
Truthmaking for Meinongians⇤

Abstract

This paper aims to introduce Meinongian Abstractionism, i.e. a view

on the metaphysics of truthmaking and modality. This approach is

based on the notion of objectives — one of the key elements of Alexius

Meinong’s Theory of Objects. In the light of it, worlds are inter-

preted in terms of sets of subsistent and non-subsistent objectives.

This — along with Meinong’s characterization of objectives — pro-

vides a ground for possible as well as impossible worlds. One of the

consequences of Meinongain Abstractionism is a reformulation of the

relation of truthmaking in modal terms. Importantly, this reformula-

tion avoids the problem of too-coarse grained analysis of truthmakers.

The subject of this paper is the metaphysics of modality and its relation to

the question of the metaphysics of truthmakers.1 The close bond between

the two is sometimes considered to negatively a↵ect the plausibility of the

latter. This is directly related to the issue of the too-coarsely grained notion

of truthmakers, which results in counterintuitive consequences. The problem

seems to be grounded in particular assumptions about the relation of truth-

making (i.e., the so-called Thesis of Entailment) and the nature of worlds

(i.e., restricting the domain of worlds to only possible ones). While both

⇤This is the penultimate draft of the paper that is forthcoming in Synthese.
1Thanks to Franz Berto, Philip Bricker, Tadeusz Ciecierski, Alessandro Giordani,

Katarzyna Kijani-Placek, Daniel Nolan, Mariusz Popieluch, Pierre Saint-Germier, and
the anonymous reviewers for this journal for their helpful comments concerning the ear-
lier versions of the paper. This material is based on the work supported by the National
Science Centre (NCN), Poland (Grant No. 2016/20/S/HS1/00125).
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assumptions find some recognition among philosophers of truthmaking, they

are not indispensible to a satisfactory theory of truthmakers.

I aim to sketch an alternative approach to the metaphysics of modality

— one which is not restricted to possible worlds, and when applied to the

question of the metaphysics of truthmaking results in the rejection of the

Thesis of Entailment. While this proposal is primarily inspired by Alexius

Meinong’s Theory of Objects, I neither intend to incorporate this theory in

extenso nor to provide its exegesis. The use of the label ‘Meinongian’ is

rather motivated by an acceptance of some of Meinong’s assumptions along

with some of the notions introduced by him.

The plan for this paper is as follows: after introductory section 1, I make

some remarks concerning key notions of the relation of truthmaking (section

2); section 3 is dedicated to a rough sketch of Alexius Meinong’s Theory

of Objects, and section 4 provides an analysis of truthmaking in terms of

objectives. In section 5, the question of the plausibility of the Thesis of

Entailment is reconsidered.

1 Truthmaking

The common, pre-theoretical view has it that truth somehow depends upon

what reality is like. Thus, the truth of ‘Vienna is the capital of Austria’

depends upon a corresponding part of reality, namely the fact that Vienna

is the capital of Austria. In other words, if reality had been di↵erent in this

respect, that sentence would not be true. This intuition finds its philosophical

expression in what is called the relation of truthmaking (Tm), which is a

dyadic relation between something on the side of a language or thought (a

truthbearer (tb)) and something on the side of being (a truthmaker (tm)).

The notion of truthmaking seems to be one of those, which are ‘so obvi-

ous that it is di�cult to argue for it.’ Yet despite its intuitive force, giving

a precise ramification of this notion leads to question about the plausibil-

ity of truthmaking. Thus philosophers argue over what tbs are (sentences,
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propositions, beliefs, judgments), what tms are (facts, existing facts, states

of a↵airs, objects), and what the nature of the relation between them is.2

Some believe that one of the features of relation Tm is such that if it

holds between A (tm) and p (tb), then it is necessarily so. Meaning that if A

makes p true, it is impossible for A to be the case and p not be true [3, p. 7].

Thus, in the lights of possible worlds semantics, we can define a truthmaker

in the following way:

(TM) A is a truthmaker of a given p (ATmp) i↵ in every A-world,

p is true.

Unfortunately, despite a strong intuition about the connection between ne-

cessity and truthmaking, a precise expression of this relation is more di�cult

than it may seem [8, 19]. As this paper intends to show, there is, how-

ever, a way of overcoming this problem, and to save the modal character of

truthmaking.

Besides debates over what tbs and tms are, philosophers disagree over

whether every true p requires a truthmaker or only some of them do (e.g.,

only atomic or positive ones); whether each and every true tb has its unique

tm or whether a single entity A is a tm for more than one tb, etc. Most —

if not all — theorists of truthmaking hold that Tm is (at least) a one-to-

many relation, meaning that a single entity can make true more than one

truthbearer.3 Thus, if A makes p true, then it also makes, e.g., p _ q true.

After all — due to Disjunction Introduction — in every case in which p is

true, p _ q is true as well, meaning that there is no case where p is true

but p _ q is not. If this is truly so, then there is no need to introduce an

additional tm for p _ q. This is reflected by the commonly accepted Thesis

of Entailment:

(TE) If ATmp and p ` q, then ATmq.

2See e.g.,[12, 24, 6, 2, 3, 19].
3Indeed, most theorists of truthmaking hold that Tm is a many-to-many relation.

Neverthless, for the subject of this paper the mentioned assumption about Tm being
one-to-many relation is su�cent.
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In virtue of the above, if A makes p true, and p logically entails q, then A

makes q true as well [24, p. 84].

Although prima facie this seems to be plausible, the acceptance of TE

raises an essential problem for advocates of truthmaking. Consider contin-

gently true sentence p , e.g., ‘Vienna is the capital of Austria.’ If p is true, this

is due to A being the case. Assuming classical logic’s notion of entailment,

every necessary truth is entailed by any other statement, e.g. p ` (q _ ¬q).
This means that in virtue of TE, any q _ ¬q (e.g., ‘Donald Trump is the

president of the USA or Donald Trump is not the president of the USA’)

is made true by an arbitrary A, such that ATmp. In this particular case,

the arbitrary A is the fact that Vienna is the capital of Austria. Moreover,

in virtue of the Thesis of Disjunction, if ATm(q _ ¬q) then either ATmq or

ATm¬q [37, p. 334]. Accordingly, the fact that Vienna is the capital of Aus-

tria is a truthmaker either for ‘Donald Trump is the president of the USA’

or for ‘Donald Trump is not the president of the USA.’ If this is so, then a

tm for any contingently true sentence becomes a tm for any other contingent

truth. As Greg Restall has shown, this results in a conclusion that is quite

far from the initial aims of introducing the notion of truthmaking [37]. After

all, there is no philosophically interesting connection between the truth of

‘Donald Trump is not the president of the USA’ and the fact that Vienna is

the capital of Austria.

The above reasoning is based on a number of assumptions and as such,

might be taken to be an argument against each of them. Some take it to be

an argument against the plausibility of the notion of entailment known from

classical logic. Others considered it to be an argument against the Thesis of

Disjunction. Finally, this can be read as an argument against the Thesis of

Entailment or even against the plausibility of the notion of truthmaking in

general.4

It is often claimed that the mentioned problem arises partly in virtue

of the analysis of the relation of truthmaking being carried out in terms

4See [35, 38, 40, 15, 17, 48, 11].
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of possible worlds semantics (e.g., [11]). I believe that, while the worlds

discourse allows for picturing this problem, the source of the problem is not

the type of analysis itself, but rather a particular assumption that stands

behind this type of analysis — namely, an assumption concerning the domain

of worlds, and what they are built out of. If this is so, it seems that an

alternative characterization of worlds could help overcome the outlined issue.

The aim of this paper is to propose such an alternative and eventually to

argue in favor of a particular interpretation of TM, which would result in a

rejection of TE. This is to be done by referring to one of the modern origins

of the notion of truthmakers [47], i.e., Alexius Meinong’s notion of objectives.

2 Cases, Truthmakers and Truthbearers

While there is a debate over the key notions of the truthmaking relation, for

now, I will assume that tbs are statements (taken to be sentences that are

true or false); tms facts (taken to be obtaining states of a↵airs), and cases

are possible worlds. On this interpretation, TM becomes:

(TM*) Fact A is a truthmaker of statement ' (ATm') i↵ in every

possible A-world, ' is true.

This — along with accepting TE — leads to a problematic consequence, for

any arbitrary fact becomes a truthmaker for every necessarily true statement.

The problem might be overcome by an alternative interpretation of TM.

One possible modification — which will be developed herein — is to extend

the notion of ‘cases,’ by taking them to be not only possible worlds but also

impossible worlds. In this context, logically impossible worlds are worlds that

are not closed under classical consequence relation. That includes incomplete

and inconsistent worlds, in virtue of which, TM* changes into:

(TM**) Fact A is a truthmaker of statement ' (ATm') i↵ in

every (possible and impossible) A-world, ' is true.
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Introducing impossible worlds to philosophical analysis is often considered

to be a controversial move. Nevertheless, if an extension of the notion of

‘cases’ could help us deal with the problem indicated by Greg Restall, it is

worth giving it a chance. Moreover, this extension does not have to be taken

to be ad hoc. As many have argued, impossible worlds are a useful tool in

reconsidering some of the problems that are grounded in the limitations of

possible worlds semantics (e.g., [54, 25, 5]). This extension, however, requires

saying more about the nature of worlds themselves, which is the subject of

section 4. For now, let us only state that the role of truthmakers — usually

played by facts (or obtained states of a↵airs) — will be replaced by one of the

ancestors of the notion of a state of a↵airs, i.e., Alexius Meinong’s concept

of objectives, of which some subsist and some do not [22].

3 Objecta and Objectives

Meinong argued that an adequate understanding of the phenomenon of in-

tentionality requires an important distinction between two types of broadly

understood objects (Gegenstand) that intentional acts are directed towards

— objectum (Objekt) and objective (Objekitve). The first one is something

that is judged about. In the simple case, this is the ontological correlate of a

name or a description. These are either concrete or abstract individuals, of

which some have being and some do not. If an objectum is both concrete and

has being, it exists (e.g., the Ei↵el Tower). If an objectum is abstract and

has being, it subsists (e.g., a prime number n, such that n > 0).5 The rest,

i.e., concrete or abstract objecta that lack being, neither exist nor subsist

(e.g., Sherlock Holmes, a natural number n, such that n < 0).

Objective — on the other hand — is what is judged about objectum,

and it is the ontological correlate of a sentence. Thus, given that name ‘a’

5The view that di↵erent types of entities exist (or have being) in a di↵erent way is often
labeled ‘ontological pluralism,’ and is a subject of ongoing debate (see e.g., [33, 50, 20]).
Although the view is considered to be a controversial one, I do not intend to discuss it
here, and I merely assume it for the sake of argument.
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refers to an individual a, and predicate ‘F’ refers to a property of being F,

sentence (') ‘a is F’ refers to an objective (o') that a is F. Accordingly, if

one is imagining Vienna, the intentional act of imagining is directed towards

an objectum — Vienna. If one, however, believes that Vienna is the capital

of Austria, the intentional act of believing is directed towards an objective

— that Vienna is the capital of Austria [22, pp. 37–40]. Since objectives are

taken to be abstract entities, which are close relatives to Wittgenstein’s states

of a↵airs or situations, for objective o' to have being is to subsist (o'+), and

to not have being is to non-subsist (o'�). Given that the truth value of a

sentence depends upon the ontological status of corresponding objective, '

is true if and only if its correlate subsists and is false if and only if it does

not subsist. Assuming the analogy between objectives and states of a↵airs,

objectives that subsist are often considered states of a↵airs that obtain or

facts [22, p. 55].6

Due to this belief in the duality of the objects of intentional acts, one

is justified in inquiring about the relation between objecta and objectives.

While it is tempting to consider it to similar to a part-whole relation, this

requires an additional qualification, which would allow for an object which

has no being to be a part of an object that has being. That is because the

ontological status of objective does not have to depend on the ontological

status of objectum. For even though Sherlock Holmes has no being, some

sentences about him are true (e.g., ‘Holmes is a detective’) and some are false

(e.g., ‘Holmes is a butcher’). This is based on the subsistence of the objective

6In virtue of similarities between the notions of objective and state of a↵airs [13, 47],
the introduced change might be taken to be superfluous. The change has two motivations.
The first one is that the notion of a state of a↵airs carries a great theoretical burden. Many
have claimed that every state of a↵airs exists or that there are no molecular (negative,
complex) states of a↵airs. This obviously is not a dogma, nevertheless in order to avoid side
discussions I would rather like to give up the phrase ‘state of a↵airs’ in favor of ‘objective.’
The second motivation is that the view that is proposed in this paper is committed to
Meinong’s well-known principle of characterization. While Meinong originally used it
mostly for the characterization of simple objecta, it will be reformulated to also apply to
worlds. If one, however, does not consider the mentioned reasons to be substantial enough
for this change, one may stick with notions of states of a↵airs and obtaining (or existence).
It should be noticed, however, that there are reasons for which similarities between these
two notions are not so obvious [10, pp. 59–101].

7



that Holmes is a detective and non-subsistence of that Holmes is a butcher

respectively. Moreover, an objectum that has being can be the subject of

a subsistent as well as a non-subsistent objective. Thus, that Vienna is the

capital of Austria subsists, while that Vienna is the capital of Australia does

not.

The claim that that Holmes is a detective subsists is an exemplification

of the Principle of Independence, which has it that the nature (Sosein) of an

objectum, i.e., the way in which a given objectum is, is independent of its

ontological status (Sein) [18, 21, 16]. Thus, even though Holmes does not

exist, he has the property of being a detective. In other words, in virtue of

the Theory of Objects, the truth of ‘a is F ’ does entail the truth of ‘a exists.’

The above objectives are examples of objectives of so-being (Soseinob-

jektive), i.e., objectives that are correlates of those statements that ascribe

to an objectum properties that do not take into consideration the ontolog-

ical status of the objectum. These are contrasted with objectives of being

(Seinobjektive), such as that Holmes exists or that Holmes does not exist.

Obviously, while the truth-value of ‘Holmes is a detective’ does not depend

on Holmes’ existential status, ‘Holmes exists’ does. For if Holmes existed,

the objective that Holmes exists would subsist. Just as if Holmes were not a

detective, that Holmes is a detective would not subsist.

While in simple cases our intentional acts are directed towards objecta,

which are the subjects of objectives, there are also cases where our intentional

acts are directed towards objectives, which are subjects of objectives of a

higher-order [22, p. 43]. Consider four sentences:

(i) ‘Vienna is the capital of Australia,’

(ii) ‘Vienna is the capital of Austria,’

(iii) ‘It is not the case that Vienna is the capital of Australia,’

(iv) ‘It is the case that Vienna is the capital of Australia.’

Sentences (i) and (ii) share the same subject (i.e., an ontological correlate of

the name ‘Vienna’), yet they are di↵erent with respect to what a property is

judged about this object. The first sentence ascribes the property of being
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the capital of Australia. The second ascribes the property of being the capital

of Austria. Accordingly, (i) and (ii) have di↵erent ontological correlates — oi

and oii respectively. Since oi is non-subsisting and oii is a subsisting objective,

corresponding sentences di↵er with respect to the truth value – (ii) is true

and (i) is false.

Contrary to these two, a subject of the sentences (iii) and (iv) is —

Meinong would say — not the objectum Vienna, but rather the objective

that Vienna is the capital of Australia. Thus, while (i) and (iv) seems to

express the same, they do not. The former one is about the objectum Vienna,

and the latter one is about the objective [45, p. 29]. Neverthless, just as in

cases of (i) and (ii), something is ascribed to subjects of senteces (iii) and

(iv). With this respect each objective has one of two possible properties

of subsisting or non-subsisting. What is ascribed in the case of (iii), is the

non-subsistence of the mentioned objective. In the case of (iv), it is the

subsistence of the same objective. Accordingly, correlates of sentences (iii)

and (iv) are second-order objectives, i.e., oiii=that objective that Vienna is

the capital of Australia does not subsist and oiv=that objective that Vienna

is the capital of Australia subsists.

There is no coincidence in the fact that (iii) is an example of an expression

that corresponds to a higher-order objective and, at the same time, is a sen-

tence that contains a logical connective. As a matter of fact, most examples

provided by Meinong suggest that higher-order objectives are correlates of

what nowadays may be called molecular statements, i.e., statements that con-

tain logical connectives: negation (‘¬’), conjunction (‘^’), alternative (‘_’),
implication (‘!’) and equivalence (‘⌘’) [22, pp. 155–158].7

Assuming that logical connectives are functions that build complex sen-

tences out of simpler ones, ‘¬’ is a function out of the simple sentence ' into

¬'. Given that ontological referents of sentences are objectives, and that

truth values are determined by subistence and non-subsistence of objectives,

what is judged here is the ontological status of o', namely its non-subsistence.

7In this context, sentence (iv) contains a sentential connective of a�rmation (‘x’), which
is an opposition to negation and reads ‘it is the case that’. [22, pp. 39, 168].
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Since the truth-value of a sentence is explained in terms of subsistence and

non-subsistence, the subject of ¬' is the non-subsistence of objective o',

i.e., o'�. The sentence is true if and only if the corresponding objective

subsists and false if it does not subsist. Thus the truth of the sentence ¬' is

grounded in the ontological status of o'�, i.e., its subsistence ((o'�)+) or

its non-subsistence ((o'�)�). Likewise, the truth of ‘x'’ is grounded in the

ontological status of o'+, i.e., its subsistence ((o'+)+) or its non-subsistence

((o'+)�). As Meinong claimed ‘each objective is an objective of higher or-

der with respect to another objective if the latter occupies the place of an

objectum in the former’ [23, p. 94]. Thus, if the subject of a senteces is an

objective (and not an objectum), then the sentence refers to a higher-order

objective. Accordingly, the sentence ‘Snow is white and grass is green’ is

correlated to a complex, higher-order objective that contains two subsistent

objectives of the first order — that snow is white and that grass is green.8

This sentence – Meinong would say – is neither about snow nor about grass,

but the mentioned objectives.

Objecta and objectives are of di↵erent character thus the relation between

first order and higher order objectives is not the one that holds between

objecta and objectives of the first order. The most crucial di↵erence with

this respect is that ‘all objecta are . . . indi↵erent to being; whether they are

or are not, makes no di↵erence to what they are. It is only by virtue of

their inclusion in objectives that they come to be or not to be’ [10, p. 75].

Meanwhile,

no objective becomes factual through superordinate objective or

is factual by virtue of them. An objective must bear factuality

in itself; and as far as I can see, its factuality is a basic property

for which there is no definition and, at least for the time being,

also no description. This property is in a sense complete by itself,

whatever objective it may appear in; not only that, but however

many positive objectives of being may be superordinated to this

8For other logical connectives see section 4.2.
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property, it encompasses the factuality of all those objectives. If

A is in fact B, then the being of this objective is factual, likewise

the being of this being, and so on to infinity [22, p. 56].9

Thus, the ontological status of objectives of the first order does not depend

on objectives of the higher order, but the dependency does hold the other

way around, i.e. if a given objective o subsists, the (higher-order) objective

o
0: that objective o subsists subsists as well. In other words, while it is not the

case that (o'+)+ results in o'+, it is the case that o'+ results in (o'+)+. As

Meinong suggests, the factuality or subsistence of an objective is a property

and is considered a primitive notion of the Theory of Objects. Further, the

domain of objectives is maximal, which means that each element of this

domain is either a subsistent or non-subsistent objective.

The above gives a rough guide through Meinong’s so-called ‘jungle.’ The

guide is quite essential, for it does not concern some of the particular aspects

of the Theory of Objects and especially some of the questions that concern

the relation between language and ontology. In that respect, it should be

noted that some authors have charged Meinong with conflating those two

inquiries, which resulted in alleged errors in his theory. Others find this

conflation to be a basis for an original theory of reference.10 Importantly,

many have proven that one can adopt a part of Meinong’s view without

being committed to the whole. While what is usually imported is the thesis

of the non-existence of some objects,11 the notion of an objective has gained

much less recognition in contemporary debates on the metaphysical nature

of modality. In the next section, I am going to make use of this notion in

order to address the problem of the metaphysical nature of truthmakers.

9See also [10, p. 76].
10For the debate over the plausibility of the original notion of objective, see among

others [42, 36, 10, 46, 47, 45].
11See [9, 34, 27, 41, 55, 14, 28, 31, 4].
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4 Meinongian Abstractionism

Since the proposed approach to metaphysics of modality relies on the notion

of objectives, it falls under the label of Meinongianism. The abstract nature

of objectives places this approach among the so-called abstractionist ones to

the metaphysics of modality [49]. Thus, I’ll refer to the approach as Meinon-

gian Abstractionism (MA). The presentation of this is somewhat unorthodox.

Usually, philosophers of modality begin with a characteristic of the actual

world and its elements, and then — by loosening up conditions on them —

describe or construe merely possible and (in some cases) impossible worlds.

An obvious advantage of that is its heuristic force. The main disadvantage

of that strategy is that, due to taking the logic of the actual world as the

starting point of analysis, it often results in a picture of impossible worlds as

degenerate versions of possible worlds rather than being genuine entities on

equal footing. It is possible, however, to do it other way around. Thus, I am

going to start with a general characterization of worlds and their elements,

and show that positing further restrictions on them allows for construing

merely possible worlds. This will provide a uniform analysis of the notion of

truth-in-world that is meant not to be hostage to the peculiarity of classical

logic and that applies in the very same way to possible and impossible worlds.

4.1 Atomic Truthbearers

The MA’s interpretation of a propositional language is a variation of a Kripke

model, hW,R,D, �, vi. W is a non-empty set of worlds, which has two subsets

of possible (P ) and impossible worlds (I), such that P [I = W , P \I = ;. R
stands for the relation of accessibility between worlds, such thatR ✓ W ⇥W .

Domain D is the universal set of objectives of di↵erent ontological status and

orders.12 The function � : � 7! }(D) is a function of a denotation, where

� is the set of all formulas of the propositional language and }(D) denotes

12In this section, I focus on simple, atomic objectives. Objectives which are referents of
complex sentences are subjects of section 4.2.
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the power set of objectives, e.g., elements of �(') are ontological correlates

of '. Since at this point we do not take into consideration the truth value of

a sentence, �’s image contains objectives independently of their ontological

status, i.e. �(') = {o'+, o'�}.
The relation v is a valuation relation. It holds between pairs of sentences

and worlds and truth values, i.e., v ✓ (� ⇥ W ) ⇥ {0, 1}, where W and �

are defied as above, 0 and 1 correponds to the falsity and truth, respectively.

In virtue of MA, worlds are sets of correlates of statements, i.e., sets of

objectives, of which some do and some do not subsist. This set-theoretical

nature of worlds determines theirs extensional identity and the notion of

truth-in-world, for ‘Vienna is the capital of Austria’ is true in world w if and

only if the subsistence of the objective that Vienna is the capital of Austria

is an element of w. Accordingly ‘Vienna is the capital of Australia’ is false

in w due to the non-subsistence of the objective that Vienna is the capital

of Australia being an element of w. The purely notational relation between

the truth-values and ontological status can be stipulated by a function h :

{0, 1} 7! {�,+}, such that:

h(0) = �,

h(1) = +.

Thus allowing us to express the valuation relation (VR) in a single, succinct

expression:

(VR) 8'2�8w2W8i2{0,1}[((', w), i) 2 v i↵ o'h(i) 2 w].

Cashing out the content of the valuation relation, given that �(') = {o'+, o'�},
we have the following:

((', w), 1) 2 v i↵ o'+ 2 w,

((', w), 0) 2 v i↵ o'� 2 w,

((', w), 1) /2 v i↵ o'+ /2 w,

((', w), 0) /2 v i↵ o'� /2 w.
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Keeping in mind Meinong’s characterization of objectives, we can provide

two principles — the Princple of Factuality (PF) and the Principle of Objec-

tive’s Independence (POI). PF is Meinong’s thesis that the subsistence of an

objective of a lower order results in the subsistence of an objective of a higher

order. POI is also based on Meinong’s views on objectives and has it that the

mere subsistence of a higher-order objective does not prejudge the ontological

status of the lower order objective. Thus, given that OS = {+,�} is the set

of ontological status of objective o, i.e., its subsistence or non-subsistence:

(PF) 8o2D8w2W [o+ 2 w ! (o+)+ 2 w],

(POI) ¬8o2D8w2W8s2OS[(os)+ 2 w ! os 2 w].

Since I begin with a general picture of worlds and their elements, it should

be noted that it is not the case that ((', w), 1) 2 v i↵ ((', w), 0) /2 v. Thus,

there are worlds w and objectives o, such that both o+ 2 w and o� 2 w.

This means that when it comes to truth-value, the universe of sentences is

not divided into just two groups, of true (and true only) and false (and false

only). After all, impossibility requires some of them to be both true and

false, and some to be neither true nor false. Accordingly, this results in a

more complex picture of truth-values, which has it that a sentence falls under

one of the categories below:

a) True and not false,

b) Not true and false,

c) Both true and false,

d) Neither true nor false.

This shows that the notion of truth-value known from classical logic is

merely a special case, i.e., a case where every sentence belongs either only to

group a) or only to group b) [30, pp. 410–416]. In order to avoid misunder-

standings and equivocations, I will go along a distinction between sentences

that are true and true only, and those that are merely true. A similar distinc-

tion also applies between sentences that are false and false only, and those

14



that are merely false. Accordingly, the mere truth of ' at w neither entails

the falsity of ¬' at w nor prejudges whether ' is not false at w as well. In

order to guarantee that ' is true and true only at w, additional constraints

are required, namely constraints that explicitly exclude the falsity of ' at w:

' is true and true only at w i↵ ((', w), 1) 2 v and ((', w), 0) /2 v,

' is false and false only at w i↵ ((', w), 0) 2 v and ((', w), 1) /2 v.

I assume that every possible world (including the actual world) is ruled

by classical logic. Hence possible worlds are correlates of consistent and

complete sets of sentences. This requires assuming bivalence (Biv.), the

law of non-contradiction (LNC), and the law of excluded middle (LEM). In

terms of MA, bivalence is grounded in the assumption that for every set

of correlates �(') of a given sentence ', one and only one correlate is an

element of a world. Thus, if o'+ 2 w, then for every other element of �('),

none of them is an element of w. This guarantees that for every sentence ',

((', w), 1) 2 v i↵ ((', w), 0) /2 v. Given that w and �(') are sets of subsistent

and non-subsistent objectives, bivalence might be expressed in terms of the

cardinality of their intersection. Thus, bivalence holds in a given world i↵

for every sentence only one of its ontological correlates is an element of w.13

LNC has it that it is not the case that both an objective oi of ontological

status s1 and a higher-order objective ois2 of the same ontological status s1

are elements of the same world. LEM has it that for every pair of above

objectives, one of them is an element of a world. Accordingly, given VR, for

every sentence ' and its negation ¬' one, and only one is true and only true,

and the other is false and only false. A possible world w is a restricted set

of objectives, which satisfies Biv., LNC, and LEM:

13Given that Biv. is meant to express bivalence, this characterization may seem to be
stronger than it should be. An alternative to this is to hold that for every objective of
a given ontological status, if it is an element of w, then it is not the case that the same
objective of the opposite ontological status is an element of w as well. This would be
su�cient for such sentences, that their � function’s image is a set of two elements. Yet, as
we will see in section 4.2., there are sentences (e.g., disjunctions) for which this does not
hold. Thus, to guarantee the bivalence of every sentence, we need a stronger assumption.
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(Biv.) 8'2�|w \ �(')| = 1,

(LNC) 8o2D¬[o+ 2 w ^ (o�)+ 2 w],

(LEM) 8o2D[o+ 2 w _ (o�)+ 2 w].

4.2 Molecular Truthbearers

So far, MA may seem to be just another version of abstractionism, though

expressed in terms of objectives instead of facts or states of a↵airs (e.g.,

[1, 29]). This picture, however, breaks down when molecular sentences are

taken into consideration. As has already been mentioned, one of the ongoing

debates among advocates of the notion of truthmaking is the question of

whether every truth has a truthmaker. In this respect, there are two possible

stances: maximalism and optimalism.14 The first one has it that every truth

has a truthmaker. That includes both atomic and molecular tbs. It should

be stressed that maximalism does not require a unique truthmaker for every

truth. Accordingly, some claimed that if A makes ' true, then A makes

every sentence entailed by ' true as well. This may be supported by TE,

which allows providing atomic truthmakers for complex truthbearers. In

opposition, optimalism has it that there is no need to believe that every

truth has a truthmaker. This is partly motivated by the troubles of providing

truthmakers for negative truths, general truths, and paradoxical statements.

An advocate of MA is committed to maximalism and — as mentioned

at the very beginning — rejects TE. Furthermore, since every true sentence

has a truthmaker, and since some true sentences are molecular, they have

molecular truthmakers. These — as Meinong suggests — are objectives of

a higher order. Likewise, in the case of atomic sentences, what makes the

complex tb true is the subsistence of an adequate objective. Thus, given that

�(x') = {(o'+)+, (o'+)�}

((x', w), 1) 2 v i↵ (o'+)+ 2 w,

14As a matter of fact, there is also nihilism, which has it that no truth requires a
truthmaker. That, however, is merely skepticism about the plausibility of the notion of
truthmaking in the first place. For that reason, I do not take it into consideration [19].
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((x', w), 0) 2 v i↵ (o'+)� 2 w,

((x', w), 1) /2 v i↵ (o'+)+ /2 w,

((x', w), 0) /2 v i↵ (o'+)� /2 w.

Likewise, since �(¬') = {(o'�)+, (o'�)�},

((¬', w), 1) 2 v i↵ (o'�)+ 2 w,

((¬', w), 0) 2 v i↵ (o'�)� 2 w,

((¬', w), 1) /2 v i↵ (o'�)+ /2 w,

((¬', w), 0) /2 v i↵ (o'�)� /2 w.15

Due to the acceptance of POI, just because (o�)+ is an element of w, does

not mean that o� is an element of w as well.16 Naturally, it might be the

case that both (o�)+ and o� belong to the very same w. That, however, is

entailed neither by (o�)� nor by (o�)+ being an element of w.

As mentioned above, complex (or molecular) tbs correspond to objectives

of a higher order. Thus, the domain D includes correlates of simple state-

ments and correlates of complex statements that contain logical connectives.

So far we were focused on examples of complex sentences that are build-out

of a single sentence and a logical connective, i.e., x' and ¬'. If, however,

a statement contains a logical connective out of two or more atomic state-

ments, that correlate is such an objective that it is a fusion of correlates

of these statements. Thus, the ontological correlate of ' ^  is a fusion,

�(' ^  ) = {(o' + to +)+, (o' + to +)�}.
Accordingly, the sentence ‘Snow is white and grass is green’ corresponds

to the objective that that snow is white and that grass is green. As in previous

cases, this conjunction is true if the objective subsists, and it is false if it non-

subsists:

((' ^  , w), 1) 2 v i↵ (o' + to +)+ 2 w,

15Notice that the truth of ¬' does not reduce to the falseness of ' or x'.
16See section 4.3.
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((' ^  , w), 0) 2 v i↵ (o' + to +)� 2 w,

((' ^  , w), 1) /2 v i↵ (o' + to +)+ /2 w,

((' ^  , w), 0) /2 v i↵ (o' + to +)� /2 w.

Before going any further, it is worth explaining why the conjunction

of two sentences is false only in one case, while according to the truth-

table it takes place in three cases. In other words, it may seem that, e.g.

(o' + to �)+ 2 w is su�cient to justify ((' ^  , w), 0) 2 v. In virtue of

MA, however, that is not the case. This is due to two aspects — a general

one and one that is specific to MA. The first one is an essential di↵erence be-

tween the two relations: statement-to-statement and objective-to-statement.

The first one is the relation of logical entailment, and it is always relative to

a given logic. Accordingly, it is fair to assume that this is also restricted to a

particular type of logic. What is entailed by the truth of ' in one logic does

not have to be entailed in the other. Contrary to this, objective-to-statement

is the relation of truthmaking, and as is assumed, it holds between elements

of two types:

Both terms of an entailment relation must be propositions, but

the truthmaking term of the truthmaker relation is a portion

of reality, and, in general at least, portions of reality are not

propositions. [3, p. 6]17

Contrary to entailment, the relation of truthmaking (at least the version

which is the subject of this paper) is not meant to be restricted to any partic-

ular logic. Meaning that if o'+ is a truthmaker for ', then ' is true in every

{o'+}–world, regardless of whether it is a logically possible or impossible

world. Thus, the aim of the relation of truthmaking is not to characterize

a relation between truth-values of particular sentences, but rather a relation

between a sentence and ‘a portion of reality.’

17While Armstrong’s view takes propositions to play the role of tb, his observation holds
also in those cases where sentences are truth-bearers.

18



The second reason is the Meinongian assumption that what makes a sen-

tence true is the subsistence of an adequate objective, and what makes it

false is the non-subsistence of that objective. Thus since (o' + to �)+ is

a subsistent objective, it can only play the role of a truthmaker. Accord-

ingly, it is not a falsitymaker of '^ . Due to the non-subsistence of o , the

mentioned objective is not a truthmaker for conjunction ' ^  either. Nat-

urally, the fact that one of the conjuncts is false is a su�cient condition for

considering the whole conjunction false as well. This, however, is a matter

of the relation between sentences’ truth-values and not between sentences’

truth-values and the world. Mimicking the outcomes of the first relation in

the context of the second relation is what seems to be the root of the problem

of coarse-grained notions of truthmaking. Likwise, ' is made true by o'+,

but not by (o' + to +)+. In this sense — by the lights of MA — every

truthmaker is what Kit Fine calls the exact truthmaker [11, p. 558].

While MA commits both to simple objectives and objectives which are

build out of fusions, it should be noticed that some of popular assumptions

about fusions do not hold within MA. These are:

(i) x = x t x,

(ii) x t y = y t x.

This is due to the fact that every objective is either subsisten or non-subsistent.

In terms of objectives, it is generally not the case that x = xt x. Otherwise

it would have been the case that (i*) o'+ = o' + to'+. While the left side

contains an objective, the right side is a fusion of objectives, which is merely

a subject of an objectve of higher-order, but it is not an objective, for it is

neither subsisten nor non-subsistent. The subsistence of an objective cannot

be identical to something that is not the subsistence an objective, thus (i*)

does not hold.

There is hovewer a way to save the intuition that underpine plausibility

of (i) within MA. The source of the problem with (i*) is that identity can

hold only between objectives of the same level of complexity. Given that
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fusions are subjects of higher-order objectives, and (o'+)+ is an objective of

second-order, MA’s counterparts of (i) and (ii) would have it that

(iMA) 8o2D8s2OS[(os)s = (os t os)s],

(iiMA) 8o2D8s2OS[(ois t ojs)s) = (ojs t ois)s)].

As mentioned above, the relation between a sentence and the subsistence

of the objective associated with the sentence is not a relation of logical en-

tailment but of truthmaking, that is the subsistence of the objective makes

the sentence true. Nevertheless, the notion of truthmaking for molecular

propositions is based on the truth-table of classical logic. Accordingly, one

can characterize correlates of the remaining molecular truth-bearers ' _  ,
'!  , ' ⌘  :

((' _  , w), 1) 2 v i↵ (o' + to +)+ 2 w, or (o' + to �)+ 2 w,

or (o' � to +)+ 2 w,

((' _  , w), 0) 2 v i↵ (o' + to +)� 2 w, or (o' + to �)� 2 w,

or (o' � to +)� 2 w,

(('_ , w), 1) /2 v i↵ (o'+to +)+ /2 w, and (o' + to �)+ /2 w,

and (o' � to +)+ /2 w,

(('_ , w), 0) /2 v i↵ (o'+to +)� /2 w, and (o' + to �)� /2 w,

and (o' � to +)� /2 w,

(('!  , w), 1) 2 v i↵ {(o'+to +)+} 2 w, or {(o' � to +)+} 2 w,

or {(o' � to �)+} 2 w,

(('!  , w), 0) 2 v i↵ (o'+to +)� 2 w, or (o' � to +)� 2 w,

or (o' � to �)� 2 w,

(('!  , w), 1) /2 v i↵ (o'+, o +)+ /2 w, and (o' � to +)+ /2 w,

and (o' � to �)+ /2 w,

(('!  , w), 0) /2 v i↵ (o'+to +)� /2 w, and (o' � to +)� /2 w,

and (o' � to �)� /2 w,
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((' ⌘  , w), 1) 2 v i↵ (o'+to +)+ 2 w, or (o' � to �)+ 2 w,

((' ⌘  , w), 0) 2 v i↵ (o'+to +)� 2 w, or (o' � to �)� 2 w,

((' ⌘  , w), 1) /2 v i↵ (o'+to +)+ /2 w, and (o' � to �)+ /2 w,

((' ⌘  , w), 0) /2 v i↵ (o'+to +)� /2 w, and (o' � to �)� /2 w.

4.3 Impossible Cases

The problem of truthmaking might be partly based on its analysis being

too narrow, which limits cases to only possible worlds. If worlds are sets of

objectives, of which some are subsistent and some are non-subsistent, one

can provide a picture of the metaphysics of modality that includes not only

possible worlds but also impossible ones. Assuming that possible worlds are

ontological correlates of sentences that are closed under classical consequence

relation, impossible worlds are correlates of sentences that do not satisfy this

condition. Accordingly, impossible worlds are either correlates of sentences

ruled by non-classical logics or are arbitrary sets of correlates of sentences

[31, pp. 15–19].

The richness of the domain of worlds is guaranteed by the Worlds’ Prin-

ciple of Characterization (WPC), which has it that every non-empty set of

elements of D, which satisfies PF is a world. This allows representing worlds

where many-valued logic holds, as well as those where each and every for-

mula has the same value, i.e. the trivial world and the empty world. The

trivial world is a world where each and every sentence (and its negation) is

true and none are false. The empty world is a world where no sentence (nor

its negation) is true, and each and every sentence and its negation is false.18

Thus — in a sense — the plurality of worlds ranges between the trivial world

and the empty world.

The principle is a variation of Meinong’s original principle of charac-

terization (OPC), which states that an objectum characterized by certain

18Contrary to what the name may suggest, the empty world is not a world with no
elements. After all, worlds are non-empty sets of objectives [25, 51].
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properties has those properties. Paradoxes that rise in virtue of this princi-

ple became a reason for which Meinong’s Theory of Objects was famously

pronounced — by Gilbert Ryle — dead and buried, with no chance for res-

urrection [43, p. 255]. The fact that over the last few decades, we have wit-

nessed a renaissance of so-called Meinongianism suggests that Gilbert Ryle

was too hasty with his judgment. This renaissance focuses on reformulating

OPC that would make it immune to paradoxes. Some propose restricting

this principle, while others argue in favor of its unrestricted reformulation.19

The close bond between OPC and WPC may worry about the possibility of

paradoxes within MA. This bond, however, also gives a guide to solutions

for such paradoxes—one of them being restricting WPC. Among possible

restrictions, I would suggest the one grounded in the distinction between

the folk, natural language and theoretical framework. The relation between

those two is somehow analogous to the relation between the object language

and the metalanguage. Given that some paradoxes arise because of mix-

ing the mentioned languages, both OPC and WPC ought to be restricted

to referents of the folk language (resp. object language) and not apply to

theoretical (resp. metalanguage) expressions. Since � is the set of formulas

of the object language, and since terms such as ‘world’ or ‘object’ belong to

the framework of MA, expressions including these terms are not elements of

�. This restriction allows blocking at least some of the possible paradoxes

within Meinongianism and has some methodological justification [44].

It is worth considering whether a truthmaker for ' is an entity that

makes the sentence merely true or one that makes it true and true only.

This question does not raise, as long as we assume Biv. Nevertheless, if

one takes the notion of truthmaking at face value and believes that it is

not restricted to classical logic, it is not the case that every world where

' is true is a also a world where ' is true only. Hence, one is justified in

defining a truthmaker as an entity that makes a proposition merely true. To

claim otherwise, i.e., to claim that a truthmaker is something that makes

19See [9, 34, 27, 41, 55, 14, 28, 31, 4].
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a proposition true and true only, would be either to assume that bivalence

holds at each and every world or to believe that advocates of two- and many-

valued logics do not disagree with each other, but rather talk past each other,

for while one side talks about the truth of ', the other talks about truth*,

i.e., a somehow degenerated property of '. The first one is false because

there are impossible worlds where bivalence does not hold. There are good

reasons to believe that the second one is implausible ([32, ch. 4.2]). This

allows us to consider TM to be interpreted as:

(TMMA) Objective o+ is a truthmaker of a given ' (o+Tm') i↵

for every {o+}-world w, ((', w), 1) 2 v.20

Importantly, introducing impossible worlds does not have to a↵ect the

modal notions of possibility and necessity. Since the standard approach has

it that it is possible that ' is true if there is a world where ' is true, it is

usually stressed that this world has to be accessible from the actual world.

Likewise, it is necessary that ' is true at the actual world if and only if every

accessible world is such that ' is true at that world. The di↵erence is that

in virtue of the standard approach, it is often assumed that every world is

possible and hence accessible to the actual world, while in the case of the

modified version, some worlds are impossible. Thus, the modal operators of

possibility (⌃) and necessity (⇤) are defined as usual:

((⌃'), w), 1) 2 v i↵ 9wi[wRwi ^ ((', wi), 1) 2 v],

((⇤'), w), 1) 2 v i↵ 8wi[wRwi ! ((', wi), 1) 2 v].

Notice that since W also contains impossible worlds, for every sentence,

there is a world where that sentence is true and there is a world where it

is false. The mere fact that there are such worlds, however, does not mean

that they are accessible from the world of valuation. Thus, provided that

20Notice that if ' is false, this is so due to a falsitymaker (i.e., an entity that is an
element of each w, where ' is false) and not merely due to a lack of an adequate truth-
maker. Accordingly, the falseness of a given sentence does not reduce to the absence of its
truthmaker.
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classical logic is actually the correct logic, even though there is a world w1

such that ((' ^ ¬', w1), 1) 2 v, this does not mean that it is possible for a

contradiction to be true. After all, w1 does not have to be accessible from

the actual world. Therefore, both possibility and necessity are considered to

be relative to the logic of the chosen world.

5 Truthmaking as Necessitation

As David Armstrong claimed, the notion of truthmaking is meant to be a

metaphysical one, i.e., it holds between a ‘portion of reality’ and a truth-

bearer. One of the consequences of this is that Tm should not be conflated

with the relation of logical entailment. Furthermore, if one takes Tm at its

face value, and believes that some statements are true in impossible worlds,

truthmaking goes beyond logically possible worlds. After all, both possible

and impossible worlds are build-out of the same matter, i.e., subsistent and

non-subsistent objectives, which play the role of truthmakers. Thus if TMMA

holds, and if there is an impossible {o+}-world, then clearly there is an im-

possible world, where ' is true. Otherwise, either only worlds that share

laws of the logic of the actual world would be worlds at which some state-

ments are true, or o+Tm' would not hold, for there would be an impossible

{o+}-world, where ' is not true.

This helps to show why the Thesis of Entailment is implausible. Recall

that this thesis relies on two premises: (1) o+Tm' and (2) ' `  , and leads

to the conclusion (3) o+Tm . The first thing that should be stressed is that

as soon as one introduces logically impossible worlds, there is no such thing

as ‘plain’ entailment, but rather several di↵erent notions (or characteristics)

of entailment which properly describe a given logic. After all, if logic is a the-

ory of entailment (validity), di↵erences between logics are based in di↵erent

theories of entailment [39]. Accordingly, to decide whether ' entails  , one

should be precise about what notion of entailment one is taking into consid-

eration. Henceforth what premise (2) actually expresses is (2*) ' `L1  , i.e.,
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in virtue of logic L1, ' entails  .

As has been shown, the mere fact that in virtue of a given logic ' entails

 does not mean that every world where ' is true is a world where  is true.

What it does mean is that every world that is an element of a particular

logical space (or is accessible from the world of evaluation) is such that if ' is

true in that world, so is  . Because of this, one way of saving the plausibility

of TE would be to restrict the notion of truthmaking. Accordingly, premise

(1) should be changed to (1*) o+TmL1', i.e., from L1 logic’s point of view,

o+ is a truthmaker for '. In virtue of this, (1*) and (2*) would entail

(3*)o+TmL1 . That, however, would result in the view that there is no such

thing as a truthmaker in general, but rather that each truthbearer has its

truthmaker relative to a given logic. Consequently, even though o+ is a tm

for ' in the actual world, the same o+ would not be a tm for the same '

in a di↵erent (impossible) world. That would require restricting the notion

of cases to worlds belonging to a particular logical space and would take us

back to square one of the problem indicated by Restall.21

Contrary to the entailment, truthmaking is not meant to be restricted to

any proper subset of W . MA provides a picture of truthmaking as the most

general notion of necessity. For, while there are logically impossible worlds

where ' ^ ¬' is true and there are metaphysically impossible worlds where

‘Socrates is not a man’ is true, if o+ is a truthmaker of ', no {o+}-world is a

world, where ' is not true. In this sense, the truthmaking is an unrestricted

modal notion of necessity, and every world is ‘truthmakingly’ possible.

One of the virtues of TE is that it provides a relatively parsimonious

picture of the universe of truthmakers. After all, a single entity can play

the role of a truthmaker for a number of truthbearers. Thus, rejecting TE,

results in a sudden increase in the number of truthmakers. Consider the case

of truthmakers for ' and ¬¬'. If one accepts TE and the principle of double

negation, both of these tbs are made true by the very same tm. In the case of

21Notice that this does not depend on what logic L1 is. While many advocates of TE
assume the notion of entailment known from classical logic, it seems that a similar problem
arises in cases of non-classical logics as well.
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rejecting TE this changes, and there is a di↵erent tm for ' and di↵erent one

for ¬¬'. This becomes even more complicated when one realizes that the

relation between these two truthbearers is not merely a simple entailment,

but that they are logically equivalent, meaning that every (possible) world

where ' is true is a world where ¬¬' is true and vice versa. Because of this,

some (e.g., Ludwig Wittgenstein) would consider ' and ¬¬' to express the

same fact [52, T. 2.0312, 5.44].22

The relation that Wittgenstein considered a matter of identity of facts, an

advocate of MA will consider to be rather a logical equivalence of sentences

[13, pp. 352–353]. As in the case of entailment, this notion is also restricted

to a particular logic. Thus while ' and ¬¬' are equivalent from the point of

view of classical logic, they are not equivalent from the point of view of intu-

itionistic logic. Given that �(') 6= �(¬¬'), there is a world w, where ' is true

and ¬¬' is not true. MA’s notion of truthmaking, along with WPC, allows

construing much more ‘exotic’ worlds than those where the Law of Double

Negation fails, e.g., impossible worlds where Conjunction Elimination, Con-

junction Introduction, Disjunction Introduction, Disjunction Elimination, or

modus ponens fail. While it may seem bizarre to postulate such worlds, their

fine-grained structure allows for more precise use of the notions of worlds

and truthmakers.23 This makes MA a metaphysically–oriented supporter of

the ‘hyperintensional revolution’ [26]. What is most important, it provides a

picture of a truthmaking which on the one hand is considered being a modal

notion, and on the other it is free from Restall–style charges.

Surely, there are aspects of MA that make it an unattractive account.

First of all, compared to approaches that are committed to TE, MA appears

ontologically expensive. Thus, once again, Meinongianism may be accused

of violating Occam’s Razor. To do so, however, it is not enough to show

that MA postulates more objects than alternative approaches do. While

multiplying entities is a necessary condition for violating Occam’s Razor, it

22See also [53, p. 167]
23At the same time, condition iiMA allows preserving the commutativity of conjunctions

and disjunctions, which some consider being a desirable limitation of fine-grainedness [7].
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is not su�cient. For it is not the case that entities should not be multiplied

at all, but rather they should not be multiplied beyond necessity. Thus,

assuming that, in this particular case, the multiplied entities are underwritten

by the need for providing a fine-grained characterization of the metaphysics

of truthmakers, MA does not necessarily violate Occam’s Razer after all.

Secondly, TMMA may seem to be close to banality. Given that (i) objec-

tive o is a referent of sentence ' and (ii) that the truth value of the statement

depends on the ontological status of an objective, TMMA seems theoretically

hollow. Notice, however, that TMMA is merely a counterpart of TM, which

surely is not hollow. What makes the di↵erence here are details concern-

ing the key notions of cases and truthmakers. As mentioned initially, what

strikes one as the most puzzling thing about truthmaking is the clash between

the common belief that the truth depends upon reality and the questionable

consequence of a philosophical analysis of this notion. While TMMA results

in a rich ontology of objectives, it gives a way to justify the notion of truth-

making without violating relevance of elements in this relation. Hence, one

does not have to commit to the claim that the facts about Austria ground

the truth-value of sentences about Trump.

The above shows that TE could be accepted only if we assume that there

are no impossible worlds or that the relation of truthmaking is restricted to

a given set of worlds. Both of these result in the problem of a coarse-grained

notion of truthmaking. Moreover, the first one limits the number of theo-

retical advantages that follow from accepting impossible worlds; the second

one results in changing the notion of a truthmaker into a truthmaker relative

to a given logic. Because of this, TE should not be a general assumption

concerning the relation of truthmaking. Of course, this has its ontological

price, but considering the fine-grained picture of worlds and the popularity of

the use of worlds semantics, this price might provide good value for money.

This might be of interest, especially for those who seek a modal notion of

truthmaking and have some sympathy for Meinong’s Theory of Objects.
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[9] Castañeda H.-N., 1974. Thinking and the Structure of the World,

Philosophia, 4(1): 3–40.

[10] Findlay J.N., 1963. Meinong’s Theory of Objects and Values, Clarendon

Press.

[11] Fine K., 2018. Truthmakers Semantics [In:] Hale B., Wright C., Alexan-

der Miller A. eds. The Blackwell Companion to Philosophy of Language,

2nd Edition, Blackwell: Willey: 556–577.

[12] Fox J.F., 1987. Truth-maker, Australasian Journal of Philosophy, 65(2):

188–207.

28



[13] Grossman R., 1983. The Categorial Structure of the World, Blooming-

ton: Indiana University Press.

[14] Jacquette D., 1996. Meinongian Logic. The Semantic of Existence and

Nonexistence, Berlin: Walter de Gruyter.

[15] Jago M., 2009. The Conjunction Thesis, Mind, 118: 411–415.

[16] 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: Cambridge University Press.
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