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0. Introduction

Wondering is an inherent aspect of our intellectual life. This is often called ‘hypothetical
reasoning’ and is crucial not only for academic inquiry but also abounds in our everyday lives.
Regardless of whether one regrets choosing a taxicab over the subway, contemplates the results
of an election turning out differently, formulates a hypothesis, or daydreams, one asks oneself
‘What would have happened if...?” While wondering usually concerns possible situations, we
can (and do) wonder about the outcomes of impossible ones too. Thus we may ask, What if
whales were fish? What if a man could be in two places at the same time? What if one could
draw a round square? Just as in the case of merely possible scenarios, we try to provide answers
to such questions. Moreover, we consider some of these answers better than others. Or at least
that seems to be the case. Some philosophers, however, put this into question and argue that all
answers concerning the outcome of an impossibility are equally right (or wrong). Others favor
the opposite view and insist on a distinction between right and wrong answers. Two opposing
sides are enough to start a debate, and the one concerning hypothetical reasoning about
impossibilities is called the debate over counterpossibles.

For many decades, most theoreticians believed that the role of conditional reasoning
about impossibilities was rather marginal and unimportant. Thus, questions such as ‘What
would happen if Kate drew a round square?’ were swept aside as colorful, but not serious
enough to be answered. In some cases, this attitude seemed to be the result of theoretical
complications that would arise once one tried to take the above questions seriously. This made
the problem of counterpossibles difficult to address but easy to postpone.

While the problem may seem marginal, the result of this debate should not be neglected.
This is partly because the notion of impossibility seems to play a more important role than many
thought it does. As such, it goes beyond examples that one only hears about during

philosophical seminar meetings, and thus it calls for attention. Importantly, since wondering



about the impossible is a kind of wondering, the question of which side of the debate is right
affects our understanding of hypothetical reasoning in general. Therefore, the question of “What
would happen if Kate drew a round square?’ should not be treated less important or genuine

than the question of ‘What would happen if Kate drew a square?’

Aims of this book

This book argues for the importance and commonness of reasonings concerning impossibilities.
Its aim is twofold — descriptive and constructive. Since hypothetical reasoning about
impossibilities calls for explanation, the book provides a comprehensive guide through popular
semantic theories of conditionals. Each is examined from the perspective of the question of
impossibilities and the logic and metaphysics surrounding them. Since this is meant to be a
guide, my intention is to provide an accessible description of each position together with critical
remarks. While in some cases extending theories to account for impossibilities is more difficult
than in others, I argue that these problems are not caused by the extension but merely revealed
by it.

The above provides the ground for a further aim. In the final chapter, I endeavor to
combine the best features of the existing theories and explore the possibility of a novel hybrid
account. Since the central notion of this position is that of dependence, I call this simply the
Dependence Account of Counterfactuals (DAC). The aim of DAC is to provide a unified truth

criterion for expressions of hypothetical reasoning.

The structure of the book
Chapter 1: The Question of Counterpossibles
I begin with the justification of the importance of the analysis of counterpossibles. This is done

by explaining why conditionals are an inherent aspect of our intellectual life and how



counterpossibles are related to that fact. The chapter includes an indication of the complexity
of the analysis of conditionals (1.1.). It shows the most popular distinctions among conditionals
and explains why the problem of conditionals is a subject of interest to philosophers,
psychologists, and linguists. Further (1.2.), it provides a characterization of counterfactuals as
a particular type of conditional, along with properties that allow them to be contrasted with
indicative conditionals. Finally (1.3.), the question of counterpossibles is introduced. It is
argued that considering the close bond between the role of counterfactuals with merely possible
antecedents and those with impossible antecedes provides a good reason for considering their
analysis equally important for an adequate understanding of subjunctive conditionals. The
chapter closes with a general characterization of a variety of approaches to the analysis of
conditionals and justifies narrowing the number of approaches that are included in this

monograph (1.4.).

Chapter 2: Inferentialism
This chapter is dedicated to one of the most popular approaches to counterfactuals, which tracks
back to the works of John Stuart Mill and Frank Plumpton Ramsey. According to this ““If p
then ¢’ means that ¢ is inferable from p, that is, of course from p together with certain facts and
laws not stated but, in some way, indicated by the context’ (Ramsey 1931, p. 248). Since the
consequent of a counterfactual is meant to be somehow inferred (with the support of particular
facts and laws) from the antecedent, this approach is sometimes labeled ‘support theory’ or
‘inferentialism.” The key question of inferentialism is how to characterizes these facts and laws.
This was a topic of interest for the two most prominent advocates of 20th-century inferentialism
— Nelson Goodman and Roderick Chisholm.

The first subsection (2.1.) of this chapter is dedicated to the so-called metalinguistic

approach advanced by Nelson Goodman. It mostly focuses on the notion of cotenability, which,



on the one hand, plays a key-role in Goodman’s analysis and, on the other, makes this analysis
circular. Further, Roderick Chisholm’s alternative approach is taken into consideration (2.2.).
While it is not committed to the notion of cotenability, the relation between Chisholm’s analysis
of counterfactuals and the definition of laws makes it circular as well. The last section focuses
on a contemporary version of inferentialism, which has been advocated for in the works of
(among others) Igor Douven, Karolina Krzyzanowska, and Sylvia Wenmackers (2.3.). Modern
inferentialism is deeply rooted in in the results of empirical research and moves the burden of
the question of the semantics of conditionals towards its pragmatics. This section contains a
sketch of the core of the analysis of counterfactuals within the framework of modern
inferentialism. I argue that despite some advantages in comparison to earlier positions, this

version also faces a vicious circle.

Chapter 3: Possible Worlds Semantics

The subject of this chapter is the most popular analysis of counterfactuals, i.e., possible worlds
semantics. The chapter begins with a general characterization of this semantics along with the
key notions of the philosophy of modality (3.1.). This section aims to provide a basis for the
analysis of counterfactuals in terms of possible worlds. In virtue of the standard (so-called
‘orthodox’) approach, every counterpossible is vacuously true.

Skepticism concerning the orthodox thesis motivates introducing a modification that
results in extending the domain of worlds to include impossible worlds. Subsection 3.2.
provides the details of the modified view, i.e., the semantics and metaphysics of impossible
worlds. It also shows how the extension of the domain of worlds affects the analysis of one of
the key notions of possible worlds semantics for counterfactuals, i.e., the notion of similarity
between worlds. Since some advocates of orthodoxy have argued that the problem of

counterpossibles should be shifted from the semantic question of truth-value to the pragmatic
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question of assertability, subsection 3.3. examines these arguments and provides some rebuttals

to a pragmatic-oriented approach to counterpossibles.

Chapter 4: Truthmaker Semantics
This chapter provides an analysis of counterpossibles in terms of truthmaker semantics. The
chapter contains the essential motivation for the development of truthmaker semantics, which
is partly grounded in the limitations of possible worlds semantics. The basic notions of
truthmaker semantics, such as states, exact, inexact, and loose verifiers are explained both from
a formal as well as a philosophical point of view (4.1.). The second subsection (4.2.) is
dedicated to an analysis of counterfactuals in terms of truthmaker semantics, along with the
question of impossible states and so-called possible outcomes. This section is meant to provide
a model of truthmaker semantics for counterpossibles along with a critical analysis of it.
Those who favor this approach are committed to believing in truthmakers. This justifies
questions about what truthmakers are. Of course, one may avoid such questions by considering
this framework merely a figurative way of speaking. Many, however, believe that it is
methodologically appropriate and philosophically desirable to provide a picture of the
metaphysical nature of truthmakers. At the same time, some argue that this is more complicated
than it may initially seem. The final section (4.3.) aims to face this and provides an original
proposal in the form of Meinongian Abstractionism. As the label suggests, this is inspired by

Alexius Meinong’s Theory of Objects.

Chapter 5: A Hybrid Approach
The subject of the final chapter is a novel proposal addressing the question of counterpossibles
and counterfactuals in general. After some introductory remarks (5.1.) that concern the notion

of explanation, such as that of questions, explanatory realism, and dependence, the Dependence
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Account of Counterfactuals is developed. Further, I show how this addresses some popular
expectations with respect to theories of counterfactuals and how DAC relates to other positions.
This approach is intended to be a hybrid in the sense that it combines some aspects of
inferentialism, possible worlds semantics, and truthmaker semantics. It relies on the novel
Pacific approach towards possible and impossible worlds (3.2.2.). These worlds are constructed
from entities that serve as exact truthmakers (4.3.). This, along with a variation of Humeanism

(5.1.3.), reflects some of the intuitions of inferentialists regarding counterfactuals.
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Summary

The aim of this book was twofold. First of all, it endeavored to examine popular analyses of
counterfactuals from the point of view of the problem of counterpossibles. Analyzing
counterpossibles is surely not an easy task. It seems that for a long time the chief difficulty lied
in the obscurity of intuitions concerning the notion of impossibility. This, together with the
belief that the role of counterpossibles was of little significance, resulted in a situation where
counterpossibles were considered rather an exotic species of conditionals. While for many
decades the question of counterfactuals with impossible antecedents was considered rather
marginal and thus not relevant to the evaluation of theories of conditionals, as I argued in
chapter one, there are good reasons to think differently. This is due to two aspects of
hypothetical reasoning — its prevalence and its involvement in considering impossible
scenarios. A combination of these two provides data that are difficult to ignore.

Furthermore, the need for an unorthodox analysis of counterpossibles allows one to
highlight the shortcomings of or obstacles to such accounts as inferentialism, possible worlds
semantics, and truthmaker semantics. As I argued in chapter two, neither the historical
approaches of Goodman and Chisholm, nor the contemporary variations of inferentialism can
successfully address the question of counterpossibles. Importantly, this is partly independent of
the impossibility of the antecedent. After all, regardless of the modal status of the antecedent,
the inferentialist’s analysis of counterfactuals faces similar obstacles concerning the supporting
truths that are meant to guarantee the inference from the antecedent to the consequent.'®’

The most popular — and for many, the default — analysis of counterfactuals is the one
developed within the space of possible worlds semantics. Even though in its original
formulation it was committed to the vacuous truth of every counterpossible, this is not the due

to the framework itself but rather due to an independent assumption concerning the domain of

137 This, however, does not affect the inferentialist’s account of indicatives.
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worlds. Furthermore, there is a natural way of extending this in such a way that it allows for the
non-vacuous truth or falsity of certain counterfactuals with impossible antecedents. One way to
achieve this is to introduce impossible worlds to the domain of worlds. While this provides an
unorthodox analysis of counterpossibles, it also opens new questions concerning the
metaphysical and logical nature of these worlds. In sections 3.2. and 3.3., I explored possible
possible answers to these questions, and the criticism of the very idea of non-vacuously true
counterpossibles. While there are good reasons to believe in the plausibility of extended
possible worlds semantics, the introduction of impossible worlds exposes what many consider
the main puzzle of this analysis — the notion of similarity between worlds.

Whereas addressing the problem of counterpossibles within possible worlds semantics
requires introducing some changes to the original proposal, truthmaker semantics offers a
solution in its default form. Importantly, this approach arose partly in reaction to the same
limitation in possible worlds semantics that resulted in the vacuous truth of every
counterpossible. As argued in section 4.2., while the semantics of truthmakers provides a
unified analysis of counterfactuals regardless of the modal status of their antecedents, it faces
some obstacles. These mostly concern the key notions of the proposal — that of a verifier and
of a transition between states. This allows one to formulate a ‘cotenability’ problem for
truthmaker semantics’ analysis of counterfactuals.

Truthmaker semantics was partly a reaction to controversies over the metaphysics of
truthmakers. In section 4.3., I proposed Meinongian Abstractionism — an approach meant (i) to
address some popular criticisms of the metaphysical notion of truthmakers and (ii) to provide a
fine-grained notion corresponding to Fine’s ‘exact verifier.” Furthermore, this helped me
develop a novel approach to counterfactuals. The Dependence Account of Counterfactuals — as
the name suggests — focuses on dependence as the key to addressing the question of

counterfactuals. This is not merely because conditionals express dependence relations between
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antecedents and consequents, but also because dependence plays a crucial role in explanation.
Thus, given that the problem of counterfactuals is to explain what makes expressions such as
‘If 4 were/had been the case, C would be the case’ true, it should come as no surprise that the
notion of dependence is of special importance to coherently account for counterfactuals.
Importantly, as argued in section 5.2.2., the proposed applies uniformly to both
counterpossibles and counterfactuals with possible antecedents. This also allows one to satisfy
popular expectations with respect to theories of counterfactuals without falling into the
problems of the previously discussed views. As many others, DAC is subject to its own set of
concerns. Nevertheless, it serves as an alternative for those who recognize the importance of

non-vacuously true counterpossibles, and who find other accounts unsatisfactory.

273



References

Adams, E. (1965). The Logic of Conditionals. Inquiry: An Interdisciplinary Journal of
Philosophy 8 (1-4):166—-197.

Adams, E. (1970). Subjunctive and Indicative Conditionals. Foundations of Language 6 (1):
89-94.

Adams, E. (1975). The Logic of Conditionals: An Application of Probability to Deductive
Logic Dordrecht: Springer.

Adams, R. M. (1974). Theories of Actuality, Noiis 8 (3):211-231.

Adams, R. M. (1981). Actualism and thisness. Synthese 49 (1):3—41.

Almog, J. (1989). Logic and the world. Journal of Philosophical Logic 18 (2):197-220.

Anderson, A. R. (1951). A Note on Subjunctive and Counterfactual Conditionals. Analysis 12
(2):35-38.

Appiah, A.K. (1985). Assertion and Conditionals. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Armstrong, D. M. (1983). What is a Law of Nature?. Cambridge, United Kingdom: Cambridge
University Press.

Armstrong, D. M. (1989). A Combinatorial Theory of Possibility. Cambridge University Press.

Armstrong, D. M. (1997). A World of States of Affairs. Cambridge University Press.

Armstrong, D. M. (2004). Truth and Truthmakers. Cambridge University Press.

Audi, P. (2012). A clarification and defense of the notion of grounding. In: F. Correia, B.
Schnieder (Eds.), Metaphysical Grounding: Understanding the Structure of Reality.
Cambridge University Press: 101-121.

Badura, C., Berto, F., (2019). Truth In Fiction, Impossible Worlds, and Belief
Revision. Australasian Journal of Philosophy, first online 27 Feb 2018, doi:
10.1080/00048402.2018.1435698

Barnes, E. (1994). Why P rather than q? The curiosities of fact and foil. Philosophical
Studies 73 (1):35-53.

Barnes, E. (2018). Symmetric Dependence. In: R. L. Bliss, G. Priest (Eds.), Reality and Its
Structure. Oxford, UK: 50—-69.

Beall, JC, Restall, G. (2006). Logical Pluralism. Oxford University Press.

Beck, S. R., Robinson, E. J., Carroll, D. J. and Apperly, I. A. (2006). Children's Thinking About
Counterfactuals and Future Hypotheticals as Possibilities. Child Development 77: 413—
426.

274



Beck, S.R., Carroll D.J., Brundson V.E., and Gryg C.K. (2011). Supporting Children’s
Counterfactual Thinking with Alternative Mode of Responding. Journal of Experimental
Child Psychology, 108: 190-202.

Bennett, J. (1988). Farewell to the Phlogiston Theory of Conditionals. Mind 97 (388):509-527.

Bennett, J. (1995). Classifying conditionals: The Traditional Way is Right. Mind 104 (414):
331-354.

Bennett, J. (2003). 4 Philosophical Guide to Conditionals. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Bernstein, S. (2016). Omission impossible. Philosophical Studies, 173: 2575-2589.

Berto, F. (2010). Impossible worlds and propositions: Against the parity thesis. Philosophical
Quarterly 60 (240):471-486.

Berto, F. (2012). Existence as a Real Property: The Ontology of Meinongianism. Dordrecht:
Synthése Library, Springer.

Berto, F. (2017). Impossible Worlds and the Logic of Imagination. Erkenntnis, 82: 1277-1297.

Berto, F. (with Hawke P. and Ozgiin, A.) (2022). Topics of Thought. The Logic of Knowledge,
Belief, Imagination. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Berto, F., Jago, M. (2018). Impossible Worlds. In: E. N. Zalta (Ed.), The Stanford Encyclopedia

of Philosophy (Fall 2018 Edition), URL =
<https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2018/entries/impossible-worlds/>. Accessed
21/11/2019.

Berto, F., Jago, M. (2019). Impossible Worlds. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Berto, F., Ozgﬁn, A. (2021). Indicative Conditionals: Probabilities and
Relevance. Philosophical Studies (11):3697-3730.

Berto, F. French, R., Priest, G., Ripley, D. (2018). Williamson on Counterpossibles, Journal of
Philosophical Logic, 47(4): 693-713.

Bhogal, H. (2020a). Humeanism about laws of nature. Philosophy Compass 15 (8):1-10.

Bhogal, H. (2020b). Nomothetic Explanation and Humeanism about Laws of Nature. In: K.
Bennett, D. W. Zimmerman (Eds.), Oxford Studies in Metaphysics, volume 12. Oxford:
Oxford University Press:164-202.

Bigelow, J. (1988). The Reality of Numbers: A Physicalist's Philosophy of Mathematics.
Oxford, England: Oxford University Press.

Bird, A. (1998). Philosophy of Science. Routledge.

Bird, A. (2007). Nature's Metaphysics: Laws and Properties. New York: Oxford University

Press.

275



Bjerring, J. Ch., Schwarz, W. (2017). Granularity problems. Philosophical Quarterly 67
(266):22-37.

Bjerring, J.Ch. (2013). Impossible Worlds and Logical Omniscience: an Impossibility
Result. Synthese, 190: 2505-2524.

Bliss, R. (2018). Grounding and Reflexivity. In: R. L. Bliss, G. Priest (Eds.), Reality and Its
Structure. Oxford, UK: 70-90.

Bliss, R., Priest, G. (2018). The Geography of Fundamentality: An Overview. R. L. Bliss, G.
Priest (Eds.), Reality and Its Structure. Oxford, UK: pp. 1-36.

Boghossian, P. (2000). Knowledge of Logic. In: P. Boghossian, Ch. Peacocke (Eds.), New
Essays on the A Priori. Oxford, UK: Clarendon Press: 225-254.

Bonomi, A. (2008). Fictional Contexts. In: P. Bouquet, L. Serafini, R. Thomason
(Eds.), Perspectives on Context. Stanford: CSLI Publications: 213—-48.

Borghini, A. (2016). A Critical Introduction to the Metaphysics of Modality. Bloomsbury

Bricker, Ph. (1996). Isolation and Unification: The Realist Analysis of Possible
Worlds. Philosophical Studies 84 (2-3):225-238.

Bricker, Ph. (2008). Concrete possible worlds. In: Th. Sider, J. Hawthorne, D. W. Zimmerman
(Eds.), Contemporary Debates in Metaphysics. Blackwell: 111-134.

Brogaard, B. and Salerno J. (2013). Remarks on Counterpossibles. Synthese Vol. 190, Issue 4:
639-660.

Byme, R. M. J. (2016). Counterfactual Thought. Annual Review of
Psychology 2016 67(1), 135-157

Carnap, R. (1947). Meaning and Necessity. University of Chicago Press.

Carroll, J. (1994). Laws of Nature. New Y ork: Cambridge University Press.

Carroll, J. (2018). Becoming humean. In: W. Ott and L. Patton (Eds.), Laws of Nature. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Carston, R. (2017). Pragmatics and Semantics. In: Y. Huang (Ed.), The Oxford Handbook of
Pragmatics. Oxford: Oxford University Press: 453472

Castafieda, H.-N. (1975). Thinking and Doing: The Philosophical Foundations of Institutions.
D. Reidel Pub. Co..

Chisholm, R. M. (1946). The Contrary-to-Fact Conditional. Mind 55(220): 289-307.

Chisholm, R. M. (1955). Law Statements and Counterfactual Inference. Analysis 15(5): 97—
105.

Chrudzimski, A. (2012). Negative States of Affairs: Reinach versus Ingarden. Symposium. The
Canadian Journal of Continental Philosophy 16 (2):106—127.

276



Ciardelli, I., Groenendijk, J., Roelofsen, F. (2018). Inquisitive Semantics. Oxford, England:
Oxford University Press.

Ciecierski, T. (2022). Propositional Contents: Historical and Methodological Considerations.
In: P. Stalmaszczyk, M. Hinton, (Eds.), Philosophical approaches to language and
communication. New York: Peter Lang.

Cohen, J., Callender, C. (2009). A better best system account of lawhood. Philosophical
Studies 145 (1):1-34.

Coricelli G., Rutichini A. (2010). Counterfactual Thinking and Emotions: Regret and Envy
Learning. Philosophical Transactions B, 2010 Jan 27; 365(1538): 241-247.

Cotnoir, A. (2013). Strange Parts: The Metaphysics of Non-classical Mereologies. Philosophy
Compass 8 (9):834-845.

Cranston, B. (2016). Can Donald Trump win the election? Here’s the mathematical reason why
it’s impossible for him to become President.
URL=<https://www.independent.co.uk/voices/us-election-will-trump-clinton-win-
electoral-college-swing-states-a7402351.html>. Accessed 21/11/2019.

Cresswell, M. J. (1975). Hyperintensional logic. Studia Logica 34 (1):25-38.

Crupi, V., lacona, A. (2022). The Evidential Conditional. Erkenntnis 87, 2897-921.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10670-020-00332-2

Daniels, Ch. B., Freeman, J. B. (1980). An Analysis of the Subjunctive Conditional. Notre
Dame Journal of Formal Logic, 21(4): 639—655. doi:10.1305/nd;jf1/1093883247

Davidson, D. (1967). Truth and meaning, Synthese 17 (1):304—323.

De Regt, H. W. (2017). Understanding Scientific Understanding. New York: Oup Usa.

De Regt, H. W, Dieks, D. (2005). A Contextual Approach to Scientific
Understanding. Synthese 144 (1):137-170.

Loépez de Sa, D. (2009). Disjunctions, Conjunctions, and their Truthmakers. Mind 118
(470):417-425.

Divers, J. (2002). Possible Worlds. Routledge.

Dorr, C. (2019). Natural Properties. In: E. N. Zalta (Ed.), The Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy (Spring 2022 Edition), URL =

<https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2022/entries/natural-properties/>.

Douven, I. (2008). The Evidential Support Theory of Conditionals. Synthese Vol. 164 (1): 19—
44.

Douven, 1. (2016). The Epistemology of Indicative Conditionals. Cambridge: Cambridge

University Press.

277


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10670-020-00332-2

Douven, 1., Elgayam, S., Krzyzanowska, K. (2023). Inferentialism: A Manifesto. In: S.
Kaufmann, D. Over D., G. Sharma, (Eds.) Conditionals. Palgrave Studies in Pragmatics,
Language and Cognition. Palgrave Macmillan, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-
031-05682-6_7

Dretske, F. (1977). Laws of nature. Philosophy of Science 44 (2):248-268.

Dudman, V. H. (1984). Parsing ‘if’-sentences. Analysis 44 (4):145-153.

Dudman, V. H. (1988). Indicative and subjunctive. Analysis 48 (3):113-122.

Edgington, D. (1986). Do Conditionals Have Truth Conditions? Critica 18 (52): 3—39.

Edgington, D. (1995). On Conditionals. Mind 104 (414): 235-329.

Edgington, D. (2008). I-Counterfactuals. Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 108 (1ptl):1—
21.

Ellis, B. (2001). Scientific Essentialism. Cambridge University Press.

Embry, B. (2014). Counterfactuals without Possible Worlds? A Difficulty for Fine’s Exact
Semantics for Counterfactuals. Journal of Philosophy (5): 276-287.

Emery, N. (2019). Laws and their instances. Philosophical Studies 176 (6):1535-1561.

Emery, N., Hill, Ch. (2017). Impossible Worlds and Metaphysical Explanation: Comments on
Kment’s Modality and Explanatory Reasoning. Analysis 77(1) January 2017: 134—148.

Epstude, K., Roese, N. J. (2008). The Functional Theory of Counterfactual Thinking.
Personality and Social Psychology Review 2008 May, 12(2): 168—192.

Espino, O., Orenes, 1., Moreno-Rios, S. (2022). Inferences from the negation of counterfactual
and semifactual conditionals. Mem Cogn 50: 1090-1102.

Findlay, J. N. (1963). Meinong's Theory of Objects and Values. Oxford, Clarendon Press.

Fine, K. (1975). Critical Notice of Lewis, Counterfactuals. Mind 84 (335):451-458.

Fine, K. (1985). Plantinga on the reduction of possibilist discourse. In: J. Tomberlin, P. van
Inwagen (Eds.) Alvin Plantinga. Dordrecht: Reidel: 145-86

Fine, K. (2002). Varieties of Necessity. In: Tamar Szabo Gendler and John Hawthorne
(Eds.), Conceivability and Possibility. Oxford: Oxford University Press: 253-281.

Fine, K. (2012). Counterfactuals without Possible Worlds. The Journal of Philosophy 109 (3):
221-245.

Fine, K. (2014). Truth-Maker Semantics for Intuitionistic Logic. Journal of Philosophical
Logic 43 (2-3):549-577.

Fine, K. (2016). Angellic Content. Journal of Philosophical Logic 45 (2):199-226.

Fine, K. (2017). Truthmakers Semantics. In: B. Hale, C. Wright, A. Miller (Eds.) A Companion
to the Philosophy of Language, Vol. 2. (pp. 556-577), Oxford: Blackwell.

278


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-05682-6_7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-05682-6_7

Fine, K. (2018). Truthmaking and the is — ought gap. Synthese 198 (2):887-914.

Fine, K. (2019). Series of lectures: Hamburg Summer School on Truthmaker Semantics,
Universitdt Hamburg, July 2019.

Fine, K. (2021). Constructing the Impossible. Forthcoming in the collection of papers dedicated
to Dorothy Edgington.

Fine, K., Jago, M. (2019). Logic for Exact Entailment. Review of Symbolic Logic 12 (3):536—
556.

Fouchg¢, C. (2023). Hybrid Modal Realism Debugged. Erkenntnis:1-25.

Fox, J. F. (1987). Truthmaker. Australasian Journal of Philosophy 65 (2):188-207.

Frege, G. (1892/1980). On Sense and Reference. In P. Geach , M. Black (Eds. and Trans.),
1980, Translations from the Philosophical Writings of Gottlob Frege, Oxford: Blackwell,
third edition: 42-55.

Gillies, A.S. (2007). Counterfactual Scorekeeping. Linguistics and Philosophy, vol. 30: 329—
360

Goodman, N. (1947). The Problem of Counterfactual Conditionals. The Journal of Philosophy
Vol. 44, No. 5, (27 February 1947): 113-128.

Goodman, N. (1955). Fact, Fiction, and Forecast. Harvard University Press.

Goodman, N. (1957). Parry on Counterfactuals. The Journal of Philosophy, 54(14): 442—445

Grice, P. H. (1967a). Logic and Conversation. In: his (1989) Studies in the Way of Words (22—
40). Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press.

Grice, P. H. (1967b). Indicative Conditionals In: his (1989) Studies in the Way of Words (58—
87). Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press.

Griffiths, O., Paseau, A.C. (2022). One True Logic: A Monist Manifesto. Oxford University
Press.

Grossman, R. (1983). The Categorial Structure of the World. Bloomington: Indiana University
Press.

Haack, S. (1978). Philosophy of Logics. London and New York: Cambridge University Press.

Hajek, A. (2003). What Conditional Probability Could not be. Synthese 137 (3):273-323.

Hajek, A. (2014). Probabilities of counterfactuals and counterfactual probabilities. Journal of
Applied Logic 12 (3):235-251.

Hajek, A. (ms). Most counterfactuals are false.

Hale, B. (1995). A Desperate Fix. Analysis Volume 55, Issue 2, April 1995: 67-73.

Harris, P. L. (2013). Fairy Tales, History, and Religion. In: M. Taylor (Ed.), The development of
Imagination (Chapter 3, pp. 31-41). Oxford University Press: New York.

279



Hawthorne, J. (2005). Chance and counterfactuals. Philosophy and Phenomenological
Research 70 (2):396—405.

Hempel, C. G. (1966). Philosophy of Natural Science. Englewood Cliffs, N.J., Prentice-Hall.

Hempel, C. G., Oppenheim, P. (1948). Studies in the logic of explanation. Philosophy of
Science, 15(2), 135-175.

Hicks, M. T. (2021). Breaking the explanatory circle. Philosophical Studies 178 (2):533-557.

Hicks, M. T., Jaag, S., Loew, Ch. (2023). Humeanism and the Pragmatic Turn. In: Humean
Laws for Human Agents. Oxford University Press.

Hintikka, J. (1962). Knowledge and belief. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Hintikka, J. (1984). Are there nonexistent objects? Why not? But where are they? Synthese 60
(3):451-458.

Hirsch, E. (2008). Ontological arguments: interpretive charity and quantifier variance. In: Th.
Sider, J. Hawthorne, D. W. Zimmerman (Eds.), Contemporary Debates in Metaphysics.
Blackwell: 367-38]1.

Hitchcock, Ch., Sober, E. (2004). Prediction versus accommodation and the risk of
overfitting. British Journal for the Philosophy of Science 55 (1):1-34.

Hiz, H. (1951). On the inferential sense of contrary-to-fact conditionals. Journal of
Philosophy 48 (19):586-587.

Hjortland, O. Th. (2017). Anti-exceptionalism about logic. Philosophical Studies 174 (3):631—
658.

latridou, S. (2000). The Grammatical Ingredients of Counterfactuality. Linguistic Inquiry 31:
231-270.

Ingarden, R. (1964). Der Streit um die Existenz der Welt, vol. I1. Tiibingen: Niemeyer.

Ippolito, M. (2013). Subjunctive Conditionals: A Linguistic Analysis. Cambridge MA: The MIT
Press.

Jackson, F. (1979). On Assertion and Indicative Conditionals. Philosophical Review 88 (4):
565-589.

Jackson, F. (1987). Conditionals. Oxford: Blackwell.

Jackson, F. (1990). Classifying Conditionals. Analysis, 50(2): 134—147.

Jacquette, D. (1996). Meinongian logic: the semantics of existence and nonexistence. New
York: W. de Gruyter.

Jago, M. (2009). The Conjunction and Disjunction Theses. Mind 118 (470):411-415.

Jago, M. (2013). Against Yagisawa’s modal realism. Analysis 73 (1):10-17.

280



Jago, M. (2014). The Impossible. The Essay on Hyperintensionality. Oxford: Oxford University
Press

Jago, M. (2018). What Truth Is. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Jago, M. (2020). A short argument for truthmaker maximalism. Analysis 80 (1):40—44.

Jenkins, C. (2011). Is Metaphysical Dependence Irreflexive? The Monist 94 (2):267-276.

Joyce, J. M. (1999). The Foundations of Causal Decision Theory. Cambridge University Press.

Kabay, P.D. (2008). 4 defense of trivialism (PhD thesis), University of Melbourne, Australia,
2008.

Kahneman, D., Miller, D.T., (1986). Norm Theory: Comparing Reality to its Alternatives.
Psychological Review, 93(2): 136—153.

Khoo, J. (2015). On Indicative and Subjunctive Conditionals. Philosophers' Imprint 15.

Kim, J. (1994). Explanatory knowledge and metaphysical dependence. Philosophical
Issues 5:51-69.

King, J. C. (1995). Structured propositions and complex predicates. Noiis 29 (4):516-535.

Kiourti, I. (2010). Real impossible worlds: The bounds of possibility, PhD thesis, University of
St Andrews.

Kment, B. (2006a). Counterfactuals and explanation. Mind 115 (458):261-310.

Kment, B. (2006b). Counterfactuals and the analysis of necessity. Philosophical
Perspectives 20 (1):237-302.

Kment, B. (2014). Modality and Explanatory Reasoning. New York: Oxford University Press.

Kment, B. (2017). Varieties of Modality. In: E. N. Zalta (Ed.), The Stanford Encyclopedia of

Philosophy (Spring 2017 Edition), URL =
<https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2017/entries/modality-varieties/>. Accessed
21/11/2019

Kovacs, D. M. (2018). What is Wrong with Self-Grounding? Erkenntnis 83 (6):1157-1180.

Krasner, D., Heller, M. (1994). The Miracle of Counterfactuals: Counterexamples to Lewis's
World Ordering. Philosophical Studies: An International Journal for Philosophy in the
Analytic Tradition, 76(1), 27-43.

Kratzer, A. (2012). Modals and Conditionals: New and Revised Perspectives. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Kripke, S. A. (1965). Semantical Analysis of Modal Logic II: Non-normal Modal Propositional
Calculi, In Addison et al. (Eds.), 1965, The Theory of Models, Amsterdam: North-
Holland: 206-220.

281



Kripke, S. A. (1971). Identity and necessity. In: M. K. Munitz (Ed.), Identity and Individuation.
New York: New York University Press:135-164.

Kripke, S. A. (1980). Naming and Necessity. Harvard University Press.

Krysztofiak, W. (2007). The phenomenological idealism controversy in light of possible worlds
semantics. Axiomathes 17 (1):75-97.

Krzyzanowska, K., Wenmackers, S., Douven I. (2014). Rethinking Gibbard’s Riverboat
Argument. Studia Logica, 102: 771-792.

Krzyzanowska, K., Wenmackers, S., and Douven, I. (2013). Inferential Conditionals and
Evidentiality. Journal of Logic, Language and Information 22(3): 315-334.

Lambert, K. (1983). Meinong and the Principle of Independence: Its Place in Meinong's Theory
of Objects and its Significance in Contemporary Philosophical Logic. Cambridge,
England: Cambridge University Press.

Lange, M. (2000). Natural Laws in Scientific Practice. Oxford University Press.

Lange, M. (2009). Laws and Lawmakers Science, Metaphysics, and the Laws of Nature. New
York, US: Oxford University Press.

Lange, M. (2018). Transitivity, self-explanation, and the explanatory circularity argument
against Humean accounts of natural law. Synthese 195 (3):1337-1353.

Lassiter, D. (2023). Decomposing relevance in conditionals. Mind & Language, 38(3), 644—
668. https://doi.org/10.1111/mila.12418.

Leitgeb, H. (2012a). A Probabilistic Semantics for Counterfactuals. Part A. Review of Symbolic
Logic 5(1): 26-84.

Leitgeb, H. (2012b). A Probabilistic Semantics for Counterfactuals. Part B. Review of Symbolic
Logic 5(1): 85-121.

Lewis, D. (1968). Counterpart Theory and Quantified Modal Logic. Journal of Philosophy 65
(1968):113-126.

Lewis, D. (1970). General semantics. Synthese 22 (1-2):18-67.

Lewis, D. (1973). Counterfactuals. Oxford: Blackwell.

Lewis, D. (1976). Probabilities of conditionals and conditional probabilities. Philosophical
Review 85 (3):297-315.

Lewis, D. (1978). Truth in Fiction. American Philosophical Quarterly, 15(1) (Jan., 1978): 37—
46.

Lewis, D. (1979). Counterfactual Dependence and Time’s Arrow. Noiis 13 (4): 455-476.

Lewis, D. (1981). Are we free to break the laws? Theoria 47 (3):113-121.

Lewis, D. (1986). On the Plurality of Worlds. Oxford: Blackwell.

282


https://doi.org/10.1111/mila.12418

Lewis, D. (1990). Noneism or Allism. Mind 99 (393): 23-31.

Lewis, D. (1994). Humean Supervenience Debugged. Mind 103 (412):473—490.

Lewis, K. (2016). Elusive Counterfactuals. Noiis 50 (2): 286-313.

Linsky, B., Zalta, E. N. (1991). Is Lewis a 283einongian? Australasian Journal of
Philosophy 69 (4): 438-453.

Lipton, P. (2003). Inference to the best explanation. New York: Routledge/Taylor and Francis
Group.

Loewer, B. (1996). Humean Supervenience. Philosophical Topics 24 (1):101-127.

Loewer, B. (2020). The package deal account of laws and properties. Synthese 199 (1-2):1065—
1089.

Lowe, E. J. (1983). A Simplification of the Logic of Conditionals. Notre Dame Journal of
Formal Logic, 24(3): 357-366. Doi:10.1305/nd;jf1/1093870380.

Lowe, E. J. (1989). Kinds of Being: A Study of Individuation, Identity, and the Logic of Sortal
Terms. Oxford, England: Blackwell.

Lycan, W. G. (1979). The trouble with possible worlds. In: M. J. Loux (Ed.), The Possible and
the Actual. Cornell University Press.

Lycan, W. G. (2001). Real Conditionals, Oxford: Oxford University Press.

MacBride, F. (2013). Truthmakers. In: E. N. Zalta, U. Nodelman (Eds.), The Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy. URL =
<https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2022/entries/truthmakers/>.

Mackie J. L. (1962). Counterfactuals and Causal Laws. In: R.J. Butler (Ed.) Analytical
Philosophy (pp. 66-80), New York: Barnes and Noble, Inc.

Mackie J. L. (1973). Truth, Probability, and Paradox. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Mally, E. (1904). Untersuchungen zur Gegenstandstheorie des Messens. In: A.Meinong (Ed.),
Untersuchungen zur Gegenstandstheorie und Psychologie. Leipzig: Verlag v. J. A. Barth.

Mares, E. D. (1997). Who's Afraid of Impossible Worlds? Notre Dame Journal of Formal
Logic 38 (4): 516-526.

Maudlin, T. (2007). The Metaphysics Within Physics. Oxford, GB: Oxford University Press.

McDaniel, K. (2004). Modal Realism with Overlap. Australasian Journal of Philosophy 82
(1):137-152.

McDaniel, K. (2006). Modal realisms. Philosophical Perspectives 20 (1): 303-331.

McDaniel, K. (2009). Ways of being. In: D. Chalmers, D. Manley, R. Wasserman
(Eds.), Metametaphysics: New Essays on the Foundations of Ontology. Oxford

University Press.

283



McGee, V. (1994). Learning the Impossible. In Ellery Eells and Brian Skyrms
(Eds.), Probability and Conditionals: Belief Revision and Rational Decision. Cambridge
University Press. pp. 179-199.

McSweeney, M. M. (2019). Logical Realism and the Metaphysics of Logic. Philosophy
Compass 14 (1):e12563.

Meinong A. (1910/1984). On Assumption (Trans. James Heanue), University of California
Press.

Meinong, A. (1904/1960). On the Theory of Objects (Trans. Roderick Chisholm). In: R.
Chisholm (Ed.), Realism and the Background of Phenomenology (pp. 76-117).
Atascadero: Ridgeview.

Meinong, A. (1917/1972) On emotional presentation (Trans. M-L. Schubert Kalsi), Evanston:
Northwestern University Press.

Melia, J. (2003). Modality. Acumen Publishing.

Mellor, D. H. (1980). Necessities and universals in natural laws. In: D. H. Mellor (Ed.), Science,
Belief and Behaviour. Cambridge University Press: 105-25.

Merricks, T. (2015). Propositions. Oxford University Press.

Michels, R. (2019). The Limits of Non-standard Contingency. Philosophical Studies 176(2):
533-558.

Mill J. S. (1868). System of Logic. London: Longmans.

Miller, K. (2009). Defending Contingentism in Metaphysics. Dialectica 63 (1): 23—-49.

Miller, K. (2012). Mathematical Contingentism. Erkenntins 77(3): 335-359.

Moltmann, F. (2018). An object-based truthmaker semantics for modals. Philosophical
Issues 28 (1):255-288.

Montague, R. (1970). English as a Formal Language. In: B. Visentini (Ed.), Linguaggi nella
societa e nella tecnica. Edizioni di Communita: 188-221.

Morris, Ch. W. (1938). Foundations of the Theory of Signs. University of Chicago Press
Cambridge University Press.

Mortensen, Ch. (1989). Anything is Possible. Synthese Vol. 30, Issue 3, 319-337.

Moss, S. (2012). On the Pragmatics of Counterfactuals. Noiis Vol. 46, no. 3, 561-586.

Mulligan, K., Simons, P., Smith, B. (1984). Truth-Makers. Philosophy and Phenomenological
Research 44 (3): 287-321.

Naylor, M. B. (1986). A Note on David Lewis's Realism about Possible Worlds. Analysis 46
(1):28-29.

284



NewZelandHerald (2016). US Presidential Election: Why a Donald Trump win is Impossible.
URL=<https://www.nzherald.co.nz/world/news/article.cfm?c_id=2andobjectid=117446
00>. Accessed 21/11/2019.

Nickerson, R. S. (2015). Conditional Reasoning. The Unruly Syntactics, Semantics, Thematics,
and Pragmatics of “If”. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Nolan, D. (1997). Impossible Worlds: Modest Approach. Notre Dame Journal of Formal Logic
38(4): 535-572.

Nolan, D. (2002). Topics in the Philosophy of Possible Worlds. Routledge.

Nolan, D. (2003). Defending a  Possible-worlds Account of Indicative
Conditionals. Philosophical Studies 116 (3): 215-269.

Nolan, D. (2007). A consistent reading of Sylvan's box. Philosophical Quarterly 57 (229):667—

673.
Nolan, D. (2008). Modal fictionalism. In: E. N. Zalta, U. Nodelman (Eds.), The Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy. URL =

<https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2022/entries/fictionalism-modal/>.

Nolan, D. (2011). The extent of metaphysical necessity. Philosophical Perspectives 25
(1):313-339.

Nolan, D. (2013). Impossible Worlds. Philosophy Compass 8 (4): 360-372.

Nolan, D. (2014). Hyperintensional metaphysics. Philosophical Studies 171 (1): 149-160.

Nolan, D. (2017). Causal Counterfactuals and Impossible Worlds. In: H. Beebee, Ch.
Hitchcock, H. Price (Eds.), Making a Difference. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press:
14-32.

Over, D.E., Cruz, N. (2023). Indicative and Counterfactual Conditionals in the Psychology of
Reasoning. In: Kaufmann, S., Over, D.E., Sharma, G. (Eds) Conditionals. Palgrave
Studies in Pragmatics, Language and Cognition. Palgrave Macmillan, Cham.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-05682-6_6.

Parry W. T. (1957). Reéxamination of the Problem of Counterfactuals Conditionals. The
Journal of Philosophy, 54(4): 85-94.

Parsons, T. (1980). Nonexistent Objects. Yale University Press.

Pasniczek, J. (1994). Non-Standard Possible Worlds, Generalised Quantifiers, and Modal
Logic. In: J. Wolenski (Ed.), Philosophical Logic in Poland. Kluwer Academic
Publishers: 187-198.

Pasniczek, J. (1997). The Logic of Intentional Objects: A Meinongian Version of Classical
Logic. Dordrecht, Netherland: Springer.

285


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-05682-6_6

Peregrin, J. (2024). Logic as a Science of Patterns? Journal of Philosophy 121 (1):5-25.

Perner J., Rafetseder E. (2011). Counterfactual and Other Forms of Conditional Reasoning:
Children Lost in the Nearest Possible World. In: Ch. Hoerl, T. McCormack, S. R. Beck
(Eds.) Understanding Counterfactuals, Understanding Causation: Issues in Philosophy
and Psychology (Chapter 4, pp. 90-110), New York: Oxford University Press.

Plantinga, A. (1974). The Nature of Necessity. Clarendon Press.

Plantinga, A. (1976/1979). Actualism and Possible Worlds. In: M. J. Loux (Ed.) The Possible
and the Actual: Readings in the Metaphysics of Modality. Cornell University Press.
Plantinga, A. (1987). Two Concepts of Modality: Modal Realism and Modal

Reductionism. Philosophical Perspectives, 1, 189-231. doi:10.2307/2214146

Plebani, M., Spolaore, G. (2021). Subject Matter: A Modest Proposal. Philosophical
Quarterly 71 (3): 605-622.

Popieluch, M. (2022). Context-indexed Counterfactuals. Studia Semiotyczne 35 (2):89—123.

Popper, K.R. (1935). The Logic of Scientific Discovery. London, England: Routledge.

Predelli, S. (2008). Modal monsters and talk about fiction. Journal of Philosophical Logic 37
(3):277-297.

Priest, G. (1987). In Contradiction: A Study of the Transconsistent. Dordrecht, Netherland:
Oxford University Press.

Priest, G. (1992). What is a non-normal world? Logique Et Analyse 35: 291-302.

Priest, G. (1997a). Editor’s Introduction. Notre Dame Journal of Formal Logic 38 (4): 481—
487.

Priest, G. (1997b). Sylvan’s Box: A Short Story and Ten Morals. Notre Dame Journal of
Formal Logic 38 (4): 573-582.

Priest, G. (1998). What Is So Bad About Contradictions? Journal of Philosophy 95 (8):410-
426.

Priest, G. (2005/2016). Towards Non-Being. The Logic and Metaphysics of Intentionality,
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2nd expanded ed. 2016.

Priest, G. (2005). Doubt Truth to Be a Liar. Oxford, England: Oxford University Press.

Priest, G. (2009a). An Introduction to Non-Classical Logic: From If to Is. Cambridge
University Press.

Priest, G. (2009b). Conditionals: A Debate with Jackson. In: I. Ravenscroft (Ed.) Minds, Worlds
and Conditionals: Themes from the Philosophy of Frank Jackson (pp.311-335). Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Priest, G. (2016). Thinking the impossible. Philosophical Studies, 173: 2649-2662.

286



Priest, G. (2018). Some New Thoughts on Conditionals. Topoi 37 (3): 369-377.

Priest, G. (2019). Metaphysical Necessity: A Skeptical Perspective. Synthese:1—13.

Puczytowski, T. (2024). Why a Gricean-style defense of the vacuous truth of counterpossibles
won’t work, but a defense based on heuristics just might. Synthese 203 (1):1-18.

Putnam, H. (1973). Meaning and reference. Journal of Philosophy 70 (19):699-711.

Quelhas, A. C. and Byrne, R. M. J. (2003). Reasoning with Deontic and Counterfactual
Conditionals. Thinking and Reasoning 9(1): 43—65.

Quine, W. v. O. (1948). On What There Is. Review of Metaphysics Vol. 2, No. 5 (Sep., 1948):
21-38.

Quine, W. V. O. (1950). Methods of Logic. Harvard University Press.

Quine, W. v. O. (1956). Quantifiers and propositional attitudes. Journal of Philosophy 53 (5):
177-187.

Quine, W. v. O. (1960). Word and Object. Cambridge MA: The M.L.T. Press.

Ramsey, F. P. (1931). General Propositions and Causality. In: his The Foundations of
Mathematics. New York: Humantities.

Rantala, V. (1982). Impossible Worlds Semantics and Logical Omniscience. Acta Philosophica
Fennica, 35: 106-115.

Rapaport, W. J. (1978). Meinongian theories and a Russellian paradox. Nois 12 (2):153-180.

Rasga, C., Quelhas, A.C., Byrne, R.M. (2016). Children’s Reasoning about Other’s Intentions:
False-belief and Counterfactual Conditional Inferences. Cognitive Development Volume
40, October—December 2016: 46-59.

Raven, M. J. (2020). Is Logic Out of This World? Journal of Philosophy 117 (10):557-577.

Read, S. (2000). Truthmakers and the disjunction thesis. Mind 109 (432):67-80.

Reinach A. (1911/1982). On the Theory of Negative Judgment (Trans. Barry Smith) In: B.
Smith (Ed.), Parts and Moments: Studies in Logic and Formal Ontology Munich:
Philosophia Verlag: 315-377.

Reinert, J. (2018) The Truth about Impossibility, Philosophical Quarterly, 68: 307-327.

Rescher, N., Brandom, R.B. (1980). The Logic of Inconsistency: a Study in Non-standard
Possible Worlds Semantics and Ontology, Oxford: Basil Blackwell.

Resnik, M. D. (1999). Against Logical Realism. History and Philosophy of Logic 20 (3-4):181—
94.

Restall G. (1996). Truth-makers, Entailment and Necessity. Australasian Journal of Philosophy
74(2): 331-340.

287



Restall, G. (1997). Ways Things Can't Be. Notre Dame Journal of Formal Logic 38 (4): 583—
596.

Restall, G. (2009). Post-script to ‘Truth-makers, Entailment and Necessity’. In: E. J. Lowe, A.
Rami (Eds.), Truth and Truth-Making (pp. 98—101). Stocksfield: Acume.

Riggs K.J., Peterson D.M., Robinson E.J., Mitchell P. (1998). Are Errors in False Belief Tasks
Symptomatic of a Broader Difficulty with Counterfactuality? Cognitive Development
13(1): 73-90.

Roberts, J. T. (2008). The Law Governed Universe. New York: Oxford University Press.

Rodriguez-Pereyra, G. (2006). Truthmakers. Philosophy Compass 1 (2):186-200.

Rodriguez-Pereyra, G. (2009). The Disjunction and Conjunction Theses. Mind 118 (470):427—
443.

Rodriguez-Pereyra, G. (2015). Grounding is not a strict order. Journal of the American
Philosophical Association 1 (3):517-534.

Rosen, G. (1990). Modal Fictionalism. Mind 99 (395): 327-354.

Rosen, G. (2006). The Limits of Contingency. In: F. MacBride (Ed.), Identity and Modality.
Oxford: Oxford University Press: 13-39.

Rosen, G. (2010). Metaphysical Dependence: Grounding and Reduction. In: B. Hale, A.
Hoffmann (Eds.), Modality: Metaphysics, Logic, and Epistemology. Oxford University
Press: 109-135.

Routley, R. (1980). Exploring Meinong’s Jungle and Beyond. Departmental Monograph #3,
Philosophy Department Research School of Social Sciences Australian National
University Canberra, ACT 2600.

Ruben, D.-H. (1990). Explanation in the Social Sciences: Singular Explanation and the Social
Sciences. Royal Institute of Philosophy Supplement 27: 95-117.

Rush, P. (2014). Logical Realism. In: P. Rush (Ed.), The metaphysics of logic. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press: 13-31.

Russell, G., Blake-Turner Ch. (2013). Logical Pluralism. In: E. N. Zalta, U.
Nodelman (Eds.), https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2023/entries/logical-pluralism/

Ryle, G. (1973). Intentionality-Theory and the Nature of Thinking. Revue Internationale de
Philosophie 27 (2/3=104/105):255.

Salmon, W. C. (1989). Four Decades of Scientific Explanation. University of Pittsburgh Press.

Sandgren, A., Tanaka, K. (2020). Two Kinds of Logical Impossibility. Noiis 54 (4):795-806.

Sanford D. H. (1989). If P, then Q: Conditionals and the Foundations of Reasoning. London:
Routledge.

288



Schaffer, J. (2005). Contrastive causation. Philosophical Review 114 (3): 327-358.

Schaffer, J. (2009). On what grounds what. In: D. Chalmers, D. Manley, R. Wasserman
(Eds.), Metametaphysics: New Essays on the Foundations of Ontology. Oxford
University Press.

Schaffer, J. (2012). Grounding, transitivity, and contrastivity. In: F. Correia, B. Schnieder
(Eds.), Metaphysical Grounding: Understanding the Structure of Reality. Cambridge
University Press: 122—138.

Schnieder, B. (2010). A Puzzle About ‘because’. Logique Et Analyse 53.

Schrenk, M. (2007). The Metaphysics of Ceteris Paribus Laws. ontos.

Schrenk, M. (2014). Better Best Systems and the Issue of CP-Laws. Erkenntnis 79 (S10):1787—
1799.

Schrenk, M. (2023). Properties for and of Better Best Systems. In: M. T. Hicks, S. Jaag, Ch.
Loew (Eds.) Humean Laws for Human Agents. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Schulz, M. (2017). Counterfactuals and Probability. Oxford, United Kingdom: Oxford
University Press.

Scriven, M. (1962). Explanations, predictions, and laws. In: H. Feigl, G. Maxwell (Eds.),
Minnesota studies in the philosophy of science III (pp. 170-230). Minneapolis: University
of Minnesota Press.

Sellars W.S. (1958/1975). Counterfactuals. In: E. Sosa (Ed.) Causation and Conditionals.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 126—146.

Sendtak, M. (2015). Limits of Hybrid Modal Realism. Axiomathes 25 (4): 515-531.

Sendtak, M. (2016). Alternative Frameworks and Counterpossibles. Grazer Philosophische
Studien 93 (1): 24-41.

Sendtak, M. (2018). On Quantitative and Qualitative Parsimony. Metaphilosophy 49 (1-2):
153-166.

Sendtak, M. (2019). On the Pragmatic Approach to Counterpossibles. Philosophia 47(2): 523—
532.

Sendlak, M. (2020). On the Methodological Restriction of the Principle of
Characterization. Erkenntnis: 1-19.

Sendtak, M. (2021). Counterpossibles, story prefix and trivialism. Synthese 199 (3—4):7283—
7301.

Sendtak, M. (2022a). From the Meinongian Point of View. Logic and Logical Philosophy Vol.
32 (2): 243-251.

Sendtak, M. (2022b). Truthmaking for Meinongians. Synthese 200 (1): 1-20.

289



Sider, Th. (2002). The ersatz pluriverse. Journal of Philosophy 99 (6): 279-315.

Sider, Th. (2011). Writing the Book of the World. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Sierszulska, A. (2005). Meinong on meaning and truth. Berlin: Ontos Verlag.

Skow, B. (2016). Reasons Why. Oxford, England and New York, NY, USA: Oxford University
Press UK.

Smith, B. (1982). Introduction to Adolf Reinach, ‘On the Theory of the Negative Judgment’.
In Parts and Moments: Studies in Logic and Formal Ontology. Munich: Philosophia
Verlag. pp. 289-313.

Smith, B. (1989). Logic and the Sachverhalt. The Monist 72 (1):52—609.

Soames, S. (2008). Why Propositions Cannot be Sets of Truth-supporting
Circumstances. Journal of Philosophical Logic 37 (3):267-276.

Soames, S. (2014). Why the Traditional Conception of Propositions Can’t be Correct. In: J.C.
King, S. Soames, J. Speaks (Eds.). New Thinking About Propositions. Oxford University
Press.

Sobel, D. M. (2004). Exploring the Coherence of Young Children’s Explanatory Abilities:
Evidence from Generating Counterfactuals. British Journal of Developmental
Psychology 22 (1): 37-58.

Stalnaker, R. (1968/2019). A Theory of Counterfactuals. In: Knowledge and Conditionals.
Essays on the Structure of Inquiry. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Stalnaker, R. (1975). Indicative conditionals. Philosophia 5 (3): 269-286.

Stalnaker, R. (1976). Possible worlds. Noiis 10 (1):65-75.

Stalnaker, R. (1981). A Defense of Conditional Excluded Middle. In: W. Harper, R. C.
Stalnaker, G. Pearce (Eds.), Ifs. Reidel. pp. 87-104.

Stalnaker, R. (1984). Inquiry. Cambridge University Press.

Stalnaker, R. (2002). Common Ground. Linguistics and Philosophy 25 (5-6):701-721.

Stalnaker, R. (2003). Conceptual Truth and Metaphysical Necessity. In: Stalnaker, Robert,
Ways a World Might Be. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 201-215.

Stalnaker, R. (2015/2019). Counterfactuals and Humean Reduction. In Knowledge and
Conditionals. Essays on the Structure of Inquiry. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Starr, W. (2022). Counterfactuals. In: E. N. Zalta, U. Nodelman (Eds.), The Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Winter 2022 Edition), URL =

<https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/win2022/entries/counterfactuals/>.

Stenning, K., Van Lambalgen, M. (2012). Human Reasoning and Cognitive Science.
Cambridge MA: The MIT Press.

290



Strawson, G. (2015). Humeanism. Journal of the American Philosophical Association 1
(1):96-102.

Subbotsky, E. V. (1994). Early Rationality and Magical Thinking in Preschoolers: Space and
Time. British Journal of Developmental Psychology 12(1): 97-108.

Sylvan, R. (1995). Meinong und die Gegenstandstheorie. Grazer Philosophische Studien 50
(1):47-85.

Szabo, Z. G. (2008). The Distinction between Semantics and Pragmatics. In: E. Lepore, B. C.
Smith (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Philosophy of Language (pp. 361-390). Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Tahko, T. E. (2015). The Modal Status of Laws: In Defence of a Hybrid View. Philosophical
Quarterly 65 (260):509-528.

Tatasiewicz, M., Odrowaz-Sypniewska, J., Wciorka, W., Wilkin, P. (2013). Do we need a new
theory of truthmaking? Some comments on Disjunction Thesis, Conjunction Thesis,
Entailment Principle and explanation. Philosophical Studies 165 (2):591-604.

Tarski, A. (1936). The concept of truth in formalized languages. In: A. Tarski (Ed.), Logic,
Semantics, Metamathematics. Oxford University Press. pp. 152-278.

Tarski, A. (1944). The semantic conception of truth and the foundations of semantics.
Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 4, 341-343.

Thompson, N. (2016). Grounding and Metaphysical Explanation. Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society 116 (3):395-402.

Tichy, P. (1984). Subjunctive conditionals: Two parameters vs. three. Philosophical Studies 45
(2):147-179.

Tichy, P. (1988). The Foundations of Frege’s Logic. Berlin and New York: De Gruyter.

Todd, W. (1964). Counterfactual conditionals and the presuppositions of induction. Philosophy
of Science 31 (2):101-110.

Tooley, M. (1977). The nature of laws. Canadian Journal of Philosophy 7 (4):667-98.

Tooley, M. (2003). The Stalnaker—-Lewis Approach to Counterfactuals. The Journal of
Philosophy, 100(7),371-377.

Vacek, M. (2019). The Nature of Impossibility. Bratislava: VEDA.

Vacek, M. (2020). (Extended) Modal Realism and Philosophical Analysis. Bratislava: VEDA.

Vacek, M. (2023). Impossible worlds. Internet Encyclopedia of  Philosophy:
https://iep.utm.edu/impossible-worlds/

van Fraassen, B. C. (1966). Singular terms, truth-value gaps, and free logic. Journal of

Philosophy 63 (17):481-495.

291



van Fraassen, B. C. (1976). Probabilities of conditionals. In: W. L. Harper and C. A. Hooker
(Eds.), Foundations of Probability Theory, Statistical Inference, and Statistical Theories
of Science, Vol. 1, D. Reidel Publishing Company, Dordrecht.

van Fraassen, B. C. (1977). The pragmatics of explanation. American Philosophical
Quarterly 14 (2):143-150.

van Inwagen, P. (1998). Meta-Ontology. Erkenntnis 48(1998): 233-250.

van Inwagen, P. (2005). Existence, Ontological Commitment, and Fictional Entities, In: M. J.
Loux, D. W. Zimmerman (Eds.) The Oxford Handbook of Metaphysics (pp. 131-157).
Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Vander Laan, D. (1997). The Ontology of Impossible Worlds. Notre Dame Journal of Formal
Logic 38 (4): 597-620.

Vander Laan, D. (2004). Counterpossibles and Similarity. In Frank Jackson and Graham Priest
(eds.), Lewisian Themes: The Philosophy of David K. Lewis. Oxford, UK: Clarendon
Press. pp. 258-275.

Von Fintel, K. (2001). Counterfactuals in a Dynamic Context. In: M. Kenstowicz (Ed.) Ken
Hale: A Life in Language, Cambridge: MIT Press.

Walker C.M., Gopnik A. (2013a). Considering Counterfactuals: The Relationship between
Causal Learning and Pretend Play. American Journal of Play, 6(1) (Fall 2013): 15-28.

Walker C.M., Gopnik A. (2013b). Causality and Imagination. In Marjorie Taylor (Ed.), The
Development of Imagination (Chapter 22, pp. 342-358). New York: Oxford University
Press.

Walton, K. L. (1990). Mimesis as Make-Believe: On the Foundations of the Representational
Arts. Harvard University Press.

Wansing, H. (1990). A general possible worlds framework for reasoning about knowledge and
belief. Studia Logica 49 (4): 523-539.

Warmbrod, K. (1981), Counterfactuals and Substitution of Equivalent Antecedents. Journal of
Philosophical Logic, 10(2): 267-289. doi:10.1007/BF00248853.

Wegrecki, J.,, Wronski, L. (2022). Revisiting the Conditional Construal of Conditional
Probability. Logic and Logical Philosophy. 32 (2): 261-268.

Wellman H.M., Cross D., Watson J. (2001). Meta-analysis of Theory-of-mind Development:
The Truth About False Belief. Child Development 2001 May—Jun;72(3): 655—-684.
Wiener, B. (2016). Relax, Donald Trump Can’t Win.

URL=<https://www.thenation.com/article/trump-cant-win/>. Access 21/11/2019.

292



Williams, J. R. G. (2008). Chances, Counterfactuals, and Similarity. Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research 77 (2):385-420.

Williams, J. R. G. (2010). Defending Conditional Excluded Middle. Notis 44 (4):650—68.

Williamson, T. (2013). Modal Logic as Metaphysics. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Williamson, T. (2016a). Knowing by Imagining. In: E. Kind, P. Kung (Eds.) Knowledge Trough
Imagining (pp.113—-122). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Williamson, T. (2016b). Modal science. Canadian Journal of Philosophy 46 (4-5):453-492.

Williamson, T. (2018). Counterpossibles. Topoi 37 (3): 357-368.

Williamson, T. (2020). Suppose and Tell. The Semantics and Heuristics of Conditionals.
Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

Williamson, T. (2021). Degrees of Freedom: Is Good Philosophy Bad Science? Disputatio 13
(61):73-94.

Wilson, A. (2018). Grounding Entails Counterpossible Non-Triviality. Philosophy and
Phenomenological Research 92 (3):716-728.

Wilson, A. (2020). The Nature of Contingency: Quantum Physics as Modal Realism. Oxford,
UK: Oxford University Press.

Wisniewski, A., Leszczynska-Jasion, D. (2015). Inferential erotetic logic meets inquisitive
semantics. Synthese 192 (6):1585-1608.

Wittgenstein, L. (1922). Tractatus logico-philosophicus. Mineola, N Y.: Dover Publications.
Edited by C. K. Ogden.

Wojtowicz, A., Wojtowicz, K. (2023). A Minimal Probability Space for Conditionals. Journal
of Philosophical Logic 52 (5):1385-1415.

Wolniewicz, B. (1979). A Wittgensteinian semantics for propositions. In: C. Diamond & J.
Teichman (Eds.), Intention and intentionality. Essays in honour of G. E. M. Anscombe
(pp- 165—-178). Sussex: The Harvester Press.

Woolley J. D., Cox V. (2007). Development of Beliefs About Storybook Reality.
Developmental Science, 10, 681-693.

Wright, J. (1997). Realism and Explanatory Priority. Dordrecht: Philosophical Studies Series,
Springer.

Yablo, S. (2014). Aboutness. Oxford: Princeton University Press.

Yagisawa, T. (1988). Beyond Possible Worlds. Philosophical Studies 53, 175-204.

Yagisawa, T. (2009). Worlds and Individuals, Possible and Otherwise. Oxford University

Press.

293



Yagisawa, T. (2015). Impossibilia and Modally Tensed Predication. Acta Analytica 30 (4):317—
323.

Yeh, D., Gentner, D. (2005). Reasoning counterfactually in Chinese: Picking up the pieces.
Proceedings of the Twenty-seventh Annual Meeting of the Cognitive Science Society,
2410-2415.

Zalta, E. N. (1983). Abstract Objects: An Introduction to Axiomatic Metaphysics. Dordrecht,
Netherland: D. Reidel.

Zalta, E. N. (1993). Twenty-five basic theorems in situation and world theory. Journal of
Philosophical Logic 22 (4): 385-428.

Zalta, E. N. (1997). A classically-based theory of impossible worlds. Notre Dame Journal of
Formal Logic 38 (4): 640—660.

294



