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1. Nombre del profesor:  Roberto Loss  
  
  
2. Nombre del seminario: Presentism and the grounding objection  
  
  
3. Campos de conocimiento en los que debe ser anunciado: Filosofía de la Ciencia   
  
  
4. Breve descripción del curso: The contemporary debate in metaphysics of time is divided in two 
main camps. A-theorists uphold the reality of temporal passage and the existence of a metaphysically 
privileged time (the present). Instead, B-theorists deny that time literally ‘passes’ and claim that past, 
present, and future all exist, with no time being privileged over the others. Presentism is often presented 
as being the most commonsensical and intuitive theory among the A-theories of time. According to 
presentists, only present entities exist and instantiate properties and relations. There are no past or future 
entities, although there were entities that do not exist now, and, most likely, there will be entities that 
still do not exist. The idea that past and future do not exist does appear to have a certain pre-theoretical 
pull. However, it is also cause for some important and resilient theoretical problems. One of the most 
important objection to presentism is, in fact, represented by the so-called grounding objection. Truth, we 
intuitively feel, cannot ‘float on the void’, but must—somehow—depend on how reality is, that is, either 
on what entities exist, or on what pattern of properties and relations they instantiate. Truth, in other 
words, must be grounded in reality. If, however, only present entities exist, as presentists claim, what 
can systematically ground truths about the past?   
The aim of this seminar is to thoroughly discuss the grounding objection to presentism, and to 
understand its import within the contemporary debate about the reality of temporal passage. Different 
grounding theories for presentism will be examined and discussed. In the process it will be investigated 
when and how a specific ontological posit might constitute an ‘ontological cheat’. Particular attention 
will be devoted to the question about whether modal principles (such as the truth-maker principle and 
the supervenience principle) are sufficient to capture the notion of grounding, or whether such a notion 
requires a finer-grained analysis.   
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6. Criterios de evaluación:  
  
The students will be evaluated by means of (a) their active participation to the seminar [10%], (b) a 
small presentation [20%], and (c) a final essay [70%].  
  
  
  
7. Propuesta de día y horario: Lunes 12-16  


