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Presentism and Grounding Past Truths 

Matthew Davidson 

1. Introduction 

In this paper I will consider a number of responses to the ground­
ing problem for presentism. I don't think that the grounding prob­
lem is a damning problem for the presentist (it seems to me that 
presentism has much more serious problems with cross-time rela­
tions I and relativity). But each of the solutions comes at a cost, and 
some are much pricier than others. I will set out what I take these 
costs to be when I examine each response to the grounding prob­
lem.2 

Presentism is the thesis that whatever exists is present. Equiva­
lently, presentism is the thesis there are no merely past or future 
objects. The grounding problem for presentism arises when we try 
to square presentism with the idea that what is true must ha e a 
grounds for its truth. Typically this intuition about grounding • 
explicated by means of one of the two following principles.3 

1 See [Davidson 2003], [Crisp 2005], [De Clercq 2006], and Ci 
Torrengo 2012] for further discussion of the problem of • 
tions. 
2 
This essay is intended to ·~~-· of the ·••r1 

presentism and truthmaJDltl .. -'llltl•rdltJ' 
ler's fine essay on this 8111181•11~ u•~l4l\. 

land's paper in this ~....,. 
3H • ere my term1no~~u• 
2007]. 
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Truthmaker: Necessarily, for any true proposition, there is so 
thing that makes it true. (See, e.g. [Armstrong 1997], [ 
strong 2004]; and [Russell 1918].) 

TSB (Truth supervenes on being.) Truth supervenes on what 
there are and the properties and relations they insta 
(See [Bigelow 1988], p. 133; [Lewis 1999], pp. 20 
[Lewis 2001]). 

Truthmaker has well-known troubles accounting for the 
negative existentials. As a result, many plump for the weak 
instead. 4 TSB looks very plausible. I will assume it to 
throughout the course of this paper. If one rejected it (and 
maker), though, the grounding problem for presentism 
arise. 5 

4 Merricks argues ([Merricks 2007], Ch. 4) that TSB requi 
true proposition be made true by what it is "about", and as 
doesn't, after all, help in accounting for the truth of negative 
have some sympathy with Merricks' claim that grounding 
thing stronger than TSB. This will surface at various poin 
But assessing Merricks' arguments that TSB, properly und 
much like Truthmaker is beyond the scope of this paper. 
5 TSB is quite weak. One could imagine someone dem 
for past and future truths but allowing other violations 
diffcult to see how to motivate such a view. Indeed, 
rejects TSB because he thinks it is inconsistent with p 
sentism is true. [Sanson and Caplan 2010] sugg~n•~­
should drop TSB and employ an irreducibly-tensed 
the present truth of past tensed (true) statements 
advanced by [Tallant 2009a] and [Tallant 2009b]. [~~11111• 
criticizes their arguments. 



2. The grounding problem 

Suppose TSB and presentism are true. Suppose, 
doesn't exist anymore (he's not still around in 
immortal soul, say). Now, it seems as though 

(1) Socrates was snubnosed 

is true. It also seems that 

(2) Obama was a child 

is true. But on what do the truth of ( 1) and (2) supervene? Soc­
rates no longer exists, and Obama no longer has the property being 
a child. The (typical) eternalist has ready grounds for· the truth of 
(l) and (2). Even if Socrates doesn't exist now, Socrates exists. If a 
temporal part of Socrates was snubnosed, then ( 1) comes out true. 
Past childish temporal parts of Obama exist, and they make true 
(2). But the presentist can't make use of past objects ( or past tem­
poral parts of present objects) to explain how propositions like ( 1) 
and (2) are true. 

A related problem 

Consider ( 1 ). Suppose we ha e an appropriate ground for its truth. 
There is another problem ur ing in the neighborhood, though. 
Suppose one is a present· st and a direct reference theorist. Then 
Socrates isn't around to be a con tituent of the proposition Socrates 
was snubnosed. So the pro osition can't be true because it's not 
complete."6 It seems to me t at the presentist ought to reject direct 

reference and allow ind0 idual essences (haecceities or world­
indexed essences) to be constituents of propositions. I will assume 
in this paper that the presentist has some sort of fix for this problem 
of incomplete or gappy singular propositions. Then the question 

6 
See [Plantinga 1983], [Adams 1986], [Davidson 2000], [Davidson 

2003], [Davidson 2007], and [Crisp 2007] for more on these sorts of wor­
ries. 
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will be: Assuming this, does the presentist have an appropriate 
supervenience base for complete propositions like ( 1) and (2)? 

Three quick solutions 

There are three very straightforward responses to the grounding 
problem. It's important to mention them, though I won't discuss 
them at length here. First, one might think that it is clear that TSB 
and presentism are in conflict, and give up presentism. Lewis 
([Lewis 1999], p. 207) suggests just this. Second, one might think 
th tit is clear that TSB and presentism are inconsistent, and choose 

give up TSB. Trenton Merricks ([Merricks 2007]) does this. 
Merricks thinks that TSB, properly understood, is very similar to 
Truthmaker. TSB requires that the subvening base for the truth in 
question be what the truth is "about." None of the supervenience 
bases he surveys are such that non-present (past and future-tensed) 
truths are "about" them. So there is no supervenience base for non­
present truths. But presentism is true; so much the worse for TSB. 

I have some real sympathy for Merricks' arguments to the con­
clusion that (in essence) mere TSB as it's typically stated (and as I 
state it here) is too weak to fully capture our intuitions about 
grounding. However, I tend to think that a stronger grounding rela­
tionship tells in favor of eternalism. 

Third, one might keep presentism, TSB, and claim there are no 
contingent truths about the past or future. Some philosophers-most 
famously Aristotle-have said that there are no future contingent 
truths. Usually this position is adopted as a way of escaping fatal­
ism ( divine or otherwise). Even so, this is not a position one adopts 
lightly. But the weight of this position pales in comparison to that 
of the view that there are no past truths. There are various 
phrase strategies one might adopt to try to ease some of the • 
this sort of view ( see [Davidson 2003] for discussion o.~ii. 

the end, though, denying there are past truths is a vie 
tive cost for most pru· .. .-ers. 
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3, Lucretianism 

one way of reconciling TSB and presentism is to claim that there 
pre ently exists past-directed properties, and entities' instantiating 
th :. ake true propositions about the past. So, again consider 

C :, barn a was smal 1. 

(2, may be thought to be true in virtue of the fact that Obama 
has the property having been small. Obama's having this property 
entails that (2) is true, and we have our supervenience base. But 
what about 

(I) Socrates was snubnosed? 

Socrates isn't around anymore to provide a ground for the truth 
of (1), the way Obama can provide a ground for the truth of (2).7 

Taking his cue from Lucretius, John Bigelow ([Bigelow 1996]) 
argues that presentists might think that the grounds for the truth of 
propositions like (2) is the world's having the property being such 
that Socrates was snubnosed. Indeed, one can use any object that 
never passes out of existence or comes into existence and take its 
having the requisite past-directed ( or future-directed) properties to 
be the grounds for the truth of propositions like (2).8 

7 
I assume here the truth of serious presentism, the view that objects have 

properties at times only when they exist at that time. I think it follows 
from presentism; see [Davidson 2003] for an argument to this effect See 
~lso [Bergmann 1999]. 
For instance, one might follow [Chisholm 1990] and allow abstracta to 

bear these sorts of past and future-directed properties. It's worth pointing 
out that if you have a suffciently abundant view of properties, each al,!. 
stract object will have these sorts of properties, and the world will have tt, 
too. (Indeed, I have the property being such that Socrates was snubnos'ed.) 
Even on a solution like that of [Crisp 2007] or [Kierland and M8lltoD 
2007] on which the truth of past ( or future) propositions is ground by 
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There are a number of objections one might make to Lucreti­
anism. Perhaps the most frequent objection one encounters to this 
sort of proposal is that positing these sorts of past-directed (or fu­
ture-directed) properties is, in the words of Theodore Sider, cheat­
ing ([Sider 200 I] pp. 36-41 ). 9 A property like being such that Soc­
rates was snubnosed is "hypothetical" and - for the presentist - not 
reducible to categorical properties. It is hypothetical in the sense 
tha it "points beyond itself, to the past" ([Sider 200 I], p. 4 I). 
Now, it's not at all clear what the hypothetical-categorical dis­
tinction comes to, and Sider himself admits that the distinction is 
"elusive". 10 But it clearly is true in some important sense that being 
such that Socrates was snubnosed points beyond the present mo­
ment in a way that, say, being square doesn't. It's also clear why, 
for the presentist, this past-directed property isn't reducible to 
purely categorical properties in the way it might be for an eternal­
ist. But the presentist may object that it isn't at all clear why rely­
ing on these sorts of irreducibly hypothetical properties is such a 
bad thing. 11 For instance, many philosophers think that modal 
properties can't be reduced to categorical properties, so many phi­
losophers already are committed to irreducibly hypothetical prop­
erties. 12 Most metaphysicans think that in general hypothetical 
properties should be reduced to categorical properties where they 

another sort of entity (ersatz times or a sui generis past), the properties of 
the Lucretian still will be exemplified (so long as one has a sufficiently 
abundant view of properties). The truth of past ( and future) propositions 
will supervene on the exemplification of these properties. The difference 
between the Lucretian view and a view like Crisp' s or that of !Qerland 
and Monton' s lies in there being another sort of entity ()ft which tb• t,uth 
of past or future propositions also supervenes. 
9 See [Tallant 2009b] for further discussion of cheating 
10 See [Crisp 2007] for further discussion of the d • 
lems it (allegedly) raises for the presentist. 
11 See (Crisp 2007] for argument to this effect. 
12 David Lewis, of course, thinks he can red .. ~,_ 
IOl1Nt: DrelMaJ·es. See [Roy fothcoming] 

-•it>< 
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n be so-reduced. So being left with unreduced past or future­
~~rected properties would appear to be a cost of Lucretianism. 

A econd related objection to Lucretianism is that it is extrava­
£ant ontologically. It's not just that one is committed to the exist­
--11 of irreducibly hypothetical properties. It's that one is commit­
t d to o many of them. For instance, 

(3 Caesar crossed the Rubicon 

aL is true. So the Lucretian is committed to the existence of 
being such that Caesar crossed the Rubicon. And so on. 

Ifs not clear to me that this is a serious objection to Lucreti­
anism. · irst, many already are committed to there being a property 
for ev•i•ry predicate (for instance, one might think this if properties 
are ta en to be the semantic values of predicates). So there is inde­
pendent reason to think that these properties exist. 

Second, the Lucretian might think of a property like being such 
that Socrates was snubnosed as ·a complex entity composed of a 
categorical base - being Socrates and being snubnosed - together 
with a hypothetical element - being past. So the Lucretian m • ght 
"separate out" the hypothetical element from the past and fu~ 
directed properties she uses for grounding truths and be left ~ 
Lucretian) with only two irreducibly hypothetical properties, IJttllirtl 

past and being future. There still looks to be a cost here 
' Lucretian in that there are irreducibly hypothetical ptopenies 
, the cost might be lower than one might have tlwwgbt 

there are only two of them. 

A third objection to Luc • 
truthmakers objection. 13 S .~f$(!:-GIIIQt.W 
ti Frank is red. So 

(4) Frank is red 

13 
1 rnake the same sort of 
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is true at t 1. Intuitively, (4) is made true by Frank's exemplify­
ing the property being red. Suppose at !2 that Frank is painted blue. 
Then 

(5) Frank was red 

is true at t2. For the Lucretian, (5) will be made true by Frank's 
exem lifying the property having been red. The grounds for the 
truth of (5) is, like the grounds for (4), Frank's having a property. 

u pose at t3 Frank is annihilated. (5) is still true, but suddenly its 
tr thmaker switches to the world's having the property (or an ab­
stract object's having the property) being such that Frank was red. 
This sudden shift in truthmakers is troubling, and it's not one the 
typical eternalist has to worry about. (I will argue it is one that 
several other presentist solutions to the grounding problem have to 
contend with, as well.) The Lucretian might propose that (5) at t2 is 
made true by the world's having the property being such that 
Frank was red. But of course this doesn't allow the Lucretian to 
avoid the shift in truthmakers from t1 to t2. 

It should be said that it's not merely that the truthmakers for (4) 
to (5) (at t1 or at t2) shift. There also is a problem in what the 
truthmaker shifts to. On the face of it, Frank's exemplifying a 
property is an appropriate truthmaker for both (4) and (5). Both 
seem to be about Frank and a property. But (5) simply doesn't 
seem to be about the world's having a property. To see this, sup­
pose you think of propositions as structured sorts of entities. So, 
for the presentist, (5) is composed of an individual essence of 
Frank14 and the property having been red. How, then, is a proposi­
tion composed of these elements grounded by the world's having a 
property? (This suggests, I think, that something stronger than TSB 
is needed to capture our intuitions about grounding.) 

14 Or Frank, though as I pointed out takes 
essences to be constituon 
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so there are costs to Lucretianism. One is committed to at least 
vo irreducibly-hypothetical properties. One also is committed to a 

t~ift in truthmakers as time passes, and a shift to the wrong sort of 
truthmakers as time passes. The eternalist ( who is a four­
dirnensional ist or stage-theorist) is committed to none of these 

thing · 

4. Th ·stic Presentism 

Preser·,ism Alan Rhoda ([Rhoda 2009]) advances a theory of 
groun•tng for past truths that would have made the Medievals 
proud:: uod's memories ground truths that are wholly about the 
past. Sv (1) is made true by God's memory that Socrates is snub­
nosed. Rhoda's view is a sort of "divine Lucretianism", it would 
seem. Rhoda thinks that theistic presentism has the virtue that it 
doesn't involve any "cheats" in the way the Lucretianism does. 

Furthermore, theistic presentism it is not vulnerable to the 
charge of metaphysical 'cheating' as is Lucretianism ... the Lucre­
tian's past-tensed properties are suspicious because they make no 
specifiable real difference to anything else. Apart from using for­
mulaic labels like being such that Caesar was assassinated in 44 
BC on the Ides of March, the Lucretian has no informative story to 
tell about what constitutes the having of such properties, or of what 
it is about the universe, regions of space, atomic particles, or what 
have you that enables them to bear such properties. By contrast, the 
theistic presentist does have a story to tell: Past-tensed properties 
are representational mental states of God, specifically, his memo­
ries. Analogy with human memory and other recording devices 
makes it reasonably clear how those representational states could 
~ear the requisite structure to reflect the past. Furthermore, if theis­
tic presentism is correct, then God's memories can make a real 
diffe~ence by informing his ongoing providential dealings Wl 
~reation. For example, God could, if he desired, communicate to us 
10formation about the distant past (see [Rhoda 2009], p. 55). 
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It s not clear to me how Rhoda avoids problems with cheat­
ing. 15 The problem with cheating, as Sider sets it out, isn't that 
there is no story to tell with respect to the world's having proper­
ties like being such that Socrates was snubnosed. Rather the prob­
lem is that these properties are irreducibly past-directed. In this 
regard, God's present thoughts fare no better; they too are irreduci­
bly past-directed. So it seems to me that if Bigelow has a problem 
w·th cheating, so does Rhoda. 

"'' hoda's view also runs aground of the shifting-truthmakers ob­
je\;t:o . (4) is made true by Frank's having the property being red. 
( ) at t2 is made true by God's remembering that (4) was true. So 
there is a shift in truthmakers from Frank's having a property to 
God's mental states. Also, there is a shift to what seems to be an 
inappropriate truthmaker, just as was the case with Lucretianism 
earlier: (5) looks to be made true by Frank's having a property, not 
by God's memories. 

There also is also a sense in which the Rhoda gets the explana­
tory priority of elements in his account wrong. God's remembering 
Socrates was snubnosed does provide a supervenience base for the 
truth of Socrates was snubnosed. But in some important sense Soc­
rates was snubnosed' s being true is prior to God's remembering 
Socrates was snubnosed. However, TSB is satisfied here; yet again 
we have a suggestion that TSB isn't strong enough to capture the 
grounding intuition that led us to TSB in the first place. 

Apart from these considerations, Rhoda's theory will be pro­
hibitively expensive for many philosophers as it relies on God to 
ground the truth of past-tense proposi-tions. 

15 While preparing this 
( excellent) [Capl 
pnent in ti 
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5. Ersatz B-Series 

This strategy for grounding past truths has been developed by in 
1
reat detai I by Thomas Crisp ([Crisp 2007]). 16 The idea is to con­

\·uct a eries of abstract times that mirror those of the etemalist. 
gut all of the times exist at each moment in time, so they are al­
,, a,, around to do truthmaking duties. Crisp defines a time as fol-
low: 

xis a time := For some propositions, the ps, such that the ps are 
maximal and consistent,x= [ (y) (y is one of the ps :) y is true)] 

wh·:re (i) a class C of propositions is maximal iff, for every 
propos:tion p, either p or its denial is a member of C, (ii) a class C 
of prepositions is consistent iff, possibly, every member of C is 
true, and (iii) '[Vy(y E C::) y is true], I assume, denotes a tense­
less proposition (lest my attempt to give a reductive account of 
tensed properties fall into unhappy circularity). 

The present time is the time that is true. Past times are times 
that were true. (2) is true in virtue of the fact that there is a past 
time in which it is true. For a proposition p to be true at a time t 
simply is for t to be such that were it true, p would be true. 

Alternately, we might take a time to be a maximal non­
temporally-indexed state of affairs. On this view, the present time 
is the time that obtains now. These would be akin to Plantinga's 
([Plantinga 1985]) possible worlds, apart from the fact that Plant­
inga takes possible worlds to be maximal temporally-indexed states 
of affairs. 

Certain times are past and others are future. So it might look as 
though the ersatz B-series theorist is left with the same sorts of 
primitives that the Lucretian (in the best case scenario) is left with. 

16 
[Davidson 2003] and (Davidson 2004) suggests such a strategy. 

[Bourne 2006] develops such a strategy. See also [Markosian 2004). Be­
cause of limitations on space, I will focus on Crisp's account. 
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But Crisp analyzes away properties like being past and being fu­
ture into an orthodox B-theoretic relation: being earlier than. Crisp 
says 

We can now see how the presentist can do without 
primitive pastness, presentness and futurity. She need 
simply take the foregoing earlier than relation as primi­
tive, and say that a time is past =df it is earlier than the 
present time, that a time is future =df it is later than the 
present time, and that the present time isdf whatever 
time happens to be true. ([Crisp 2007], pp. 104-105) 

So the earlier than relation between times is Crisp's unreduced 
primitive. 

How does Crisp' s solution fare compared to the Lucretian solu­
tion? The Lucretian solution at its best has two primitives that Sid­
er would complain "cheat": being past and being future. Crisp's 
solution involves only one, the earlier than relation. Furthermore, 
the earlier than relation is an orthodox B-theoretic relation, and it's 
one that even the etemalist claims her concrete times stand in to 
one another. What makes it the case that one concrete time stands 
in the earlier than relation to another? Even for the etemalis that 
( or some-such relation) seems to be primitive. So Crisp seems to 
have left the presentist with a primitive (the likes of which) even 
the etemalist is left with. If Crisp's primitive is a chea~ so too it 
would seem, is the etemalist' s. 

One might balk at the whole menagerie of abstract 
Crisp uses to ground past ( and future) propositions. But 
(many) philosophers who already believe in "ersatz" P 
Adams-style ((Adams 1974]) possible worlds, C • 
might not seem that extravagant. 

It's worth noting that Crisp's solution also 
with the shifting truthmakers objection. U>JIINII■ 
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( 4) is true at t1. The truthmaker here, intuitively, is Frank's hav­
ing the property being red. Now, as before, Frank is painted blue at 
'2· At t2 

(5) Frank was red 

is true. What makes it true? It's (ultimately) that there is a past 
time in which (4) is true. But here we've changed from a truthmak­
er involving a substance and a property to one involving abstract 
times. And as with the Lucretian, one might object not just to the 
hift >1 truthmakers, but to what the truthmakers shift to. The prop­

er grr und for (5) (at t1 and at t3 where Frank is annihilated) would 
seerr :u involve Frank and a property. That's what (5) seems to be 
abou: This is the sort of thing that only the eternalist may avail 
hersf,.{ of; the presentist (at t3) doesn't have Frank around as a 
truth·i.<iker. Crisp could ground (5) at t2 in Frank's having a past­
direc~t; u property, but that would defeat a main virtue of his theory: 
he ha3 only one primitive hypothetical property (the earlier than 
relation), and it's not at all an implausible one. But even if he did 
ground (5) at t2 in Frank's having a property, (5) at t3 must be 
grounded in a time. The proper ground of the truth of (5) doesn't 
seem to be a time. It ought to have something to do with Frank's 
having a property. So once again, we have a metaphysic that al­
lows presentism to be consistent with TSB and the truth of proposi­
tions like ( 1) and (2), but once again there seems to be more to 
grounding truths than satisfying TSB. 

6. Brute Past Presentism 

Brian Kierland and Bradley Monton ([Kierland and Monton 2007]) 
argue that the past can serve as a truthmaker for propositions like 
(1) and (2). So far, this sounds etemalist. But it's not, and this 
comes out in a discussion of what the past is. Kierland and Monton 
write 



... [T]he past is an aspect of reality, but it cannot be re~ 
duced to things or the properties they possess (i.e., how 
these things are). Call this brute past presentism; fro 
here on out, in speaking of a 'brute past', we have i 
mind a past which cannot be so reduced ... The brute p 
has an intrinsic nature ... [W]e like to think of this in • 
sic nature in terms of the past having a certain 'shap~ 
This shape does not consist in a structure of things ha 
ing properties and standing in relation to one 
other ... The crucial feature of brute past presentism 
that it postulates a sui generis metaphysical categ 
one independent of things ·and how they are. ([Kierl 
and Monton 2007], p. 492) 

It is the shape of the past that makes true propositions 
past true. The grounding problem for presentism is solve 
sui generis entity, the Past, (which exists now) and its 
right shape. 17 Because the past has the shape it does, (I) • 

( 6) Socrates had a button-nose 

is false. Indeed, the Past having the shape it does e 
is true. So we have a supervenience base for past-truths. 

It will be immediately obvious that such a view w 
sidered a "cheater", according to Sider. The Past c 
beyond" itself in a manner that can't be reduced to 
tions. Kierland and Monton are unphased by this, 
wholesale rejection of irreducibly-hypothetical entiti 
aphysical prejudice" (494). But for those who are 
irreducibly-hypothetical entities, there is cause for c 

17 I will call their past "The Past" so that the read 
speaking of their sui generis entity. At least it solv 
past-truths, one wonders if there will be a 'b 
propositions. 
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It's also worth noting that this view suffers from the problem of 
hifting truthmakers, in the same way Lucretianism and the ersatz 

B-series solution does. (4) is made true by Frank's having a proper­
tv. (5) is made true by the Past (both at t2 and t3). But this shift 
i;, olves a move from the right sort of truthmaker for a proposition 
like ( 4) or ( 5) to one that simply isn't the right sort of truthmaker. 
so. again, it's not just the shift in truthmakers, but it's the shift 
from the proper sort of ground to an improper ground. 

T• ird, accepting a sui generis Past whose sui generis shape 
makes true propositions about the past seems a high cost to pay to 
preserve the truth of propositions like (I) and (2). Indeed, we've 
alre· 5y seen an account ( that of the ersatz B-series) that also uses 
the p~:;\,,~ to ground past-truths. But we know what the past is on the 
ersat B-series solution. It's a maximal proposition or state of af­
fairs. Ve also know, on this view, what about the past makes past­
truth.: uue: Entailment ( or inclusion if one takes times to be maxi­
mal states of affairs). So it's not at all clear to me at least why one 
would be drawn to a solution like Kierland and Monton's over a 
solution like Crisp's. Crisp's seems to cost much less. 

7. Temporal Distributional Properties 

Ross Cameron ([Cameron 2010]) draws on the work of Josh Par­
sons ([Parsons 2000], [Parsons 2004]) on distributional properties 

, and appeals to temporal distributional properties to provide truth­
makers for past truths for the presentist. To get a handle on Camer­
on's solution, consider first spatial distributional properties. These 
are properties that give the distribution of qualities across a region 
of space. Consider a white object with flecks of color on it. There 
is a spatial distributional property the having of which entails that 
flecks of color of those shades will be distributed thus-and-so on 
the object. Typically we might think that the having of such a 
Property supervenes on or can be reduced to spatial parts of the 
object's having certain properties. However, suppose the object in 
question is an extended simple. Now it has the distributional prop-
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erty it ha and it doesn't have it in virtue of its spatial parts ha 
properties; it has no spatial parts. 18 

Similarly, one might think that there are temporal distrib 
properties of which the presentist may avail herself. These 
the way an object is at various times it exists, in the same 
way the spatial distributional property above details the 
flecks of color are distributed across the surface of the obj 
property isn't reducible to properties of the temporal p 
object in the same way that the extended simple's dis • 
property isn't reducible to properties of the spatial parts 
ject. As Cameron says, 

If there are temporal distributional properties 
have a temporal distributional property in vi 
which, together with my age, I am now an adult, 
child and will be (hopefully) an old man. These 
ties are both difference makers, in settling my 
intrinsic nature, and past settlers, in settling ho 
intrinsically (9). 

This will help with grounding truths like (2). B 
propositions like ( 1 )? Socrates isn't around to ins 
tributional properties. 19 Cameron thinks that to ~ 
( 1) we should appeal to a distributional propert)' 
world has, "the distributional property in virtue of 
history it in fact has" (I 0). 

There are, it seems to me, several proble,~::.­
proposal. First, there still is cheating occurring h 
ing a temporal distributional property still ' 
present moment and irreducibly so. Cameron 
thinks that Sider objects to properties that po· 

18 For those who think that an extended simple i • 
it is. Van Inwagen ([ van Inwagen 1990], p. 91 c 
think of organisms as extended simples. Also. • 
s1,inoza as saying there is one giant extended SbDl1., 
1 Here again I assume the truth of serious pres nt 
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. qu •stion that d n' a an thing about the intrinsic natur 
11;,jcct. f ut I think hi mi eads Sider. Suppose that Big 
11 

·crctian pr pertie merely point beyond their instance 
1 .::11,cron' di tributional p operties point beyond their in ta 
\d ~ay , mething ab ut the intrinsic nature of the obje t 
:\,-// 1 oint beyond their instances in an irreducible fashion. T i ~ 
·sidcr's concern. o , one ma, be unimpressed by ider in • 
;ion here (as Kierland and onton and Crisp seem to 
Catll •ron pretty clearl is cheating b the parameters Sider e 

nd, it's not clear o me hat the presentist can avail nATli:'An­

or c ,1eron 's temporal distributional properties. Con id r 
the s, :Jf al distributional property that characterizes the fie 
paint .., f the surface of the imple object. We can suppo e t 
ject'. ;1aving this prope doesn t reduce to the parts of th o • 
·havinb various properties as the object has no proper parts). 
the 'Ject still is spread out in space; the distributional pro 
tells how the flecks of paint are distributed on the surfa e 
object across a region of pace. In the case of temporal di..:J"Tl·rll ... 
tional properties, for the pres·entist there is no past or future 
which the temporal distributional properties are distributed. 
not at all clear that there can be these sorts of temporal di..:mn11a.. 
tional properties for the presentist 

Third, Cameron i committed to the world having a te:m.ptnl 
distributional property that sets out the history of the world 
already needs this for truths like I), why have objects 
temporal distributional properties to ground propositions 1i e 

Giving up objects ha ing temporal distributional orooetllltS 
would, of course allo him to a oid this second obj • 
keeping them actuall helps ith the shifting-truthmaker ObledllOIL 
It allows Cameron to keep the truthmaker for (4) and 

(5) at t2 an objects having a property. So this um.tonno 
~ooct. Of course there is a shift in the truthmaker for 
t enly it will be the orld shaving a temporal distributional IRI.,. 
Y that will ground its truth. Agai~ it s not just the 
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makers that is a problem here. It's a shift to something that d 
look to be the proper grounds for the truth of (5) at t<su>3 or 

It's not at all clear to me that it is coherent for an object 
a property that distributes across times that don't exist. 
presses Cameron in the direction of a view like Bigelow's; • 
that the sort of property involved in the truthmaking differs 
view inherits the problems of Bigelow's in this regard. 

8. Conclusion 

Of the solutions we've examined, it seems to me that the 
series solution of Crisp is the least costly for the presenti 
have trouble with the shifting-truthmaker objection. But 
cult to see how any presentist grounding of non-p 
wouldn't have trouble with it. For the presentist, the 
time eliminates the natural truthmakers that always are 
the eternalist. This is, it would .seem, a cost of those 
presentism in a non-Merricksian manner.20 
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