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1	Facts not had good press in recent philosophy. Part of reason is familiar objections to correspondence theory of truth.
2	This says sentence, statement, proposition (doesn’t matter which) is true iff it corresponds to the facts.
3	One problem here is how to identify facts independently of the truths they’re supposed to correspond to.
4	This makes the statement of correspondence look more like a definition of fact than of truth.
5	That may be OK if we take the theory to make an existential claim, i.e. that whenever a proposition (etc) is true, there’s a corresponding fact.
6	But then we need an independent understanding of what truth is, and not all theories of truth make the correspondence theory plausible.
7	Take coherence theories, which say propositions are true if they’re in or implied by a coherent system of propositions – e.g. the system produced by an ideal complete science.
8	This is generally, and I think rightly, taken to be a rival to correspondence: i.e. coherence with other propositions is a substitute for correspondence with facts external to the system of propositions.
9	There are well-known objections to this too: how can we define a system that’s unique, to stop truth-values being relative to different systems, and complete, i.e. that gets all truths in it; and how can we justify definitions of coherence, e.g. ones that rule out contradictions, without invoking truth.
10	That’s all I want to say about coherence, which I only mention to make the point that the idea of facts as truthmakers presupposes a less incestuous definition of truth.
11	My own definition, which again I shan’t defend, and only produce to show that I do have one, is that of so-called success semantics.
12	This defines truth for propositions, defined as the contents of beliefs, which it takes to be definable, independently of their contents, by how perception causes them, how they combine with desires to cause actions, and how they interact with other so-called propositional attitudes.
13	Success semantics then defines truth as that property of any belief which ensures the success of any action that it would combine with any desire to cause, where to succeed means to achieve the object of that desire.
14	For example, you came here because you wanted to attend this seminar and believed it was in this room. The truth of that belief doesn’t explain that action, since the belief would have made you come even if it had been false.
15	What your belief’s truth explains is your action’s success, i.e. its achieving the object of the desire – to get to this seminar – which combined with the belief to cause the action.
16	That’s the basic idea, which needs a lot of argument and defence against obvious apparent counter-examples, circularity objections, etc.
17	I think objections to it can be met; but I’m not going to argue that here; since the only point of success semantics here is to exemplify a notion of truth that positively demands external facts to correspond to true beliefs.
18	For if you ask what gives your belief that the seminar is here the property which makes your action in coming here succeed, the answer is obvious – the fact that the seminar is in this room. That fact, corresponding to the content of your belief, is what makes your belief true.
19	This is why I don’t think a success semantics – or any other serious, non-coherence definition of truth – is a substitute for a correspondence theory. It needs a correspondence theory to complement it.
20	We do therefore need to meet some of the objections to correspondence, if not the objection that it’s no use as a definition of truth. In particular, we must say what correspondence is and, having postulated facts, what they are.
21	Answers to these two questions must of course go together. Whatever we say facts are must be the sort of thing that can correspond in the way we want to truths.
22	Still, we have to start somewhere, so let’s start with correspondence. First, what we want obviously can’t be given by the equivalence principle put in terms of facts, i.e. that a proposition ‘P’ is true iff it’s a fact that P.
23	At least this won’t do if it’s taken to be true for all propositions, including ones saying that something is evil, or beautiful or probable or past, or that it causes something else.
24	For then it automatically delivers facts about moral and aesthetic values, probability, tense, causation and anything else we can make seemingly true statements about.
25	But this can’t be enough to defeat subjectivism or projectivism about these matters. It must take more than the equivalence principle to show that there really are objective values, probabilities, tenses, causation, etc.
26	But maybe disputes about these matters can be settled within the theory of truth, by restricting the range of propositions with truth values to which the equivalence principle applies.
27	That would leave the equivalence principle as a trivial truism, by reducing the question of what facts there are to that of what truths there are.
28	Well, how far that will work depends on the theory of truth. On success semantics, for example, it might help with values, if we can identify any belief that something is valuable with the desire for it.
29	For then the range of belief, and hence of propositions to which we apply the equivalence principle, needn’t include anything of the form ‘X is values’, and so we needn’t postulate any facts about values.
30	I don’t say this follows from success semantics, merely that it promises to allow debates about the existence of objective values to continue without being settled trivially by an unrestricted equivalence principle.
31	Even this however may not work, given results of David Lewis’s which show that on the standard decision theory of how belief and desire cause actions, degrees of belief that something is desirable can’t be identified with degrees of desire in the way this proposal needs.
32	And even if that can be got round, this trick won’t work for all the subject matters I’ve cited. Even if, which I doubt, we can equate believing that X is very probable with having a high degree of belief in X, or believing that X causes Y with belief in X causing one to believe Y, I have no idea how to expel tense from the contents of our tensed beliefs.
33	I conclude that we can’t rely on our theories of truth and propositional attitudes to stop the equivalence principle automatically giving us facts whose existence is seriously contentious. What then should we do?
34	Well, we might still keep an unrestricted equivalence principle, given an independent account of what kinds of facts there are – an account which I think we need anyway.
35	Then if we think there are no facts about probability, causation or tense, we could use the equivalence principle to say that, despite appearances, propositions about these matters have no truth value, and our discourse about them must be understood in some other way.
36	Subject to correction by Peter Kail, I take this to be what some so-called ‘irrealist’ kinds of projectivism propose.
37	But again, even if this works for some subject matters, I do not see how it can work for all, and especially not for tense. For reasons I can elaborate in discussion, no success semantics can avoid postulating present tense, and also first person, beliefs, and crediting them with truth values.
38	Thus, for example, I see no way of denying that the present tense first person belief which each of you could express by saying ‘I am now in the Raised Faculty Building’ has a truth value.
39	Yet, for reasons I can’t go into now, I think it is provable that there can be no corresponding present tense or first person facts.
40	Well, that you may say is my problem; but as I’m not alone in having it, I thought you might like to know how I propose to solve it.
41	The answer is, by not using the equivalence principle to characterise the facts that are needed to complement my conception of truth, i.e. by not requiring these facts to correspond to the propositions whose truth depends on their existence.
42	But why then should we postulate facts at all, if not to correspond to true propositions? The answer is that we still need facts as truthmakers, which I take it was the original point of the correspondence theory.
43	That is, the basic idea of the theory is that correspondence with a fact, or with ‘the facts’ in general, is what makes a proposition true. Why else would it be the case that a proposition is true iff it corresponds to the facts?
44	But then we can hang on to this basic idea, of facts as truthmakers, without requiring them to correspond in any simple way to the propositions they make true.
45	But how then are we to define these truthmaking facts, if not by their correspondence to the propositions they make true.
46	Part of the answer to this is simple enough. Not all propositions are logically independent. Many of them, for example, are truth functions – conjunctions, disjunctions, negations – of other propositions.
47	This means that truthmakers for atomic propositions will automatically give truth values to all truth functions of them. Thus whatever makes ‘P’ true will make ‘~P’ false and ‘P or Q’ true for any Q.
48	Thus there needn’t be, and I think there are not, any facts corresponding one-to-one to true disjunctions, conjunctions or negations.
49	Then there are the more complex entailments studied in first and second order logics, modal logics, etc. Some of these show even more striking failures of truthmakers to be corresponding facts, as in the truthmaker for ‘Socrates exists’, which is not the corresponding existential fact but Socrates himself.
50	Similarly, the context-dependent entailments between indexical and non-indexical propositions allow indexical propositions to be given their truth values by non-indexical facts.
51	That, in particular, is how present tense and first person propositions can be made true or false by facts that are neither tensed nor first person; as when your indexical belief that you are now in the RFB is made true by the non-indexical fact that you are in the building while you have it.
52	Similarly with counterfactuals. It is one thing to give, say, possible-world truth conditions for such conditionals. That may be enough for semantics, but it does not tell us what in this world makes conditionals with those truth conditions true.
53	What for example makes it true that, if you were to shut your eyes, you would stop seeing me? It is no answer to that question to say that, in all the nearest worlds to this one in which your eyes are shut you don’t see me. 
54	The answer to that question depends on facts about how your eyes work, the opacity of your eyelids and so on. That’s what matters to the physics and physiology of vision.
55	And that, at a more general level, of the kinds of entities there are in the world, is what matters to metaphysics, and why metaphysics can never be reduced to semantics or done just by analysis.
56	All analysis can do is tell you truth conditions as semanticists understand that notion. If you want to find out what in the world makes propositions with those truth conditions true, you have to do real metaphysics.
57	That is why we need a term like ‘fact’ as a generic term for truthmakers, whose basic structures and constituents – particulars, tropes, sums, classes, resemblance, universals – are the paradigm subject matter of ontology. 
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