being in' is not the ordinary
part-whole relation; for the parts of a substance are themselves substances (Met., 1028°9-10),
where the entities 'in' a substance are its individua accidents. If we are prepared to follow Arigtotle
and many Scholastics in accepting that there are particulars standing to many non-substantial
predicates as individua substances stand to substantial predicates, then we tap arich source of
moments. The particular individud redness of, say, a glass cube, which is numericaly diginct from
the individua redness even of a quditatively exactly smilar cube, isamoment, as is the snubbedness
of Socrates nose, and the particular individual knowledge of Greek grammar possessed by Arigtotle
a some giventime.

Whilst accidents or particularised qudities are the kinds of moments most commonly found in the
tradition, it must be pointed out that many other objects meet our definition. One group of examples
not foreign to Aristotle are boundaries (the surface of Miss Anscombe's wedding ring, the edge of a
piece of paper, the Winter Soltice). And further examples are provided by dl kinds of
configurations and disturbances which require a medium, such asasmile on Mary'sface, aknot ina
piece of string, sound waves, cyclones, etc., and more generally dl events, actions, processes, states,
and conditions essentialy involving materid things: the collison of two billiard balls or Imperid State
carriages, the thrusts and parries of dueling swordsmen, the explosion of a gas, the remaining glum of
Mary's face, John's having mdaria, two billiard bals being at rest relative to each other, and
countless more.
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We make no attempt here to carry out the task of dividing al these examplesinto mutudly exclusive
and exhaudtive categories. It isimportant for our purposes only to redlise that moments may be parts
of other moments, that moments, like substances, may be divided into Smple and complex. Thisis
most clearly shown for temporadly extended moments. The first wrinkling of John's brow is a part of
his frown, the first dull throbbing a part of his headache, the fina C mgor chord a part of a
performance of Beethoven's Fifth. More controversidly, perhaps, we would regard certain kinds of
gpatidly extended moments as parts of others, as the redness of one hdf of aglass cubeis part of the

redness of the whole cube©

Although we have cast our net wide, we know apriori that not everything can be a moment: the
world is not a moment, sinceif it were, it would require some thing outsde itsdlf in order to exi, in

which case it would not be the world £

Moments reappear in post-Scholagtic philosophy as the modes of Descartes, Locke, and Hume. For
Descartes, amode is that which is not a substance, where

By substance we can mean nothing other than athing existing in such a manner that | has need of
no other thing in order to exist. (Principia philosophiag, I, LI)

While trangposed into the idiom of ideas, Locke's definition isin accord with that of Descartes:

Modes | shall call complex I deas, which however compounded, contain not in them the
supposition of subsisting by themselves, but are considered as Dependencies on, or Affectations
of Substances; such arethe Ideas signified by the Words Triangle, Gratitude, Murther, etc.
(Essay, Book 11, chap. XI1, § 4)

Hume, though he has less to say about modes than Locke, assumesthat it is wel-known what they
are, and gives a dance and beauty as examples (Tresties, Book I, Part I1, 8 V1).

It was, however, in the philosophy of the German-speaking world that the Aristotelian ontology, and

particularly Aristotle's theory of substance and accident, was most systematicaly preﬁerved.@ Thus
the doctrine of moments was fundamenta to many students of Brentano, having reedy gpplicetion is
psychology. Carl Stempf explicitly distinguished among the contents of mental acts between
dependent (‘partid’) and independent contents (1873, p. 109), a ditinction refined and generalised
to al objects by his student Husserl. 1) In his early ontology Meinong took it for granted that
properties and relations are particulars, not universals2

In modern Anglo-|Saxon philosophy commitment to entities of thiskind is rarer, a notable svimmer
againg the tide being Stout, with his 'characters. Support for the notion has been otherwise
gporadic, and never enthusiagtic, often coming, again, from philosophers acquainted with the
Scholastic notion of accident.43)

We have taken the term 'moment’ from Husserl's masterful and painstaking study of the notions of
ontologica dependence and independence and of associated problemsin the theory of part and

whole % A moment isan object whose existence is dependent upon that of another object. This
dependenceisitsaf no contingent festure of the moment, but something essentid to it. An adequate

theory of moments must therefore involve apped to the notion of de re or ontological necessity, 22} in

http://wings.buffal 0.edu/philosophy/faculty/smith/articles/truthmakers/tm.html

09/28/1999 8:42 AM



Truthmakers: The Correspondence Theory of Truth

6 of 30

contrast to both de dicto (logical) necessty and causa necessity. The objects on which a moment
depends may be caled its fundaments. Now an object one of whose partsis essentid to it (as, say,
his brain is essentid to aman) isin one sense dependent on that part, dependent as a matter of
necessity. Here, however, the whole contains the part it needs. Thusit isaready, in reation to that
part, sdf-sufficient, by contrast with other parts -- organs other than the brain, for example -- which
can exig together in awhole of thiskind only in so far asthey are bound up with (are moments of)
the brain. So we specify that the fundaments of a moment cannot be wholly contained within it asits
proper or improper parts. This adso excludes the undesirable consequence of having everything figure
asits own fundament, and hence, trividly, asamoment o f itsadf. Moments may accordingly be
defined asfollows: aisamoment iff aexists and ais de re necessarily such that either it does not
exist or there exigts a least one object b, which is de re possibly such that it does not exist and
which isnot a proper or improper part of a In such acase, b isafundament of a, and we say also
that b founds a or aisfounded on be. If cisany object containing afundament of a as proper or
improper part, but not containing a as proper or improper part, we say, following Husserl, thet ais
dependent on c. Moments are thus by definition dependent on their fundaments. Objects which are
not moments we cal independent objects or substances. There is nothing in this account which

precludes fundamenta from themsel ves being moments, nor the mutua foundation of two or more

moments on each other 16}

Clearly moments, like substances, come in kinds, including natural kinds <2 And just as commitment
to individua substances or things entails neither the acceptance nor the rgection of an ontology of
universas or species which these exemplify, so we can distinguish aredist and anomindist option
with regard to kinds of moments. A strong redlism, asin Aquinas and perhaps Aristotle, sees both
substances and moments as exemplifying universas. On the other hand, a thoroughgoing nomindism,
which is only one step -- but it is an important step -- removed from reilsm, accepts only particular
substances and moments, conceiving the existence of our talk about moment-kinds as having its bass
smply in rdaions of naturd resemblance among examples of moments given in experience.

Further details about the kinds of moments and substances may be spared here. Suffice it to note
that dl the intuitive examples offered above clearly fit our specification, Sncein each casethere exist
objects, not part of those in question, whose existence is a prerequisite for that of the respective
moments. In most of the examplesit is clear that the moments are not of the right category to be
even possible parts of their fundaments, which reinforces Aristotl€'s remark that accidents are in their
substances but not as parts. At the same time his'in' is frequently inappropriate; for instance adud is
in' nether of the duders, not isit 'in' the dueling pair or the aggregate of duel ers18)

8 3. Momentsas Truth-M akers

The ideathat what we cal moments could serve as truth-makersis perhaps unusud, but it is not
without precedent. If we return to Russell, we find that amongst the examples of facts he givesisthe
deeth of Socrates, "a certain physologica occurrence which happened in Athens long ago” (loc.
Cit.). From thiswe infer that, for Russell, at least some states and events are truth-makers. This
indicates that he is not conforming to the ordinary usage of ‘fact', snce what isnormdly said to bea
fact is not the death of Socrates but that Socrates died. 12 Socrates desth took placein Athens, and
was caused by his drinking hemlock. We do not however say that Socrates degth istrue, but that he
died had no cause and did not take place anywhere, a any time. This discrepancy was pointed out

by Ramsey, who drew the conclusion that facts are not to be distinguished from true propositions. 22
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Here then, we shdl distance oursalves from Russdll's usage, but not from his theory.

Support for Ramsay's digtinction and, surprisingly, for aview of some moments as truth-makers
comes from other quarters. Davidson, not known as afriend of facts, says of a sentencelike
'‘Amundsen flew to the North Polein 1926' that "if [it] is true, then there is an event that makes it
true” (1980), p. 117) and holds that "the same event may make 'Jones apologized' and 'Jones said "l
apologize" true' (op. cit., p. 170).

The clue that moments may serve as truth-makers comes initidly from linguigtic consderations. Most
terms which describe moments, or under which momentsfal, arein fact nouns formed by
nominalisation of verbs and verb-phrases. These are morphologicaly varied: some have separate but
related forms (‘birth', 'flight’, 'death’), some are smply gerunds (‘overturning’, ‘shooting’), some are
homeomorphic with the corresponding verb (hit', 'kiss, 'smil€, jump’, 'pull’), and some are formed
using particular morphemes for the purpose (‘generosity’, redness, ‘pregnancy’, ‘childhood, etc.).
Of these the most neutrd and universally applicable is the gerundid form '----ing’, which, when
gpplied not to a verb but to a noun or adjective complement, attaches to the copulato give phrases
of the form 'being (a) ----'. Gerundia phrases are often equivaent to other morphologica forms:
thereis no difference in our view (or Aristotle's) between a cube's being white and its whiteness, nor
is there a difference between the collison of two objects and their colliding. All of these forms are,
however, radicdly digtinct from nomindisations congtructed by means of the conjunction ‘that’, afact
not dways appreciated in the analytic literature on propositions, states of affairs, facts, etc.

Thus, following Russdl's suggestion, we shdl here consider the theory obtained from the view that
what makes it true that Socrates died is Socrates death, what makes it true that Amundsen flew to
the poleis hisflight, what makesit true that Mary is smiling is her (present) smile, and so on. Or, in
other words, that for many simple sentences about spatio-tempord objects the truth-makers for
these sentences are the moments picked out by gerundias and other nominalised expressions closaly
related to the main verbs of the sentences in question. In place of Tarski-biconditionas of the form:

This cube iswhit€ istrueiff this cubeiswhite,
we thereby obtain -- a least in Smple cases -- sentences of the form:

If This cube iswhit€ istrue, then it istrue in virtue of the being white (the whiteness) of
this cube, and if no such whiteness exigts, then This cube iswhite isfdse.

Because the whiteness in question hereis a particular dependent on the cube, and not a universal
whiteness shared by dl white things, its existence does nothing to make sentences about other things
being white ether true or false.

If dl aomic sentences contain amain verb, and dl nominalisations denote moments, then it would
follow, in fact, that dl truth-makers are moments, that what makesit truethat aisF isasbeing F,
what makesiit true that aR'sb isads R-ing b, and so on. This smplest possible verson of the theory
isinadequate asit stands, however. Not only because, as we shall see, there are certain types of not
obvioudy non-atomic sentences, for example existence and identity sentences, recacitrant to the
andyss, but dso, and more importantly, because the theory which clams that by nomindising a
sentence we have thereby designated the relevant truth-maker can hardly count as a substantial
elucidation of making true. It seems -- like Tarski's theory -- to turn on alinguigtic trick.

http://wings.buffal o.edu/phil osophy/faculty/smith/articles/truthmakers/tm.html
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In fact the device of nomindisation gives us only the kernd of atheory. That thiskernd requires
consderable expanson may be gathered from certain intuitive consderations relating to the status of
moments as entities in the world exigting independently of our sentence-using acts. For we want to
say, surely, that if amoment a makes the sentence p true, and b is any moment containing a as part,
then b makes p true as well. That John's head ached between 1 p.m. and 1:10 p.m. is made true not
just by that ten-minute segment of his headache, but by any part of it containing this ssgment. So p
may have aminimal truth-maker without having a unique one 2L Further, a sentence may be made
true by no single truth-maker but only by severd jointly, or again only by severa separately. Thuswe
know that viral hepetitis comesin two sorts. acute infectious or A-hepatitis, and homologous serum
or B-hepatitis. If the hagpless Cyril has both A- and B-hepatitis smultaneoudy, then that he has vird
hepdtitis is made true both by the moment or moments which make it true that he has A-hepatitis,
and by the moment or moments making it true that he has B-hepatitis, though either would have
aufficed done. So the sentence 'Cyril has vird hepatitis has in such circumstances at least two
truth-makers. In generd there is no guarantee that the logical smplicity of a sentence guarantees the
uniqueness or the ontologica smplicity (atomicity) of its actua or possible truth-maker(s).

Thereis, of course, atemptation to argue that 'Cyril has vird hepatitis is not logicadly smple but
implicitly digunctive, itslogica form being not adequately mirrored in its grammatica form, whichis
that of alogicaly smple sentence. But we believe that the given sentence isindeed logicdly smple: it
contains no logica congtants and no expression, 'vird hepatitis included, which isintroduced into the
language by definition as equivaent to an expression containing alogica congtant.

In taking this view we are conscioudy departing from a dogma that has characterised mush of
andytic philosophy snceits inception: the dogma of logicd form. This has many manifesations. One
verson gppearsin The Principles of Mathematics where Russdll, whilst on the one hand regarding dl
complexity as mind independent, nevertheless holds that this same complexity is capable of logica
anayss (1903, p. 466). Thisidea of a perfect pardlelism of logical and ontologicd complexity isthe
misery of logica atomism, leading Russell to a metgphysics of sense-data and Wittgenstein to
upraexperientiad smpl es(22) Here, in contrast, we uphold the independence of ontologica from
logica complexity: ontologicaly complex objects (those having proper parts) are not for that reason
aso in someway logicaly complex, any more than there is reason to suppose that to every logicaly
complex (true) sentence there corresponds an ontologically complex entity which makesit true,

A second and more eusive version of the dogma enjoys wider support. It includes the
Russdl-Wittgenstein position as a specid case, but is not confined to logical atomists. Roughly
gpeeking, it saysthat if a sentence has or could have more than one truth-maker, then it islogicaly
complex. If the sentence gppears neverthdess to be smple in form, this complexity ishidden and is
to be uncovered by a process of andyss.

One possible argument for this view may be put in terms of truth-makers thus: snce digunctive and
exigential sentences may have more than one truth-maker, and conjunctive and universal sentences
must, except in degenerate cases, have more than one, sentences which may or must have more than
one truth-maker are implicitly digunctive or exigentid, or conjunctive or universal. Asit gandsthis
argument is papably invalid, being of the form 'All A are B, therefore dl B are A'; but there are other

reasons why the position has been found attractive. 22 Here, however, we shall confine ourselves to
registering our dissent from the view. Although 'Cyril has vird hepatitis may be logicaly equivdent to
(i.e.,, have the same truth-conditions as) 'Cyril has A-hepatitis or Cyril has B-hepdtitis, thisis not
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something that can be established by any lexicd, grammaticd, or logica andyss of the meaning of
the sentence, but a most by empirica research. This research does not uncover a hidden ambiguity
in the term 'hepdtitis; we smply discover that the term is determinable.

Since we are redigs in respect to moments, and regard their investigation as a substantia, often as
an empirical matter, we hold it to be perfectly normal for usto know that a sentence istrue, and yet
not know completely what makes it true. Thus the characterisation of that theory whereby the
meaning of a sentence is given by its truth-conditions as 'redist’ (Dummett, chap. 13) isfor us
ironical. A knowledge of truth-conditions takes us a most one step towards redlity: one can, surely,
envisage undergtanding a sentence (knowing its meaning), whilst a the same time having only partia
knowledge of the nature of its possible truth-makers. Those who used the term "hepatitis before the
discovery of its varigties did not fail to understand the term; they were smply (partly) ignorant about
hepatitis. That the investigation of what makes a particular sentence true is thus fundamentally an
empirica, not a philosophica one, is not belied by the fact that for many sentences we can pick out
the rlevant truth-makers by nomindisation. Thereis, in the generd case, no chegp and easy way to
determine the truth-makers even of Smple descriptive sentences vialinguigtic transformations.

Are dl truth-makers moments? For three kinds of sentences this may be questioned. Thefirst are
predications which are, as Arigtotle would say, in the category of substance: predications like 'John is
aman, Tibblesisacat', and o on, tdling uswhat athing is. Since these are true atomic sentences,
but logically contingent, we should expect them to have truth-makers. In virtue of the specid datus
of such sentences, might it not be the things themsalves, John and Tibbles, which play the role of
making true, or are there certain moments of John and Tibbles which are essentid to them as men or
cats which serve to make the given sentences true? One reason for thinking the latter is that, if John
makes the sentence 'John isaman’ true, then he dso makes 'John isan animd’ true, which means
that these two sentences, having the same truth-maker, have the same truth-conditions, and are
logicaly equivdent. Only if logica equivaence and synonymy are the same, however, isthis
objection redly telling. We conceive it asin principle possible that one and the same truth-maker
may make true sentences with different meanings: this hgppens anyway if we take non-atomic
sentences into account, and no arguments occur to us which suggest that this cannot happen for
atomic sentences as well. A more important point isthat if John makes it true both that Johnisaman
and that John isan anima, and Tibbles likewise makesit true both that Tibblesis a cat and thet
Tibblesis an animd, then there is no non-circular way of accounting via truth-makers for the fact that
both are animals but that one is a man and the other a cat. Such an account could be provided if
there are moments characterigtic of humanity and of fdinity which are both characterigtic of animdity.

A second group of problem sentences are singular exigtentials such as'John exists. These are
certainly logicaly contingent, and perhaps atomic, and so they ought intuitively to have truth-makers,
but then the question arises what these are. We baulk, for reasons familiar from the tradition, at
providing John with a gpecial moment of existence. The resort to the sentence ‘aa=John’, widdy held
to be equivadent to 'John’ exigts, isno step forward, snce we are left with the question what, if
anything, makes the sentence 'John = John' true, and such sentences belong to our third problem
group. A naturd way out is, again, to elect John himsdf truth-maker of the given sentence, which
would once more lead us to a view according to which at least some truth-makers are not moments.
Indeed, areist who recognised the need for truth-makers would have no option but that of taking
things to do the job in every case. One the other hand, someone who has committed to moments
would in any event have the problem of providing an account of sentences expressing their existence,

and again the rdlevant moment itself would seem to be the most obvious candidate truth-maker (24
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The third kind of problem sentences are identities. One possible line is that these too are made true
by the objects in question, for ingtance that 'Hesperus = Phosphorous is made true by Venus. This
has the consequence that the identity is equivaent to 'Venus exists as this sentence has been
conceived above. A different solution is required for the view of those logicians and metgphysicians
who think that an identity of the form 'a= a may be true even though there exists no object
designated by the term 'a. One dternative here is to embrace commitment to non-existent objects
which may be taken as truth-makers for the given sentences even in those circumstances where 'a
exigs isfdse Proponents of such aview will need to embrace a new entity, such as a moment of

existence, as truth-maker for true sentences of the form ‘aexists (22! The view is, we believe, worth
pursuing, though we do not follow it up here. But there is another view which holds that in some
cases'd may not designate, yet 'a= a be true. Here we cannot imagine what might serve as
truth-maker. An indeed this suggests the most plausible solution: there is none. The grounds for
believing that 'a= a be true. Here we cannot imagine what might serve as truth-maker. And indeed
this suggests the most plausible solution: there is none. The grounds for believing that 'a= d istrue
even when 'd is empty are that the sentence isalogicd truth, i.e., that identity isalogica congtant.
This account is therefore in harmony with the logical atomist principle that no specia objects
correspond tot he logical congtants. Asin the case of sngular exigtentials, the specia status of

identity sentencesis reflected in their special position in regard to truthmakers.(29)

Whether or not it is correct that thins as well as moments can be truthmakers, the possibility
emphasises one merit of the present theory over riva correspondence theories of truth which invoke
agpecia category of non-objectud entity--facts, states of affairs, or whatever--asmply to serve as
truth-makers. For if we are convinced for other reasons that things and moments exist, and if--aswe
shdl argue below--we can be said unproblematicaly to be acquainted with them, for example
perceptudly, then the resultant theory of truth-makers is both more economica and stronger than
rival theories whose truth-makers are lessfirmly tied into our ontology and epistemol ogy.

The relation of making true isto be distinguished both from that of designation and from that between
an object and a predicate or concept under which the object falls. Truth-makers cannot, on our
theory, be the designata of the sentences they make true, even if we confine oursaves to atomic
sentences. Thisis, of course, no news to those who believe (as we do) that sentences do not
designate a al. But for those who incline to the contrary it only needs pointing out that sentence with
more than one truth-maker would on their account have to be treated either as ambiguous or as
multiply-designating. Both aternatives are implausible. We argued againg the first @bove. Asto the
second, we are not againgt plura or multiple designation as such--quite the contray@--but thereis
no distinction amongst multiple designating or plurd terms which corresponds to that between
severd objects jointly (i.e., conjunctively) making a sentence true, and their severdly (i.e,
digunctively) making a sentence true.

A further difficulty faced by any view to the effect thet (true) atomic sentences designate their
truth-makersis that, if we are right about singular exigtentia sentences being made true by their
subjects, then both 'aand "a exists have the same designatum, so one has the problem of explaining
their syntactic and semantic diversity. Since the nominalisations considered above can appear as
rightfully in designating phrases as any other common nouns, truth-makers can be designated. But this
is not to say that they are designated by the sentences they make true. It is fill more obvious that
truth-makers do not fall under sentences as objects fal under predicates. The semantic relations of
designating, faling under and making true are dl distinct. What makes 'John's headaches true--a
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moment of John--is something that fals under the predicate 'is a heedache' and is designated by
‘John's (present) headache. But from the fact that sentences, terms, and predicates have different
gyntactic and semantic roles, it does not follow that there are three kinds of entity standing over
againg them. Nor however does the fact that truth-makers are designated by terms and fall under
predicates imply that any of these syntactic and semantic roles collapse into one another.

Since truth-makers can be designated, they can be quantified over. From 'John's Singing exists 28
we can infer 'aaisasnging and John does d or, more idiomaticaly, 'John issinging, and conversdly.
That many norma sentences about events are equivaent to existential sentences was asserted
aready by Ramsey (1978, p. 43), and the same view has aso been taken by Davidson (1980, p.
118). It is certainly true that ‘Amundsen flew to the North Pol€' does not, where 'Amundsen's flight
to the North Pol€ does not, where 'Amundsen's flight to the North Pole took place' does, imply that
only one flight took place. Both Ramsey and Davidson conclude from this that sentences like the
former are exigentia sentences in which events are quantified over. But thisis an ingtance of the
dogma of logica form at work. The sentence is undoubtedly logicaly equivaent to such an exigentid
generdisation, but that tells us only that they have the same truth-conditions. Despite this, and despite
their having the same event as truth-maker, the two are of quite different form. The
Ramsay-Davidson view may spring in part from an echo of the false view that truth-makers are
designated by their sentences. Redlising that uniquenessis not guaranteed, they move from
designation to the next best thing, quantification. No doubt events make quantificationd sentences
true, but they make other, non-quantificationa sentences true as well, including sentences equivadent

to the quantificational ones(22)

8 4. Moments as Obj ects of Perception

Most philosophers will acknowledge the credentias of at least some of the objects we have called
moments. However, many of the sentences of the types we have considered require, on our theory,
truth-makers whose existence is controversa, such as particularised qudities. So if moments are to
play the role we sugges, it isincumbent on usto give agenera defence of their existence,
controversid cases included, which is asfar as possble independent of their putative status as
truth-makers. Thisis the more important sSince we have dissociated oursaves from the
Ramsey-Davidson argument vialogica form, which is treated by many as a principa reason for
believing in events and therr ilk.

A number of arguments can be offered by friends of moments againgt the scepti ¢ We ghall
concentrate here on just one such, which turns on the fact that moments, like things, may be the
objects of mental acts, in particular of acts of perception. If it is conceded that there are episodic
mental acts such as seaings, hearings or smdllings which have astheir objects such things as Mary or
atable, then, the argument goes, acts of smilar kinds must be recognised which take as their objects

such moments as the roughness of the table, Mary's smile, John's gait or Rupert's howli ng@ The
philosopher staring hard at a picture of two swordsmen en face may be tempted to think that only
independent objects are depi cted--the two swordsmen, their swords. But whoever observes
swordsmen in the real world sees not only them and their swords but dso their particular lunges,
parries and much else. These are dso depicted in fencing manuds, and it is perception of them, not
amply of the swordsmen, which forms the basis for our judgments of a swordsman's competence.
Similarly what his mother hearsis Rupert's howling, and it isthis, or perhgps a particular pitch this
howling suddenly takes on, which causes her to get up to feed him. Thislast point makes clear that,
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counting events as moments, we accept that moments can stand in causal relations to one another.
Rupert's howling causes Susan's hearing him howl, and this (given the prevaent neura conditions
underlying maternal concern) causes her to get up. The episodic perceivings are themsalves moments
ganding in causd relaionsto other events.

This argument has the advantage that it can claim to be neutral with respect to particular theories of
perception. The proponent of moments claims merely that whatever connection atheory of
perception makes between perceptions and ther objects, this connection holds whether the object is
athink or amoment or a combination of the two. This includes theories which award a centrd role to
acausd connection between object and perceptud act. Thus any account of the role of sensationsin
perceiving things will, we dam, h ave aparald in the perception of moments. Profile and perspective
problems will present themsealves in precisaly the same way for percalvings of things and moments.
(Do | see the swordsman or just the profile presented to me? Do | see his easy parry or only the
phase not obscured by his interposed shoulder?) Further, the problems posed by the interplay
between cognition or background knowledge and perception, and by the intentiondity (opacity) of
perception are--quite reasonably--assumed to arise for both things and moments. Thusthe
proponent of moments as the sorts of moments they are, only that what we perceive in such cases
are moments. Someone seeing a flash of lightning sees a moment: a discharge dependent on the
charged air and water-moleculesin which it takes place. But he may well not know that it issuch a

discharge, and there s, surely, a sense in which he does not see its fundaments 22

Many philosophers are prepared to accept truth-bearers as abstract entities, and would argue that
this obviates the need for truth-makers, since predications about truth-makers can, they contend, be
traded in for predications about truth-bearers, with little or no trouble. It is a distinguishing feature of
the perceivability-argument for moments that it thwarts amove of thiskind. For the moments we
have given as examples can, but their associated abstract truth-bearers cannot, be objects of

percentua acts(33)

The main objection to moments has aways been that any job they do can be done by independent
objects, together with (on aweak option) the senses of predicate expressions and the relation of
fdling under, or (on astrong option) universals and the rdation of exemplifying. But whoever wishes
to rgject moments must of course give an account of those cases where we seem to see and hear
them, cases we report using definite descriptions such as ‘the smile that just appeared on Rupert's
face. This means that he must claim that in such circumstances we see not just independent things
per se, but dso things asfaling under certain concepts or as exemplifying certain universals. On some
accounts (Bergmann, Grossman) it is even claimed that we see the universdl in the thing. But the
friend of moments finds this counterintuitive. When we see Rupert's smile, we see something just as
gpatio-tempord as Rupert himsdlf, and not something as absurd as a spatio-tempora entity that
somehow contains a concept or auniversal. The friend of moments may smply take the everyday
descriptions at face vaue, which means that his account has a head-gtart in terms of naturaness.

Confronted with prima facie examples of percaivings of moments, such as John's hearing the angry
edge to Mary'svoice, or Tom's seeing the kick that Dick gives Harry, or Susan's seeing Rupert's
amile, the opponent of moments may reect in anumber of different ways. One ploy isto claim that
the noun-phrases gpparently designating moments may be replaced salva veritate by expressions
designating only independent things, 'Susan sees Rupert's smil€e by 'Susan sees the smiling Rupert’,
for example. For moments of moments, asin our first example, or rdaiona moments, asin our
second, the replacements will have to be more complicated. 'John hears Mary's angrily edged voice
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will not do, asavoiceisitsdf amoment, so it must be something like 'John hears the
angrily-spegking Mary', or, mor implausibly ill, *John hears the
with-an-angrily-edged-voice-gpeaking Mary', the hyphenated phrase being treated as an unandysed
predicate. For the relationa example we need two perceptua acts. Tom sees the kicking Dick and
the kicked Harry', or, since we have ostensibly only one act here: "Tom sees the two-person
complex congigting of the kicking Dick and the kicked Harry'.

Leaving asde dl worries asto the precise nature of the relation between Rupert himself and the
smiling Ruper, 22 and questions as to whether there are such things a person-complexes, such
attempts are thwarted by opacity problems. For Susan can of course see the smiling Rupert without
seaing his amile, John can hear Mary, and, we should add, her angry voice, while missng its angry
edge, and Tom can see the two men and miss the kick. In saying thiswe are deliberately using the
perceptua verb 'see trangparently. It might be thought that away round the recognition of a separate
category of moments would be to distinguish between this transparent sens, and an opaque or
phenomenologica sense, eg., by subscripting the vert with 't' and 'p' respectively. But however we
try to capture 'Susan sees Rupert's smil€, e.g., with 'Susan Sees;, the smiling Rupert', or 'Susan sees
the smiling Rupert and Sees, someone amiling, we dways miss the mark. For instance, Susan may
see, the smiling Rupert when in fact he is frowning--she mistakes his expression--or she may seg,
someone who is smiling, and mistake him for Rupert.

Similar problems beset attempts to use paraphrases involving propositional complements: 'Susan
seesthat Rupert is smiling' (she may see the amile, but fail to recogniseits bearer), or complements
using 'as: 'Susan sees Rupert as amiling' (so she might, but he may be frowning).

To rescue his position, the opponent of moments may resort to a series of de re perceptua
predicates, 'sees-to-be-smiling', 'hears-to-be-angrily-speaking), etc., which dlow that, e.g., Susan
may see-to-be-smiling (Rupert), without recognising thet it is he, i.e,, by taking the termsfor the
fundaments outside the scope of the intentional verb and putting them in extensional positions@2) But
this ploy cannot cope with Stuations like the following. Tom wrongly thinks that Dick's kicking of
harry condtitutes an atack on him, whereit isin fact Smply their somewhat unusua way of greeting
each other. The moment theorist can accept that Tom sees; Dick'skick, and since thisis his greeting,

Tom seest Dick's greeting of Harry. But the opponent cannot capture this true materia equivaence
since he hasthe true Tom sees-to-kick (Dick, Harry)', where dl the argument places are
extensona, but his Tom seesto-greet (Dick, Harry)' isfase, snce Tom does not recognise the kick
for the gredting it is. Thereis no way for the opponent to cope with this, short of cresting a new
extensond podtion for aterm desgnating something (i.e., some moment) which is both akick and a

greeting, and this is to concede defest (30}
It may be that reserves of ingenuity may turn up new ploys to keep moments at bay, but we dare to

predict that they will be no more successful than these. Alternative attempts to cope with the cases
we have mentioned in ways that do not involve commitment to moments will, we sugges, ether fall

short of adequiacy or be ontologically and epistmologically more complex and moreimplausible. G2

§ 5. Truth-Making and the Tractatus

We have argued that it is possible to establish a cast for the existence of moments, and for the role of
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moments as truth-makers, at least for certain large and important classes of sentences. In the present
section we wish to supplement these arguments with a brief discusson of what is il dmost certainly
the most sophisticated account of truth-making to have appeared to date, the isomorphism theory of
the Tractatus.

The gtructure of the objects which make a sentence true is not, we have argued, something that can
be read off from the sentence itsdlf by purdly logical means. The determination of this structure may
be at least as difficult and empiricd amatter as the determination of the truth-value of the sentencein
guestion. For Wittgenstein, by contrast, the determination of the Structure of truth-makersis atask
not of ontology and of the various materid disciplines, but of logic, for which nothing is accidentd.
He could not, therefore, have included truth-makers among the objects found in everyday experience
and treated of by the different sciences. He embraced instead a specia category of non-objectua
entities, which he cadled Sachverhalte, to do the job of making true. Y et there is much that we can
learn from histheory of the Sachverhalt. We have indeed aready taken to heart the doctrine which
underlies this theory thet it is a mistake to postulate specid truth-makers corresponding to logicaly
compound sentences. And we shdl have occasion in 8§ 6 below to reflect upon Wittgenstein's own
ingenious development of this doctrine--in his theory of the Tatsache.

The theory of Sachverhalte may be summarised briefly as follows: the Smple objects which, in
Wittgengtein's eyes, make up the substance of the world, are configurated together in various ways.
An dementary sentence istrue iff the Smple objects designated by its condtituent smple names are
configurated together in a Sachverhalt whose constituents correspond one-to-one with the
condtituents of the sentence, the configuration of the objects being mirrored in the structure of the
sentence. Sentence and Sachverhalt are then said to have the same logische (mathematische)
Mannigfaltigkeit (4.04).

Wittgengtein tells usllittle as to the nature of the objects which are configurated together into
Sachverhalte; but he does supply certain hints, asfor example at 2.0131, where we are told that

A speck in the visual field need not be red, but it must have some colour...A tone must have some
pitch, the object of the sense of touch must have some hardness, etc.

Consider, then, a sentence like: "This speck [here before me now] isred'. This sentence is made true,
it would seem, by a Sachverhalt which is a combination of two objects, the speck itsdf and its
colour. Oneinterpretation of Sachverhalte sees them as involving both spatio-tempord particulars
and universal properties and relations (colour, pitch, hardness, lies between, and the like) (28! Again,
itisnot clear how particulars and universas may both be condtituents of asingle entity. A more
promising interpretation may be constructed on the basis of some of Wittgenstein's own remarks on
the forms and natures of Smple objects at the beginning of 2. It is, Wittgengein tells us, not

accidental to an object that it can occur in those Sachver halte in which it does occur. Every one of
its possibilities of occurrence in states of affairs must be part of the nature of the object itsdlf, must be
written into the object from the very start (2.012, 2.0121, 2.0123). Its possibility of occurring in
dates of affairs Wittgenstein cdls the form of an object (2.0141). Didtinct objects may exhibit digtinct
forms, may be located, so to speak, in distinct spaces of possible states of affair (2.013).@) Som
objects are such that, in virtue of their form, they call for others as a matter of necessity; atone must
have some pitch, objects of the sense of touch must have some degree of hardness, and so on. Some

objects are, that is to say, founded on other objectsin the sense of our discussion above 42
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Itis, we suggest, because andytic-philosophicd interpreters of the Tractatus have standardly lacked
atheory of laterd foundation relations, relations which may bind together individual objects, that
they have been congtrained to resort to views of the kind which see Sachver halte asinvolving bath
individuas and universa properties. It is open to us here, however, to develop aview of
Sachverhalte asinvolving individuas done, linked together by rations of foundation. This speck is
red’ might be made true, on such aview, by a two-object Sachverhalt comprising the speck and an
individual moment of redness linked by ardation of mutua foundation. A sentence like'Atom a
drikes[a some given ingant of time] atom b might be made true by a three-object Sachverhalt
comprisinga, b, and that event or individua moment ¢ which istheir momentary impact, linked by
relations of one-sided foundation: between ¢ and a, and between ¢ and b. Here the impact moment is
digtinct in its ontologica form from the independent objects with which it is configurated, but it isno

less particular than these objects 4 A redlist semantics of anon-trivia sort, to be established on the
basis of an investigation of the range of possible forms and kinds of (dependent and independent)
objects, seems therefore not, after dl, to be so completely at variance with a semantics of the kind
presented in the Tractatus. We are driven back to one important difference, that Wittgenstein
believed that an adequate semantic theory must embrace commitment to absolutely smple objects,
where we are willing to content ourselves with the question of relative smplicity, for example of the

amplicity that is determined by the dementary sentences of the various materid sciences®2 An
investigation of the natures of dependent and independent objects treated of by these sciences then
revedsitsdf as an investigation of objectsin the light of their possible configurations into

Sachver halte, and ataxonomy of objectsin our sense is seen go give rise to an exactly
corresponding taxonomy of different kinds of Sachver halt--something like the zoology of facts

mentioned by Russdll in hislectures on logica atomism (1972, p. 72 f.).(@

Asan interpretation of the Tractatus, however, even of a Tractatus modified by the admission of
the possibility of our grasping the natures of (rdatively) smple objects and of (rdatively) smple
object-configurations, an account of thiskind is till so far inadequate. For it has not been made clear
what these smplest kinds of object-configurations are, merely that, in order to exist at al, they must
involve objects which manifest a distinction in form something like the distinction defended above
between moments and independent objects. Wittgenstein himsdlf, as already noted, was ever keen to
emphasise that Sachver halte are entities of a peculiar kind, entirdy digtinct from object. And this
view has acquired the status of orthodoxy amongst contemporary philosophers, despite the fact that
Wittgengtein himself offered no more than loose, metgphorica indications of the differencein
question. But how is a Sachverhalt such as, for example, that which involves the three objects a, b,
and r, to be digtinguished from the corresponding complex object
(a's-ganding-in-the-relation-r-to-b)? Wittgenstein seems to have been content to regard this
digtinction as not further explicable, embracing mysticism of akind which may have done much harm
to the enterprise of a correspondence theory of truth. Can we do better? One course would be to
develop aview of Sachverhalte as being digtinguished from the corresponding complexesin
involving, or in being in some send dependent upon, the sentences or sentence-using acts through
which they are disclosed: for example, and most naively, by treating Sachver halte as ordered pairs
consgting of the relevant complex object and some appropriate sentence. Such amoveis however
tantamount to sacrificing the conception of Sachver halte as entities in the world exiging
independently of mind and language. To treet Sachverhalte in thisway, or alogicd fictions of any
kind, is to abandon the project of aredist semantics.

Here we wish to leave open the question whether a more acceptable account of the distinction

between Sachverhalt and complex could be devel oped.(ﬂ) It is one implication of our arguments
above that some, at least, of the cond derations which have been held to motivate the distinction are
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lacking in force. But are there other reasons why the logical difference between name and
(elementary) sentence should be held to be reflected in a corresponding ontological difference
between objects and somehow non-objectua and intringcaly unnamesble Sachver halte? Or isthe
assumption of specid categories of entitiesto do the job of making true one more reflection of the
running together of logic and ontology so characterigtic of andytic philosophy?

§ 6. Some Principles of Truth-Making

We shdl sketch one possible beginning of aformal theory of the relation of making true. Such a
theory is, we shdl assume, constrained by the requirements we have placed on aredist semantics,
and by the principle of the heterogeneity of logic and ontology that forestalls any too reedy
imputation of logical structure to the objects--both dependent and independent--of the material

world.42) Thus we assume that the (ontological) relations holding among truth-makers-most
importantly the relations of part and whole-—-are distinct from the logica relaions holding among
propositions or sentences. The fragments outlined here are otherwise intended to be consistent not
only with the views outlined above, but also with arange of possble variants.

For the reation of truth-making we use the sgn '|=, which can be read 'makes true that'. Individua
truth-makers--whether moments, things, or other, more complex entities-we shal represent by
letters a, b, ¢; sentences (or any other candidate bearers of truth) by lettersp, g, r. '® "in dl that
follows will Sgnify aconnective at least as strong as the entailment of Anderson and Belnap.

Thefirg principle of truth-making must be that what is made trueistrue, i.e.

D al=p.p.

But isthe converse of (1) dso vdid; i.e, isit true that

(2 p® $aal=p?

We have argued that (2) can be affirmed even of Smple descriptive sentences only in certain
crcumstances. A smple sentence like 'Cyril has hepatitis may be true dthough thereisno single
object that makesiit true: from the point of view of its truth-makers the sentence may behave asa
non-degenerate conjunction. Similarly in regard to, say, 'Jack likes JIl and Jill likes Jo€' or There
have been forty U.S. Presidentsto 1981 it is surely counterintuitive to assume that there are any
sngle composite objects making these sentences true, aJack's liking Jill and a Jill'sliking Joe
mereologically fused together, or amereologica fuson of dl and only U.S. Presdents from
Washington to Reagan (in which Grover Cleveland somehow gets counted twice). Rather we should
accept that the given sentences are made true by not one but severa truth-makers jointly or, aswe
liketo put it, by amanifold or plurdity of truth-makers. Such amanifold is not a new, conjunctive
object such as a s&t. There are no conjunctive objects, any more than there are digunctive, negative,
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or implicative objects. A manifold is nothing other than the objects it comprehends (and thus a
manifold comprehending asingle object is Smply that object itsdlf).

This suggests a means of deding formaly with conjunctive sentences and related forms by
introducing terms for manifolds corresponding in natura languages to singular and plurd definite
referring expressions like 'Jack and Jill', ‘the men in this room’, ‘Jason and the Argonauts, and so on.
Here G, D, etc., will be used to stand in for non-empty lists of such expressions. 'a e G' will Sgnify

thet theindividual a is one of G, that some term designating a occurs on the list G.(49)

We can not generdise (1) to the following axiom:

B)GlFp.® p.
And its converse
Dp® $GG|=p
is seen to be acceptable for dl smple descriptive sentences and for their conjunctive compounds.

Digunctive sentences raise no specid problems for the theory, since a digunctive sentence istrue
only to the extent that one or other of its digunctsis true--which implies that even adigunctive
sentence like This rabbit is male or this rabbit is femae, which exhausts the usud possihilities, is
meade true not by nothing a al, but by whatever isthe rdevant actudly existing condition of the
rabbit. Difficult problems are however posed by compound sentences involving negation. Can it be
sad that al negative sentences about spatio-tempord objects are, like positive sentences, made true
by some relevant object or manifold of objects, i.e., that

(5) Pp® $G.G |= Pp?

A dudlity of this kind can be maintained, it would seem, only for certain kinds of sentences®2 This
snow is not warm', for example, may reasonably be concelved as being made true by the individua
moment of coldness actudly inhering in the snow; This salt is not sweet' by the individual moment of
taste inhering in the sdlt: the repective moments of the coldness and taste are such that they exclude
those moments whose existence is denied in the given sentences. What, however, of a sentence like
Thisliquid is odorless? Here there need be nothing in the liquid which excludes its being odorous: it
may smply lack any odor.

We may be tempted in regard to this and smilar examples to gpped to things themsdves, rather than
to momentsin the things, as that which does the job of making true (to say that the liquid itself makes
it true that it is not odorous); but even such a move will be inadequate to ded with other classes of
negetive sentences like 'Bad does not exist'. Here there is quiite literdly no thing which can do the
job of making true, and whilst some might be tempted to apped to the world as awhole to do this
job, it seems more adequate to regard sentences of the given kind as true not in virtue of any
truth-maker of their own, but smply in virtue of the fact that the corresponding pogitive sentences
have no truth-maker.
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The otherwise attractive principle

©) p« $G.G|=p
must therefore be rgjected in its full generaity. Manageable principles having nice truth-functiona
properties can however be defended if we restrict our attention to those propositions satisfying (6).
The stronger principle (2) picks out the propositionsin this class which are atomic, but only in the
sense that they can be made true by some oneindividud: it does not even come near to ddineating
the class of logicaly atomic propositions, since there are logicaly compound sentences satisfying (2),
and logically atomic sentences for which (2) isfdse.
Clearly any whole containing a truth-maker of some proposition p which is atomic in the sense of (2)
itself mekesp true, i.e,

()" b:alFpUath.® b|=p,
where '£' dgnifies the reation of proper or improper part to whol e The principle embodied in (7)
may be extended to positive propositions in generd by defining a rdation of mereologicd
containment between manifolds. Intuitively we wish i ' to express the proposition that the matter of is
contained in the matter of, such that if 'G' and 'D' are angleton-liststhen ' " isjust '£'. The definition

(8) Gi D:="al G.$bl D.ath

will not serve, snce may carve up the matter of in such away that there are individuas in which
comprehend no singleindividualsin . On the other hand the definition

(9)GiD:="al G." c(c£a® $bl D.$d.dccUd£b)
appears acceptable.

We accordingly assart:

(10) G=p. ® " D.Gi D® D|=p,
which impliesa prindple of thinning:

(11) Gj=p. ® " D.G,DJ=p.
Two further intuitive axioms are

(12) G|=p. U D|=g:® G,D|=pUq

(13) Gl=p. U p® ¢:® $D.Di G U D}=q. 42
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And (10) and (13) in turn imply
(14) GI=p. U p® q:® GI=q
whence, in particular,
(15) G=p® Gl=pU q,
S0 that
(16) GI=p.UG]Fq:® GI=p U q,
the converse of which we affirm as an axiom:
(17) GFFp U q:® GJ=p.U GJ=q,
and by (14) and (12) we have aso
(18) G=p U q:® Gl=p. U G|=q.
Quantified sentences may be managed in asimilar way asfollows
(19) GJ=%a.p:« $a.Gl-p
(20) G=" a.p:" a.GJ=p,
which brings us back once more, within the province of truth-functiona logic, to the problem of
dedling with compound sentences involving negation.
It wasin the face of this problem that Wittgenstein developed his theory of Tatsachen (facts).

Wittgengtein introduces the term ‘fact’ as meaning 'the existence and non-existence of states of
affairs’ The existence of Sates of affairs he cals a positive fact, their non-existence a negative fact
(2.06).32 | ntuitively the idea seems to be that we can produce a more adequate theory of
truth-makers, a theory which can cope equdly with dl truth-functiona compounds (including--though
these were perhaps not uppermost in Wittgenstein's mind--the most intractable cases of sentences
assarting or denying the existence of complexes), if truth-makers are conceived not, as in the smple
Sachver halt-theory, as configurations of objects, but rather as new entities, formed from
Sachverhalte by application of specia functors, the existence of...and the non-existence of..., in a
way which alows the congtruction of compound facts whose structure would mirror exactly the
sructure of logicaly compound propostions.

We can produce aformad gpproximation to what Wittgenstein might have had in mind if we introduce
variables's, 't', 'u' to sand in for names of actua and possible Sachverhalte (or of other candidate
elementary truth-makers), writing

- U
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as an abbreviation for 'the exigence of s and

—

as an abbreviation of 'the non-existence of @1 To enable usto build up recursively avocabulary of
expressions cgpable of designating compound facts we shdl introduce

—_—

)

as an abbreviation for 'the excluson of the non-existence of t by the existence of s. If we now define
BF, the manifold of basic candidate fact-expressons, consgsting of al expressons of the forms

—_—

— T2 L

then thetotdity F of candidate fact-expressons may be defined as the closure of BF under
successive gpplications of the functors

—E()
—], | (), 0.

It isclear that both F and BF are in a certain sense too large: they contain expressions which do not
designate facts (which do not designate anything at dl). An expresson'A' in BF designates afact iff

(i) for'A'of theform'— = ' sexids,

(i) for ‘A of theform' | ', sdoes not exist (or, equivaently, 's does not designate),

—_—

(i) for 'A" of theform’' — = ' notboth's and't' designate facts.
Anexpresson'A'in F but not in BF desgnates afact iff

(i) for ‘A’ of theform' = B ' 'B' designates a fact,

_|_ B
(ii) for 'A’ of theform 'B ', 'B' does not designate afact,

(i) for ‘A’ of theform'C g ', not both 'B' designates a fact and 'C' does not designate a
fact.

Thus'A' designatesafactiff '~ A 'adsodesignatesafact. (For™ A "
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desgnates afact', or equivdently, ‘A isafact', we may dso write' I A ")

Thereis clearly acertain tenson between this ontology of positive and negative facts and the
‘fundamental ided of logica atomism expressed by Wittgenstein in the passage cited in § 1 above.
Yet it would contradict Wittgenstein's pronouncements at 1 and 1.1 perhaps too charitably to
dismiss histak of facts, of ‘the existence and none-existence of dtates of affairs, asamere fagon de
parler. Not only Wittgenstein, but indeed amost dl other philosophers who have investigated the
relation of making true, have felt compelled in the fact of the problems raised by negetive
propositions to adopt an ontology of truth-makers as specia, non-objectua entities having a
complexity which is essentidly logica. We remain convinced neverthdess thet it is possible to
develop atheory of the truth-relation which gppedls only to objects firmly tied into our ordinary and
scientific experience. For it isin such experience, and not in the abstract models of logicd semantics,

that there lie the origins of knowledge of truth and falsehood 22
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Endnotes

1. Ontologies of Sachver halte were defended aso by Reinach (in his 1911) and Ingarden
(1964/65, chap. XI; cf. The discussion in Smith, 1978). Meinong preferred to use the term
'Objective.

2. Cf. Hussexl, LU VI, § 39: "At each gep ... one mugt digtinguish the true-making stete of affairs
from the state of affairs condtitutive of the saif-evidence itsdlf.”

3. Arigotle's famous "To say of what isthat it isnot, or of what isnot thet it is, isfase, while to say
of what isthat it is, or of what isnot that it isnat, istrue’ (Met., 1011°32 ff.) is as Tarski himsdf is
anxiousto claim (1944, p. 343), less than full-blooded correspondence theory, but Aritotleis
elsewhere (op. Cit., 1027P22, 1051032 ff.) prepared to speak of truth reflecting ‘combinations’ of
subject and attribute in redity.

4. Cf. Also the opening sections of Weyl, 1918.
5. It pardlds, perhaps, the indeterminacy of atheory of the natural numbers founded on the five

Peano axioms. It is not only the natural numbers as we normally conceive them which provide a
mode for such atheory, but also, for example, the negative integers, the even numbers, the natural
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numbers greater than amillion, and many other progressons. Even if we add recursve axioms for
addition and multiplication to eiminate the interpretations above, we cannot rule out non-standard
models. We can narrow down to the natural numbers only if we take account of their gpplication,
outsde the formd theory, in counting.

6. We use 'object’ for al those entities which can be named, leaving open whether there are other,
non-objectud entities, such as the Sachverhalte and Tatsachen of the early Wittgengtein.

7. On the provenance of such diagrams, cf. Angeldli, 1967, p. 12.

8. Cf. Husserl LU 11, § 4; Smith and Mulligan, 19824, § 3.

9. According to Spinoza (Ethics, Part 1) thisis the only non-moment and smilar views can be found
in Husserl. Camphbell, 1976, p. 103, suggests that Spinoza's views may be upheld on the basis of
modern physics. However, as Husserl indicates, there are various possible senses of 'dependent’,
which accordingly alow different notions of moment and substance to be defined (cf. Simons, 1982).
Individual organisms, conceived by Arigtotle as substances, are mere modes for Spinoza and mere
aggregates for Leibniz; snce dl three, we may suppose, were operating with different notions of
substance, these conceptions need not in fact be incompatible.

10. Cf. Smith and Mulligan, 1982, § § 1-3.

11. Seethethird Logical Investigation and also Husserl, 1894, which represents a hand-way stage
between the early Brentanist theory and Husserl's fully developed forma ontology.

12. Findlay, 1963, pp. 129, 131; Grossmann, 1974, pp. 5, 100 f.
13. Thefollowing list is not complete, but it shows the tenacity of the idea, despite its lack of generd
acceptance.
J. Cook Wilson, 1926, 11, p. 713, P.F. Strawson, 1959, p. 168; 1974, p. 131
(particularised qudities);
D.C. Williams, 1953, K. Campbell, 1976, chapter 14 (tropes);
P.T. Geach, 1961, pp. 77-80 (individualised forms);
G. Kiing, 1967, pp. 166 ff. (concrete properties);
D.C. Long, 1968 (quality-instances);
N. Wolterstorff, 1970, pp. 130 ff. (cases or aspects);
R. Grossman, 1974, pp. 5 ff. (instances);

A. Kenny, 1980, p. 35 f. (accidents).
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It isinteregting that none of these thinkers has recognised the possibilities of ramification anong
moments, e.g., that there are moments of moments, moments of parts, parts of moments, etc. Cf.
Husserl, LU 11, § 18 ff., Smith and Mulligan 1983.

14. Theinterpretation and defense of Husserl's theory, the history of the concept since Brentano, and
its gpplications in various disciplines, are al topics we have treated dsawhere: cf. The essaysin
Smith, ed., 1982.

15. De re necessity will be understood here as amatter of the necessary structure of objects and
object-configurations, not, asin many contemporary writings on essentialism and related notions, as
amatter of relations between objects and concepts, or between objects and descriptions under
which they fdl.

16. These issues are discussed in Smith and Mulligna, 1982, § 6, 1982a, and in Smith, 1981.

17. Husserl's characterisation of foundation and dependencein LU I11 makes indispensable use of
kinds, which we have here tried to avoid: cf. Simons, 1982 and for an exposition more sympathetic
to Husserl, Smith, 1981.

18. When Leibniz objects to relational accidents as accidents ™ in two subjects, with oneleg in one,
and the other in the other, which is contrary to the notion of accidents' (Alexander, ed., p. 71), he
too is mided by the connotations of 'in', which gpplies a best to those non-reationa accidents
located within the space occupied by their fundaments. A better al-purpose prepostion isthe
genitive 'of".

19. See Vendler, 1967, chapter 5, "Facts and Events," who shows very clearly that: "If the
correspondence theory requires arelaion between empirical statements and observable entitiesin
the world, then facts are not qudified for thislatter role’ (p. 145f.). Vendler is one of the few
philosophers to have serioudy studied nomindisations. Another is Husserl (in the gppendix on
syntatic forms and stuffs to the Formal and Transcendental Logic). Cf. Also Strawson, 1974,

especidly pp. 130 ff.

20. Ramsey, 1978, p. 44. Cf. Prior, 1971, p. 5. Ramsey's arguments are anticipated by Reinach in
his 1911: see especidly 8 8. of the trandation.

21. Wemay cdl thisminimad truth-maker the truth-maker for the sentence, thereby making a
non-Russdlian use of definite descriptions. Thus Sharvy, 1980, has shown how definite descriptions
may pick out maxima rather than unique objects. The coffee in this room', for example, picks out the
totd quantity of coffee in the room. That descriptions may pick out dso minimais shown not only by
the example mooted in the text but dso by, e.g., 'the place where the accident happened’, which
picks out the smalest spatid extent circumcluding the accident.

22. The difference between Russdl and Wittgenstein congsts principaly in the fact that Wittgenstein
has stronger criteriafor smplicity and independence: cf. Smons, 1981.

23. One attraction, which dies hard, isthat of exhibiting dl the entailments of a sentence as resulting
from the subdtitution of synonyms and from the gpplication of the inference rules for the logicd
condants (i.e., of exhibiting dl entailments as andytic in the Fregean sense). A sentence p' analyses
p, let us say, when p' arisesfrom p in this manner. The two sentences are then logically equivaent,
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and the purdy logica consegquences of p' (those obtained through the rules for logica constants
aone) properly include those of p. So p has some consequences which cannot be derived from it by
purely logica means, but can from p'. Since p' more closaly resembles the desred ided,, it is
common to conceive it as exhibiting a'hidden' logica form of p. If theided is discredited however
(cf. the atempt in Smith, 1981), then this conception too losesits attraction. The ided amountsto the
disputed claim, which we rgect, that necessity is anaytic.

24. Toregard a as truth-maker for 'a exidts is of course to cut againgt the grain of the established
Fregean view that dl meaningful existentid assertions are assertions about concepts (Grundlagen, §
53). At the same time however areading of Kant in the light of our conception must cast doubt upon
the common assumption that, with his doctrine that ‘existence is not a predicate, he had merely
anticipated Frege. If God's existence is rgected, Kant writes, "we rgject the thing itself with dl its
predicates, and no question of contradiction can arise’ (A595/B623, our italics).

For Kant angular exigtence satements are meaningful (Snce synthetic), where Freges officid line
(cf., eg., his"Uber den Begriff der Zahl. Ausainandersetzung mit Kerry") isthat they are
meaningless. Even where Frege bends over backwards to give them ameaning (in the "Didog mit
Punjer Uber Exigtenz") they come out ether as necessarily true or a disguised metdinguistic
statements.

25. Meinong sgnificantly cdls that which makes the difference between an object's exiging and its
not existing a'moda moment' (cf. his 1915, pp. 266 ff.; Findlay, 1963, chap. 4). There are other
such moments, amnong them one marking the factudity or subsistence (Bestehen) of an objective or
date of affairs. The doctrine of moda moments was refined and considerably extended by Ingarden
in his 1964/65, especidly val. 1.

26. Not dl the dternatives canvassed here are compatible with one another; the following isan
incons stent tetrad:

(1) 'a=a'istrue but has no truth-makers.

(2) If 'Ela’ istrue, then a makesit true.

(3) '$x.F x' is made true by whatever makes any instance 'F a' true.

(4) 'E'a’ and '$x.x = a' arelogicdly equivaent.

Various means of resolving thisincons stency suggest themsalves. That closest to classicdl logic
would regject (1) and make a the truth-maker for 'a = a’; it must then regard 'a = @' as meaningless or

fdseif a does not exist. The solution closest to free logic isto reject 3 and replace it by:

(3*) '$x.F X ismade true by whatever pairs a, b are such that a makes 'E!a’ true and b makes 'F a'
true.

If weintroduce a non-standard particular quantifies for which there holds the equivaent of (3) with
'S replacing '$', then '$x.F x' and 'Sx.E!XUF x arelogically equivaent. Such a quantifier already
exigsin the work of Lesniewski (cf. Smons, 19814).

27. Simons, 19823, b.
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28. Like Ramsey, we say that events exist, where it would be more idiomatic to say that they occur
or happen. Smilarly we use 'exidt’ for states of affairs, instead of the more usua 'obtain’ or 'hold'.

29. Ad hominem, Davidson's own psycho-physicd identity theory dlows one single event to make
true two non-synonymous sentences, one in physica, one in mental vocabulary. Davidson, 1980, pp.
214 ff.

30. A reigic ontology, in which there are only independent things standing in relations of totd and
partid resemblance, will be unable to account satisfactorily for the naturd affinities even between
these things, let done between entities such as amiles, gaits, howls, strokes, aches, etc. The friend of
moments can however point to the smilarities between moments to flesh out the account, whilst
however avoiding commitment to universals (cf. Smons, 1983 for a sketch of an ontology of things
and moments which remains squarely within the ambit of nomindism). Thisis one reason for being
well disposed toward moments. Other arguments turn on the fact that only a commitment to
moments can enable us to render intdligible the congraints on divison of materid objectsinto smaller
pieces, and that the existence of formal aswell as materia relations between objects makes sense
only on the assumption that there are moments. Cf. Smith and Mulligan, 1982, 1982a.

31. Thisargument derives from Husserl. See, eg., LU VI, § § 48-50.

32. Dependence was origindly defined by the psychologist Stumpf (1873, chap. 5) in terms of the
impossihility of separate perception. Thet is (roughly) a is dependent upon b iff a cannot be
perceived separately from b. It was definitions of this sort which served as the starting point for
Husserl's work on amore genera, ontologica theory of dependence relations and Husserl clearly
believed that his work represented anaturd extrgpolation of that of Stumpf. It would thus be
aurprigng if it were possible to find clear-cut examples of moments in Husserl's sense which are
perceivable separately from their fundaments. Can we see a shadow or a silhouette in separation
from its object, or isit not rather the case that in seeing a shadow we see d o the object itsdlf (dbeit
from a certain perspective)? When we perceve the warmth flowing from a source of radiant hest do
we thereby percelve aso the source (again, from a certain perspective)?

33. On Locke's theory of perception we never perceive substances (substrata) but only thelr
accidents (Essay, Book 11, chap. XXI11). A less extreme and inherently more plausible position is
that whenever we perceive a substance we do so by virtue of perceiving one or more of its moments.
Cf. Kenny, 1980, p. 35. If thisisright, then the perception of moments, far from being peripherd, is
akey issue in cognitive theory.

34. The mogt likely answer to this problem isthat they are (if Rupert amiles) identicd. (What if he
does not?) But Brentano would seem to regard Rupert as aproper part of amiling Rupert. In his
terminology, Rupert is a substance, smiling Rupert an accident. Cf. Brentano, 1933, pp. 107 ff., 119
ff., 151 ff.; Chisholm, 1978.

35. Cf. Quine, 1976, chap. 17; Chisholm, 1981, chap. 9.
36. While the Ramsey-Davidson account of event-sentences can in large part be replaced by alogic

of predicate-modifiers--cf. Clark, 1970; Parsons, 1972--this does not dispose of events, as Horgan
(1978) thinks: no amount of predicate modification can account for our perception of events.
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37. Even stronger arguments for the existence of moments may be formulated on the basis of their
role as objects of memory and other acts. For here, the (normal--cf. N. 32) co-presencein
perception of the moment with its fundament is quite commonly confounded by the sdlectivity of
memory. John may for many years remember, for example, the intonation of a particular utterance
Mary once directed a him, while forgetting both Mary hersdf and indeed the utterance in question.
Mary's amile may remind him (de re) of that of his nurse, whose amile captivated him a atender age,
though he has long since forgotten the nurse hersdlf.

38. Stenius, 1964, 1964, e.g., p. 63, and the relevant writings of G. Bergmann and E. Allaire.

39. There are two possible readings of Wittgenstein'stalk of 'possible sates of affars in the
Tractatus. On the first, Menongian reading, we can say that there are possible Sates of affarsin
addition to the actual states of affairs; on the second, more sober reading, we say that there are only
actud dates of affairs, though it is possible that other might have been actud. Here and in what
follows we adopt the second reading. Terms gpparently denoting possible states of affairs ought
therefore to be treated in every case as syncategorematic.

40. More precisely, what we have here is generic foundation in the sense of § 4 of Simons, 1982.
41. For further details cf. Simons, 1981.

42. On absolute and relative smplicity cf. Husserl, LU 1118 | and Experience and Judgment, § §
28f.

43. To determine which are the amplest kinds of objects condtituting the subject-matter of a given
materia disciplineisto determine dso the kinds of Sachver halte which make true, asa
Wittgengteinian might conceive things, the dementary sentences of that discipline. Wittgengtein
himsaf embraced something like this project with respect to the discipline of psychology in his
unjustly neglected "Some Remarks on Logica Form™ of 1929. It is one consegquence of our
arguments that Wittgenstein's idea of a directly depicting language, or of afamily of such languages,
may prove to be capable of being resurrected. Since, as we stressed above, there islacking any
isomorphism between the logically smple sentences of natural languages and their truth-makers, a
directly depicting language would need to employ mechanisms which do not closdy resemble
linguistic devices with which ware familiar; it may perhaps goproximate to the picture-languages
employed in organic chemigtry. Cf. Smith, 1981, Smith and Mulligan, 1982, § 6, 1983.

44. Such an account is attempted in Mulligan, 1983; contrast Simons 1983a.

45. Thuswork on the formal properties of the truth-relation such as that of van Fraasen (in
Anderson and Belngp, 8§ 20.3), whilst having a number of methodological smilarities to the account
presented here, fals short of our requirements in being committed to different logica categories of
truth-maker for different logica categories of sentence.

46. We spare the details of manifold theory here. It can be compared to atheory of sets truncated at
the firgt type, without anull set and with no type difference between individuads and unit sets. Cf.
Simons, 1982b.

47. And we must rgiect aso any definition of the relation of making true in terms of an existence
predicate and entailment connective taken as primitive, for example of the form:
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G=p:=p .EIGp.
This principle certainly holds from Ieft to right: it expressesthe fact that '|=' isin one sense alink
between the domain of ontology and the domain of logic. But from right to left the principle falls, as
can be seen, for example, by consdering digunctive vaues of p.
48. On the question whether p hasaminimal truth-maker see Smith, 1982.
49. (13) may be too strong: it implies that, where pg, we can conclude that any truthmaker for p
contains some truth-maker for g. Consder, however, an entaillment such as. that there exists a
funerd entails that there exists a desth. Here a truth-maker of the antecedent, i.e., any complex event
which isafunerd, need not (an typicaly does not) contain a degth as one of its parts. Funerd and
degth are connected, rather precisely by a (laterd) relation of one-sided foundation.
50. Cf. Also 2.062, 2.11, 2.201, 4.1 and compare the discussion in Dietrich, § 2.
51. See n. 28 above.

52. Our thanks go to Roderick Chisholm, Kit Fine, Wolgang Kiinne, Richard Routley and to other
participants in the 1981 Wittgenstein Symposium in Kirchberg, where these ideas were first aired.
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