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Abstract

Presentism, according to which reality is limited to the present, is a natural view, but it is incom-
patible with the claims that reality invariably has a say in which propositions are true and that not
all truths about the past are made true by the present. We survey some responses to this incompat-
ibility.

1. An Inconsistent Triad

Let’s start with two questions about the nature of reality. The first question is about
whether reality is dynamic or static. That is, does it fundamentally change or not? In
answer to this question, it is fairly natural to think that reality is dynamic, that it funda-
mentally changes. In particular, it is fairly natural to think that time passes, that the future
becomes present and the present slips into the past.1

The second question is about the temporal extent of reality. Does it include the past
and the future, or is it limited to the present? In answer to this question, it is fairly natu-
ral to think that reality is limited to the present and that the past and the future are, in
some sense, unreal. This view is known as Presentism.

Presentism: Reality is limited to the present.

It is especially tempting to accept Presentism if one already thinks that reality is dynamic.
For it is natural to think that, as the future becomes present, it comes to be: it becomes a
part of reality. And, conversely, it is natural to think that, as the present slips into the
past, it ceases to be: it ceases to be a part of reality. Presentism is often contrasted with
Eternalism, according to which reality includes the past and the future as well as the pres-
ent. Eternalists have to account for the dynamic nature of reality in some other way or
deny that reality is dynamic.2

One consequence of Presentism is that the only things that reality includes are things that
presently are. For example, according to Presentism, if Plato no longer exists and the first
philosopher to be born in the twenty-third century doesn’t exist yet, then they aren’t parts
of reality; but, given that Saul Kripke does exist now, he is a part of reality. (He’s a part of
reality now; but – given that he didn’t exist a hundred years ago and won’t exist a hundred
years from now – he wasn’t a part of reality a hundred years ago and he won’t be a part of
reality a hundred years from now.) Another consequence of Presentism is that the only in-
stantiations of properties and relations that reality includes are present instantiations of prop-
erties and relations.3 For example, according to Presentism, reality doesn’t include Plato’s
instantiating the property being someone who is writing The Republic, since The Republic has
already been written; nor does it include any object’s instantiating the property being someone
who is writing the greatest work of the twenty-third century, since that work hasn’t been written
yet. But reality does include your instantiating the property being someone who is reading this
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paper, since you are now such a person. (Your instantiating this property is a part of reality
now, but it wasn’t a hundred years ago, since this paper wasn’t written then; nor will it be a
hundred years from now, since you won’t be reading this paper then.4)

Although Presentism is a fairly natural view to hold, it is inconsistent with a pair of
claims, each of which is also fairly natural. The first of these has to do with the relation
between truth and reality. Some propositions – for example, the proposition that Saul
Kripke is a philosopher – are true. Other propositions – for example, the proposition that
Saul Kripke is a barber – are not. This is no accident. Reality has a say in which proposi-
tions are true and which are not. There are various ways of capturing this idea. One is to
say that there cannot be a difference in truth – in which propositions are true – unless
there is a difference in being: in what there is or what it’s like. In short, truth supervenes
on being. This view is known as Truthmaking.

Truthmaking: Truth supervenes on being.

Saul Kripke exists and has the property being a philosopher, and the proposition that Saul
Kripke is a philosopher is true. According to Truthmaking, if that proposition were false,
then there would have to be a difference in being. Perhaps Saul Kripke wouldn’t exist.
Or perhaps he would exist but wouldn’t have the property being a philosopher.5

The second claim has to do with the relation between past and present. Intuitively,
many truths about the past hold independently of the present. What there was and how
things were is not always settled by what there is and how things are; the present could
be just as it is even if the past had been different in innumerable ways. In short, the past
does not supervene upon the present. Call this Independence.

Independence: Not all truths about the past supervene on the present.

Plato existed and had the property being bearded, and the proposition that Plato had a
beard is true. This proposition is a proposition about the past. Independence does not tell
us which truths about the past supervene on the present and which do not, but suppose,
for the sake of example, that this truth does not: the world could be exactly as it pres-
ently is even if Plato had not had a beard.

Presentism, Truthmaking, and Independence are inconsistent. By Truthmaking, truth
supervenes on being. And, by Presentism, reality is limited to the present, so being just is
present being. So Truthmaking and Presentism entail that truth supervenes on present
being. But, by Independence, some truths about the past do not supervene on, and hence
some truth does not supervene on, present being. (A similar problem arises for Present-
ism, Truthmaking, and the principle that some truths about the future do not supervene
on present being.)

Faced with this inconsistent triad, many philosophers are prepared to give up on Pres-
entism.6 This is a neat solution to the problem, but it’s not a solution that is available to
Presentists. Presentists must give up on either Truthmaking or Independence.

2. Giving Up On Past Truths

Independence Entails

Past Truths: Some propositions about the past are true.

If there were no truths about the past, then ipso facto there would be no truths about
the past that fail to supervene on the present. Since Independence entails Past Truths,
giving up on Past Truths is one way to give up on Independence. Some Presentists
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might be prepared to give up on Past Truths.7 At least, some Presentists might be pre-
pared to accept that there are fewer truths about the past than one might have ordinar-
ily thought, since propositions about the past aren’t true if their truth isn’t determined
by the current state of the universe together with the laws of nature.8 (But what of the
laws of nature? Are they grounded in present reality? If so, how?9) So, for example, if
the current state of the universe and the laws of nature don’t determine that the prop-
osition that Plato had a beard is true, then that proposition is not true. Presentists
might seek to soften the blow by saying that, although the proposition that Plato had a
beard is not strictly true, it is nonetheless quasi-true, in something like the sense that
there is an underlying truth in the vicinity: a true proposition that, together with Eter-
nalism, would entail the truth of the proposition that Plato had a beard.10

But, by and large, the view that there are no – or few – truths about the past has met
with ridicule. For example, Michael Dummett (2004: 44) calls the view ‘repugnant.’11

To give up on Past Truths is, in effect, to settle for an impoverished conception of the
past. It would be good for Presentists if they didn’t have to do that.

3. Giving Up On Truthmaking

Instead, some Presentists are prepared to give up on Truthmaking.12 Conciliatory Presen-
tists who reject Truthmaking replace it with another principle; incendiary Presentists who
reject Truthmaking, by contrast, do not. Indeed, some incendiary Presentists think that it
would be a mistake to replace Truthmaking with another principle.13

There are two main conciliatory strategies.14 The first is to expand the supervenience
base: that is, to expand what it is that truth is said to supervene on. For example, Presen-
tists who reject Truthmaking might replace it with something like the following princi-
ple.15

Wide-Base Truthmaking: Truth supervenes on what was, is, or will be.

Wide-Base Truthmaking is consistent with Presentism and Past Truths, since the truth of
the proposition that Plato had a beard, for example, supervenes on what was. Plato
existed and had the property being bearded. According to Wide-Base Truthmaking, if the
proposition that Plato had a beard were false, then there would have to be a change in
what was, is, or will be. Perhaps Plato wouldn’t have existed. Or perhaps he would have
existed but wouldn’t have had the property being bearded.

The second main conciliatory strategy is to restrict the class of superveners: that is, to
restrict what it is that is said to supervene on being. For example, Presentists who reject
Truthmaking might replace it with something like the following principle.16

Narrow-Top Truthmaking: Truth about the present supervenes on what is.

Narrow-Top Truthmaking is also consistent with Presentism and Past Truths. The truth
of the proposition that Plato had a beard, for example, doesn’t supervene on what is; but
it’s not a truth about the present.

Presentists who give up on Truthmaking face at least three problems. First, there is
Theodore Sider’s worry that they will let cheats go scot free. Truthmaking, Sider (2001:
36, 40, 41) says, is designed ‘to rule out dubious ontologies’ and to catch ‘dubious onto-
logical cheats.’17 Consider the view that some objects have dispositional properties – for
example, this copy of Peter Abelard’s Theologia ‘scholarium’ has the dispositional property
being flammable – and that some counterfactuals – for example, the proposition that this
copy of Theologia ‘scholarium’ would burn if Abelard were to throw it on the pyre – are
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true, even though neither is grounded in the non-dispositional, non-modal properties of
the world.18 Let’s call this view Freedom.19 Freedom is the sort of ontological cheat that
Truthmaking is designed to catch.20 Some Presentists who reject Truthmaking and
replace it with another principle argue that the replacement principle works just as well
as Truthmaking does at ruling out Freedom.21 But, if Presentists can expand Truthmak-
ing so that the supervenience base includes what was and will be (or, alternatively, restrict
Truthmaking so that the class of superveners excludes truths about the past), why can’t
those who defend Freedom expand Truthmaking so that the supervenience base includes
what would and could be (or, alternatively, restrict Truthmaking so that the class of su-
perveners excludes dispositional and counterfactual truths)?22 Other Presentists who reject
Truthmaking argue that ontological cheats should get away with it.23

Second, there is Thomas Crisp’s (2003: 239–40) worry that Presentists who give up on
Truthmaking are committed to odd claims about whether or not the truth of a proposi-
tion supervenes on being. Suppose that David is now sitting, and consider the proposition
that David is sitting. That proposition is now true, and the truth of that proposition now
supervenes on being, which includes David’s having the property being seated. Wait a few
seconds while David gets up. The proposition that David is sitting is now false, but the
proposition that David was sitting is true. Does the truth of that latter proposition super-
vene on being? If so, what does it supervene on? It seems that incendiary Presentists,
who reject Truthmaking and don’t replace it with anything else, have to say that the
truth of the proposition that David is sitting did supervene on being in a way that the
truth of the proposition that David was sitting does not supervene on being now; and
that might seem odd. This oddity also faces conciliatory Presentists who reject Truthmak-
ing and replace it with a principle like Narrow-Top Truthmaking; but it might not face
conciliatory Presentists who reject Truthmaking and replace it with a principle like
Wide-Base Truthmaking. Perhaps this is a point in favor of Wide-Base Truthmaking.24

And, third, there is John Bigelow’s worry that Presentists who give up on Truthmak-
ing will find it hard to retain their realism. Bigelow (1988: 123) says, of an axiom in the
vicinity of Truthmaking,

I have sometimes tried to stop believing in the … axiom. Yet I have never really succeeded.
Without some such axiom, I find I have no adequate anchor to hold me from drifting onto the
shoals of some sort of pragmatism or idealism.

To give up on Truthmaking is to give up, in one way or another, on the idea that reality
invariably has a say in which propositions are true and which propositions are not. It is,
if you like, to let truth swing free from the world. Will this then lead to idealism or prag-
matism?25 Perhaps not; still, it is something many would like to avoid. So can Presentists
who reject Truthmaking retain a sufficiently robust form of realism? The question is
more pressing for incendiary Presentists, who don’t replace Truthmaking with an alterna-
tive principle.26 But it might also arise for conciliatory Presentists. Are principles like
Wide-Base Truthmaking or Narrow-Top Truthmaking enough?

4. Giving Up On Independence

We have seen one way of giving up on Independence: give up on Past Truths. And we
have considered the consequences of giving up Truthmaking. Most Presentists, however,
accept Truthmaking and Past Truths. Their strategy is to enrich the present so that it
contains enough to form a supervenience base for truths about the past. In this way, they
can accept Past Truths while giving up on Independence.
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To do this, they equip the present with a perfect record of the past: everything about
the past gets recorded, in one way or another, in the present. For example, if Plato had a
beard in the past, then the record in the present says ‘Plato had a beard in the past.’ If
the present contains a perfect record of the past, then the truth of the proposition that
Plato had a beard supervenes on present being. For, if that proposition were false, then
Plato wouldn’t have had a beard, in which case the record in the present would be differ-
ent: it would no longer say ‘Plato had a beard in the past.’27

There are many different ways of equipping the present with a perfect record of the
past. First, Presentists could appeal to special, tensed facts or to their surrogates. Perhaps
the present contains a multitude of tensed facts: for example, the fact that Plato had a
beard.28 Or Presentists could replace tensed facts with tensed memories. Perhaps the pres-
ent contains a multitude of tensed memories in the mind of God: for example, the mem-
ory that Plato had a beard.29

Second, Presentists could appeal to special, tensed properties. Perhaps the present
includes the world, which has a multitude of tensed properties: for example, the prop-
erty being such that, in it, Plato had a beard.30 Or perhaps the present includes the world,
which has a complicated, temporal distributional property that is roughly equivalent to a
conjunctive property like being such that first this happened and then that happened and then
this other thing happened and…, where anything that has that complicated property also
has the property being such that, in it, Plato had a beard.31 (Temporal distributional prop-
erties are perhaps a bit tricky. But here’s a helpful way of thinking of them: a temporal
distributional property is the temporal analogue of a spatial distributional property like
being polka-dotted. The property being polka-dotted is roughly equivalent to a conjunctive
property like having a dot here and another dot here and another dot here and …, where any-
thing that has that complicated property also has the property having a dot here.32) Or
perhaps the present contains an eternally existing abstract object – for example, the
property being blue – that has a multitude of tensed properties: for example, being such
that Plato had a beard.33 Or perhaps the present contains a multitude of eternally existing
mereological atoms that have a multitude of tensed properties: for example, the property
being such that they composed something that was Plato and had a beard.34 Or perhaps the
present contains a multitude of uninstantiated haecceities – for example, the property
being Plato – that have a multitude of tensed properties: for example, the property being
such that it was instantiated by something that had a beard.35 Or perhaps the present contains
a multitude of objects that were concrete but are no longer – for example, Plato himself
– that have a multitude of tensed properties: for example, the property having been
bearded.36

Many of the views just described combine appeal to tensed properties with appeal to
unexpected or exceptional entities: the world, being blue, eternal atoms, uninstantiated
haecceities, etc. But some Presentists reject tensed properties, attempting to make do
with appeal to special entities alone. Perhaps the present contains a multitude of sets of
propositions, one for each past time, ordered from earlier to later, and one of those sets
includes the proposition that Plato has a beard.37 Or perhaps some sui generis presently
existing entity – call it the past – has an intrinsic property that manages to reflect every-
thing that has ever happened so that, for example, it would have that intrinsic property
– that shape – only if Plato had a beard.38 (This last view might seem a bit mysterious.
An analogy helps: the shape of an old frying pan – an intrinsic property – manages to
reflect a fair bit about its past; this sui generis entity is like a metaphysician’s all-encom-
passing frying pan, the intrinsic property its ‘shape’. But such analogies only help so
much. Here’s a four-step program (four stages of ascension?) to help move your mind
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to a better understanding of the view. Step one – Start with the view that the present
contains a multitude of tensed facts about the past. Step two – Replace the multitude
of facts with a single all-encompassing conjunctive fact. Step three – This all-encom-
passing tensed fact is dubious: replace it with a simple untensed fact, consisting in the
existence of an entity – the past – having some intrinsic (but not tensed) property that
reflects everything that has ever happened. Step four – Refuse to reduce this entity to
anything more familiar: truths about the past don’t depend in any way on (ordinary)
present things and how they are; the past is a sui generis presently existing entity of its
own. Voilà!)

4.1. HYPOTHETICALITY

Sider (2001: 41) objects to views that appeal to tensed properties, like having been bearded,
on the grounds that such properties are objectionably ‘hypothetical,’ in that they ‘‘‘point
beyond’’ their instances.’39 Although it might not be entirely clear what Sider is objecting
to, exactly, it seems that his objection equally applies to views that appeal to tensed facts,
like the fact that Plato had a beard, or to their surrogates, like the memory that Plato had
a beard.40 Rhoda (2009: 54) disagrees with this assessment of the extent of Sider’s objec-
tion. Rhoda takes Sider to be asking for an explanation of whatever special properties or
special facts Presentists appeal to; and Rhoda thinks that, although tensed properties and
tensed facts are inexplicable, memories in the mind of God are not. But this does not
seem to capture the intuition behind Sider’s objection: memories in the mind of God are
just as hypothetical as the tensed properties and tensed facts that other Presentists appeal
to; they all ‘point beyond’ what is actually going on at a given time.41

Sider’s objection would appear to apply equally to views that appeal to temporal distri-
butional properties, like the one that is roughly equivalent to the conjunctive property
being such that first this happened and then that happened and then this other thing happened ….
Cameron (forthcoming b) disagrees with this assessment of the extent of Sider’s objection.
Cameron takes Sider to be objecting, not to properties that do make a difference to the past
or future intrinsic nature of the things that instantiate them, but rather to properties that
don’t make a difference to the current intrinsic nature of the things that instantiate them.42

Cameron points out that temporal distributional properties do, in fact, make a difference
to the current intrinsic nature of the things that instantiate them. But, by our lights, the
force of Sider’s objection is, not that hypothetical properties fail to point at their instances,
but that they point beyond their instances. If so, noting that distributional properties both
point beyond their instances and point at their instances misses the mark. (‘It’s rude to
point at others!’ ‘But I’m also pointing at myself!’) Put another way, if there’s something
objectionably hypothetical about the property having been bearded, then there’s also some-
thing objectionably hypothetical about the property being 6’ tall and having been bearded,
even if things that instantiate that property also instantiate the property being 6’ tall, which
isn’t objectionably hypothetical.43

But Sider’s objection doesn’t apply to all of the views that equip the present with a
perfect record of the past. The shape of my frying pan is not hypothetical (the fact
that it is dented probably is), but it does manage to encode some information about
how my frying pan has been treated over the years. Perhaps a view that appeals to a
mysterious entity that has some intrinsic property can avoid the charge of hypothetical-
ity in this way.44 And perhaps a view that appeals to sets of propositions and brute
relations among them can avoid the charge of hypotheticality as well.45
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4.2. EXPLANATION

We might want a theory that does more than provide a supervenience base for the truth
of the proposition that Plato had a beard; we might want a theory that also explains why
that proposition is true. In this vein, Rhoda (2009: 46) says

To offer a theory of truthmakers for some class of truths is to explain their truth. It is to
specify the features, aspects, or constituents of reality that ground the truths in question. As
such, an adequate theory of truthmakers for some class of truths must satisfy the norms of
explanation.46

Rhoda (2009: 46–7, 48–9, 50, 51, 59) takes the norms of explanation to require that we
have something informative to say about what grounds the truth of the proposition that
Plato had a beard. On his account, a memory in the mind of God grounds the truth of
the proposition that Plato had a beard. So, on his account, the norms of explanation
require that we have something informative to say about memories in the mind of
God.47 But the norms of explanation also require that our explanations point to the right
things. And, when it comes to explaining the truth of the proposition that Plato had a
beard, Rhoda’s account points to the wrong thing: his account points to a memory in
the mind of God, but a memory in the mind of God doesn’t explain why the proposition
that Plato had a beard is true. God remembers that Plato had a beard for the same reason
that the proposition that Plato had a beard is true: because Plato had a beard. But it is
not because God remembers that Plato had a beard that the proposition that Plato had a
beard is true.48

The objection equally applies to the view that equips the present with an extra
entity that has an intrinsic shape property. That the extra entity has that intrinsic shape
property doesn’t explain why the proposition that Plato had a beard is true. The prop-
osition that Plato had a beard is true for the same reason that the extra entity has that
intrinsic shape property: because Plato had a beard. But it is not because the extra
entity has that intrinsic shape property that the proposition that Plato had a beard is
true. Kierland and Monton (2007) disagree with this assessment of the extent of the
objection. They say that, since ‘there is nothing more to’ Plato’s having had a beard
than the extra entity’s having that intrinsic shape property, their explanation points to
the right things.49 They call this extra entity ‘the past’ and say that it is ‘what has
happened: what things existed and how they were.’50 But Kierland and Monton face a
dilemma: either the extra entity, which they call ‘the past’, is really what happened,
or it isn’t. If it is, then it becomes implausible to claim, as they do (and, as Presentists,
must), that the extra entity is an aspect of the present; and, if it isn’t, then Plato’s
having had a beard isn’t simply a matter of the extra entity’s having that intrinsic
shape property. To make it plausible that what they call ‘the past’ is an aspect of the
present, Kierland and Monton (2007: 496) distinguish what they call ‘the past’ from
‘that one big event [that] consists of all past events.’ This suggests that what they call
‘the past’ isn’t really what happened.51

Indeed, the objection equally applies to any view that equips the present with a perfect
record of the past. That the perfect record in the present says ‘Plato had a beard in the
past’ doesn’t explain why the proposition that Plato had a beard is true. The proposition
that Plato had a beard is true for the same reason that the perfect record in the present
says ‘Plato had a beard in the past’: because Plato had a beard. But it is not because the
perfect record in the present says ‘Plato had a beard in the past’ that the proposition that
Plato had a beard is true.52
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5. Conclusion

Presentism, Truthmaking, and Independence cannot all be true. Those who are anteced-
ently committed to all three are advised to reconsider the sources of those commitments
before deciding which to give up. The attempt to save Presentism and Truthmaking by
giving up on Independence – the attempt to find, in the present, materials adequate to
account for Past Truths – has led to a rich landscape of metaphysical views and mysteri-
ous posits. But these views continue to disappoint: if they don’t founder on the rocks of
hypotheticality, they miss the boat when it comes to explanation. The attempt to save
Presentism and Independence by rejecting Truthmaking, by contrast, runs into a different
kind of wall: for many, Truthmaking is dogma, not to be given up lightly or, indeed, at
all.
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1 On dynamic versus static theories, see, for example, McCall 1976: 340–3, 1994: 29–35; Tooley 1997: 13–6. That
reality is dynamic is one of many things that can be meant by saying that reality is ‘tensed,’ and that reality is static
is one of many things that can be meant by saying that reality is ‘tenseless.’
2 On Presentism, see, for example, Prior 1970, Hinchliff 1988, Crisp 2003, Markosian 2004. (On how to state
Presentism more carefully, see, for example, Crisp 2004a, 2004b; Ludlow 2004; Sider 2006.) On Eternalism, see,
for example, Sider 2001: 11–52, Rea 2003, Lewis 2004. (A terminological warning: Rea and Lewis call Eternalism
‘four-dimensionalism’, but Sider uses that term to refer to a different view.) An alternative to Presentism and Eter-
nalism is The Growing-Block View, according to which the universe is a growing block: the future comes to be as it
becomes present but the present does not cease to be as it slips into the past. See Broad 1923: 53–84, Tooley 1997.
3 Reality might include properties and relations that aren’t instantiated now; if properties and relations can exist at
times at which they’re not instantiated, then properties and relations that aren’t instantiated now can exist now, and
reality can include them. What reality won’t include is their instantiation, even if they were instantiated or will be
instantiated.

Also, some Presentists restrict their claim to temporal reality: the whole of temporal reality is present reality, but
atemporal things – for example, the number 2 – exist, and instantiate properties and relations, timelessly. See, for
example, Chisholm and Zimmerman 1997.
4 We are here assuming that you are someone, that you are not an unusually slow reader, and that you did not
have, 100 years ago, the power to read papers not yet written. These assumptions can be challenged. Against the
first assumption, see Unger 1979a, 1979b; Rosen and Dorr 2002: 159–60. Against the second assumption, see
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Nietzsche 1881: 5. As for the third assumption, if you are in fact reading this paper in 1910, please remember, in
the twenty-first century, to choose an example that better fits your case.
5 On Truthmaking (and how to state it more carefully), see, for example, Bigelow 1988: 121–34, 1996: 38–9;
Lewis 1992: 206–7, 2001: 612–4; Crisp 2003: 237–9, 2007: 118–120; Keller 2004: 85–7; Merricks 2007: 68–97.
For other ways of capturing the idea that reality has a say in which propositions are true and which are not, see, for
example, Parsons 1999; Lewis 2001, 2003; Rosen and Lewis 2003; Armstrong 2004; Rodriguez-Pereyra 2006; Mer-
ricks 2007: 1–67. On whether a principle like Truthmaking is justified by the idea that reality has a say in which
propositions are true and which are not, see, for example, Liggins 2008.
6 See, for example, Adams 1986: 32–3, Lewis 1992: 207, Tooley 1997: 232–8, Sider 2001: 35–42, Armstrong
2004: 145–50, Dummett 2004: 73–4, Parsons 2005, Schaffer 2008: 315–6.
7 Bourne (2006: 40–1) attributes this view to Prior (1957, 1967).
8 See Markosian 1995. For critical discussion of this sort of view, see Sider 2001: 37–9, Bourne 2006: 47–52. For
similar views, but with a more verificationist spin, see Łukasiewicz 1922: 38–9, Dummett 1968–1969, Ludlow
1997: 147–52. (But Łukasiewicz is not a Presentist, since he accepts that those parts of the past that have effects
now are real. See Lukasiewicz 1922: 38–9. And, if Dummett was ever a Presentist, he is no longer. See Dummett
2004: 73–4.)
9 See, for example, Sider 2001: 37–8, Bourne 2006: 48–50.
10 See Rea 2003: 266–7. (But Rea is not a Presentist. See Rea 2003.) For similar views, see Markosian 2004: 56–8,
65–73. The notion of quasi-truth comes from Sider 1999, but Sider (1999: 325 n. 1) doesn’t address Truthmaking
in connection with quasi-truth. (And Sider is not a Presentist either. See Sider 1999: 325 n. 1, 2001: 11–52.)
11 See also Sider 2001: 38; Crisp 2003: 238, 2007: 118; Armstrong 2004: 145; Keller 2004: 88; Bourne 2006: 40–1;
Kierland and Monton 2007: 487; Hinchliff 2010: 95.
12 See, for example, Gallois 2004: 649; Merricks 2007: 119–45; Soames 2008: 318–9, 320–1; Tallant 2009a,
2009b: 412–5, 2010; Hinchliff 2010: 105–7; Sanson and Caplan 2010: 30–1. Soames (2008: 320 n. 4) says that his
view ‘doesn’t fit very well’ into Presentism, since his view allows for quantification over objects that don’t exist and
allows objects that don’t exist to have properties and stand in relations. But that’s just to say that his view is Mei-
nongian Presentism. (According to Meinong’s Principle of Indifference, some objects don’t exist and don’t have
any other kind of being either; and, according to Meinong’s Principle of Independence, some objects that don’t
exist and that don’t have any other kind of being either nonetheless have properties and stand in relations. See Mei-
nong 1904: 82, 86).
13 See, for example, Merricks 2007: xvii. For critical discussion, see Keller 2009: 275–6.
14 For variations along these lines, see, for example, Daly 2005: 85–6.
15 See, for example, Gallois 2004: 649, Tallant 2009a: 426, Sanson and Caplan 2010: 37–8. (Westphal (2006: 4)
suggests a similar principle, but he is not a Presentist. See Westphal 2006: 4–5.) Armstrong (2004: 147) attributes
Wide-Base Truthmaking to John Heil. For complications about how to state Wide-Base Truthmaking, see Krämer
2010: 290–3, Tallant 2010: 1–3. (The principle that Tallant (2010) ends up endorsing does not follow either of the
main conciliatory strategies discussed in the text.) For complications about whether Wide-Base Truthmaking is con-
sistent with Presentism and the truth of the proposition that there have been n Roman Emperors, see Lewis 2004,
Brogaard 2007, Krämer 2010: 293–4, Tallant 2010: 3. For some pretty trenchant criticism of Wide-Base Truthmak-
ing, see Keller 2004: 89–91. See also Armstrong 2004: 147.
16 See, for example, Tallant 2009b: 412–5. This sort of strategy is suggested by some of Merricks’s (2007: 166–9)
remarks. But it’s not his preferred view. See Merricks 2007: xvii, 24–6, 40–1; 2008a: 290–1.
17 See also Armstrong 2004: 1–3.
18 For this view of counterfactuals, see, for example, Merricks 2007: 146–69.
19 Sider (2001: 36) says that the view posits ‘truths that ‘‘float free’’ of the world.’ (Freedom is also related to cer-
tain views about free will. See, for example, Merricks 2007: 146–55).
20 See, for example, Sider 2001: 36, 40–1; Armstrong 2004: 1–3.
21 See, for example, Gallois 2004: 649.
22 See Sider 2004: 674. Heathwood (2007: 141) offers a similar objection to Westphal 2006.
23 See, for example, Tallant 2009a, 2010. For a reply to Tallant 2009a, see Krämer 2010.
24 For a similar objection, see Keller 2004: 91–3. For a reply, see Merricks 2007: 142–44. Incendiary Presentists
who deny that the truth of any proposition supervenes on being can, of course, reply that there is no asymmetry
here: the truth of the proposition that David was sitting doesn’t supervene on being, but then the truth of the prop-
osition that David is sitting didn’t ever supervene on being either. But incendiary Presentists needn’t deny that the
truth of any proposition supervenes on being. Perhaps there’s no true principle that says which truths supervene on
being and which do not; or perhaps there is such a principle, but incendiary Presentists are not interested in formu-
lating or accepting it. Thanks to an anonymous referee here.
25 On whether Truthmaking plays a role in grounding realism, see, for example, Dodd 2001: 83–4; Daly 2005:
94–8; Cameron 2008b: 116–23, forthcoming a.
26 On realism about truth, see Merricks 2007: 170–91. Merricks (2007: xiii, xvi, 110, 186–7; 2008a: 289) says that
truth depends on being in a ‘trivial’ (and ‘innocuous’ and ‘uncontroversial’) way, since, for example, the proposition
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that Plato had a beard is true because Plato had a beard. But it is not clear why this counts as a dependence on
being, since nothing in Merricks’s ontology is Plato’s having had a beard. So it is not clear whether this would help
Presentists retain a robust form of realism. See Caplan 2008.
27 This requires the assumption that a perfect record isn’t accidentally correct. The metaphor of a perfect record –
or rather, of an ‘error-proof’ ‘universal recording device’ – is used in Rhoda 2009: 53; cf. Rhoda 2009: 59.
28 See, for example, Tallant 2009b: 409–12. For critical discussion, see, for example, Tooley 1997: 236–8, Bourne
2006: 41–6, Kierland and Monton 2007: 497.
29 See Rhoda 2009.
30 See Bigelow 1996. For critical discussion, see, for example, Sider 2001: 40–2, Sanson 2005: 42–8, Merricks
2007: 133–7, Rhoda 2009: 47–9, Sanson and Caplan 2010: 30–1. Sider’s objection is discussed below in Section
4.1. Merricks’s objection – which is also Sanson’s objection and Sanson and Caplan’s objection – is discussed below
in Section 4.2.
31 See Cameron 2008a: 296–9, forthcoming b. For critical discussion, see Merricks 2008b: 330.
32 On temporal distributional properties, see Parsons 2000, 2004.
33 See Chisholm 1990a: 416, 1990b: 553–4.
34 See Keller 2004: 99–101. For critical discussion, see Armstrong 2004: 146–7, Rhoda 2009: 49–51. A mereologi-
cal atom is something that has no proper parts: that is, no parts other than itself. Some things compose something
just in case they’re all parts of it and every part of it overlaps one of them. (Two things overlap just in case they
have a part in common).
35 See, for example, Keller 2004: 96–9. (See also Rea 2003: 264–5. But Rea is not a Presentist. See Rea 2003.)
For critical discussion of this sort of view, see Armstrong 2004: 146–7, Lewis 2004: 8–11, Markosian 2004: 54–6,
Rhoda 2009: 49–51. On haecceities, see, for example, Plantinga 1974: 70–7; Adams 1979, 1981, 1986.
36 See Williamson 1998, 1999, 2002.
37 See, for example, Crisp 2003: 240–2, 2007; Davidson 2003, 2004: 20–2; Markosian 2004: 75–9; Bourne 2006:
39–69. For critical discussion, see, for example, Armstrong 2004: 147, Sanson 2005: 9–10, Merricks 2007: 125–33,
Rhoda 2009: 51–3, Sanson and Caplan 2010: 32–5. Merricks’s objection – which is also Sanson’s objection and
Sanson and Caplan’s objection – is discussed below in Section 4.2.
38 See Kierland and Monton 2007.
39 See also Sider 2003: 185.
40 Tallant (2009b: 410–2) argues that tensed facts, like the fact that Plato had a beard, are just as hypothetical as
negative facts, like the fact that no hair on Kripke’s head is made of gold. (See also Merricks 2007: 135–6.) So, if
we need negative facts in our account of how reality has a say in which propositions are true and which are not,
then we should accept tensed facts, too. But one of the advantages of Truthmaking over alternative ways of captur-
ing the idea that reality has a say in which propositions are true and which are not is that it doesn’t require negative
facts. See, for example, Lewis 1992, 2001: 206–7; Merricks 2007: 80–5.
41 We do not mean to say that memories in the mind of God are wholly hypothetical. According to Ockham,
claims about what God believes will happen in the future are wholly hypothetical: they ‘are about the present as
regards their wording only […] since their truth depends on the truth of propositions about the future’ (Ockham
1983: 46). Presumably he would say the same of claims about what God believes did happen: they are really about
the past, not the present, and so are wholly hypothetical. But, as Ockham’s critics have often pointed out, the claim
that God believes that, say, Antichrist will come is not wholly about the future: it is partly about the present and
partly about the future. Likewise, the claim that God remembers that Plato had a beard would seem to be partly
about the past and partly about the present, and so partly, but not wholly, hypothetical. For discussion of the rela-
tion between Ockhamism and Presentism, see Finch and Rea 2008.
42 There’s a reason Cameron (forthcoming b) doesn’t take Sider to be objecting to properties that do make a dif-
ference to the past or future intrinsic nature of the things that instantiate them. Cameron distinguishes two senses of
‘peculiarity’: in one sense, a property is peculiar if it points beyond its instances; in another, a property is peculiar if
it fails to point to its instances. Speaking of the first sense of ‘peculiarity’, he says that he doesn’t ‘recognize this
sense of ‘‘peculiarity’’ as something that ought to be avoided.’ Cameron offers the following example. Perhaps
something can have the property being charged only if it’s (at least minimally) temporally extended and has that prop-
erty at other times. In that case, an object’s instantiating the property being charged at a time would entail something
about its intrinsic nature at other times. Cameron says that the property being charged would therefore be peculiar in
the first sense but wouldn’t be objectionable.

We draw a different inference: if being charged is not just a matter of how a thing presently is, then it is at least
partly hypothetical in a way that is, in fact, objectionable. (Note, however, that the mere fact that being charged
entails facts about how a thing is at other times might not suffice to show that being charged is not just a matter of
how a thing presently is: from the fact that I am sitting, it follows that I will have been sitting, but this entailment
does not show that the fact that I am sitting is not just a matter of how I presently am.)
43 In reply to something like this objection, Cameron (forthcoming b) says that, although the conjunctive property
being such that first this happened and then that happened and then this other thing happened and … is not fundamental, the
temporal distributional property is. (The idea is that something has the conjunctive property in virtue of having
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each of its conjuncts, but it’s not the case that something has the temporal distributional property in virtue of hav-
ing each of those conjuncts).

But, even if that’s right, it’s not obvious that the increase in fundamentality is correlated with a decrease in hy-
potheticality. Perhaps temporal distributional properties are both fundamental and hypothetical, in precisely the way
that the properties that other Presentists appeal to – for example, the property having been bearded – are said to be
both fundamental and hypothetical. If properties like having been bearded can be objectionably hypothetical even if
they’re said to be fundamental, then temporal distributional properties can also be objectionably hypothetical even if
they’re said to be fundamental.
44 See Kierland and Monton 2007: 494 n. 23. For a different reply, see Kierland and Monton 2007: 492–4.
45 See Crisp 2007: 133–135. For a different reply, see Crisp 2007: 121–6.
46 Compare Rhoda 2009: 59. See also McFetridge 1977: 38–9, 42, 44–8; Bigelow 1988, 1996: 121; Swoyer 1999:
108–9; Molnar 2000: 73–4, 82–4; Rodriguez-Pereyra 2000: 261, 2002b: 45–6; Keller 2004: 86–7; Liggins 2005:
111–5; Schnieder 2006: 30–1; Merricks 2007: 30. (For a related view, on which Truthmaking has to do with
dependence, see, for example, Rodriguez-Pereyra 2002a: 34, 2006: 186; Schaffer 2008.) For a contrary view, see
Lewis 2001, 2003: 611–2; MacBride 2002a: 31, 2002b: 49–50, 56–68, 2005: 131–9; Daly 2005.
47 See Rhoda 2009: 54, 59.
48 Schaffer 2008: 309, 312. A strong theological commitment to divine impassibility might tell against our claim;
we find the view that results from such a commitment – that p is the case because God believes p, and not vice
versa – exceedingly strange.
49 See Kierland and Monton 2007: 492.
50 See Kierland and Monton 2007: 491; italics in original.
51 This paragraph borrows heavily from Sanson and Caplan 2010: 31 n. 10.
52 See Sanson 2005: 27–51; Merricks 2007: 131–3, 136–7; Sanson and Caplan 2010. Merricks is objecting to views
that appeal to tensed properties and abstract times (or sets of propositions), but his objection generalizes. And Mer-
ricks presents his objection as being about ‘aboutness,’ but his talk of ‘aboutness’ is really about explanation. See
Merricks 2007: 30. (Schaffer (2008) criticizes Merricks’s appeal to ‘aboutness’ and suggests replacing it with an
appeal to dependence. Merricks’s objection could be recast as one about dependence. On ‘aboutness’ and depen-
dence, see Merricks 2008b: 335–7. On ‘aboutness,’ dependence, and explanation, see Caplan 2008.)
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——. ‘Things qua Truthmakers.’ In Real Metaphysics: Essays in Honour of D.H. Mellor. Eds. Hallvard Lillehammer,

Gonzalo Rodriguez-Pereyra. Routledge Studies in Twentieth-Century Philosophy. London: Routledge, 2003.
25–38.

——. ‘Tensed Quantifiers.’ Oxford Studies in Metaphysics 1 (2004): 3–14.
Liggins, David. ‘Truthmakers and Explanation.’ In Truthmakers: The Contemporary Debate. Eds. Helen Beebee, Julian

Dodd. Mind Association Occasional Series. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005. 105–15.
——. ‘Truthmakers and the Groundedness of Truth.’ Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society 108.2 (2008): 177–96.
Ludlow, Peter. Semantics, Tense, and Time: An Essay in the Metaphysics of Natural Language. Bradford. Cambridge,

MA: MIT, 1997.
——. ‘Presentism, Triviality, and the Varieties of Tensism.’ Oxford Studies in Metaphysics 1 (2004): 21–36.
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