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ABSTRACT

This dissertation is a defense of a particular theory of thaphgsics of time
which | call “accretivism”, but which is popularly known in a form dbluaalled the
“Growing Block Theory”. The goal of a metaphysics of timéoisncorporate the various
aspects of our temporal experience into a single, comprehenbnle.Wwo this end |
delineate five aspects of our ordinary experience of time: 1)l€heed Aspect, in virtue
of which objects are presented to us as past, present, or futitee yansitory Aspect,
in virtue of which time passes or “flows”; 3) The Durationap&ct, in virtue of which
entities have a certain temporal extent; 4) The Structural cAspe virtue of which
entities are given as being in temporal relations to one anath@r5) The Differential-
Repetitive Aspect, in virtue of which things are different from time to another, and
yet there is a certain recurrence of aspects of our experience frormerte tnother.

| contrast the accretivist picture of time, according to which that whiclstsapd
that which is present both have ontological status, but nothing which is future has
ontological status, and in which temporal passage consists in the coming-int@fbeing
new entities at the temporal edge of reality marked by the presentheitivd dominant
theories of time in the contemporary literature: 1) presentism, acgdadimhich only
that which is present has ontological status, and 2) four-dimensionalism, according to
which time is to be understood on analogy with spatial dimensions. Accretivism, | argue
is superior to the other two views in virtue of the fact that it gives full stationsth the
Structural Aspect of Time, for which the presentist has difficulty accoyraimd the
Transitory Aspect of Time, for which the four-dimensionalist has difficudtpanting. |
then defend the accretivist picture against a variety of objections thatlmeigaised to

it.
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CHAPTER ONE
PRELIMINARIES

1.1 Purpose of the Essay

The general aim of this essay is to contribute to the develupane defense of a
certain theory of the metaphysics of time. By a “theoryhef metaphysics of time”, |
mean an attempt to give a systematic account of the varioyotainfeatures of the
world as revealed in our experience and to clarify how these ésatwe related to one
another. A significant part of this process of clarification involessolution to various
philosophical puzzles that arise in trying to understand thesgdeatn this work | will
primarily be concerned with two basic issues: 1) the passagémef and 2) the
distinction between past, present, and future. While these two aspéate will be the
central focus of this essay, a further goal will be to distitgtie various different
classes of temporal phenomena that a successful theory of tirde twedake into
account. While my goal is not to defend a comprehensive metaphysiicseoin this
essay, | will attempt to gesture at the aspect of the broladery of which this essay is a
contribution towards.

The basic view to be defended herein is one which | shall refeas
“accretivism.” 1 This term applies to a family of theories of which the viefmime
presented by C. D. Broad 8tientific Thoughis perhaps the best-known example. Broad

describes his theory as follows:

A Specious Present of mine is just the last thin slice trsajdiaed

up to my life-history. When it ceases to be present and becomes
past this does not mean that it has changed its relationsttoreny

to which it was related when it was present. It will simplgam

1 The term “accretivism” has, as far as | know, never appdearprint as a name for the
view | am discussing. The source for my use of the term isnEiMagalh&es, who in turn
adopted it from David Schenk. Schenk (2003) refers to the view as “the aconetied’.



that other slices have been tacked on to my life-history, atid wi

their existence, relations have begun to hold which could not hold

before these slices existed to be terms to these relatiompsit Tioe

matter another way: when an event, which was present, becomes

past, it does not change or lose any of the relations it hadebefo

because the terms to which it now has these relations ware the

simply non-entities.

It will be observed that such a theory as this accepts theyretli

the present and the past, but holds that the future is simply nothing

at all. Nothing has happened to the present by becoming past

except that fresh slices of existence have been added to the total

history of the world. The past is thus as real as the present... The

sum total of existence is always increasing, and it is ingh

gives the time-series a sense as well as an érder.
According to the basic model of time presented in this passag€sine total of
existence” includes those things that are present and those tiagse past, and the
passage of time consists in the addition of new entities to dimststal of existence.
There are thus two basic aspects to the view, which are thédsio theses to be
defended in this essay. First, there is thesis of afuturismwhich maintains that only
that which is past or present exists, and that there existsmgathich is future. Second,
there is thethesis of transiengewhich recognizes temporal passage as a genuine,
objective feature of the world. Accretivism, as | understand ginply the combination
of these two distinct and logically independent theses.

In contemporary presentations of alternatives in the philosophyinoé, t

accretivism is most often presented in a form known as the “ggo®iock model of

time.”3 Other names for the view, or views sometimes identified wjtmdlude “the

2 Broad (1923), pp. 67-8.

3 See, for example, Dainton (2001), Chap. 6. This name for the theoryhéas
unfortunate effect of presenting the view as merely a sligldification of the four-
dimensionalist theory. The four-dimensionalist view is often reteto as the “block view”, as
they think of the world as being a “four-dimensional block,” and #rent“growing block”
suggests that the accretivist thinks of the world in nthehsame way, albeit with the additional
claim that the “four-dimensional block” is “growing” in thentporal dimension. This tends to
suggest that the accretivist, like the pure four-dimensiontiisks of the temporal dimension on
analogy with the spatial dimensions. On my view, the ag@theed not think of the temporal
dimension as a “fourth dimension” in the sense that it should be twalkrsn analogy with
spatial dimensions, though an accretivist may very well do so.



open future view# “the empty view of the future?”“possibilism,® “pastism,” and
“no-futurism.”8 This view is often cited but infrequently defended as an alternatitree
two most prominent general approaches to the philosophy of time cottemporary
literature: four-dimensionalism and presentism.

Four-Dimensionalism is generally taken to be the most widdty\new of time

in contemporary philosophical literatlfeThe view receives its name from the

4 See Zimmerman (ed., 2006), Part Il, for example. The “open future” terminolagg see
to originate in literature concerning Aristotle’s famouscdssion of “future contingents” iDe
Intepretatione See Mayo (1962) as an obvious example. | would prefer to redesv®pen
future” terminology for view such as Aristotle’s that holattlt least some statements about the
future lack truth-value, or are indeterminate, which is $bmg to which the accretivist need not
be committed. In other words, it indicateseanantidhesis, rather than amtologicalthesis.

S See Dorato (21995). While this term seems to imply the tloésifuturism, is does not
really capture the idea of temporal passage, which is p#reaifccretivist view as | have defined
it.

6 See Savitt (2002). This term, like “the open future viewgms to imply something to
which the accretivist need not be committed, namely that theefus undetermined and that
there are numeroysossiblefutures compatible with the world that presently exists. While
true that most major accretivists have been indetermigigiat the future, and there are perhaps
strong dialectical reasons why the two views go hand in handjtitadeave open the possibility
that one might combine the accretivist picture with the ittest the future is completely
determinedby past and present states of affairs, combined with the laws of nature.

7 see Armstrong (2004), Chap. 11. Armstrong makes it cleahéhhas the accretivist
theory in mind: “the World, the whole of being, is on this viewohaject that is continually being
added to along the temporal dimension. The past exists, thenpiasthe strictest, narrowest
sense exists, but is no more that the growing temporal edge of the limit of being” (1&). Thé
term “pastism”, however, intended as a parallel to “presafiitiseems to indicate that the past
but not the present exists, rather than that they both egisiplby the term for exactly this use in
Chapter 2.

8 See Bourne (2006). The term “no-futurism” is basically the saafaturism”, which
I am using for one of the theses constitutive of accretivism.

9 Prominent contemporary four-dimensionalists include D. M. Armstr@084), Yuri
Balaschov (2000), Adolf Grunbaum (1963), Mark Heller (1990), Hud Hudson (2001, 2005),
Robin Le Poidevin (1991), David Lewis (1986), W. V. O. Quine (1960),Siddr (2001), and J.

J. C. Smart (1964). It is worth noting that one of the majduentes on contemporary four-
dimensionalism is the “spacetime” interpretation of the ThexrRelativity, originating with
Hermann Minkowsi (1908), and one finds versions of the view embmagexpular presentations
of modern physics, such as Greene (2004, Ch. 5).



contention that time is the “fourth dimension” in addition to the thtemamonly
recognized spatial dimensioh@.The essence of the view is that there is no intrinsic
difference between the “temporal dimension” of reality and pagiad dimensions, and
that time is to be understood on analogy with spaca&ccording to such a view, any
perceived difference between time and space is due to the contemteodnd space
rather than the dimensions themselves. Thus, as the concepts prg=astf, and future
have no analogues in space, they cannot be objective features drarere standardly
taken by the four-dimensionalist to refer to human perspectatberrthan something
objective. Similarly, as there is no “passage of space,” thagasd time is typically
maintained by the four-dimensionalist to be some sort of illusion.
In recent years presentism has emerged as the main compgetitfwur-

dimensionalism:2 The central thesis of presentism is that only that which isepte

10 The view is somewnhat unfortunately named, in light of contempopassical
theories that postulate far more than three spatial dimensiBrssumably, the four-
dimensionalist is not committed to there being any specific nuwibspatial dimensions, but
holds that however many spatial dimensions there turn out to be, time iariddrstood as being
another thing like thosdt is also worth noting that the term is often used indtvetemporary
literature to indicate various more specific doctrines thatvdanalogies between space and time
on particular issues. For example, “four-dimensionalism” is §ames used to indicate the thesis
that entities persist through time by having “temporal paatsilogous to spatial parts, or the
thesis that a purported entity’s being “temporally distaa8 ho more bearing on its ontological
status than its being spatially distant. Both of these thesege ahall see, are entailed by the
more general doctrine of four-dimensionalism. | would suggest t natural use of the term
“four-dimensionalism” is for the broad view that time is to unelerstood as analogous to a
spatial dimension in every respect.

111t is worth noting that as | have characterized their vi@ur-tlimensionalists may
have radically different views as to nature of space. kamele, one four-dimensionalist may be
a relationalist about space while another is an absolutist, or apéaid that space is continuous
while another may hold that it is discrete, but what unites tisetimat whatever they say about
space, they must say the same thing with regard to time.

12 prominent recent and contemporary presentists include John Bigae96),
Roderick Chisholm (1990), William Lane Craig (2001), Mark Hinéh(if996, 2000), Simon
Keller (2004), Ned Markosian (2002, 2004) Trenton Merricks (1994, 1995, 1999, 20d7), a
Dean Zimmerman (1996, 1998).



exists13 The intuitive core of presentism is the thought that while wghtvéay of past

things that they “did exist,” or of future things that they “veMist,” it is natural to say
that all that does in fact exist exists in the present. eRtissn, unlike four-

dimensionalism, obviously requires an objective notion of the prédathile one might

initially think that the presentist would be much more sympathetibd passage of time
as an objective feature of the world than the four-dimensionalish ipractice one

actually finds a variety of opinions on the topic of temporal passag&a presentists.
Presentism is first and foremost a view about what exists, &ardeavariety of alternate
versions of presentism can be developed by combining the basic tiesisnly that

which is present exists with other theses about #ie.

Accretivism, while less prominent in the current literature, wetended by a
number of notable philosophers in the early decades of the tweonérthry. While
Broad is the most often cited proponent of an accretivist view, theotisim as a
paradigm of someone who holds the view is somewhat unfortunate. Wikilgue that
Broad suggests an accretivist view in the passage quoted abov8dremtific Thought
he discusses it for only a few pages in that work and seems to have hejdar @nshort

time before abandoning3€ While Broad is clearly committed to defending the reality of

13 Or, at least, of those things which exist “in time”, only thties are present exist.
One can still be a presentist and

14 Assuming, that is, that what exists is an objective fact. Since vawdeny this seem
to be unintelligible, this seems like a reasonable assumption.

15 painton (2001), Chap. 6 catalogues several versions of presestism of which
include temporal passage as a feature of the view and others of which do not.

16 |n addition toScientific ThoughtBroad also briefly discusses the viewMmd and Its
Place in Nature(1925). By the time of his 1928 contribution to an Aristotelociety
Symposium on “Time and Change”, he is expressing serious doubts abuigvihes the result
of the criticism of J. M. E. McTaggart, and, by Broad (1938), he bampletely repudiated it. A
detailed account of some of the changes in Broad’s views on time can be found e 1959).



temporal becoming, or “absolute becoming” as he call it, as attolg feature of the
world, the accretivist position was only one attempt during his career to do so.

A more consistent defender of accretivism is Alfred North Whadhavho is
almost certainly the immediate source for Broad’s version ofithe. Compare Broad’s
passage quoted above with the following passage #omEnquiry Concerning the

Principles of Natural Knowledgeublished four years befo&eientific Thought

Events never change. Nature develops, in the sense that are event
becomes part of an eveatwhich includes (i.e. extends oves)

and also extends into the futurity beyoadThus is a sense the
evente does change, namely, in its relations to the events which
were not and which become actual in the creative advance of
nature. The change of an evemtin this meaning of the term
‘change’, will be called the ‘passage’ gfand the word ‘change’

will not be used in this sense. Thus we say that events pass but do
not change. The passage of an event is its passing into some other
event which is not it/

Despite a number of developments in his overall metaphysicsyikarsconception of
time is maintained in Whitehead’s later wé&%k as the following passage from

Adventures in Ideasttests:

But the objective existence of the future in the present differs f

the objective existence of the past in the present. The various
particular occasions of the past are in existence, and arakgver
functioning as objects for prehension in the present. This
individual objective existence of the actual occasions of the past,
each functioning in each present occasion constitutes the causal
relationship which is efficient causation. But there are no actual
occasions in the future, already constituted. Thus there are no
actual occasions in the future to exercise efficient causatitre
present. What is objective in the present is the necessitjutdire

of actual occasions, and the necessity that these future occasions

17 \whitehead (1919), p. 62.

18 |t is common to divide Whitehead's career into three periods:Jdmbridge Period
(1891-1910), in which he was primarily concerned with mathematics, philosophy of matisemat
and logic; The London Period (1910-1924), in which he was primarily estieat in the
philosophy of science; and the Harvard Period (1924-1945), in which haribyipursued issues
in speculative metaphysics and cosmology.



conform to the conditions inherent in the essence of the present
occasiont9

What Whitehead is saying in this passage is that while theef@ind past both exist
“objectively” (that is, as objects of though®) past “occasions” (Whitehead’s term for a
concrete entity) actually exist as revealed by the faat they are causally related to
(“prehended by”) present entities, whereas there exist neatir constituted” future
entities. All that is the case at present, according to Wlatkhe that there will be future
entities and that the nature of those entities will be constrdigpdtie nature of what
exists at present.
Tracing lines of influence even further back, one of the majorcesufor

Whitehead’s philosophy was the work of Henri Bergson, who seems tamdibea
defender of an accretivist view. In the following paragraph fMaiter and Memory

from 1896, Bergson answers an objection to his doctrine of the “survival of the past”:

But how can the past, which, by hypothesis, has ceased to be,
preserve itself? Have we not here a real contradiction?—epg r

that the question is just whether the past has ceased to exist or
whether it has simply ceased to be useful. You define the present
in an arbitrary manner akat which is whereas the present is
simply what is being madeNothing is less than the present
moment, if you understand by that the indivisible limit which
divides the past from the future. When we think this present as
going to be, it exists not yet; and when we think it as existing, i
already past. If, on the other hand, what you are considering is the
concrete present such as it is actually lived by consciousness, we
may say that this present consists, in large measure, in the
immediate past. In the fraction of a second which covers the
briefest possible perception of light, billions of vibrations have
taken place, of which the first is separated from the lgsarb
interval which is enormously divided. Your perception, however
instantaneous, consists then in an incalculable multitude of
remembered elements; and in truth every perception is already
memory. Practically we perceive only the pashe pure present
being the invisible progress of the past gnawing into the féture.

19 whitehead (1933), pp. 194-5.

20 Wwhitehead's use of the phrase “objective existence” idogoas to Descartes’
“objective reality” in theMeditations on First Philosophy

21 Bergson (1912), 189-90.



What exactly Bergson has in mind by suggesting that the pastéaset to be useful”
rather than having “ceased to exist” is, at least to me, rathsure, but he is clearly
suggesting an accretivist model according to which the pastseand the present is a
point at which entities are “being mad&2”

Another example of someone who seems to hold an accretivist accdume oé
Charles Sanders Peirce. In his 1905 essay, “Issues of Pragmgtibe presents a

“modal” account of time:

That Time is a particular variety of Objective Modality @t
obvious for argumentation. The Past consists of the sufaitef
accomplis and this Accomplishment is the Existential Mode of
Time. For the Past really acts upon us, #radit does, not at all in
the way in which a Law of Principle influences us, but preciasly
an Existent object acts... the mode of the Past is that of Iikgtua
Nothing of the sort is true of the future... Be it true in theory or
not, the unsophisticated conception is that everything in the Future
is eitherdestined i.e., necessitated already, orusdecided the
contingent future of Aristotle. In other words, it is not Actual, since
it does not act except through the idea of it, that is, as adssy
but is either Necessary or Possible... As for the Presenhinsta
[i]t is plainly that Nascent State between the Determirzatd
Indeterminate that was noted abo%.

The basic idea of this passage from Peirce, as | understaadhée fact that the past
exists can be shown, as with Whiteh&ady its causal relation on us, while the Future,
whether or not one believes it to be determined or undetermined, nonethettsonly

as an abstract conception until it actually happens. The presenthasther accretivists,

22 see also Sartre’s discussion of Bergson in Sartre (1956)TwartChapter Il. Sartre
clearly understands Bergson as holding an accretivist view.

23 peirce (1905), pp. 357-8.

24 process philosopher and theologian Charles Hartshorne cltatetiere was a great
deal of affinity between the metaphysics of Whitehead andan#étephysics of Peirce, and that
while he is usually thought of as a follower of Whiteheadh#a actually arrived at most of his
metaphysical views before encountering Whitehead as a wmsil$ activities as editor of the
collected works of Peirce. While Whitehead was certafatyiliar with Pierce’s logical and
mathematical works, it is no clear whether his metajglay views actually had any influence on
Whitehead.



is the point at which things are in a “Nascent State,” that @dinthich they come into
existence.

Peirce’s mention of Aristotle evokes the fact that Aristalesometimes cited,
incorrectly | believe, as someone who holds an accretivist view. This atnbsifargely
due to his famous discussion of the sea battReirinterpretatione2d In these passages,
Aristotle suggests that while there are truths about the pasprasdnt, at least some
statements about the future, namely those concerned with human aletang;uth-
value. Aristotle’s main concern is to avoid the fatalisticuargnt that truths about the
future would constrain human free will. It is not obvious at all Aréadtotle’s discussion
commits him to an accretivist view, however. While Aristotle dem=m to be committed
to the denial of the existence of future events, it is not thedrhe accepts the existence
of past events, but only that there &mghs about the past. As we shall see, presentists
have developed a variety of proposals for accounting for truths abostdiimer than the
present. Aristotle may very well be best interpreted asseptist rather than accretivist.
Indeed, if one looks at Aristotle’s discussion in other works, it besomcreasingly
difficult to maintain that he actually held an accretivist theafryime, though it is also
very difficult to definitively state how he fits into standamhtemporary classifications
of views of time at alR6

In more recent times, some have suggested that something likectie@ivast
view falls naturally out of quantum mechanics. Perhaps the mosttampproponent of
this kind of view was Hans Reichenbathin the Appendix toThe Direction of Time

Reichenbach says that

25 Aristotle, De InterpretationeChap. 9.

26 For an interesting recent discussion of the difficulties etating Aristotle’s
discussions of time to contemporary debates, see Coope (2005), pp. 3-5.

27 A similar kind of argument can be found more recently in Kagger (1982). Among
scientists, llya Prigogine is perhaps the most notable rgcepbnent of the idea that modern
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The distinction between the indeterminism of the future and the

determinism of the past is expressed in the last analytie ilaws

of physics. This is the important result of the combination of

classical statistics with the indeterminacy relation of quantum

physics. The consequences for the time of our experience, that is,

the time of everyday life, are obvious. The concepbefoming

acquires a meaning in physics: The present, which separates the

future from the past, is the moment when that which was

undetermined becomes determined, and “becoming” means the

same as “becoming determinetf”
While drawing metaphysical conclusions from physical theory isrreetraightforward
as it might initially seem, and Reichenbach’'s attempt is prohtic for various
reasondd, his claim about the connection between quantum mechanics and the accretivist
view of time is interesting, if only as a contrast to those waioncthat modern physics,
especially the theory of relativity, have shown that temporal becoming isisioriB0

Among contemporary philosophers, the most extensive defense of a pllgporte

accretivist theory is to be found in Michael Toolefsne, Tense, and Causati®h
While Tooley expressly sets out to defend the “very natural’ \aeeording to which
“the past and present are real but the future is ¥if’is somewhat questionable

whether the view he actually develops should actually be intetpbras accretivist.

physics, far from banning objective temporal passage fromrtiverse, is actually quite friendly

to something like the accretivist picture. See Prigogine (188®ye he defends the view the
“time precedes existence”, which, as | understand, is bastcaéydorse the notion that claims
about temporal passage are irreducible to claims aboutexisés, or, in other words, what | will

be calling “the thesis of dynamism” in the next chapter.

28 Reichenbach (1956), p. 2609.

29 Grunbaum (1963), Chap. 10 criticizes not only Reichenbach, but similar clades m
by Arthur Eddington, Hermann Bondi, and G. J. Whitrow.

30 | will discuss the standard argument against temporal passagiee basis of the
Special Theory of Relativity in Chapter 3.

31 peter Forrest is another contemporary philosopher who has shonself
sympathetic to the accretivist position, but has not yet publisifieittlangth presentation of the
view. He has defended it against objections in Forrest (2004), (2006420&6db).

32Tooley (1997), p. 1.
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Tooley’s theory rests on a rather perplexing distinction betwsensorts of actuality.
Actuality simpliciter according to Tooley, is the ordinary notion of actuality. To this
Tooley adds the notion @ctuality as of a timePast, present, and future are all actual
simpliciter, but only the past and present are actual as ofeékerirtime. Though Tooley
speaks of his view as one which embraces the “unreality” ofutiveef the future on his
view is actual in the ordinary, everyday sense of actuality, Dattfabe actual ds of the
present time While Tooley himself presents his view as one which embriéeeseality
of temporal becoming, it is questionable whether he has actually succeededdmgravi
genuinely dynamic view. Whatever the notionactuality as of a times supposed to
amount to, given that all events that will ever exist actoality simpliciteralready laid
out in the future, then it seems as though, in the normal sense dityctnay eternally
have the feature of being actual as of the time they ocandaall previous times. The
notion of actuality as ofa time seems, thus, to be a purely relational notion. Tooley’s
model, therefore, does not in fact seem to be one in which rgadiys by the accretion
of new facts, but instead one in which every future event alreadts.eand that all
events have the additional relational feature of being aasabf various times.
Nonetheless, even if Tooley fails in the end to provide a genuiaetyetivist
metaphysics, his work is important in providing a number of arguntbatsmotivate
accretivist views.

One last citation of a possible instance of an accretigistrine deserves at least
passing mention, though it is at best a tentative ascription. Aogptdi John Mbiti,
something very similar to accretivism is part of the standamtceptual scheme of

traditional African cultures and religion. Mbiti says

The question of time is of little or no academic concern tocAfri
peoples in their traditional life. For them, time is simply a
composition of events which have occurred, those which are taking
place now and those which are inevitably or immediately to occur.
What has not taken pace or what has no likelihood of an immediate
occurrence falls in the category of ‘No-time’. What is dart®
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occur, or what falls within the rhythm of natural phenomena, is in
the category of inevitable @otentialtime
The most significant consequence of this is that, according to
traditional concepts, time is a two-dimensional phenomenon, with
a long past a present and virtually no future The linear
conception of time in western thought, with an indefinite past,
present, and infinite future, is practically foreign to African
thinking. The future is virtually absent because events which lie in
it have not taken place, they have not been realized and cannot,
therefore, constitute time. If, however, future events are neidai
occur, or if they fall within the inevitable rhythm of natudegy at
best constitute onlpotential time notactual time What is taking
place now no doubt unfolds the future, but once an event has taken

place, it is no longer in the future but in the present and the past.
Actual timeis therefore what is present and what is past.

Mbiti bases his claims about the African conception of time nh ygagon an analysis of
verb tenses in African languages, which he suggests shows thaasgahdes lack the
resources to make claims about the long-term future. Mbitiinslare certainly not
uncontroversia4, and | am in no position to evaluate his views, but they are norsshele
intriguing.

Accretivism, presentism, and four-dimensionalism will all be dsedsn more
detail in the next chapter, in which | develop a basic framewar&gdproaching issues in
the philosophy of time. The remainder of this introductory chaptébwiconcerned with
a discussion of the basic methodological presuppositions that underirvesgigation

into the nature of time, and will conclude with an outline of the rest of the essay.

1.2 Methodology of the Essay
In the opening paragraphs Appearance and Reality,. H. Bradley says of the
metaphysician that: “Engaged in a subject which more than otherandenpeace of

spirit, even before he enters on the controversies of his own fielfind® himself

33 Mbiti (1989), pp. 16-17.

34 see, for example, Gyeke (1995) and Hallen (2002) for further disagssf Mbiti’s
claims.
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involved in a sort of warfare3® The reasons for such “warfare” are twofold. First, it is
often assumed that the metaphysician must defend the very esgepprmetaphysics
against those whose attitude towards it is dismissive. | am ipletenagreement with
Bradley’s own responses that any attempt to argue againspimystcs must presuppose
some metaphysical view, and thatpriori arguments against metaphysics are best
countered by actually engaging in metaphysical inquiry and geerat progress one
makes in it. A second problem, however, is that even among thoseesognize the
importance and legitimacy of metaphysical inquiry, there iseatgdeal of controversy
about how it should proceed and what its ultimate ends should be. & saperative,
then, that any essay on a significant topic in metaphysics shagitd wigh at least some
discussion about what the author takes the nature and purposes of thetmgairy his,

of course, runs the risk of alienating those whose basic conceptiontgphysics is
substantially different. Making one’s metaphilosophical views ex@eems worthwhile,
however, in that if they do happen to be the source of one’s disagreestterdne’s

opponents, it is best to bring this out into the open from the very beginning.

1.2.1 Philosophy

Metaphysics is a central branch of philosophy. Philosophy, as |staddrit, is
that discipline concerned with the acquisition and rational systaatiah of our
knowledge of the most fundamental and general aspects of the world. Thi
characterization captures three important features of philosoplmcpliry that
distinguishes it from other inquires: philosophgystematicphilosophy issynopti¢ and
philosophy ioundational Philosophy is “systematic” in the sense that it deals otk
various subject-matter fit together. How, for example, does asngnderstood in physics

relate to how time is understood in psychology or history, and how dofahgm relate

35Bradley (1893), p. 1.
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to time as revealed in our everyday experience? Philosophy is “synaptie® sense that
it deals with things-in-general rather than very specific mattefisctfWhether this event
occurred before or after that event is not usually of philosophigabriance, but the
general fact that time seems to involve these relations efof®’ and “after” is
something of importance to the philosophy of time. Philosophy is “foiomgdt in the
sense that it deals with issues that are presupposed by at tlee core of other
disciplines. The notion of time is one that is normally simpguaged in the day to day
practice of the physicist. When they ask the question of wimat for what space or
matter or other such fundamental things are), they are askisgansewhich are part of
the philosophy of physics rather than something that, while it eamnformed by
physical inquiry, cannot be answered by the methods of physics proper.

The relationship of philosophy with other knowledge-seeking disciplises i
therefore quite complex. On the one hand, the subject-matter of osiegylides must
conform to the general features that are the subject-matf@riloophy, and therefore
the subject-matter of each of these disciplines can be corgi@e instantiation of the
correct philosophical syste#® On the other hand, one should not take this to imply that
philosophy is prior to other disciplines in the sense that the wotegshilosopher must
be completed before other inquiries proceed. Indeed, history showsutiabiithe most

important philosophical work has drawn inspiration from the “speci@neses.” In

36 This does not, of course, mean that the results othepliigs follow deductively
from the correct philosophical system. It may very wathtout that the laws of physics, for
example, are metaphysically contingent. = These laws muktcatiform to metaphysical
principles, however. If it is, for example, a true metaphysical printigliethere can be no action
at a distance, then any physical law that seems to requineastion is in need of a deeper
explanation that eliminates the apparent requirement. Thisnatjgla may itself be beyond the
scope of empirical physics, however. Furthermore, the very existence ofgemtphysical laws
must itself be amenable to metaphysical explanation. Suchreifpe of contingency” may be
an ultimate metaphysical fact or may itself be derivalslenf other, more fundamental
metaphysical principles.
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practice, what we find is a complex interplay in which philosophip bdtuences and is
influenced by other fields.

This interplay of philosophy and other disciplines reflects the fact that philpsoph
as a rational systematization of our knowledge of the world, recuatés priori anda
posteriori elements. As bothmational and systematic it requires going beyond mere
experience. A simple catalogue of facts about the world as we experigretdstlittle of
the “wisdom” of which philosophers claim to be lovers. Only by ngstiur experience
against the tribunal of reason and the use of that speculatightiikat allows us to
recognize connections among seemingly disparate phenomena can ve ¢eijpeeyond
William James’s “blooming, buzzing confusion” to something that eaugely an
understanding of the world. The fact that the knowledge we arengeiskknowledge of
the worldaccounts for the relevance of empirical considerations to theryndtuen if
one denies thadll substantive knowledge of the world is empirical, few would deny that
at least a significant part of that knowledge derives at irgsrt from experience. And
even those who would deny the veridicality of the greater pastioexperience have a
responsibility to account for the fact that we do perceive thidwn such and such a
way. This need to account for our experience provides one gfr¢ladest checks on the
potential excesses of speculative philosophy when divorced from grounding
experience.

Many interesting philosophical puzzles arise out of an appareniatdsgtween
reason and experience. Parmenides and Zeno, having developed ardgbatehts very
notions of plurality and motion were self-contradictory, held thabthg genuine reality
was the unchanging One, and that the world of our ordinary expengiherefore mere
illusion. Heraclitus and Cratylus, impressed with the flux of expee, apparently took

the contradictions they believed implicit in this flux to be the kegome great mystical
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insight. We should not uncritically follow the approach of either schbdven if we
take the arguments of Parmenides and Zeno to be valid, their accannbngplete
without some sort of explanation of why we experience the worldvéne we do, if
Reality is in fact so much different from Appearance. And ifagsume a Heraclitean
account of our experience of the world as being constantly indlwe tcorrect, one must
strive to find an intelligible account of that experience beforeamgepts it as a genuine
representation of reality. When reason and experience seemntado#lict, or when two
different rational principles or two different experiences oesypf experiences seem to
conflict, there is unfortunately no formulaic way of adjudicatorgeliminating these
conflicts. Nor, when it is decided that the only solution to the condlitti either abandon
somea priori intuition or declare some bit of experience as illusory, isetleme easy
way of choosing what principle or what bit of experience is alt.fahus, different
choices in response to these conflicts can be made, generatiegndi research
programs, which can only be evaluated in terms of their overall ssiof@ccounting for

the world that we experience in an intelligible fashion.

1.2.2 Metaphysics and Ontology

Metaphysics is commonly defined as the “theory of ultimatétyez38 Among
the central concerns of metaphysics is the articulation sif giinciples, the most basic
and fundamental truths that apply to any subject-matter whatscevernell as the
fundamentatategoriesnvolved in these principles. What is a “category”? | use the wor

in roughly the Kantian sense of a fundamental concept needed to undenstanatit,

37 Admittedly, these may very well be caricatures of thesleools, rather than an
accurate portrayal of their doctrines. As my concerniib the methodological point, not the
historical facts, such caricatures are useful in illustrating the,petprdless of their accuracy.

38 see, for example, Van Inwagen (2009), p. 1.
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though, unlike Kant, | assume a realist view of the categd¥i@hey are not necessary
structures of thought imposed upon our experience in the way Klatdak but, at least
in the ideal categorical scheme, pick out actual featuresatityreAmong the most
important of the categories is the categorybefng or existenceé*O Ontology is that
branch of metaphysics that studies the category of being. Muchentpotary
philosophy, at least in the tradition of analytic philosophy, opetatdsr the assumption
that ontology exhausts the subject-matter of metaphysics, ohenwords, that being is
the only fundamental category. This is an assumption that | willnmake, and will
explicitly reject over the course of this essay.

As an example of this tendency, it is useful to consider tla¢ntent of what |
would suggest as a prime candidate to be another fundamental categorgly
possibility According to contemporary philosophical orthodoxy, truths about what is
possible require an “ontological ground” or “truthmaker”, some existgain which
those truths depend. Lacking any obvious truthmakers among the conbedigants of
our world, philosophers are then led to postulate the existence of “gosslds”,

conceived either as an infinitude of causally independent concrete esivrsvhich

39 The mention of Kant's conception of categories raises theoob\apecter of Kant's
fundamental puzzle of how “synthetcpriori” knowledge is possible. Or, in other words, how
can we have knowledge of the most fundamental principles thatrgalef reality, when doing
so seems to require knowledge that goes well beyond what couldifiedusmply on the basis
of experience? | have nothing particularly profound to say in resgorites other than to say
that 1 do assume that such knowledge is possible, that | teggisychologistic assumptions
behind Kant’'s own suggestion that such knowledge is simply knowlefdtie innate filters of
our own minds that structure our experience, and that | assunae@ess to such truths, while
genuine, is nonetheless fallible. We should not confuse the iigadshie objects of belief with
the infallibility of the beliefs themselves.

40 These two words and the corresponding noun phrases such amda dre“an
existent” | will generally use interchangeably. Some philosaphparticularly in the early
twentieth century, distinguished between “existence” and “deosis” as two kinds of being,
roughly corresponding to the distinction between those beings thpadrof the spatio-temporal
causal order and those which are not, or what is geneeddiyred to by the distinction between
concrete and abstract entities in more recent literaturey Beoeigh the “concrete” and “abstract”
language is problematic for a variety of reasons, | will use itierdistinction.
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ours is only a single examp@te or as abstract denizens of our world, something akin or
perhaps identical to properties or propositions or mathematictiesfi In either case,
what is a mere possibility becomes some (one is tempted to say “actusiyingething,
when it seems intuitively to be the case that the very notion of its beinglyingossible
implies it does not in fact exi4® This is not to say that possibilities are not objectively
real. But itis to deny that we should attempt to think of possibilities as a kieatistent.
The category of possibility is obviously connected to the categoexisfence, and it is
one of the tasks of metaphysics to understand this connection, buintieciwon is not
such that we can somehow reduce truths about what is possible soabatit what in
fact existst4

Part of the motivation for the view that | am rejecting cormes a particular
conception of truth. Truth, it is maintained, is a relation betweengtiteuor perhaps
propositions or sentences) and the world. Relations require relatayemuanably any
relata of an ordinary relation are existents. Thus there musirbe existent in the world
that stands as one of the relata of the truth-relation if claimasit possibility are true.
The best response to this, | would suggest, is to deny that trutH'asdanary relation”.

It is significant that a similar kind of problem arises on alnarg/ plausible account of

41 | ewis (1986) is the classic example of this kind of approach.
42 Plantinga (1974) is one classic presentation of this approach.

43 |n ordinary language, when we say that a certain possibikigt&, what this seems
to mean is that this possibility is compatible with or madeeniikely to obtain by various
existing conditions. For example, if | said that the possilelifigted of my vacationing in France
next year that would imply that there exists some circumstance suohtes/ing been invited by
friends to visit them in France or having saved up money fongtplanned trip there. It would
be unusual to say that the possibility of visiting France existhen no such circumstance
obtained, even though it may very well be possible that | do so.

44 Oon the contrary, it is perhaps more plausible that we underdtanexistent as a
certain kind of possibility, namely that which actually obtaing, Ibwill not pursue this line of
thought in this essay. There are similarities between wiaah lsuggesting and the view that
Robert Adams labels “possibilism” in Adams (1974).
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another phenomenon that seems closely connected to truth, namely intéytiona of
the central puzzles for the philosophy of mind is the fact thatamethink about that
which does not exist. So even though #heutnesseems to be relational in character, it
seems mistaken to understand it as an ordinary relation whiche®auxisting relata.
Now there are a variety of responses one can develop to this prabsldrhdo not wish
to endorse any particular solution, butvduld suggest that the problem with regard to
truth is closely connected, such that an adequate solution to the ptazientionality
should at least provide guidance in solving the similar problem tis#sanith regard to
truth if one denies that truth is an ordinary relattén.

The overall distinction that | am making here is similar &tinctions between
different senses of “being” made by Aristotle and his follo#€rghomas Aquinas

summarizes one of Aristotle’s distinctions as follows:

We must realize (with the Philosopher) that the term ‘a bémng
itself has two meanings. Taken one way it is divided by the te
categories; taken in the other way it signifies the truth of
propositions. The difference between the two is that in the second
sense anything can be called a being if an affirmative prioposi
can be formed about it, even if it is nothing positive in reéiity.

Aquinas goes on to discuss “privations” and “negations” as examplesing “nothing
positive in reality”, even though they may be said to be beintieisense that there are
truths about them. Roughly speaking, | am using the word “realityihdaate the
Aristotelian sense of “being” which “indicates the truth of propms#’, while | reserve

the term “being” for the other of Aristotle’s senses, in whichoae classify different

45 The basic point that | am making about truth in this sedta®also been forcefully
argued in much greater detail by Trenton Merricks. See Merricks (2007).

46 The primary Aristotelian source is tMetaphysicsBook V, Chap. 7.

47 pquinas (1968), pp. 29-30.



20

kinds of existent (Aristotelian categories) such as particaarzroperties. “Reality” is
the subject matter of metaphysics, while “being” is the subject mattetadgmp.

A fully articulated metaphysics, then, is an attempt tolagte the various
fundamental categories of reality and their relationship tcaonéher. A fully articulated
ontology would contain a catalogue of the various fundamental kinds téreb@nd their
relationship to one another. A “metaphysics of time” is an explication of vasoysotral
phenomena in terms in terms of these fundamental categories. Anontdfl time” is
an account of the implications of what we must hold to exist, gikieset temporal
phenomena. If temporal phenomena could be accounted for solely by speaifyd
sorts of things must exist to explain these phenomena, then the ontblome would
exhaust the metaphysics of time. The position to be defended irsslag is that it does

not.

1.2.3 Descriptive and Revisionary Metaphysics

How should we proceed with our metaphysical investigation? | steghes the
last section that metaphysics could be characterized asghiyi into the fundamental
concepts needed to understand reality. One tempting move, then, mtghtdreentrate
our investigation on the concepts that we actually employ in undenrsganeality.
According to one metaphilosophical view, the primary business of tHesppher is
“conceptual analysis”, the careful articulation of the “conceptedlerme” used in
everyday thought and supposedly presupposed by the sciences andpethaized
disciplines. Metaphysics should be, in P. F. Strawson’s terminotepgriptiverather
thanrevisionary48

Conceptual analysis is, undeniably, an important instrument in the philo'sophe

toolbox. It is probably inevitable that the existing conceptual ressuthat we employ

48 strawson (1959), Introduction.
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serve as part of the starting data with which any philosophicaluat of the world must
begin. We cannot begin our investigation wittabula rasa and somehow wipe away
our entire conceptual apparatus and start anew. Even if it were posssietitiear that

it would be advisable to do so. It seems likely that the most batggories of the world
are such that without concepts that correspond to them, thought would dieply
impossible. Even as we move from more fundamental categoriestbdsi& kinds, the
fact that a particular way of thinking has proved to be of widedpusafulness provides
at least a certain degree of evidential weight in its favor.

It would be a mistake, however, to suggest that conceptual anakysssts the
task of the metaphysician. The fact is that at least afisigni part of our own conceptual
apparatus does seem to be contingent, and the metaphysician must ctmgront
possibility of alternative ways of thinking about the world. ConsideHEsch’s highly
artificial example of the speakers of the “Incar-Outcarduame49 In this example, we
are supposed to imagine a people who speak a language very muchdikexoapt that
they have no word or concept for “car”, but instead refer to “ificarsich we would
describe as “cars inside garages”, and “outcars”, which we wowddride as “cars
outside garages”. When a car enters a garage, the speakerslafighesge think of the
situation as the coming-into-existence and growth of an incar, andhtivking and
disappearance of an outcar. There is no concept of a single objechdlhias from
outside to inside the garage, however.

When confronted with this possibility, it seems to me there are lasic

responses one might have to it:

49 This is first introduced in Hirsch (1982), p. 32. One of the oldesions of this idea
may be found in the Chinese philosopher Zhuangzi, who uses a story ofysovike become
extremely angry if they receive three chestnuts in the mgrand four at night, but are satisfied
if they receive four in the morning and three at night, to fistthe importance we place in our
arbitrary ways of dividing things up. In both cases, the total numbehestnuts received is the
same, and so objectively speaking, there is a little difference in thestses.
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Relativism: The relativist response is to maintain that neither “cars” nor
“incars” and “outcars” objectively exist, as there is no feot” way of
dividing up the world. We can only say that cars exist accortbngur
conceptual scheme, whereas incars and outcars exist accardimg other
conceptual scheme, but there is no fact of the matter as to atheme is
true.

Parochialism: The parochialist response is to say that of course cavghate
really exist, and while this other culture may have a stravageof thinking

and speaking about cars, as long as we can translate evetigyngpy into

our language and our way of thinking about the world, we should not take thi
possibility as a threat to the correctness of our own conceptuahschdis
response assumes that our particular way of dividing up the wortdrect;

and other conceptual schemes can only be considered as imperifobngr

of ours.

Universalism: The universalist maintains that cars, incars, and outcars all
exist. Our culture may find it convenient to have a concept thaxtsréd cars
rather than incars and outcars, whereas the other culture fino®re
convenient to have concepts that refer to incars and outcars fahecars,

but each of these ways of thinking is picking out things that atmlacout
there in the world. Both conceptual schemes are correct, but dimggd in

the fact that they fail to recognize the objects picked out by the other scheme
Fallibilism: The fallibilist takes the possibility of other conceptual sceeto
show that we should consider our own conceptual apparatus as temtative a
potentially mistaken. It may very well turn out that our conceptclaém®me is
correct, or it may turn out that the Incar-Outcar Languageri®ct, or it may

very well be that neither is correct, but part of the task ofapmgysical
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investigation is to confront these different possibilities, andnid feasons to

choose between them.
My own philosophical inclinations place me firmly in the falliilcamp. Relativism is
open to the well-known objection that it is self-defeating; parashiakelies on the
highly questionable assumption that our own culture just happens to taygohithe
correct way of thinking about the world; and universalism seems tssivedy
overpopulate the world in order to achieve the result that nobodyadsftat possibly be)
wrong20

So while an understanding of our existing conceptual apparatusimpartant

aspect of metaphysical investigation, it cannot be taken to exhiamistask of the
metaphysician. An extremely important part of that taskoipropose and consider
alternatives to our existing concepts, and to try to justify ee existing conceptual
scheme or one of the alternatives. | thus take it that the minj@ota particular view that
it does not fit well with our ordinary ways of thinking about atipatar matter is only of
limited evidential weight against that view. In particular, iingportant to note that | do
not intend the theory of time that | am defending to be an anaifysigr ordinary ways

of thinking about time. In fact, certain facets of it are quite revisionary.

1.2.4 Ordinary and Ideal Language
During the twentieth century, much of philosophy was said to hadwenta
“linguistic turn”, which came to mean that questions about the natfiranguage

occupied a central place in philosophical inquiry. Particularly in phyplogal studies of

50 what | am calling “universalism” here is closely connectedihte mereological
doctrine of the same name. John Hawthorne has emphasized thattomenajdr motivations for
the widespread acceptance of what he calls “the principlglerfitude”, which contains
mereological universalism as one of its components, is theed® avoid saying that other
possible ways of dividing up the world are mistaken. See Hawthorne (200&y,&Ess



24

time, accounts of temporal language are often thought to be of pripartancel
Indeed, the central debate in the philosophy of time throughout much lattérehalf of
the twentieth century, between so-called “A-theorists” and “B-thstyriargely involved
the primacy of “tensed” versus “tenseless” langu@gaccording the “old” B-theory, all
tensed language could be analyzed without loss of meaning into ssnsehguage,
which was denied by A-theoristsThe old B-theory was eventually abandoned and
replaced by the “new” B-theory, which maintained instead thasetess “truth-
conditions” could be given for all tensed language.

There will be very little discussion of “the language of time” in this egsayone
thing, | find the whole truth-conditional approach to meaning that is presupposedhn m
of the current debate to be highly questionable. More generally,elvbetinat focus on
such questions obfuscates rather than illuminates the metaphigsoaks at stake.
Certainly questions of how exactly it is that language managbe meaningful and how
it relates to reality are among the most important philosoplgeaktions, and many
particularly puzzling questions arise when it comes to the temnaspacts of language
and reality®4 However, | am rather skeptical of the notion that attempésissver such

guestions can shed significant light on the core metaphysical @uesh it turned out

S1 see, for example, the Introduction to Smith and Jokic (2003), whichstagbat the
philosophy of language and the philosophy of time are “more comhé#té® most” areas of
philosophy, and laments the fact that they have not been pursued osmly tbgether, despite
the “important implications” they have for one another.

52 The A-theory/B-theory distinction, and the inadequacies of itHaracterizing views
of time, will be discussed in detail in the next chapter

53 See Oaklander and Smith (1994) for discussion of this history.

54 These puzzles go back at least to Plato, who worri€srineush-d about the capacity
of language to express the relationship between the etah#the temporal worlds. The problem
can be generated from either side, as one might worry that language is toaibjachte change
to really represent that which is permanent and timelesseomight worry that to try to capture
changing reality in a linguistic description is to try impasene permanent structure on that
which is in flux.
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that a particular view of time made meaningful discourse abmetithpossible, then that
would certainly count as a major objection to, and perhaps refutatidredhdory. | am
not sure that is actually going to narrow down the field of pldeisiheories in any
significant way, however. At any rate, such questions seaenetlargely posterior to the
more fundamental metaphysical investigation. Once we have an accbumhat
temporal reality is like, then we can ask how our language éstalepresent that reality.
Attempting to establish the nature of time based on how we ordiriald about time
seems to me fundamentally misguided, however.

The phrase “linguistic turn”, of course, originates with GustawBann, who
intended to include under its rubric a wide variety of different viewsthe ways in
which philosophy could focus on languageBergmann’s own method was not one that
was concerned simply with the analysis or semantics or useliaboy language, or even
one that gave particular prominence to what we now think of as the phijosdph
language. Bergmann’s version of the linguistic turn involved the tbat a central
concern of metaphysics should be the construction of an “ideal lgeiguiawill be
making at least some use of the notion of an ideal language, ddtieflly explain how
| understand this notion. An ideal language is an artificigdage constructed to mirror
or “picture” the ontological structure of the world. Natural languaggse a variety of
functions. One such function is to indicate certain ways in witiehatorld is. Natural
languages tend to perform this function in a vague and impreciseemais a result of
this vagueness and imprecision, and as a result of the mutyipicthe uses of natural
languages for things other than representing the world, thesealges are often poorly
suited for the ontologist’'s task of cataloguing the basic kindsiofyjs and the basic

structure of the world. In order to achieve ontological perspicuitan often be useful

55 Bergmann (1953).
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for an ontologist to construct an artificial language in which tbhgdrs more accurately
represented than it is in ordinary language.

Alfred North Whitehead expresses the point as follows:

Every science must devise its own instruments. The tool required
for philosophy is language. Thus philosophy redesigns language in
the same way that, in a physical science, pre-existing apgdianc
are redesigned. It is exactly at this point that the appdactts is a
difficult operation. This appeal is not solely to the expression of
the facts in current verbal statement. The adequacy of such
sentences is the main question at issue. It is true that tiezagje
agreement of mankind as to experienced facts is best expressed in
language. But the language of literature breaks down precisely a
the task of expressing the large generalities—the very géesal
which metaphysics seeks to expre@s.

Whitehead’s point is that while almost everyone will agree uporbdésec facts of our
experience when stated in ordinary language, we should not mistaksugreficial
agreement for a philosophically adequate description of the worldnWhgaged in
philosophy, we often begin with facts such as “There is a ree appthe table.” With
this, everyone may very well agree. We might, however, shaiphgree about how to
understand that fact. Is the apple a “material object” thatsexndependently of our
minds, or is it a collection of sensations “in our minds™? Wh#tesrelationship between
the redness and the apple? Is redness something that existalextehe apple, so that
apple is red in virtue of a relation to this external thing, oneésredness a constituent of
some sort of the apple? Is the table a genuine entity otthe itase that all that really
exists are atoms arranged in a certain “tablewise” marigett®e relation of “on-ness”
something that holds directly between the apple and the table, areat® understand
this in terms of both objects being at “places” that are tiragoy bearers of spatial
relations? The purpose of an ideal language is to make one’srartsvikese questions

explicit in a way that is often masked when facts are expressed in ordimguadge.

56 \Whitehead (1978), p. 11.
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While ideal languages primarily serve the function of making sooetological
commitments explicit, they are also useful in explicatmmgtaphysicalprinciples.
Consider the Law of Non-Contradiction. One way of elucidatingpghigiple is in terms
of the fact that one cannot construct a candidate ideal language ¢h whjenuine
contradiction is represented. In English we might state aambation as follows: “The
apple is red and the apple is not red.” Notice, however, that outyabilutter such a
sentence requires that we use different tokens of the word “appieé arord “red” to be
referring to the same particulars or properties. In an ideauage, by contrast, every
element in a sentence corresponds to an element of realitys Isetppose “a” stands for
the apple, “R” stands for the color red, and use a vertical strokebgtween the two to
represent the fact that the property is possessed by theulzartd/e might depict the
world as one in which the apple is red as follows: “a|R”. Or, wghtdepict the world as
one in which the apple is not red as follows: “a R”. However, weaatadepict the world
as one in which the apple both possesses and does not possess thewhdpeteeping
the requirement that each element of the sentence corresponds eatibypeDoing so
would require both putting and not putting the vertical stroke betweetathend the
“‘R”. In an important sense, logical possibility can be understood imsteof
representability in an ideal language, though, of course, this shoule notderstood as
an analysis of the notion of logical possibility, since the notion rejpresentability

presupposes the notion of possibiftf.

1.2.5 The Metaphysics and Physics of Time
One might be tempted to suppose that it is primarily the busofets® natural

sciences, particularly physics and cosmology, to explore tlweenat time, and the work

57 One can also say that what is being explicated here is tthiéomal thesis that
conceivability is possibility.
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of the philosopher of time should be a matter of systematicabygreting exactly what
the best current scientific theories say about time. On swdevwa puzzles in the
philosophy of time become simply a subset of puzzles in the philpsopbphysics.
Indeed, many have been tempted by this line of thought, and the philedgerature
is full of attempts to argue for particular views of timedxhon developments in recent
physics.

| will not proceed in this fashion. It is not because I think thatiphys irrelevant
to the philosophy of time. On the contrary, | believe that physicsgeswery important
empirical data that needs to be explained by any successfoksgthical system.
However, the idea that we can simply ground our philosophical accoumeotglely in
scientific theory seems to me fundamentally misguided. For ong, ttiiere is a certain
underdetermination of philosophical theory by the data of scientidortes. It is often
argued, for example, that the Special Theory of Relativity (STRies untenable any
view of time that requires the existence of an objective preaadt even more boldly,
that the overwhelming evidence in favor of STR can be taken to morfbur-
dimensionalism as the correct account of tife.Partisans of other views of time,
however, have suggested that these arguments rest on the tfatanidard formulations
of STR have certain implicit and inessential philosophical assumptams these
philosophers have shown a remarkable ability to provide alternativiiede standard
formulations that make it at least compatible with their owneprefl views?® The
evaluation of these various attempts is an important project awitsright, but not one

that | have undertaken in this essay. My point is that using gaeheories to provide

58 One of the classic sources for this sort of argument is Putnam (1967).

59Fora variety of different views, see Stein (1991), Smith (1993), Tooley ) T34ig
(2001), and Bourne (2006).
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evidence for philosophical views is rarely as straightforwardamse more superficial
treatments of the subject might lead one to believe.

A further problem with the use of physics to attempt to give togdphical
account of time is that there really is no such thing ths €urrent physical view”.
Despite the fondness of many philosophers for STR, we can juxtajgoseesnts that an
accretivist view such as that to be defended in this essagampatible with STR with
Reichenbach’s aforementioned argument for a version of accnetms the basis of
Quantum Mechanics (QM¥ In my view, Reichenbach’s derivation suffers from the
same basic underdetermination problem as besets the proponents of akeppickl
implications of STR. The point | want to make, however, is thaethee well-known
difficulties with reconciling the theory of relativity with quantutmeory61 It seems as
though they cannot both be true, at least as standardly understoodtihgigdas seems
to be exactly the same elements of STR that drive argumgaitssaan objective present
that are responsible for its conflicts with QM. One could perhaggest that we move
the discussion to those physical theories, such as String Theoris arthtives, which
attempt to reconcile modern physics. Such attempts are thesjshiweever, highly
speculative and controverdid] so it is not completely clear what their evidential weight
in favor of a philosophical view would actually be, even if one couldtihegiely
maintain that they favored one view over another.

Furthermore, the point should be made that while physics is onelahisci

relevant to the study of time, it can hardly claim sole provoves temporal phenomena.

60 see Reichenbach (1956).

61 Maudlin (2002) contains a particularly clear and philosophicatiligletening
discussion of these problems.

62 see Smolin (2004) and Woit (2006) for criticisms that quesheridgitimacy of the
entire research program of String Theory.
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A complete account of time must take into account the data of fedddiverse as
biology, history, and psychology, each of which potentially has sebegance to our
understanding of time. Even disciplines such as mathematics orlrtheokgy, which
are often taken to studstemporalbeings, are relevant, in that they bring up questions of
the connection of their objects of study to the temporal worldathematical objects are
“timeless,” then how exactly do they connect to the physical wdIios it even make
sense to maintain that there is a conscious being outside ofasn@&od has traditionally
been supposed to be? These are questions that are not going to bedsswely by
trying to distill a view of time based on the way time is treated in phytiealies.

Lastly, it is often suggested that there is a conflict betvieee as it is treated in
physics and the “human experience” of time. One of the most faaumagints of this
conflict can be found in Rudolf Carnap’s account of a conversation hehaacevith

Albert Einstein:

Einstein said that the problem of the now worried him seriously.
He explained that the experience of the now means something
special for man, something essentially different from the pabt a
the future, but that this important difference does not and cannot
occur within physics. That this experience cannot be explained by
science seemed to him a matter of painful but inevitable
resignation. | remarked that all that all that occurs objegtieah

be described in science; on the one hand the temporal sequence of
events is described in physics; and, on the other hand, the
peculiarities of man’s experiences with respect to time, inotudi

his different attitude towards past, present, and future, can be
described and (in principle) explained in psychology. But Einstein
thought that these scientific descriptions cannot possibly satisfy
our human needs; that there is something essential about the Now
which is just outside the realm of science... | definitely Hael
impression that Einstein’s thinking on this point involved a lack of
distinction between experience and knowledge. Since science in
principle can say all that can be said, there is no unanswerable
guestion left. But though there is no theoretical question left, there
is still the common human emotional experience, which is
sometimes disturbing for special psychological rea88ns.

63 Carnap (1963), pp. 37-8.
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Commenting on this passage, Brian Greene asks:
Is science unable to grasp a fundamental quality of time that the
human mind embraces as readily as the lungs take in air, or does
the human mind impose on time a quality of its own making, one
that is artificial and that hence does not show up in the laws of
physics? If you were to ask me this question during the working
day, I'd side with the latter perspective, but by nightfall, when
critical thought eases into the ordinary routines of life,htsd to
maintain full resistance to the former view... Certainly, though, the
feeling that time flows is deeply ingrained in our expericacd
thoroughly pervades our thinking and language... But don'’t
confuse language with reality. Human language is far better at
capté14ring human experience than at expressing deep physical
law.

While Greene is right to emphasize the fact that we shouldamuse language with
realityS, it is the contrast between human experience and reality asbeéesin physical
theory that appears in both his and Carnap’s discussion that | finer natizzling.
Particularly for Carnap, the paradigm example of a LogicapiEamst, to emphasize a
distinction between “experience” and “knowledge” seems rather dexiviy. For an
empiricist, experience is thmsisof all substantive knowledge. Folagical empiricist,
scientific theories are meaningful only to the extent that tagybe explicated in terms
of our experience. To dismiss an aspect of experience becausenabinpatibility with
a scientific theory seems essentially to abandon the spirit of ersmiriche irony is that,
on this issue at least, Carnap seems to take the same sigsasally-inclined
philosophers such as F. H. Bradley and J. M. E. McTaggart, whose wisgméismiss
everyday human experience, including our ordinary experience ofdsniysory on the
basis of abstract metaphysical argument was the exacbfsexcess of metaphysical
speculation that the logical empiricists were trying to @brby their insistence that all

meaningful claims be rooted in our experience.

64 Greene (2004), pp. 141-2.

65 | would suggest that he seems much too optimistic about they ajilianguage to
adequately capture our experience, however.
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To be fair, Carnap seems to suggest, rather oddly, that the spégtaof our
experience that Einstein is worried about conflicting with modsrience is a certain
emotional attitude to “the Now”. What Carnap (or Einstein if dgsount is accurate)
seems to ignore is the fact that it is not just our response &xparience but an element
of what we experiencéhat seems to generate the apparent conflict with the smentif

picture. Paul Davies expresses sentiments somewhat similar to iEgistei

As a physicist, | am well aware how much intuition can lead us
astray... Yet as a human being, | find it impossible to relinquish
the sensation of a flowing time and a moving present momest. It i
something so basic to my experience of the world that | am
repelled by the claim that it is only an illusion or misperaeptit
seems to me that there is an aspect of time of great sayrcg
that we have so far overlooked in our description of the physical
universeb

What Davies makes clear that Einstein as presented by Caresmaoly however, is the
fact that it is actually something of which we have a “semsathat must be dismissed
as an “illusion or misperception” according to the physicisttsupe of the world as
standardly understood. It is the fact that we seem to sensedssang, and that we seem
to perceive that the present is distinct in some way from tithes that is the crux of the
puzzle, not simply that we have some difference of attitude ttsatae present than we
have towards other times.

Given the general attitude of logical empiricists towards “thigcal entities,” one
might expect their natural response to the fact that a saetitdory depicts a world
lacking the flow of time that is manifest in our ordinary experéeto be to adopt an
instrumentalist stance towards that theory. However useful teerylof Relativity is as
a tool for predicting what we will experience, such an emptrinight suggest, it should
not be taken as a literal picture of the way the world actigalks a matter of fact, if the

conflict between physics and human experience turns out to be intabtecl myself

66 Davies (1995), p. 275.
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would be inclined to take this route. I do not believe, however, thet sonflicts
between physics and human experience will ultimately prove todm®ncilable. While
it may be the case that in some important sense “a flowmsg is not the sort of thing
that one can give an account of in physics, this is becauseothect physics must
presuppose the notion rather than explaining it. And, as the correct physicamilebey
one that presupposes the flow of time, there cannot be a genuine tcbatieen

physical theory and our experience on this ground.

1.2.6 Metaphysics and Experience

In this essay, then, | will assume that the metaphysidsm& must be rooted
primarily in our experience, and that the most basic waydogad is by consideration of
the various temporal aspects of our experience. It is imporakeep in mind the
fallibility of attempts to describe this experience, esphciallight of the inadequacy of
ordinary language. In many ways “the given” is the most migkghdi named
philosophical concept. What ggvenis very rarelya gift, and is perhaps more accurately
described as “the found”, with the caveat that often a gredtodfisearching and clearing
away of the conceptual and linguistic trappings that are hitlizug ineeded beforeaain
be found. The ultimate goal is, however, not just to describe experi but to
understandt, and in particular how its various aspects relate to one anotherofthe
most significant tools in achieving this understanding are thetitmaal philosophical
puzzles that have been raised that challenge our ordinary waggmkihg) about time.
Addressing these puzzles plays a significant role in decidimgt wiew of time best

explains our actual experience of time.

1.3 Outline of the Essay
In this first chapter | have been concerned with a rough préeentd the basic
view to be defended in this essay and some of its historical detdgse as well as a

rough characterization of the basic conception of philosophy to p&oged in defense
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of this view. In the second chapter, | will be concerned with preggatbasic catalogue
of the various temporal phenomena of which a comprehensive theoryedsshionld give
some account. | present these temporal phenomena in terms ofdiwadpectof time:

1) The Tensed AspecR) The Transitory Aspect3) The Structural Aspect4d) The
Extensive Aspecand 5)The Repetitive-Differential Aspedihe main focus of this essay
will be on the first two aspects, but | give at least someatidns of my positions in
respect to the other aspects. A rough argument in favor oftiacareon the basis of the
fact that it provides a theory that gives each of these aspdatalamental place in our
understanding of time will be presented. The third chapter wikelde this basic
argument for accretivism by maintaining its superiority ostder views that recognize

the transitory aspect.
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CHAPTER TWO
ASPECTSOF TIME

2.1 Background of the Essay
The central purpose of this chapter will be the demarcation mpdsl

phenomena into five distinct classes or “aspects of time”. ©neat objective will be to
distinguish certain issues in the philosophy of time that aren oftet clearly
distinguished. A second goal will be to contrast the account of gieseomena given by
the accretivist theory that | wish to defend with the accountsxdiyethe presentist and
four-dimensionalist. A third aim will be to begin to motivate therativist theory by
suggesting that accretivism allows all aspects of time totegrated into a coherent
overall picture of time that gives a significant role to eafthese aspects. | will begin
with a discussion of some of the recent history of the philosophynef tivhich will set

the stage for the classification of temporal phenomena that | wish to present.

2.1.1 The “Discovery of Time”

Samuel Alexander once remarked that “the discovery of Time”, or the tgnttenc
“take time seriously”, was the most characteristic featdirghilosophy during the first
quarter of the twentieth centufy. And while it is true that the philosophical study of
time is roughly as old as philosophy itsé$,a plausible case can be made that the
importance of the early twentieth century for the philosophy of tfme@mparable to the
seventeenth century for the philosophy of mind. Just as introductory iexthe

philosophy of mind tend to begin with Descartes and the problems beeddatus by

67 Alexander (1939), p. 349.

68 More precisely, it dates back at least to Heraclitus and Parmenides.
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his legacy, so do texts in the philosophy of time tend to begin seth of problems
articulated near the beginning of the twentieth century.

There are at least five major factors that have contributemtéoest in the
philosophy of time over the past hundred years or so. The birth of mopsighology as
an independent discipline and the related development of the phenomendiaditan
in philosophy led to the recognition of the importance of understandingptatity for
understanding the nature and structure of consciou8Aéise growth of hermeneutics
as a field of inquiry central to both the philosophy of history anlitdcary theory, as
well as the appearance of major literary works that chadl@éngaditional narrative
structure, has brought about recognition of the importance of the wawhich we
interpret the temporal structure of events to our capacity to makse of the world
around ugd0 The breakdown of traditional Western theological orthodoxy has led to a
number of attempts to revise the classical conception of God as an atemipayalnokto
explore the nature of time as part of the project of devajopimew account of God’s
relationship to the natural world The radical revolutions in the scientific conceptions
of space and time initiated by Einstein and Minkowski's contributitmghysics,
followed later by quantum theory and more recently by theorieggmaftum gravity, has
led philosophers of science to concern themselves with developing philcabphic

adequate interpretations of these new physical the6#idsnd perhaps most importantly

69 James (1892), Chap. XVIl is one classic source, as is theav&drgson. Among the
phenomenologists, Husserl (1991) and Heidegger (1962) are the most obvious classics

70 Ricouer (1984) and Carr (1986) are among the most important works of thistradit

1A great deal of the “process theology” inspired by Whiteheadovated by these
sorts of concerns. Stump and Kretzmann (1981) is a major sourcedot tebates. Gansslee
and Woodruff (2002) is an important recent collection on these is®uidlEam Lane Craig
deserves mention as perhaps the most prominent recent philosopher afaimgly snotivated by
theological concerns. See Craig (2001), among other works.

72 ps Russell (1926, p. 331) noted: “There has been a tendency, not uncamthen
case of a new scientific theory, for every philosopher torpné¢ the work of Einstein in
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for philosophers working within the tradition of analytic philosophy, tdection of
idealism by the tradition’s founding fathers such as G. E. MoodeBertrand Russell
precipitated the need to deal with the arguments their idepfistiecessors and
contemporaries such as F. H. Bradley and J. M. E. McTaggart haddtHggrinst the
reality of time/3 Each of these traditions has its own history and own way of
approaching issues in the philosophy of time. In terms of cameggrissues in the
philosophy of time, | will begin with one particularly influentiframework for
understanding these issues that comes out of the analyticomaditiis framework relies
upon terminology apparentl§ first introduced by Richard Gale in 1967, when he
distinguishes the “A-theory of time” from the “B-theory of timé& It is this distinction

that | discuss in the next section.

2.1.2 The A-Theory and B-Theory
Gale divided philosophers of time into two basic camps based on dheiremce

to either the A- or B-theories of tinf®. This terminology of “A-theory” and “B-theory”

accordance with his own metaphysical system, and to sugjumsthe outcome is a great
accession of strength to the view which the philosopher in questigioysl held.” Among
Anglo-American philosophers, the positivist tradition represented by g£4t8&6), Reichenbach
(1958), Grunbaum (1963), Sklar (1974), and Friedman (1983) is perhaps niosntiaf.
Ryckman (2005) is an important account of the history of philosopimtaipretations of
relativity that emphasizes transcendental idealist intetpe$a of modern science as an
alternative to the positivist tradition. It is worth notitlgat Whitehead (1919, 1920, 1923) and
Broad (1923), which are significant sources for the view of tlrael am defending in this essay,
are also primarily concerned with working out the philosophicalseguences of the new
physics.

73 Besides the work of Gale discussed in the next section, Dun{(d@60) was
particularly influential in reviving interest in McTaggart'syament among analytic philosophers

74 As far as | can discover, Gale is the first to have wlsisdterminology. | contacted
Gale himself to confirm this fact, and he reports being uncedasito whether he was the first
person to introduce these terms for distinct theories of time.

75 Gale (1967), Section II, “Introduction”, pp. 65-85.

76 Gale also listed a third camp, the “Either-Way-Will-Wotkgory, according to which
the A-theorist and B-theorist’s descriptions of the world ateriranslatable, and there is no
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was derived from McTaggart’s earlier distinction between twgswa “series” in which
positions in time seem to be order@dAccording to McTaggart, the “A-series” consists
of positions in time considered as possessing the ever-changirarigristics of being
past, present, or future. His “B-series”, by contrast, consisposifions considered as
ordered by the permanent relations of “earlier-than” or “leitan”.”8 According to Gale,
the B-theory consists of the following four “tenets:

(1) “The A-Series is reducible to the B-Series since A-deteations [the
characteristics of being past, present, or future] can be adalyterms of B-
relations [earlier-than, simultaneous-with, later-than] between events.”

(2) “Temporal becoming is psychological since A-determinations invol\g a
relation to a perceiver.”

(3) “The B-Series is objective, all events being equally real.”

(4) “Change is analyzable solely in terms of B-relations betweelitajueely

different states of a single thing”.

objective fact as to which one “really” represents the aved it is in itself. It is an unfortunate
fact that modern variations of this view seem to be gainingrayrin the philosophy of time.
Savitt (2002), for example, argues that the theories of tin@ &f. Broad and D. C. Williams, a
paradigmatic A-theorist and a paradigmatic B-theorist respegtized in fact indistinguishable at
a certain level of analysis, and thus there is no genuine disagreaeteeen them.

7 McTaggart first published his famous argument for time’seality, of which the
distinction between the A-series and B-series is a key compomehis 1908 article, “The
Unreality of Time”. This article served as the basis led more developed version of the
argument in Chapter XXXIII of Vol. Il oThe Nature of Existencpublished in 1928. McTaggart
may have had a version of this argument in the early 1890s, wrengued for the unreality of
time in the presence of G. E. Moore and Bertrand Russell. SeeeNii#t2), pp. 13-14, in which
Moore describes his first meeting with McTaggart. has clear, however, whether the argument
offered by McTaggart on this occasion was a version of ripengent for which he later became
known, or one of the other standard temporal paradoxes extant in the Britisét ldladiiion. For
further discussion of McTaggart’'s argument, see Chapter Three.

78 The description of these as two distinct “series” is somewfhaleading, as the
ordering generated by one method is exactly the same as thie@gianerated by the other. The
point is, however, that they are two distinct ways of thinking about the ongderevents in time.

79 Gale (1967), p. 70.
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By contrast, the A-theory consists of the following contrasting téifets:

(1) “The B-Series is reducible to the A-series since B-mtatican be analyzed in

terms of A-determinations”.

(2) “Temporal becoming is intrinsic to all events”.

(3) “There are important ontological differences between the past and future”.

(4) “Change requires the A-series”.
Since first introduced, this terminology has become widely chissged in the literature
on the philosophy of time, and is still widely u8&deven though many have come to
reject its adequacy over the past dec&he two dominant theories in the current
literature, presentism and four-dimensionalism, are often taken tteebaurrent leading
versions of an A-theory and a B-theory, respectively.

There are a number of problems with the A-theory/B-theorydveonk, however.
Gale himself notes that it is difficult to find tenets tha¢ aharacteristic of all of the
people he wants to classify as “A-theori8%"and indeed, it is actually difficult to find
anyone who explicitly endorses all four of the listed tenets. "Bxheory” fares
somewhat better and, indeed, all four tenets are typically hefdus-dimensionalists,
for example. It might be better to think that rather than thergglme “A-theory”, there
are simply a number of different ways of rejecting the B-theand that each of the

opposing tenets is meant to mark one way of doing so. However, tleeothar theses

80 Gale (1967), p. 77.

81 Often the terms “tensed theory” and “tenseless theorytsed synonymously with
“A-theory” and “B-theory”.

82 Tooley (1997) contains influential criticisms of the inadequatyresentations of
views in the philosophy of time that divide the landscape neatly into twsegmamps.

83 After listing examples of prominent “A-theorists”, Gale notest t‘'These men have
far less in common than the defenders ofBHbeory, making it more difficult to abstract a set of
common tenets from their writings”. Gale (1968), p. 24.
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central to four-dimensionalism that are not listed as part ofBHéeory”, such as the
thesis that objects persist through time by having temporal paa®gous to spatial
part$4, or the thesis that time, like space, is isotropic, and thus has nrerihhe
direction83 There are examples of prominent “B-theorists” who reject botthede
theses$36 Besides suggesting that “the B-theory” is not the name afgiestheory any
more than “the A-theory” is, this fact leads one to question Wbge four tenets are
singled out as marking the major division of theories in the philosgbhyme, as
opposed to some of the other issues that “B-theorists” disagree upwme. group
philosophers by theories of persistence, for example, the caagomi of philosophers
looks somewhat different from grouping them by theories on the tanphority of A-
determinations versus B-relations, for example.

There are a number of problems with the tenets themselvessatals stated by
Gale. If one considers Tenet 1 of the B-theory alongside Tepétte A-theory, one
notes that, while contraries, these tenets are not contradictoriesnight very well hold
that both A-determinations and B-relations are primitive and unzedaky, or perhaps
that one or both are analyzable in terms of something other thath#reone. Tenet 3 of
the B-theory seems to conflate the idea that the B-seriesirgds objective (which |
believe very few would deny, even if they might not believe itrisducible) with the
idea of the ontological parity between past, present, and future. Fafdhe A-theory
mentions an “ontological difference” between past and future, wherexiample, the
ontological privileging of the present seems much more chaisitesf those usually

considered “A-theorists”. In fact, it is not clear that one ndedihink that there are

84 This thesis is discussed in Section 2.7.
85 This thesis is discussed in Section 2.6.

86 Hugh Mellor rejects the doctrine of temporal parts, while Nathana@dkl rejects the
isotropy of time.
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“important ontological differences between the past and futdrall,ahough clearly they
reject the contrasting Tenet 3 of the B-the®fylenet 4 of the B-theory seems to mark a
contrast with Tenet 4 of the A-theory over different theoriescbange”, but, as | shall
be arguing later in this chapter, the word “change” is ambigbetseen two distinct
aspects of time, and what is typically thought of as the “Brthef change” does not
actually conflict with what is usually thought of as the “A-theof change”, as they are
accounts of distinct phenomena.

The overall problem with the A-theory/B-theory classificationany attempt to
categorize theories of time into two broad classes, is thétahets” represent positions
on issues that, if not completely logically independent, have st fa@ly complicated
logical relationships to the issues used to define other tenéte dheories, such that
one’s position on one of the issues does not commit one to a particulasrnpos the
other issues. There terminology of “A-theory” and “B-theory”, thaads to obscure the
boundaries between these distinct issues. In particular, itas anclear in disputes
between “A-theorists” and “B-theorists” whether the main issustake is whether A-
determinations are an irreducible feature of the world or the iqnest whether the
passage of time is an objective feature of the world. dhes thing to accept that being
present is an irreducible characteristic that certain entgessess, while it is another
thing altogether to accept that there is some sort of tempasslage whereby different
entities come to possess that characteristic. Similarlye teeems to be no reason to
suppose that objective passage requires such characteristics.elMia@ey is an
example of a philosopher of time who at least purports to accefethpbral passage is

objective but who offers an analysis of A-determinat@h3he overarching lesson of

871tis actually not clear to me that the presentist néedscepany of the tenets of the
“A-theory” as Gale describes them.

88 See Tooley (1997), especially Part Ill.
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this is that there are a wide variety of possible theoriesnaf that can be generated by
different combinations of responses to fundamental issues in the d&ettl,it is
misleading to frame the debates as between two basic and funddynepposed
theories.

Despite these misgiving, Gale’s tenets do capture importatihations among
various theories of time, and can serve as an important starting fpoittying to
understand various fundamental issues that separate these theorigtsrfitge point for
the framework to be developed in this essay will, however, not kEsGhstinction, but
the earlier though also influential categorization of tempor&npmena provided by

C. D. Broad, another philosopher whose work was heavily inspired by McTaggart.

2.1.3 Broad’s Three Aspects of Time

McTaggart published his mature metaphysical views in a weassid complex
two-volume work entitled’he Nature of Existencé# is a rather unfortunate fact that the
only chapter of this work that is commonly read today is the chaptehnich he presents
the revised version of his argument for time’s unreality. C. a8y McTaggart's close
friend and literary executor, as well as a distinguished philosophecience, felt
McTaggart's work important enough that he wrote a three-book commentary
McTaggart's work, hisExamination of McTaggart's Philosop8y Unsurprisingly, the
only chapter from Broad’'s commentary that is commonly readytalais response to
McTaggart on the unreality of time, entitled “Ostensible Tenlpgtaln it, Broad offers
an account of the phenomenology of time which identifies three basdnto which all

temporal features of the world of naive experience are suppo$aiti0 The first set of

89 Another important account of McTaggart's thought from a somewlifégrent
perspective than Broad’s, is provided by Peter Geathigh, Love, and Immortality: An
Introduction to McTaggart's Philosophy

90 Broad (1938), Vol. 2, Pt. 1, Chap. XXXV, pp. 261-288.
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characteristics comprises those that ground the fact that lewerywe experience has
some duration. Nothing that we experience is given to us as instantaneous. Theetecond s
of characteristics comprises those that ground the fact thattl@neryve experience
seems to stand in temporal relations to other things that welexperOf any two things
we experience, either one wholly precedes the other by saneafjs zero) duration or
there is some (perhaps complete) temporal overlap between thetty, [Bx®ad
delineates those characteristics involved in the fact that tbuggywe experience is such
that it seems to begin as something not yet experienced in thatdisture, and then
becomes less and less remote, until it finally occurs, and thenegsde become
something which is increasingly remote in the past. For examplanticipate attending
a friend’s birthday party as the date becomes nearer and,ngdrktt finally arrives and
we enjoy the event while it occurs, and then remember it fondiiyeasxperience fades
further and further into the past.

The first two characteristics Broad groups together, labeling thdée Extensive
Aspect of Temporal Facts”. To the third set of charactesidiroad assigns the name
“The Transitory Aspect of Temporal Facts”. It is in virtuellod Extensive Aspect, Broad
suggests, that time can be considered as analogous to spacehafitansitory Aspect
is supposed to mark out those features of time which distinguishmtspace. There are
several problems with Broad’s classification which suggesin#ezl for modification.
First, while it is probably reasonable to suggest that thesonse sort of similarity
between the fact that we experience entities as having auratid the fact that we
experience entities as extended in space, to assimilateodugst a kind of extension
seems inappropriate at the level of phenomenological classific&ionlarly the fact
that entities in our experience are connected by temporalralatwould only suggest
analogy with space if we reject tpema faciedissimilarities between temporal relations
and spatial relations. Thus it seems to me that we should keepteefie two sets of

phenomena that Broad groups together as the “Extensive Aspect”. the faransitory
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Aspect”, it also seems to me to conflate two distinct sefghehomena that should be

kept separate. On the one hand, we haverihe faciedistinction between those entities

that are past, those that are present, and those that are futdhe @her hand, we have

the fact of transition whereby what begins as fuhgeomegpresent and then past. While

it is true these phenomena seem closely related, they are resetlistinct. Lastly, a

fifth set of temporal phenomena, not mentioned at all by Broad, corberfasct that we

experience certain entities as recurring from one time to amnotitgle there are

nonetheless differences between what occurs at one time and what occursesit anot

Thus, | suggest, we should actually distinguish between five bassc of

temporal phenomena associated with ordinary experience and conaétroa, which,

in the spirit of Broad’s classification, | will refer to a8spects of Time91 These five

aspects can be roughly characterized as follows:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

The Tensed Aspect: Time as we experience it exhibits a division into past,
present, and future.

The Transitory Aspect: Time as we experience it possesses a feature that is
commonly referred to as transition, passage, becoming, or flow.

The Structural Aspect: Time as we experience it involves an ordering of entities
connected by various sorts of temporal relations.

The Durational Aspect: Time as we experience it involves at least certain
entities taking up some amount of time.

The Differential-Repetitive Aspect: Time as we experience it exhibits
dissimilarities between what is at one time one time anak vghat another, and

yet also exhibits a certain recurrence of what is at one time at otlest tim

91 The phrase “Aspects of Time” also invokes the title of rdtueéntial book on the

philosophy of time by George Schlesinger.
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Whereas the main focus of the later chapters of this esfidyewin the first two aspects
of time, | will discuss each of the five aspects in more Hatad present some of the

basic issues associated with them in the subsequent sections of this chapter.

2.2 The Tensed Aspect of Time

Among the basic temporal features of the world that we shoulcatallata to be
taken into account by any successful philosophical theory of times thehe fact that
some things are presented to us as past, others as present atiengeais future. This
distinction is what | am calling “the tensed aspect of tiniéiere are at least two major
philosophical issues with regard to understanding the tensed aspeuoeofThe most
fundamental issue concerns what sort of analysis we are tofgikiss distinction. There
are a variety of accounts that one might give of this partiasipect of time, but they can
be classified into four basic approaches:

1) Tense Fundamentalism: Tense fundamentalism holds that pastness,
presentness, and futurity are ineliminable features of basic oralogi
concepts such as existence or exemplification or that therbstirect “tensed
properties” such as “having been red” or “being presently red”.

2) Tense Primitivism: Tense primitivism holds that pastness, presentness, and
futurity are simple, indefinable properties possessed by certain entities.

3) Tense Reductionism: Tense reductionism holds that the distinction between
what is past, what is present, and what is future corresponds to ativebje
distinction, but one that can be analyzed in other terms.

4) Tense Relativism: Tense relativism holds that the distinction between what is
past, what is present, and what is future does not correspond to anvebjecti
distinction, but to one that can be analyzed only as a relation tokinilsr of

entities.
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Tense fundamentalism is perhaps best motivated by the factt tbatresponds very
naturally to the way in which the distinction between past, present future is
represented in many natural languages. Proponents of “tensexi faat “tensed
properties”, or those philosophers such as E. J. Lowe who emphasineptiréaince of
“taking tense seriously” to solving problems in the philosophy of timénterpreted as
proponents of tense fundamentali@&iThe most prominent version of tense primitivism
is a version of the so-called “moving spotlight” conception ofetirwvhich will be
discussed in Chapter Three. Tooley explicitly endorses tense icgdsict, and some
presentists are best interpreted as holding this sort of SAeWense relativism is
basically Gale’s Tenet One of the B-theory, and is widely la@hong contemporary
philosophers, particularly among four-dimensionaféts.

The second major issue regarding the tensed aspect of time concerns thegelevanc
of the distinction between past, present, and future to our ontologicaltanyeThere
exist eight major possibilities as to the bearing of this distinction on ontdistatas:

1) Omnitemporalism: That which is past, that which is present, and that which

is future all have ontological status.

2) Afuturism: That which is past and that which is present have ontological

status, but that which is future does not.

3) Apresentism: That which is past and that which is future have ontological

status, but that which is present does not.

92 See Lowe (1998), Chap. 4 and Lowe (2002), Chap. 17. As Dainton (2001), Chap. 5
notes, it is very difficult to figure out what the ontological import of eswiew actually is.

93 An example would be presentists who grounds truths about otheritinesns of
presently existing evidence for claims about other times ratherrthansed entities.

94 Russell (1915) is the ancestor of most of the temporal relativissvie
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4) Pastism: That which is past has ontological status, that which is presdnt a
that which is future do not.
5) Apastism: That which is present and that which is future has ontological
status, but that which is past do not.
6) Presentism: That which is present has ontological status, but that which is
past and that which is future do not.
7) Futurism: That which is future has ontological status, but that which is
present and that which is past do not.
8) Atemporalism: Nothing that is past, present, or future has ontological status.
Of these options, Apresentism, Pastism, and Futurism have never, to my knowledge, been
seriously upheld by any philosophers. Given that they deny existeacgthing present,
including one’s present mental states, they seem to have ditttecommend them.
Atemporalism is basically the view held by McTaggart and others thantive temporal
world is an illusion. Apastism has received relatively liiteention in recent literature,
though Michael Dummett attributes the view to C. I. Lewis, A. JerAyand Jan
Lukasiewicz, all of whom apparently held versions of the view at ttme on
epistemological ground® Presentism, as | have said, is one of the two most prominent
contemporary approaches to the nature of time. Omnitemporaligrthesis entailed by
the other most prominent theory, four-dimensionalism, though it ishelEbby others
who are not strict four-dimensionalists. Afuturism is a compottesdis of accretivism,

the view that | am defendirff

95 pummett (2004), pp. 75-77. The basic argument is based on aatagifist principle.
The central premise is statements about the past cannotrifiedvé they are irreducible to
statements about the present, whereas statements aboututieecan be verified by simply
waiting long enough to see what happens.

96 There are countless other views that one might hold on the octllstatus of the
past, present, and future. One might, for example, hold that onlyréisent plus the past five
minutes has ontological status, or that a two second period fouornmyiiars in the future has
ontological status. | will, for the most part, ignore these sjaWwough it worth noting that Barry
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The relationship between the issue of the analysis of tense amsktleeof the
ontological relevance of distinctions of tense is quite compticatied there are a number
of different ways of combining views on each individual issue. Thexeemamples of
omnitemporalist views, for example, that embrace tense fundaise®gl tense
primitivism98, and tense relativis?d. In the rest of this section, | will discuss the issue of
the analysis of tense and the issue of the ontological relewhmiigtinctions of tense in

more detail.

2.2.1 The Analysis of Tense

In many natural languages, including English, one of the most impeveast in
which the distinction between past, present, and future is madifeste the use of
temporal markers, aenseson verbs. This fact is of particular interest for ontology in
that one of its primary concerns is the family of concepts egptein English by the
verb ‘to be’. One very natural question for the ontologist to #sén, is to what
difference in the world these differences in tense of ‘to befespond. We say, for
example, that therare elephants, but that themeredinosaurs. What is the significance
of this distinction for ontology? One possibility is that theseirdistforms of ‘to be’

correspond to distinct forms dfeing that are primitive and unanalyzable. On such a

Dainton (2001, Chap. 5) argues that a view which he calls “compourehpses’, according to
which what has ontological status extends past the present intorrediate past, should be
taken as a serious option in the philosophy of time. It is alsthwaoting in this context Quentin
Smith’s “degree presentism”, which accepts that only the present hasthlbgical status, while
other times have lesser degrees of ontological status dageagdon their distance from the
present. See Smith (2002).

97 An omnitemporalist tense fundamentalist would hold that past,mrese future all
have ontological status, even though past-tensed ontological sadiféers from present or
future-tensed ontological status.

98 The main version of the moving spotlight view discussed in Chapter Thaae is
example of this.

99 This is the standard position of most four-dimensionalists.
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view, being itself, and not just our linguistic representation of it, ieducibly tensed.
This is the basic idea of the view | am calling “tense fundamentalism”.

The doctrine of tense fundamentalism can be made clearer bgeration of an
ideal language. According to tense fundamentalism, the ideal kgmglike various
natural languages, will be a tensed language. In other wordsincgytabols will be
differentiated from other symbols by a temporal marker thatiftesthem as being past,
present, or future tensé890 Assume for the moment that standard predicate logic is an
ideal language, and that the version of tense fundamentalism eéhatewconsidering is
one that holds that existence (and thus the existential quanisfiereducibly tensed.
Now consider our above statements about dinosaurs and elephants. A tense
fundamentalist might hold then that we should represent the difteebetaeen elephants
and dinosaurs roughly as follows:

1. 37*X[(Elephant{)]

2. 37*[Dinosaur{)]

In this example, the past-tensed quantifier which applies to dinosadistinguished
from the present-tensed quantifier which applies to elephants. THdadgaage would
then contain quantifiers that correspond to each irreducible tense.

Variations of the view can be developed to coincide with other accadnts
existence. For example, if one holds that existence is a pyppee might hold that
there are different existence-properties that correspond to tease, and thus would

represent this with different existence-predicates for eaetef existence. One might

100 one might perhaps maintain the need for tenses beyond the Hyasic dut 1 will
ignore this possibility.
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then suggest that a more perspicuous way of representing the kathrfa the sample
assertions is thi§1

1. B™% and Ea

2. B"™band Db
In this case, “B” stands for the property of existence (“bgirayid “a” and “b” represent
some individual elephant and dinosaur, respectively. In general, what fewehdevice
one uses to represent existence in an ideal language, duadaeentalist would need
different forms of this device to represent each of the different tensesbaf'.'to

Even if we hold, as seems to me correct, that existence iselbtai constituent

of the world, and thus that there are no “existence-fd@&&'t is possible to maintain
tense fundamentalism with regard to existence. Properly sgeakinsuch a theory
existence will not be represented in an ideal language atldtead, our existential
commitments would “show” themselves in our choice of an ideal lgygyuather than
being stated in that language. If such a view is combined with tense fundanrentshs
regard to existence, then distinctions in tense would have to showeivesiin the ideal
language as well. Perhaps, for example, one might representpéutselars having
present-tensed existence with a different font than those havintepastl existence, or
one could assign all particulars having present-tensed existendeseript number and
all having past-tensed existence a superscript number. Towifg is an illustration of
the latter method as applied to our sample sentences:

1.Ea

2.Dd

101 For convenience, | have followed the convention of using muligidens of “a” and
“b” within sentences to stand for single individuals, which, tecllyicone should not do in an
ideal language as | conceive of it. See Section 2.6.

102paceRussell (1918), Lecture V.
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The difference between past, present, and future existence would tlexpressed in
altering the symbol used, but not in such a way as to constitutegogaal difference
among entities on the level of the distinction between particataspropertied03 |t
seems to me that whatever account of existence one holds, one cantense
fundamentalist with regard to existeri¥

| have been focusing on the use of ‘to be’ to represent existauicthe case of
other basic meanings of ‘to be’, such as exemplification, igasinWe say that Wasa
child, but that lam an adult. One might be a tense fundamentalist by holding tisat it
this distinction between two different modes of exemplificatibat tare irreducibly
modified by tense. One might symbolize this by usiry tb represent the nexus of
exemplification, so that

1. C-P*a

2. C-P*h
would represent the difference betwegncurrently being a child, arals having been a
child, respectively. A slightly different but related form of ®rfgndamentalism holds
that while exemplification may not be tensed, there are “tepseperties”, such as
“having-been-a-child” or “being-presently-a-child” or “beingch that Caesar once

crossed the Rubicoh®3. On these views, the tense modifiers are pushed into properties

103 «3,” and “&" are not of different categories because they are gracatiat
interchangeable. “Eaand “E&” are both well-formed sentences of the language. One might be
tempted to say that, on such a view, the distinction betweé¢nppasent, and future particulars
marks a sub-category of the category of particulars. Ogéatraiso hold a view, however, in
which the distinction between past, present, and future entities co$s aategories.

104 This illustrates what seems to me an important point, natmadythe Ideal Language
Method should itself be neutral among substantive ontologicaleshe One’s choice of a
particular ideal language should rule out various ontological aptione’s adoption of the
method should not. The usefulness of the ideal language method thes ¢larity it brings to
ontological theses and arguments, not in the fact that it itselfssohtelogical problems.

105 This kind of tensed property is suggested as a truth-nfakstatements about the
past on some presentist views. Seetion 3.3 for discussion of this sort of view.
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rather than being a feature of the mode of exemplification. Usiingearlier convention
of using a subscript to represent the present-tense and superscéptesent the past-
tense, we might then symbolize this as follows:

1. Ca

2. Cla
Again, the first case represerdspossessing the tensed property of being-presently-a-
child, while the second represergossessing the tensed property of having-been-a-
child.

Tense fundamentalism has a certain appeal due to its modelitrgahaent of
time in ontology on one of the major ways of treating time in ahtlanguage.
Nonetheless it is rather strange view. While it is perfdatlyitive to say that elephants
existand dinosaursxisted or that Iwasa child and lam an adult, once we move to the
level of ontology it seems extremely odd to take these disimgs primitive, as though
dinosaurs have some strange kind of existence of the past-tensed sort thaeis dhifés
the kind of existence that elephants have, or as though | exgnipéif property of
childhood in some past-tensed way that is different from the wahich | exemplify
adulthood. While there may be different kindseaistentsit is difficult to understand
what exactly it would mean for there to be different kindsexastence Similarly, the
notion that having-been-a-child is a genuine property distinct from tpeegy of being-
presently-a-child seems rather strange as well. If one assammderate realism about
propertiestO6 in which not every predicate of natural language corresponds touinge
property, then one should be suspicious of such tensed properties. Such & @E®pert
having-been-a-child does not seem to be an empirically detectadtacteristic of my

current self, nor does it seem to play any explanatory roleyibehavior or my effects

106Armstrong (1978) is thivcus classicusf moderate realist views.
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upon other thingd07 This is not to say that there might not be reason to accept such
properties, if, for example, positing their existence is the evdy to solve various
philosophical problems. However, it should it least suggest a presumption against them.
Can anything be said against tense fundamentalism other thamstarctive
commitment to the univocity of the basic meanings of ‘to be’ suspicion of tensed
properties? One thing worth pointing out is that the use of tenses sedme very much
an accidental feature of certain languages. There are ahgudges, Chinese for
example, in which verbs are not inflected in the way they arenglidh. As P. A. D.

Forrest describes the situationlihe Chinese Language

Chinese words being, as we have said, invariable in form the verb
is incapable of change to indicate person, number, tense or mood...
The tense and mood, or the temporal relations and shades of
affective meaning which in inflected language are marked by
verbal tenses and moods, are again either unexpressed and left to
be gathered from the surrounding circumstances (including
adverbs of time, etc.) or may be brought out by participles
subjoined to the verb, many of these being still recognizable as
auxiliary verbs with such meaning as ‘finish’, ‘pass’ (of atpas
time), ‘wish’, ‘need’ (of the future; cf. the development of a
periphrastic future in the Germanic languages)...

If this absence of a regular expression of temporal relatiams ae
deficiency in Chinese, one has only to observe how seldom one is
left in doubt whether English verbs as ‘beat’, ‘set’, ‘put’, with no

change of form to show past time, refer to the past, present or
future 108

Whereas in English we would make a distinction betweeneiitto the store”, “lam
goingto the store”, or “will go to the store”, in Chinese one simply says something that
can be transliterated roughly asgt store” for each of these situations, with the context
or extra words added to the sentence (elpnforrow | go store”) used to indicate the

time at which the action takes place. While this certainlyandécisive argument against

107 of course, such things as my memories of having been a chittle affects of
various childhood experiences upon my current self might play such an egplan.

108 Forrest (1948), pp. 63-64.
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tense fundamentalism (perhaps inflected languages such ashEsigiply represent the
structure of reality better than Chinese does), it does somewbdarcut the appeal of
tense fundamentalism based on its connection to natural language.

In fact, it is difficult to find philosophers who explicitly ensloe tense
fundamentalism as | have described it. However, many philosophems iseplicitly
committed to it in their discussions of time. Often, it is rdwadrthat puzzles regarding
time such as McTaggart's parad@R or the problem of temporary intrinsié® arise
from failing to pay attention to tense, and can simply be solvethdyse of tensed
expressions. For example, once it is pointed out that a baremween ands nownon-
green, this supposedly solves the problem of temporary intringcshie puzzle of how
the banana can be both green and non-green over time. But unless oms é&quaone
understands the ontology of the banana’s having been green and nowdbewg then
there really is no solution offered, unless we take the philosopher toakeng a
primitive ontological distinction between two kinds of exemplificatione marked by
“is” and another marked by “was”.

If one rejects tense fundamentalism, one must hold a view acgdaliwhich
when one renders tensed occurrences of ‘to be’ or other verbs iitteahtanguage, we
must analyze those occurrences into two components, one of whicessegrthe
nontemporal content and the other of which expresses the temporahtcor®me
effectively separates what is expressed by the tensethenest of the meaning of the
verb. In the case of ‘to be’, how this manifests itself in pcactill again depend lupon
how its various senses are to be represented in the ideal g@n@appose again that we

take standard predicate logic to be an ideal language. One thghmtsuggest the

109 McTaggart’'s Paradox is discussed in more detail in Section 3.4.

110The problem of temporary intrinsics is discussed in more detail ilo8eX6.
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following as a more ontologically perspicuous representation datte about elephants
and dinosaurs:

1. 3x[Elephantk) and Presentf]

2. Ix[Dinosaurk) and Pask)]
In this example, the quantifiers represent ontological status, wiselh is depicted as a
kind of entity, while the temporal content is represented by trdigates of pastness and
presentness, which are taken to stand for properties of individuals. This accouns,dhus, i
version of tense primitivism as it holds that that there are such properties as
“presentness” and “pastnesktl There are, again, a number of different accounts one
could give of how the temporal content and nontemporal content of “tohioelldsbe
represented in an ideal language. The important point for prpagmises is that the
nontemporal content of tensed forms of ‘to lbah and shouldbe separated from the
temporal content in an ideal language, and, as so abstracted, whaemeprthe
nontemporal content no longer represents the temporal content, and i titself
tenseless However one construes the temporal content of tensed assettibmss inot
represent different forms or modes of being. Dinosaurs, if theynaheded in our
ontological inventory at all, have ontological status in exactly shme sense as
elephants.

What characterizes tense primitivism as opposed to other vieweejbet tense
fundamentalism is the idea that the temporal content, once sepficatethe rest of the
analyzed verb, is taken to represent a property of pastness, pesseitr futurity, which

is exemplified by some entifid2 Thus the ideal language will require predicates that

111 Note that “pastness” and “presentness” are not tenseceenBeing-presently-past
or Having-been-present would be tensed properties, but paatmegsesentness as conceived in
this example are not.

112 1t is not necessarily the case that these properties beiltaken by the tense
primitivist to monadic. J. M. E. McTaggart, for example, belietleat if such characteristics
applied to anything at all, they would have to be relations legtvemtities in time and some
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stand for properties of pastness, presentness, and fdtl#iffense Reductionism and
Tense Relativism, by contrast, both hold that the notions of paspresgntness, and
futurity do not correspond to unanalyzable properties, but can irbéaanalyzed. The
basic difference between tense reductionism and tense rehatisiswhether these
distinctions are to be analyzed in terms of something objeatig®mething that varies
relative to other entities. According to the tense reductioniste e objective though
analyzable facts about what is present, past, or future, whacteasding to the tense
relativist, one can only speak about something’s being past relatisentething else,
present relative to other things, and future relative to yet other things.

As an example of a tense reductionist view, consider Broad'sm diaat “A
Specious Present of mine is just the last thin slice thapiveed up to my life-history”.
This suggests an account of something’s being present such thhatfahing to be
present is simply for it to exist but to have nothing that eXxa&tr than it, while for
something to be past is for that thing to exist but to be e#rhersomething else. So our
statements about elephants and dinosaurs in predicate logic would be roughtynas foll

1. 3Ix~3Jy[Elephantk) and & Precedey)]

2. 3x{Dinosaurk) and3y[Elephanty) > ~3z (y Precedeg)}

This account relies upon an assumption of afutufi$fRecall that for an afuturist, there

does not exist anything that is future, so the analysis anséaits about something’s

particular entity outside the time series. Since suchvawieuld have an absolute standard as to
what counts as past, present, or future, it would be compatitileafuiturism. See McTaggart
(1928), p. 19, though his reasons for holding this view are not particularly clear

113 more precisely, a tense primitivist will hold that at lease of these predicates must
occur in an ideal language. Perhaps there is only the pyopepgresentness, and something’s
being past could be analyzed in terms of its being prior to somdtmahgossesses the property
of being present, or one could possibly be a tense primitindstha a presentist, in which case
every temporal thing that existed would possess the propertyngf piesent. Such views would
still count as versions of tense primitivism.

1140ne may worry about circularity here, in that our attempt to aealye predicates
“past”, “present”, and “future” are presupposing a doctrine thaemase of these concepts in
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being future (e.g. “Martian colonies are in the future”) will bemewhat more
complicated!15 The basic idea, however, is that one can give an account that msintai
the objectivity of assertions about what is past, present, or fuititeut either tensed
entities or properties of pastness, presentness, or futurity.

The tense relativist, by contrast, understands assertions abotitisvpast,
present, or future only relative to some other entity. When | ads#relephantexist
while dinosaursexisted the difference between those two states of affairs will be
understood in terms of the elephants being-present-with-respeetrtbdinosaurs being-
past-with-respect-ta; while it might very well be the case that dinosaurs aesqnt-
with-respect-toy and elephants are future-with-respecittoOne cannot assert in
absolute terms whether something is present, past, or future, but tieagsthese
characteristics only with respect to something else. The d¢bhastics of pastness,
presentness, and futurity are then effectively taken to be redtwitiie “B-relations” of
“earlier-than”, “simultaneous-with”, and “later-than”. For someghito be past with

respect tax is for it earlier tharx, for it to be present with respect xas for it to be

the statement of the doctrine. It is important to realiz¢ While afuturism does state that what
exists is either past or present and nothing that is futuséseit is not offering an analysis of
what it is to exist. If the doctrine was that “to exist” mgdto be past or present”, then there
would be a problem of circularity. The most plausible versibafuturism, as | understand it,
takes existence as a primitive, and then makes the fatsaftion that everything that exists is
either past or present.

One might also worry about whether afuturism simply becomeslégous on this
account, since it seems that we have defined “past” andéipt'ein such a way that they are
mutually exclusive and exhaustive categories. The response tadhid be that what we are
dealing with here areeal definitionsrather thamominal definitionsWhat we are concerned with
is what, as a matter of fact, it is to be present et @ad not the analysis of our language or our
concepts. As a matter of fact, these two categoriesxddaust what exists, the afuturist might
argue, so it should not be surprising that there real definitionsout to be exhaustive of what
could possibly exist. This response ignores another problem, whibhtithe account does not
allow the possibility that there bstemporalentities which are neither past nor present, and
effectively classifies such entities as present. One dhimbkble to modify the account to take in
this distinction without too much difficulty, however.

115/ address the issue of statements about the future in S8dian
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simultaneous withx, and for it to be future with respect xas for it to be later tham.
Different accounts can be given of what exactly plays the rolg’of “

A fairly standard tense relativist account would take xhie be the particular
assertion of the statement about what is past, present, or future.ifThgay that
elephants exist while dinosaurs existed, what that means is, yosgbhking, the
existence of elephants is simultaneous with my making thenstait and the existence of
dinosaurs precedes my making the statement. If | spoke thevgarde tomorrow, that
assertion would have a different meaning from today’'s assertiomeirsdnse that it
would be saying the elephants exist simultaneously with the ¢ssertion and the
existence of dinosaurs precedbat assertion. Thus on such a view, words like ‘past’,
‘present’, and ‘future’, as well as future-tensed verbs, are icaleand thus vary in
meaning according to the context in which they are used. This ntfadues similar to
spatial words such as ‘here’. If I am in lowa City, and | g&t “It is raining here” |
mean that it is raining in lowa City, whereas if | anParis and | say “It is raining here”
| mean that it is raining in Paris. Just as something’s b&iage” is not an objective
feature of the thing in question but can only be understood relatihe focation of the
speaker, so the tense relativist holds that something’'s bessgmir past, or future is not
an objective quality of it but something that can only be understootiveeks the
temporal location of the speaker. What is present to Julius ICagsast to me, just as
what is here to Joe Biden is somewhere else to me.

This similarity to the spatial case is what makes terisgivism attractive to the
four-dimensionalist. Since there does not seem to be any non-rééatiues of space on
which it would be natural to model the tensed aspect of time, foumdioralists have,

to my knowledge, all been tense relativist8. Presentism and accretivism, by contrast,

116 |t is not inconceivable that one could be a four-dimensionaligt not be a tense
relativist. If one believed, for example, that there was sparéicular spatial location, some
“here”, that was singled out as somehow objectively unique, asetitercof the Earth was on
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both need to reject tense relativism as they need an objective abtidrat is present to
make sense of the theories, though are theoretically compatitieany of the other
three theories. Presentism does not fit particularly well vatise primitivism, since it
has no need to posit properties of pastness, presentness, or fatdistyntguish between
things, as everything that exists, according to them, is present pkésentists, therefore
are either tense fundamentalists or tense reductionists. Acametifits somewhat
awkwardly with tense fundamentalism on ground of ontological parsimbage has an
actual event of Caesar-crossing-the-Rubicon existing in the pastthiere seems to be
little motivation to postulate some past-tensed though presenflijrgxentity along the
lines of Caesar’s-having-crossed-the-Rubicon. An accretivisteftrer would most
naturally be either a tense primitivist or a tense reductionist, though incpraxcist seem
to go for the latter option, perhaps because of the availabilityeddihd of afuturist tense

reductionist account of the past and present distinction discussed above.

2.2.2 The Ontological Relevance of Distinctions of Tense

One remarkable feature of natural language is its use of tehme there is no
object to which the term corresponds, and, what is perhaps evenanmekable, that
we can make true statements using such terms. We canawllfos example, that the
Land of Oz is imaginary, even though there is no Land ot¥3z0n the surface, the
assertion that the Land of Oz is imaginary is of the same &srthe assertion that, for
example, Joe Biden is bald. It is tempting to say that bothastiplema facie represent
the world as containing an object which possesses a certain projgettyhile it seems
plausible to maintain that Joe Biden does in fact correspond to dicspedity in the

world, the truth of the assertion that the Land of Oz is imagiseeyns to presuppose

Aristotelian cosmology, for example, one might be required by oneisdimensionalism to
think that there is an equivalent objective “present”.

117 For that matter, “being imaginary” is not a genuine property.
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that there is no entity that corresponds to “The Land of Oz”. Jeumnh as “the Land of
Oz” which do not in fact stand for anything I will call “non-refag terms”, whereas
terms for which there is something for which they stand | waill ‘Teferring terms™118
There are at least three distinct questions to be asked regarding nangééems:

1) How is it possible for us to use non-referring terms?

2) How can sentences containing non-referring terms be true?

3) Which sentences in ordinary language make use of non-referring terms?
The first question, under which | would include questions about the origimeatieas
expressed by non-referring terms, is primarily a question iphilesophy of mind and
language, and | will have little to say about it, other than theltd it as an obvious fact
that it is indeed possible for us to use such non-referring texmisthat we do so quite
frequently and unproblematically in ordinary language. The secontdajuessone that
will be a central concern of this essay, as one of the main objections to \theaoriss of
time is that they cannot plausibly account for the truth of ecersaintences while
maintaining their commitment to the thesis that certain tevitten those sentences are
non-referring terms. This will turn out to be one of the main issuegaluating versions
of presentism in the next chapter. The third question is closely cah® the second
guestion, and is perhaps the most basic sort of question one doing ontmoggkc |
will often express such questions in the form “Daédsave ontological status?”, though
this should not be misconstrued as implying that there exist amie of things, those
with and those without ontological status. To say xHatks ontological status is to say

that X' is a non-referring term, i.e., that there is no such things ithportant to note that

118 This terminology is somewhat misleading, as there areietyaf views on which
the terms in question do in fact make reference. Meinong (1904¢xé&mple, held that they
refer to non-existent objects, while Russell (1905) held tthey made reference to all objects
through being disguised quantifications.
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to even ask the question of what has ontological status, one must presappasility
to use non-referring terms.

In ordinary language we apply the predicates ‘past’, ‘presand ‘future’ to a
variety of terms. We say of the event of the Japanesek aita Pearl Harbor that it is
past, we say of the state of affairs of Barack Obamarmgh@esident that it is present,
and we describe our unborn descendants as future generations. Tendhen arises
as to whether the terms to which we apply the predicates ‘past’, ‘premshtfuture’ are
referring or non-referring. If we reject tense fundamentgliben if something past such
as the attack on Pearl Harbor or something future such as our unbaend#eds are to
be included among the things which have ontological status, then therserseh they
have ontological status is exactly the same as that of Bmgeiresent, such as Barack
Obama’s being President of the United States. Or, more pgyedidbere is a difference
in the ontological status of these various things, it is not corthéatéheir being past,
present, or futurél® But do past and future things in fact have ontological status? A
there such things as the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor and our dedm@ndants?
The thesis of afuturism denies that anything that we would orgirthascribe as future
has ontological status, while affirming that those things whichveudd describe as past

or present do have ontological status. More precisely, a completéptiesl20 of the

119 | wish to set aside for the moment the question of whether auiptiens of
temporal characteristics to one or more categories of things is more femaathan to others, or
even whether one category of things is reducible to or eliminalbéeyam of another category of
things. The question at hand is not whether the eveheafapanese attack on Pearl Harbor fails
to exist because, fundamentally speaking, there are no etlentglevant question is whether it
fails to exist because there are no past things.

120 The notion of a complete description is itself an idealizedonpin that such a
description of the actual world would almost certainly benitdly complex. It is also important
to note, in light of the next section, that the sense in which audescription is complete is
somewhat akin to the sense in which one might complete the tat&aning one’s house. To
have completed the task of cleaning one’s house is to have alesagything there is to be
cleaned, but should not be taken to imply that one’s house will meent cleaning again.
Similarly, to completely describe the world is to descelerything that there is to be described.
There is an important sense in which this cannot be complete& winat there is to be
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world in an ideal language will, according to the afuturist, incladepresentation of
Barack Obama being President and the attack on Pearl Harbor,ilbabtvinclude
anything representing our unborn descendants. Terms, such as ufarn
descendants”, to which we apply the predicate “future” are thus taksnnon-referring
terms. It does not follow from this that there are no truths alheufuture, such that
Barack Obama will have a certain number of living descendarttse year 2106, but
that, if there are such truths what exists in the future, it cammdtture entities which
make true these claims.

Since what exists must be an objective and non-relational A##teaccording to
any view which takes the distinction between past, present, ané fotlne relevant to
one’s ontological inventoM?2 there must be an objective and non-perspectival fact as to
what can be correctly described as past, present, or future. dhegsch views must
involve the rejection of what | have called Tense Relativism. other three positions
on the analysis of tense seem to be compatible with any of th&éopssbn the

ontological significance of tense.

described, the world, is in a constant state of flux. To haeeraplete description is not
necessarily to have permanentlycomplete description. One should also be careful not to be
misled into thinking that because a description is not permaneoithplete that it is therefore
incomplete any more than one should be misled into thinking that because lamese is not
permanently clean that it somehow fails to be clean. One shouttiink that there is some sort
of “God’s eye” view from which there are future entitibst the afuturist ontology does not
recognize. Even from such a divine vantage point, accordirftetafuturist, all there is to be
described is what is past and present.

121 Supposex exists in relation toy. Doesx's-being-in-relation-toy exist only in
relation to something else? If one answers in the affirmaties, dne is launched upon a vicious
infinite regress. If one answers in the negative, thex'stbeing-in-relation-toy exists
objectively. But if the state of affairs exists objediyehen its constituents, including must
exist objectively as well.

122 This includes any view other than omnitemporalism or atemporalism.
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2.3 TheTransitory Aspect of Time

The distinction between being and becord#gjs one of the oldest philosophical
distinctions, dating back at least to the Pre-Socratics. déived particularly powerful
formulation in Plato’s philosophy, in which becoming is devalued in favdbeifg.
According to the cosmology of thiemaeus for example, the sensible world is a created
by the Demiurge from a combination of two primordial factors: therltVof Forms,
described as “that which is and has no becoming”, and a principleao$ cdescribed as
“that which becomes but never 24 The sensible world, according to Plato, could only
be a proper object of knowledge to the extent that objects in tHd Vparticipated” in
the Forms, but there was an additional element to the sensibld, \@arlelement of
becoming, which prevented this world from being an object of genuine ppilcsl
study. Sensible things are, on this view, merely imperfect versibnthe eternal,
unchanging Forms. Plato’s bifurcation of being and becoming intadategaealms” is
somewhat comparable to Descartes’'s bifurcation of mind and maitelr, many
philosophers have rejected Cartesian dualism, so many have rdjate’d dualism of
being and becomin®25 Just as the reduction or elimination of mind in favor of matter
has been a prominent theme of philosophy for the past century, so hadubgon or

elimination of becoming in favor of being.

123 yse the words “temporal becoming”, “the passage of time”, deflow of time”
interchangeably for the phenomenon that | am calling “The Toapshspect of Time”. Each of
the terms has a slightly different emphasis. For example, “baegbmseems to highlight the
transition from future to present, while “passage” seems to highlight tistioa from present to
past.

124 see in particular thEimaeus27d-28a.
125t is worth noting that even most of Plato’s followers regddhe idea that becoming

was “really” to be interpreted as something distinct froxd andependent of being. See Taylor
(1926), pp. 442-3 for discussion of this point.



64

One significant source of this reduction can be found in a ceatabiguity one
can find, for example, in Bertrand RusselPsnciples of MathematicsAfter making the
claim that Weierstrass had not only rehabilitated Zeno’'s aggtsmagainst change but

made them the foundation of modern mathematics, Russell states that

The only point at which Zeno erred was in inferring (if he did
infer) that, because there is no chag&e, therefore the world must be
in the same state at one time as ancther.

In a later chapter, Russell asserts that

Change is the difference, in respect to truth or falsehood, between
a proposition concerning an entity and a tifnand a proposition
containing the same entity and another timfg provided the
proposition differ only by the fact that occurs in one wher@é”’
occurs in the othek2?

Note that in the first passage the world being in differeatestat different times is
insufficient for the world to be one in which there is change, vdsene the second
passage it is definitive of change. How should one resolve thigemppnsion in
Russell's thought?

One interpretation would be to suggest that in the first passsgelRis rejecting
a particular analysis of change (one which he does not explktéte), and offering a
competing analysis in the second passage. Certainly Russellermmgfa particular
analysis of change in the second passage, one which would be rejest@tieone who
adopts the perdurantist theory of persistence, for example, seents to assume the
existence of enduring entitié88 Such an interpretation would be mistaken, however. In
fact, Russell is actually dealing with two distinct phenomentartinght be referred to as
‘change’, one of which is being declared illusory in the first pgssand the other of

which is being analyzed in the second passage.

126 Russell (1903), p. 347.
127 Russell (1903), p. 469.

128 s5ee Section 2.6 for this distinction.
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These two distinct phenomena are distinguished by Barry Daintorhegias by
describing our ordinary experience of change by appealing totttaicn in which are
sitting in a deckchair watching the change in position of @ ibirflight. He makes the
point that we can experience this sort of change in a varietynebsemodalities. Then

he draws attention to a distinct phenomenon within our experience:

Return to the deckchair scenario. For some moments you have
been staring at an empty region of blue sky and nothing has
changed. Your inner monologue has (if only briefly) ground to a
halt, you have seen no movement, your visual field is filled with an
unvarying expanse of blue. But is you consciousness entirely still
or frozen? Have you come to a complete stop? No. Throughout this
period you remain conscious, and conscious of the blue presence
continuing onyou have a (dim, background, passive) awareness of
the blue constantly being renewed from moment to moment. This
passive awareness is perhaps more vivid in the case of an nuditor
experience. Imagine hearing a sustained but unwavering note
played on a cello: you hear a continuous and continuing flow of
sound. This feature—call it “immanent phenomenal flow’—is
possessed by all forms of experience (think of the burning
sensation on the tongue caused by biting on a chili pepper), and is
a dynamic feature of experience that is independent of chafiges
the ordinary qualitative sort (the chili-induced burning is felt as
continuing oneven when its intensity and qualitative character
remains constani)29

Dainton’s point is that in most of our ordinary experience of thddmae recognize
different states of affairs as holding at one time than holotredr times, and such an
experience might naturally be called the experience of chdihgee seems, however, to
be another aspect of our temporal experience, what Dainton cattsahient phenomenal
flow”, and the fact that we experience this additional elemenhighlighted by
experiences in which we experience this element without exeng any variation of
states of the world from one moment to the next. It is this “inenaphenomenal flow”

that is denied objective reality by Zeno, a denial that Russkd#ivbe is vindicated by

129 painton (2001), p. 94.
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Weierstrass. Russell wishes to make the point that denying the reality phenomenon
does not entail denying the difference in states of the world from one moment totthe nex

Dainton’s “immanent phenomenal flow” is what | am referrimgy ds the
“Transitory Aspect of Time”. The second notion of “change” is partwbht | am
referring to as the “Differential-Repetitive Aspect ofriE". A great deal of confusion on
this issue is a result of not distinguishing between these two ple@agior assuming that
only one of them deserves to be labeled “change”. Thus one who thinkaripyriof
qualitative difference between times when they think of chandebwipuzzled by one
who describes, as Russell does, a world that has only qualitatieeedde and no
“immanent flow” between times to be an “unchanging” world. Yedeéms perfectly
natural to describe it as such. Yet is also perfectly natnrdés$cribe the experience that
Dainton describes, in which we are aware of immanent flow but nahyfqualitative
difference from one time to the next as one in which “nothing hasged”, as Dainton
does. If there is anything that can be described as “our ordinaeption of change”, it
would seem to include both the “immanent flow” and “qualitative dffiee” as
constituents of it, so that the lack of either of these things wentail the absence of
change. It seems, however, that we ordinarily use the word “ehamguch a way as to
be ambiguous between these two different phenomena, which arellyypicaed
together in our ordinary experience.

The failure to distinguish clearly between the Transitong ifferential-
Repetitive aspects often manifests itself in the form of mplicit reduction of the
Transitory Aspect to the Differential-Repetitive aspect. sTban often be seen in
responses to McTaggart's argument against the unreality of imimehich his major
objection to the B-series serving as the foundation for time isthbkaB-series by itself

lacks “change”. A standard reply to this part of McTaggart's raent by four-
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dimensionalists is to claim that the B-series does involve “@aiag there is qualitative
variationt30, whereas McTaggart’s argument is more plausibly interpretédvab/ing
the claim that the B-series by itself is deficient becaiskils to incorporate the
Transitory aspect31

Those partisans of the notion that the “B-series” is byf isdficient for time
who do make a clear distinction between qualitative difference emgaral passage
typically dismiss passage as an illusion or “my88.A successful account of temporal
passage as illusory would require an account of how this illusigensrated. If time
does not in fact pass, then why does it seem as though it dogsuipiisingly rare for
philosophers who are dismissive of temporal passage to confront éfienge of giving
an account of why time seems to p&33lt is important to note that giving an account of
the “A-determinations” of pastness, presentness, and futunitgtisufficient to give an
account of temporal passage, as these are distinct phenomena.

Four-Dimensionalists are typically disposed to reductivist bmimativist
accounts of temporal passage. There is no obvious analogue of tepgxzade in the
space, so if time is to be understood on analogy with space, thégathie of time must
not be a genuine feature of time. One might think that presefystsyntrast, would be
partisans of temporal becoming, though as we shall see in the nextrclithere are a

variety of versions of presentism that do not require temposHage. The accretivist

130sider (2001), pp. 212-6 is a good example of this.

131see Chapter 3 for more detailed discussion of McTaggart's argument.

132The phrase “The Myth of Passage” was popularized by D. C. Williams (1951)

133Even McTaggart, who spends chapter after chapt€éhefNature of Existendeying
to explain how the illusion of time is generated from an ateahg@-series”, seems only to

confront the challenge of explaining how the origin of the appearainemporal order, and does
not really seem to give an explanation for passage.
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view, by contrast, is committed to temporal passage as an gbjéetiture of the world.
Together with afuturism, this is constitutive of the view as | have defined it

To accept temporal passage as an objective feature of the svadtl mecessarily
to embrace Plato’s account of how being and becoming aredrefatemportant task for
any position which acknowledges the objectivity of passage is tcagredierent account
is to give a coherent account of how to understand the notion of passafere Be
presenting my own version of how passage is best understood, | stilexamine two

other recent attempts to characterize the notion.

2.3.1 Tooley’s Account of the Transitory Aspect

In Time, Tense, and Causatjddichael Tooley mounts an impressive defense of
a version of the accretivist theory. One of his central goals distinguish, as | have
done, between the issue of the analysis of tense and the issuasstithef the “flow of
time”. Views that recognize the objective reality of theeflof time he labels “dynamic
views”, while view that deny the objective reality of the flofvtime he labels “static
views”.134 He defines the issue between the dynamic and static viewsnis bf “two
competing concepts of chandé®, the concept of change that | have associated with the
Differential-Repetitive Aspect of Time and the concept | hagsociated with the
Transitory Aspect of Time, though | have suggested that thesenatr in fact
“competing” concepts, but mark the fact that the word “chamgesed to describe two

distinct phenomena.

134t is sometimes pointed out that the label “dynamic view’dioe which recognizes
the objective reality of temporal passage is somewhat awlislg, as the idea has very little to do
with the term “dynamics” as used in physics. | take it theiteology is not meant to invoke the
use of the word in physics, however, but refers more directly tGitbek roodunamis which in
Aristotelian philosophy indicates the potentiality for becomentper than the actuality of being.
In recent years the termunamiswas used explicitly to refer to a notion similar to Plato’s
primordial principle of becoming by Paul Weiss. See Weiss (1995).

135T00ley (1997), p. 13.
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Tooley characterizes dynamic theories as rejecting themtitat change can be

understood simply as something’s having different properties atrafiffdimes. He

presents the dynamic theory’s account of change as follows:

Thus the world as a whole changes, in this second sense, only if

the totality of temporal facts, or states of affairs, idedent at
different times.

But how can the totality of states of affairs be differerditierent
times? The answer is that this will be possible only if, inchse

of temporal facts or states of affairs, faces are, fundarhental

speakingtemporally relative so that the basic notion is not that of
states of affairs being actusimpliciter, but that of states of affairs
existing, or being actuahs ofa particular time. And given this
temporally relative conception of facts, or states of affalrsret

will presumably be nothing problematic about the idea that the

totality of facts that are actual as of on time may be miffethan
the totality of facts that are actual as of some other }i#fe.

Tooley’s particular theory of time is one that utilizes bdih motion ofactuality

simpliciter and the notion o&ctuality as of a timeThat which is actual as of a certain

time is anything that occurs either at that time or prigdh&b time. Caesar’s crossing the

Rubicon, for example, is both actual simpliciter and actual as driigtit on January 1,

1900. World War Il, however, is not actual as of January 1, 1900, thoughatusl a

simpliciter and actual as of January 1, 2000. According to Tooley, losytieedynamic

because what is actual as of a time changes from one tiem®tber, and since there is

an increase in what is actual as of later times from vehattual as of earlier times, his

theory is an accretivist theory, i.e., one which recognizes that the pastardtgrave an

ontological status that the future lacks. While past, present, anc fatarall actual

simpliciter, only the past and present are actual as of the present time.

Tooley’s view is that these notions of “actuality simplicitarid “actuality as of a

time” have to be taken as primitive notions, and he argues tlsaegitimate for him to

136 Tooley (1997), p. 14.
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do sol37 Even granting this questionable distinction, it is difficult to the Tooley has
really provided an account according to which temporal passagjstisguished from
simple difference from one time to another. Tooley rejects theomdhat change
understood simply as something’s having a property at one tirmg ldeks at another is
sufficient to have a genuinely dynamic theory, presumably bedtaisseompatible with
propositions such asx“is A at ” and “x is B at t” always being truesub specie
aeternitatis However, on his view it seems as though propositions suchk &s rfot
actual as ofjt and “x is actual as oht will always be truesub specie aeternitati$f the
first difference from one time to another is not sufficient teeh@mporal passage rather
than mere difference from one time to another, then it is nat wlky the second should

not be understood as mere difference from one time to another as well.

2.3.2 Dainton’s Account of the Transitory Aspect

In his discussion of the Transitory Aspect of Time, Barrynxai adopts
Tooley’s language ddctuality of a timebut rejects the notion afctuality simpliciterl38
He argues that utilizing both notions of actuality is problematicdasons similar to the
ones | just gave, but nonetheless thinks that the idaetwélity as of timés necessary to
make sense of the dynamic theory. The reason for this is tiidbBavants to find a way
for the dynamic theorist to avoid what he calls the “overdetermamgiroblem”, a
problem for dynamic theories that Dainton sees as the ultimguert of McTaggart’s
argument for the unreality of time. Dainton introduces the overdetatimn problem by
comparing the sort of change in events as they gain and loseedndetions with the
sort of change in ordinary objects as they gain and loose propértpssisting object,

such as a lump of clay in Dainton’s example, may change frong Isgherical to being

137Tooley (1997), Section 2.2.

138 painton (2001), pp. 70-1.
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non-spherical to being spherical again. In order to do so, it mustsgosgse different
properties at different times. The lump of clay is spheric#, atot spherical att and
then spherical at,tfor example. We cannot understand the change in A-determinations
in this way, however, Dainton suggests, because the entities thavéhupossess A-
determinations, such as events, do not persist in the same walires\oobjects. They
exist only at one particular time. So, if, for example, the egémy birth occurs atyf
whatever properties it has, it has atlt it possesses presentness,attten there is no
way to explain how it could come to possess pastnessaat my birth does not occur at
t3, but only at 4, so in order to come to possess pastness the only time it couldgpiisse
would be at4 But it, ex hypothesiit possesses presentness;aand so would have to
possess both presentness and pastnesswiich seems impossibl&9

Dainton suggests that this problem can also be formulated withcttretivist
view in mind. According to the accretivist view, the passagénoé consists in the

change in “the sum-total of reality”. Dainton says:

Consider the universe at an earlier timand a later timé. Let us
call the sum totals of reality that exist at these tieand $. S
includes everything that has happened earlier tha® includes
everything that happens &, along with everything that has
happened earlier, and so includes Suppose thaE is an event
that happens &i. It seems that we can say the following aldéut

1. The sum total of reality to whidh att; belongs consists of;S

2. The sum total of reality to whidk att; belongs consists o£,S
These two claims are inconsistent; they cannot both be true. A rock
cannot, at a given time, be in a pond containing two different total

volumes of water. How can one and the same event be a part of
two different sum total of reality at the time it occd4®

139 There are certain ambiguities in the phrases of the fatry” which play a role in
this argument. | try to disentangle some of these ambiguitigciion 2.6.

140 painton (2001), p. 70.
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In other words, sinc& is a part of whatever sum total of reality it is a pdronly at
whatever time it occurs, it is difficult to understand how theredcbel a change in the
sum-total of reality to which it belongs.

Dainton suggests that the solution to this problem is to adopt Tooldly'sfta
“actuality as of a time”. Thus, one cannot talkEbbelonging to a sum total of reality
simpliciter, but can only talk oE’s belonging to a certain sum total of reality as of a
certain time. SoE belongs to $as oft;, but does not belong to 8s oft,. E, however,
belongs to Has oft,. With Tooley’s notion of “actuality simpliciter” rejected, theseno
notion of “reality” except as of a particular time. However emaluates the success of
this view in solving the overdetermination problem, it cannot be actégtanyone who
rejects the notion that reality or actuality or existence, e the bottom, be merely
relative notions. As | am inclined to reject t#f, | have to conclude that Dainton’s
particular characterization of how it is that the sum-totalre#lity can change is

inadequate.

2.3.3 Meta-Time and Meta-Language

In order to make sense of temporal passage, we must makeoehe idea that
what is real, not just “as of a time” but “simpliciter”, clgas. In order to see how this
might be done, it is useful to begin by considering another view wf thosolve the
overdetermination problem that Dainton rejects. This solution requireappeal to
“meta-time”, understood as a second dimension of time through wbsitions in the
first dimension of time endufe2 Positions in regular time will have the properties of
pastness, presentness, and futurity at different points in metaSion for example; (or

events at;) may be present at meta-time positiart;, but past at meta-time positiom

141 see footnote 55, above.

142 painton (2002), pp. 21-3.



73

to. Or, put in accretivist terms, the sum total of realitynati may includet; but nott,,

while at m-t, the sum total of reality may include bathandt,. Dainton considers a
couple of possible objections to the idea of meta-time. He considdrdismisses the
objection that meta-time is an “ontological extravagance”. E¥emei grant that we
cannot observe this meta-temporal ordering, Dainton suggest§ithatthe only way to
necessary to explain passage, Dainton suggests, positing such randiménsion” of
time would be at least as respectable as any positing of undbgeevities to explain

observational data. The main objection he offers to meta-time is as follows:

Although we are supposing that different ordinary times possess
presentness at different meta-times, since all meta-tiares
equally real, doesn't it remain the case tleakry moment of
ordinary time possesses presentness? In which case, the uniqueness
of the “now” is lost. Moreover, this model of time is not in the
least way dynamic: the positégo-dimensionakystem is entirely

static. The proposed second temporal dimension fails to explain
what it is claimed to explain, and so is entirely without
justification143

Dainton considers the possible response that meta-times have psopdrtiaeta-
presentness, meta-pastness, and meta-futurity, which they gain anid loeta-meta-
time. Rather than solving the problem, Dainton notes, this simplgrges an infinite
regress in which the problem is not solved at any level.

While | agree with Dainton that meta-time as he has deskcttilfails to solve the
problem of overdetermination in a way that provides for a genuinelyafdic” view, |
would suggest that with some modification the basic idea of a-tex@faoral ordering
can be rehabilitated and used to develop a coherent account of tepgssade. The key
is to reject Dainton’s assertion that “all meta-timesexgeally real”. Rather than there
being a “sum total of reality” which includes the various memapiaral positions, meta-

times themselves are sum totals of reality. What one nedus @able to say in order to

143 painton (2001), p. 22.
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make sense of temporal passage is that one sum total of &ahitecedes another sum
total of reality $. It is important to realize that &nd $ are indeed sum totals of reality,
so that there is not some greater totalitySp that includes both of these.

How can we make sense of this? | would suggest that the ideal langusthed
gives us the resources for making explicating this idea. First, we nee@atizad notion
of a complete, true description of the world in an ideal lang&4$dn such a
description, every symbol in the language would correspond to someieritigy world,
and every entity in the world would be represented in the language.aSdescription
would be a perfect picture of the world. If we had an ideal lareguag can say various
things in ordinary language about that ideal language, such as teatain formula is
well-formed in the language. Furthermore, we could also sagghmordinary language
about that the complete, true description, such as that it is a ¢eraptétrue description
of the world. One of the things we could say in ordinary languagéat a certain
description @ was once a complete and true description of the world, but now aedtffer
description R is now a complete and true description of the world. We can iltastnes
with a few examples using descriptions of simple, model worlds.

The first model world, W, is an omnitemporalist world in which there are five
discrete times and that contains an obfethat has temporal pat®° at each of those
times, and no objects that do not overlap withThat the distinct temporal parts@are
parts of a single persistent object | will represent by uamg’ with a subscript for each

proper part 0©0.146 This single object successively exemplifies propefie®), R, S,

144 see footnote 54 on the reasons why the notion of a complete descrptiselfi
merely an ideal.

145 see the discussion of perdurantisnBastion 2.6 for a discussion of the view that
objects have temporal parts.

146 This device for representing parthood would of course not workmiera complex
world in which objects overlap.
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and T. | will assume a relational theory of tirh&/ with the temporal relation of
precedence being represented by the rightwards arrely Which holds between states
of affairs. Furthermore, | will assume that what existerag particular time is singled
out as having a special ontological status in virtue of beingepte This special
ontological status will be indicated by boldfaced type. The fatigunight plausibly be
taken as an approximation of a complete, true, and ontologicallyipevsis description
of such a world:

Po — Q0 — Ros — S@, — Tos
Nothing in this example thus far is sufficient to make this world in which temporal
passage occurs. What is required in order for the world to be dymaenchange in what
the complete, true, and ontologically perspicuous description of the isorlthe correct
description of the world in this case would change to

Po, — Q0 » R0o; — S04 — Tos
In the second description, the states of affRiog has lost the special ontological status
associated with being present, whse, had gained that status. This theory is a tense
fundamentalist version of “the moving spotlight” view.

The second model world, Mis an afuturist world, in which there is no
distinction between the ontological status that entities atrdiffesimes possess, and in
which there are no truths about the future, but which is otherwise gjmtiar to the
world in the previous example. An approximation of a complete, angk ontologically
perspicuous description of this world might be

Po — Qo — Ros

147 seeSection 2.5.3 for discussion of the Relational theory of time.
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In this descriptionRa; is present in virtue of there not being any states of atifties it.
If the world is dynamic, the following might become the compti#scription of the
world:

Po — Qo — Ro; — Sa
In the second description, a new state of aff&igs,has come into being, and is present.
Rao; is no longer present, having been succeedefidpy Note also that the objeothas
gained a new party, which has come into existence.

A third model world, W, is a presentist world. In this world objexendures
through time. In addition to the monadic properie®, R, S, andT, o also successively
possesses tensed properties that ground the truth of claims abopregsatieso had at
other times. | will use a subscript number to indicate a pasetl property and how far
into the past the exemplification of that property is, so Raatindicateso exemplifying
the property ohaving been P two time-units ag&uperscript numbers will be used in a
similar fashion to indicate future-tensed properties, soPfeewould indicate thab
exemplifies the property ajoing to be P in two time-unitsSo a complete, true, and
ontologically perspicuous description of this world might be approeddiy the
following1438

P,0 & Q0 & Ro & S'o & T?0
Note that all of the properties exemplified byare presently exemplified. Again, this
world is not yet dynamic, until we add the fact that the correct description chtanges

P:0 & Q0 & R10 & So & To

148 A truly perspicuous description of this world would not rely upon multiple
occurrences of the letter ‘0’ to indicate the same objeairong in different states of affairs, nor
would it depict the world as a conjunction of states of affalr®etter picture would be to have a
single ‘0’ surrounded by the various predicates ascribed toake of “0”. | do not think any
confusion is engendered by not reaching that level of perspicuitysiexbimple, however.
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In this second descriptiom, possesses a completely different set of properties, and so
every state of affairs in the previous description has ceased to exisiy@andwi states of
affairs have come into being.

The final world that | will present is a particularly irdsting specimen, in that it
is a world in which there is temporal passage but no objectasept within the first-
order temporal ordering. This world is one that we might caltranSitory B-series”
world. In our first description of it, it is much like MWbut without any particular time
marked out as present.

Po — Q0 — Ro; — Soy — Tos
Any change in what the complete and true description of this wendould count as
temporal passage on the account | am offering. One could changkedbeption by
adding on or subtracting entities from the world. Another way wouldybe-arranging
the temporal structure. In this particular world, the complete raleddiescription changes
from being the above to being as follows:
Qo— So— Po— Tos— Ros

Such a world is one in which things change their ordering in thaiBsséf we could
imagine World War | shifting to being after World War Ithrar than preceding it, this
would be a world with a transitory B-series. It is difficultitoagine what such a world
would be like, or any reasons for holding that one lived in such a world,ibutt least a

conceivable model of a world that is properly dynamic as | understaf it.

149 This also suggests, | would argue, that the way in which prasenting the notion
of temporal passage fits in well with the concerns that dvig€aggart’'s argument. McTaggart’s
preference for the A-series as necessary for time whilBeries is insufficient is based on the
idea that things shift their position in the A-series but neleeso in the B-series. Presumably if
things did shift their position in the B-series, however, as in thestrary B-series model, this
would deflate McTaggart’s objection, as this would count as a viondhich “change” of the
sort he believes is necessary to time actually occurs.
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The important thing to learn from these examples is temporabhgasequires
that what there is in the world changes, and that this chadigeeweflected in a change
from one description of the world being true and perspicuous to anotleeipties being
so. One must be careful not to be misled at this point, howeverght be tempting to
think that the description of the world as changing in this wayia par with any other
description of the world, and thus is itself something to be includatieéncomplete
description of the world. One might thus be tempted to say thadltbeviihg is a more
complete description of the first world:

[POor —» Qo — Ros — Sy — Tos] — [Py — Q0 — R0z — S04 — Tog
This would be to make a serious mistake, however, and fundamentallguoderstand
the account of the transitory aspect that | am giving. If ncp@at is correct, this latter
“description” in fact fails to pick out a genuine state of affair the world. While there
is a sense in which it is true that it is the case that

[Po. — Q0 — R0z — Sqy — Tog]
andthenit the case that

[Po1 — Q0 — R0z — Sos — Tog
such that one might loosely say the forrmpercedeghe latter, this “precedence” is not of
the same kind as represented by the rightwards arrow. Uhkkeghtwards arrow, it
should not be taken to represent a relation between entities. Oné Baaareful not to
take the change in what has ontological status to be something shattbbpgical status
itself.150

This takes us back to one of the central themes of this accoum¢ tfansitory
aspect, namely that one who accepts the objective reality of tahgamsage holds that

becomings not reducible tdeing Since an ideal language, by definition, is designed to

150 This, | maintain, is ultimately the lesson of McTaggapdaradox. Seection 3.6.1
for discussion of this point.
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picture only that which has ontological status, it follows that onenatacapture
becoming in an ideal language, but only in “meta-linguistic” tdlioud the ideal

language.

2.4 TheDurational Aspect of Time

Many entities in our experience take up some quantifiable amotimefYears,
weeks, days, and seconds are all used to measure the duratioities. &itorld War 11,
for example, lasted from 1939 until 1945. The average human lifespan oxiapgely
seventy-five years. A number of puzzles in the philosophy of timepliesophy of
physics, and the philosophy of applied mathematics revolve aroundogsest the
measurement of temporal intervals and duratiédswWhile extremely important, | will
largely be putting these sorts of concerns to one side. In tkk discussion of the
durational aspect of time | will focus instead on trying to uridads exactly how the
notion of duration fits into an overall philosophy of time.

A somewhat tempting position with regard to the durational aspéctdeny that
it is distinct aspect of time, and to maintain that it canrdsuced to the Structural
Aspect. After all, one might suggest, what is it for World W#o last for six years other
than for there to be a series of battles and other eventotistitate the war arranged in
such a way to add up to a span of six years. Every event’s tagidgration, according
to this line of thought, can be reduced to a series of events taking up smallemnc aradi
the ideal limit of this would be a series of instantaneous evtrdasi§, events lacking
any duration whatsoever), and World War IlI, for example it tjus kind of series of

instantaneous events ordered by temporal relations.

151 |ssues of conventionalism versus non-conventionalism about measunerabably
belong in this context. Why, for example, do we take the penduluncloth to be more regular
than, for example, the beating of a human heart, or even the cimadgections of a fly in the
room? Le Poidevin (2003), Ch. 1 contains a nice discussion of tsmsesj which rejects the
conventionalist position of Reichenbach and Grunbaum.



80

The alternative to this sort of view is the theory which wehingall “temporal
atomism”, which holds that there exist entities which possess somation, but the
duration of which cannot be reduced to those entities having “temporsil phe lesser
(including zero) duration. On such a view, certain entities would gitage up a certain
amount of time, but not in virtue of having parts that take up sme@unts of time.
The doctrine of temporal atomism has a long a distinguished HiS8%mnotivated in
significant part by responses to Zeno’s paradoxes, which, on miangretations, rely
upon the idea that time and space are infinitely divisible. The hésweceived at least
some renewed attention in recent years with various physicaldbebat suggest that
space and time are discrete, and that Planck Time (roughfyof@ second) marks the
length of the fundamental atoms of tifw®3

Interestingly, the idea of temporal atokadseems to be difficult for many people
to accept conceptually. Surely, one might suggest, if somethingupkesme amount of
time then part of it must be before another part. Nonetheless, sleidb@a of temporal
atoms seems to be well-grounded in time as we experience #4 this, consider our
experience of space in the visual field. If we focus on soméh gtbdlue within our
visual field, this patch of blue will be composed of smaller bits wé dbut, at some point
in decomposing the patch of blue into smaller and smaller bits, M@ wnits which,
though they clearly have some extension as they are visible anded;olepuld

nonetheless no longer be visible if they were any smi¥feihis idea corresponds to

152This history is chronicled in Sorabji (1983), Part V.
153 5ee Smolin (2001), p. 62 for a discussion of this.

154 “Temporal atom” means an entity with a minimal temporahtion, i.e. one that has
duration but does not have parts of lesser duration. The docamée formulated in either
substantivalist or relationalist terms, so that the “tempai@hs” could be either something like
events of a minimal temporal duration, or it may be that subshtimes have the quality of
duration. The relationalist/substantivalist debate is brieflyudised in the next section.

155Thelocus classicusf this idea is Hume'& Treatise on Human NaturBart I1.



81

what sense-datum theorists refer to as “minimal sense-#tale do not experience
geometrical points, but everything within our visual field has some degree n$iexte
Similarly, time as we experience it seems to possess akigaiality of minimal
duration. We never experience a pure instant, but our experiencetsdsmzresented to
us as having some quality of minimal duration, though duration suchwihatannot
really imagine a smaller duration, any more than we can vzsustimething smaller than
the minimal sense-data in our visual field. Our experience of doss seem to differ
significantly from our visual experience in one important way, howeWrile we
experience our visual field as composed out of an extremely tangdoer of minimal
sense data, it seems to me, at least, that within a sioglef @resentation we do not
experience an interval of time built out of minimal experien@dpbral intervals. In
other words, it seems as though we experience only a single ahidumation. The
situation is complicated because the fact that we do maintain aa@eness of the
short-term past and expectation of the short-term future, thenmakich these occur in
our consciousness is in a somewhat different way from whatelemig presented to us
at present>7 So, for example, suppose we are listening to an arpeggiated €-&sor
we are having an immediate presentation of the E sounding, withinoogciousness
there is also some awareness of the C that just sounded andasinticipat G will sound
next, however the ways in which C and G occur in our consciousnessiahedifferent
from the way in which E occurs in our consciousdé&$sWhat is immediately presented

seems to be presented as a single, minimal duration of experience.

156 | am trying not to presuppose any particular account of peocejtidescribing the
phenomena, however.

157 The classic discussion of this is Husserl (1991).

158 Husserl describes the modes of awareness of the past aredsattretention” and
“protention”, respectively.
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It is important to keep straight some distinctions in this dsouas Depending on
how one understands the structure of consciousness, there ard #irmashings that
one might assert to have duration when talking about consciousnessthéire is act of
consciousness itself. Then, there is the object of consciousness.tid¢re is the object
of consciousness as presented to consciousness. The claim that ldraveaking is that
the object consciousness as presented is of a singular, miemm@abral duration. This
does not in fact mean that the object itself is a temporal ammething might be
presented to us as temporally atomic and yet, in reality, b@ased of smaller things
below the threshold of our conscious awareness. If those physitistsdantify Planck
time with temporal atoms are correct, then we are certamcigpable of experiencing
things occurring at It of a second. Nonetheless, the fact that things within our
experience are presented to us as temporal atoms seemsgisithghould deflate the
conceptual argument against it.

As for where major theories of time stand on the issue of duratienfour-
dimensionalist does not need to be committed to any particulargmositi the question
of whether there are entities with irreducible duration. The fouedsmonalist is
committed to the notion that time is analogous to spatial dimensons$,they accept
spatial points, they should accept instants of time, but if thegtrepatial points, then
they should reject instants as well. In and of itself, the positi@s not seem to commit
them to any position on the mat#9 Presentists, by contrast, may have particular
reason for embracing the idea of irreducible duration. Cetietorically influential
objections to the presentist theory revolve around the idea that genpie merely an

instant, and instants, as something of zero temporal length, laestat kind of idealized

159|n his prominent book callegour-DimensionalismTheodore Sider seems to assume
that the temporal parts of objects are instantaneous. See(3i@4d1), Chap. 1. There does not
seem to be any reason why a four-dimensionaligitbe committed to this, however.
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abstractiort60 Presentism combined with temporal atomism creates a viewding to
which it can be the case that everything that exists is miresed still what exists has
duration. Accretivism does not seem to be committed to any glartiheory with regard
to the nature of duration, though | tend to be sympathetic to the notiempdtal atoms,
and the broader metaphysics of time that this essay is buitmiagds will likely be one
that incorporates them. Nothing in the basic argument of the rekBisoédsay depends
upon them, however. | will note that in general, | tend to be suspiciotne afotion of
instants or of points in the spatial case. While formal methods hee@ developed that
take the notion of a point as primitive and construct the notions of eneaddi space or
duration of time from sets of poid&l and methods have been developed that begin
with the notions of volume and duration and construct the notion of a pointtiiese
notionst62 the latter seem to me much more respectable from an epistgcal

standpoint.

2.5 The Structural Aspect of Time

World War | occurred before World War Il. The presidency of Richdixbn
was after the presidency of Lyndon Johnson. The collapse of the Béall occurred
during the presidency of George H. W. Bush. This connection of weniime by
relations of temporal precedence or secession and temporal awesiapultaneity, what
McTaggart refers to as the “B-series”, is evidently onehef most natural ways of

thinking about time in our everyday lives. Understanding the “Biogls’ and the nature

160 A version of this line of thinking occurs in Augustine’s peszbbout the nature of
time in ConfessionsBook XI.

161This is the standard approach in modern topology.

162 whitehead (1919), Part Il is the original source of the “methbdextensive
abstraction”.
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of the structure generated by them, then, is one of the most imptasks of a
philosophy of time.

Interestingly, the question of the nature of B-relations is muftarent for the
presentist than for other theories of time. For the presentigttlystspeaking to be
simultaneous with something else is simply to co-exist, and nothing maas a
relationship of being-before or being-after something elsexeTigally is no structuring
of entities generated by the B-relations, and this sort of oglenists only as a kind of
ideal construction or at it occurs only at the metatemporal level. The problewngf an
account of what grounds the temporal ordering if nothing is really cteoshéy temporal
relations is a significant problem for the preseh®3t Presentists must in some sense or
another be reductionists or eliminativists about B-relations andttbetusal aspect of
time more generally. The problems that standardly concerstthetural aspect of time
are secondary for the present to this central problem. Simgk bbe focusing in this
section on various puzzles regarding the structural aspect asriseyfor those who
recognize it as a fundamental aspect of time, | will Igrégdve presentism aside in this
section.

The orthodox four-dimensionalist holds that the fundamental temporabnslat
are to be understood on analogy with spatial relations. As with theathalaaspect, how
this is manifest in practice will depend on how the particular dinmensionalist
understands the spatial structuring of entities. The accretasst,am presenting the
view, shares no such obligation to assimilate temporal relatioospdtial relations, and
thus has more leeway with regard to a variety of differenttipos with regard to

understanding temporal relations. In the rest of this sectionl kvl to several major

163 |t s perhaps the most important instance of what is commknbwn as the
“problem of transtemporal relations” which is sometimes iafie a central objection to the
presentist view.
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topics that arise in trying to understand the structuralchggetime, and a number of

different responses one might offer to this.

2.5.1 The Relata of Temporal Relations

One of the first questions that must be asked in any account ofrticeuse of
time is exactly what sorts of entities are actually cotateby temporal relations. Part of
this debate concerns the classic issue of substantivalism velstisnism with regard to
space and time. Substantivalists about space or time hold that pfateses exist as
entities distinct from the entities “in” space or time. A substahst about time will time
will typically believe that times are what primarilyked by temporal relations, and that
the description of, for example, events as being temporally ordei@uyi secondary to
the description of the times they are at being temporally edddius, for World War |
to precede World War 1l is to be understood as World War | kaiagtime that precedes
the time at which World War 11 i564 The relationalist, by contrast, denies that there are
such things as times or places understood as anything other thaongasithe existing
structure formed by temporal or spatial relations. So, for agt lene version of the
relationalist theory, World Wars | and Il are themselves condelte the temporal
relation in question. Relationalists can differ over exactly winey hold the relata to be,
for example one might hold it to be events or states of affaiosr@r particulars or some
other ontological category. They agree, however, that there amre®understood as an
independently existing ontological category.

Four-dimensionalism as a doctrine is neutral on the question of sulaianti
versus relationism, with the standard caveat that whateversitageyt space it also says

about time. So, if there are places, there will be times, ifiorsefour-dimensionalist.

164 10 be more precise, one should probably give a more complicatéysian One
might want to say, for example, that each member of the sehe$ at which World War | is
precedes each member of the set of times at which World War Il is.
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Many four-dimensionalists, attracted to absolutism and inspiredeb{spacetime” view
growing out of modern physics, deny that there are placdsmes simpliciter, but
instead substantivapacetimepoints or regions. On such a view, there are no times such
that two spatially distant events can be said to happen at thetisaeenor are there
places such that two temporally distant events can be saigppernat the same place.
Nonetheless, the spacetime location is what primarily connectespétio-temporal
relations on this sort of view.

Accretivism is also neutral on the question of substantivalism veetatgonism,
though substantivalism raises an interesting question for any that recognizes
genuine temporal passage as | have suggested it should be understaatesDoome
into existence with the passage of time, or is it only tigies “in time” that come into
existence, thus “filling in” the pre-existing temporal strue®On the latter view, future
times would exist at the preséf® though nothing would be yet be happening at those
times. Barry Dainton argues that the accretivist view i¢ bederstood in the former
fashion, but his argument rests largely upon his particular accouempbral passage
and his response to the overdetermination problem. As far as my ows, Vieake no
stand in this essay on the issue of relationism versus substanivahough by

temperament | find myself inclined towards the relationist €.

2.5.2 Consecutiveness and Density
A further question with regard to the Structural Aspect of Tamecerns whether
time is consecutive or dense. For time to be dense is fobd the case that between any

two temporal entities A and B, where A is prior to B, theré bel a third entity C such

165 Technically, if the times are considerfeture entities, then they may be ruled out by
the afuturist thesis thaio future entities exist. One can, however, construct a view yaasto
accretivism which has future times but no other future entities.

166 By contrast, | find myself inclined towards substantivalism about space.
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that A is prior to C and C is prior to ¥7 If time is consecutive then there will be
entities A and B such that Anmediately precedeB, or, in other words, A precedes B
but there is no entity temporally between A and B. The issue otdhsecutiveness
versus the density of time is closely connected to the Duratspct of Time. If there
are temporal atoms, and thus every entity has some duration, and tdease, this
seems to imply that there is an infinite amount of time betwegrtwo eventd68 Since
this seems like an absurd conclusion, one who accepts the notion of bltedlciation
would most likely accept the discreteness of time. One who accepsecutiveness,
however, does not necessarily need to accept the idea of irreddwibteon. One might
believe in instantaneous entities that immediately precede one another.
Four-dimensionalism again does not commit its adherents to anyufarticew
on the consecutiveness/density issue, so long as the four-dimensisagdishe same
thing about time that he or she says about space. The accretisi view that accepts
the reality of the transitory aspect, would seem to need tirbe tlensityt69 The reason
for this is that temporal passage seems to require the notgoneoft moment. Given that
the world consists of its history up to the present moment on thdiastndgew, and that
temporal passage consists in something being added to this wholet gesms as

though something specific has to be added next. If for every fututyg, estme other

167 It time is dense, then a further question arises whether totime is continuous.
Density implies that there are an infinite number of tilesveen any two points of time. This
leaves open the question of how large the infinity in questioAllishat density requires is that
the cardinality of the set of times is the same ascthrdinality of the rational numbers. One
might, however, hold that the cardinality of the set of timabas of the real numbers, and so
there would be a non-denumerable infinity of times.

168 p possible exception to this would be if the temporal atoms betwee times
formed an infinite Zeno series such that each term in thessesms half the duration of the
previous term.

169 Having said this, Bergson is an example of someone who explicdlyges the idea
that time is “continuous” and yet that passage is real. \Bbajson has in mind is, however, a
notion of “continuity” distinct from the mathematical conception.
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entity had to come into being before that entity, then nothing could eoree into

being170

2.5.3 The Nature and Analysis of Temporal Relations

How are we to understand the relations that generate tempaetust? Are
temporal relations an irreducible and primitive kind of relation, arwa either analyze
them in terms of some other relation, or understand them as beihg sdme kind as
some other relation? We have said already that the four-dimensionatierstands
temporal relations as being of the same basic kind as spaéiibns. For the consistent
four-dimensionalist, there is no intrinsic difference between éhgoral dimension of
reality and the spatial dimensions. One major consequence of thisfwaderstanding
temporal relations is that the fundamental temporal relations lmeusgmmetrical, as the
fundamental spatial relations are symmetrical. Directionpates exist only relative to
some observer, and somewhat similarly direction in time is mantainsic feature of
time itself according to the four-dimensionalist, but must sometiepend upon the

content of what is in timé/1 An object’s being five feet to the left of another object will

170This is the lesson of Zeno’s Dichotomy Paradox.

171 This has the consequence that various philosophers, such as [lid@na\(1951),
who hold that time is in many respects analogous to a dimensispaog, but differs in that
temporal relations, unlike spatial relations, are asymmetridal, not qualify as “four-
dimensionalists” as | am characterizing the view. Whileehs nothing incoherent about this
view, | believe there is a significant amount of dialedtioressure on one who is tempted by
four-dimensionalism to deny that the fundamental temporal relatiaves an intrinsic direction.
If we take the four-dimensionalist as having succeeded in shothiag many apparent
distinctions between space and time are in fact simply tenaftegocentric perspective, then it
becomes very tempting to say that the “direction of timedl&® an illusion of consciousness.
After all, it is tempting to say that the reason we thin&t tthere is a significant difference
between those events that are earlier thand those events that are later thae that, at £, we
have different epistemic access to the earlier events wleahave to the later events. If we
imagine a species that was immobile, but could only seedrparticular spatial direction, such a
creature would be most likely think that directionality wsasnething intrinsic to the spatial
dimension, rather than an effect of its own epistemic situation.
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ultimately be analyzable in terms of the spatial relatiotsden the objects, which will
simply be the distance of five feet, and then their relation to sbmtkpoint from which
the one is observed to the left of the other. Similarly, an é&nptgceding another entity
by five years will be analyzable in terms of the tempugekdtion between them, which is
the temporal distance of five years, plus some third factor inattaysis which
determines which one is earlier than the other. The question of heaxptain the
asymmetry of time becomes a central puzzle for the four-dimeaigst. There are a
variety of approaches to answering this question. One might thinkthiibatausal
relationship between the entities determines which one precesleghitr. Many have
suggested that patterns of entropy play an important role inglisthing what is earlier
from what is later.

The causal theory of the direction of time must be distinguishead &nother
similar theory which we might call the causal theory of thalysis of time. Rather than
holding that time itself is asymmetrical, but that the “digedlity” of time is the result
of causal relationships that exist in additional to the tempatattate, the causal theory
of the analysis of time suggests that temporal relationsiamgly causal relations. On
such a view, fox andy to be temporally related is for them to be casually condecte
Roughly speaking, fox to precedey is for x to be an actual or potential causal
contributor toy. It worth noting that both causal theories are incompatible with the
famous analysis of causation derived from David Hume, accordingitthhihe concept
of causation is analyzed at least in part in terms o€timeept of temporal ordering. The
causal theories want to analyze the direction of time in tesimthe direction of
causation.

While attempts to understand temporal relations in terms of aiiaial relations
or causal relations are fairly common in the literature, amestieag third approach can
be derived from the work of J. M. E. McTaggart. While McTaggart hibldstime is an

illusion, he nonetheless believes that there is an objective foundatitimefdlusion of
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time. So while the “B-series”, the structuring of entitiggdmporal relations, does not in
fact exist, there must a “C-series” ordering which does exidtwhich is responsible for
the illusion of time. The basic idea of the C-series is propost#it908 article on the
unreality of time, and is a central theme of the second volumbeoNature of Existence
Between 1908 and his death in 1925, McTaggart explores various diffefarmins that
could serve as the foundation of the C-series, and finally settlegpapewhole relations
as what we mistake for temporal relations. What we perceive psecedingy” is in
reality a fact along the lines ofx“is a proper part of’.172 Even if one rejects
McTaggart’'s arguments for the unreality of time, the view tiaiporal relations can be
understood as in the same family as part-whole relationships ishetesst intriguing.
Similar sorts of view can be found in Bergson and in Whitehead, bottha | have
identified as accretivists. Bergson offered a now famous anaogyrding to which an
act of perception is like a growing snowball in which the pastviges” in the
presenit/3 Whitehead’s ontology is one in which the basic atomic unitstu&hc
entities”, are processes of “concrescence” whereby previoissingx actualities are
joined into new unities, which then become the material from whichekeset of actual
entities are formed/4 So both Bergson and Whitehead seems to think that past entities
are in some sense constituents of presently existing entiiésylale neither explicitly

analyzes temporal relations in mereological terms, their bagproaches to time

172 ps a personal idealist, McTaggart believes that all gitahately exists are minds,
and, according to McTaggart, these minds are bundles of seéfgterts and perceptions of
other minds. Each perception within a mind has within it a sefigmccurate partial perceptions
of whatever the object of the perception is. This seriegsged in such a way that latter terms in
this series contain previous terms in the series, somevkeaRlissian dolls. These series are
identified by McTaggart as the C-series. The C-seriemenmind, by perceiving the C-series in
other minds and in itself, are supposed to somehow generate the ibsiore, and ultimately
all error, on McTaggart’'s view.

173Bergson (1907), p. 2.

174 whitehead also explains causation in terms of this part-whole connection.
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arguably suggest this sort of viéwW® While | do not believe that the accretivigya
accretivist, needs to be committed to any particular analysis of templatabns, the fact
that two prominent accretivists accept something approximating ntéesological
conception of temporal structure is intriguing, and | shall arguex thiat such view
provides a very natural solution to at least one objection that roghtised to the

accretivist metaphysics.

2.5.4 Linear and Non-Linear Temporal Structures

An extremely important question with regard to the Structural &spk Time
concerns the properties of temporal relations. Intuitively, tla¢ioas of precedence and
simultaneity define a linear ordering of temporal enti#é& Simultaneity is reflexive
(every x is simultaneous with itself), while precedence is irreflex(no x precedes
itself). Simultaneity is symmetric (¥ is simultaneous witly, y is simultaneous witkx),
while precedence is asymmetricXiprecedey, y does not precedg. Both simultaneity
and precedence are transitive {ifs simultaneous witly andy is simultaneous witlz,
thenx is simultaneous witlz, and if x precedey andy precedeg, thenx precedes).
Finally, the disjunction of the two relations is connected (for amandy, X is either
simultaneous witly or one of the two precedes the other).

There are a variety of models of temporal structure thatbeadeveloped as
alternatives to linear temporal ordering. A temporal structargvhich some entities
precede themselves would be circular rather than linear. sbngetimes claimed that

Chinese culture tends to view time in this way. While | am sdméwuspicious of this

1751 have endorsed a version of this sort of view in TayloO820though the idea as
presented in that paper was in a rather primitive state of development.

176 A linear ordering is one which is reflexive, antisymmettiansitive, and complete,
which the disjunctive relation “precedes or is simultaneous with"timély generates.
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claim177 there certainly models of time that posit either circulaucstires within
timel78or a global circular structure to tirdd9 Circular models will also typically deny
that precedence is asymmetric. There are a variety afrreashy one might deny that
simultaneity is transitivd80 Completeness would be denied by views that allow for
multiple time-series, either completely unconnected or branchingprorerging time-
seriesl81 Branching models of time in particular have received a &arount of
attention, particularly with regard to the many-worlds intggiien of quantum
mechanics. Storrs McCall's “thinning tree” model of time, whiclil we briefly

discussed in the next chapter, is a rather unusual take on the cohbegtching time.

1771t is important to distinguish between the claim that timeyisical and the claim
that time iscircular. An example of cyclical time would be one in which an evenypé A is
regularly followed by an event of type B, which is regularlyoieked by an event of type C,
which is regularly followed by an event of type D, which is redyléollowed by an event of
type A. The seasons are example of this type of structure. Sufotimvs spring, autumn
follows summer, winter follows autumn, spring follows winter, #meh summer follows spring
again. The difference between this and a circular model igttisatot literally the same summer
that follows spring that preceded the previous autumn, so a fpartstimmer does not actually
precede itself, though it precedes the summer of the next yearlyGévents in time are cyclical
in this sense. Often evidence presented in favor the thesisntieais thought of as circular in
various cultures is actually simply emphasizing the cyclicalreaitievents in time.

178 Godel Universes, which were the first models of generativel that feature
“closed timelike curves”, would be an example of this. See Gdd9). Interestingly, Kurt
Godel took the possibility of models of general relativity thatmitted circular structures to
demonstrate that time was in fact unreal, as McTaggart and the glbalistlaimed.

179 Nietzsche’s doctrine of “eternal recurrence” may be an example of this

180 One set of reasons derives from relativity theory. Fesehissues, see Jammer
(2006), Chap. 11. A further set of reasons derives from the nottemgpbral atoms. If one holds
that the temporally smallest entities have some finitater, then that allows for the possibility
that a certain temporal atom might be simultaneous with twoesmounltaneous entities. To use a
very simple exampleE; might overlap with botHE, and with E;, which nonetheless do not
overlap with one another. This is particularly possible if omawal that the temporal atoms
actually have different durations.

181 some of the best discussion of these various possibitdiede found in Newton-
Smith (1984), Chap. 4. In particular, Newton-Smith offers a persuasjement for the logical
possibility of their being completely unconnected time-series.
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Most, if not all, of these sorts of variations seem compatibléh vieioth four-

dimensionalism and accretivism.

2.6 The Differential-Repetitive Aspect of Time

The final aspect of time that any comprehensive philosophy of time mushtake
account is what | call the Differential-Repetitive AspectTahe. It is a datum of our
experience that on the one hand there are differences from one time to anotget,cemd
the other hand there is a significant amount of repetition frontimeeto anotherPrima
facie there are at least two fundamental types of repetition iwthiel. One is the type
provided by the recurrence of characteristics in our experiéifte same properties and
relations and sorts of properties and relations reappear aghegain as we continue to
experience the world. I look at the chair in which | am sitting, thed at the shirt | am
wearing, and notice that they are both blue. The lowest strifgeofiolin and the third
highest string of the guitar produce the same note when pluckedbdnk and the
grocery store are spatially separated, as are the bookstdrine restaurant, though the
precise distances between the buildings may be different twtheases. The attempt to
give an ontological account of this sort of repetition is, of counseaspect of the
classical “problem of universals”.

A second type of repetition is provided by the persistence oftsiij@rough time,
which is the type of repetition that | will primarily focos in this section. Not only does
the color of the chair recur at different points in my experiehae the chair itself, at
least according to our ordinary way of thinking about things, tedbaoccurs at
different points in my experience. This encompasses both casescim hehiperience an
object continuously through a period of time, such as when | sit iohtie for an hour,
as well as cases of discontinuous experiences, such as Velase the room for an hour,
and come back to find that the chair is still here. Examplekisfsort of phenomena

abound in our ordinary experience of the world as well. Perhapmdbke fundamental
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case, though in many ways the most philosophically puzzling, is tisestemce of our
selves through time. Suppose | had lunch with Ken Williford yesyertad | had a salad
while Ken had fish. My memory that it wasvho had the salad rather than the fish seems
to presuppose an acquaintance with my own persistence at a sgryelval. This is not

to deny that | can be mistaken about such facts. Certainly, | sa@member what | had
for lunch or even seem to remember events that never occurrednahatveccurred in
someone else’s experient® Even our ability to misremember things that happened to
us, however, seems to demonstrate that judgments regarding our Bigtepee are
extremely fundamental to our basic experience of the Wwédd.

A substantial number of our most fundamental assumptions regardingptie
with which we interact also seem to presuppose the phenomenon ofepeksigihe fact
that when | meet Ken in the hallway today | can resume a cotrear§@gun with him at
lunch yesterday seems to presuppose that Ken also has pdhsistggh time in a similar
fashion to me. The fact that | own the apple that | bought attthie esarlier today
presupposes the persistence not only of me but of the apple. Thbatattexpect my
favorite chair to be comfortable when | sit down in it seems ¢ésyppose that it is the
same chair that | have had experience of in the past. Evennfiove from the realm of
ordinary objects, the “medium-sized dry goods” that philosophers are dbnas
examples, and discuss those objects studied only by physicistsetheposition still

seems to be that such objects persist through time. The usgafdachamber to track

182 consider the case of a small child who is repeatedly tokisgrandfather a vivid
story of something that happened in the grandfather’s youth, and as an aduliosesnesnber it
as something that happened to him.

183while our own persistence through time may in some sense be the most paradigma
example of the phenomenon in question, it will not be a major focttssothapter. A central
reason for that is that it ties into a number of issues regprthe nature of minds and
consciousness which | wish to avoid. | will, however, being sayibg about the nature of
consciousness igection 3.5.4.
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the path of an electron, for example, seems to presuppose a concefitierlettron as
an entity that continues to exist over time. The search forgbawgikd radiation leftover
from the Big Bang likewise seems to presuppose that there is somethingstpatsisted
since the time of the Big Bang until today.

To point to such phenomena as the recurrence of characteristespmrsistence
of objects should not in itself be taken to imply any particulardsta the ontology that
underlies those phenomena. It does, however, single them out as dapeénce that
any successful ontology must explain. Such an account may ulymateée many of
our prima facieintuitions about the phenomena in question, but it nonetheless must take
those intuitions as a starting point. Furthermore, it is difficolinhagine giving up
entirely the notion that there is stability in the world of that provided by the
persistence of objects or the recurrence of characteristiwsrld that was genuinely one
of constant flux, of radical novelty from each moment to the nextowit either the
recurrence of characteristics or the recurrence of objectsldwseem to be one about
which one would be incapable of making any general staterf@ht&iven that
philosophy is motivated by a drive towards generality, some sastability in the world
through time would seem to be a presupposition of philosophy itself,least of any
philosophical system that does not dismiss time as altogether illusory.

One might be tempted to believe that one can reduce the phenomenon of the
persistence of entities to the phenomenon of the recurrence of guaMesrecognize
objects persisting through time because of the recurrencgualfties, it might be
suggested. Why do | believe that the chair that was in the rodier ednen | left is still

here when | return? The answer, according to this suggestidrmgtithere is an object

184 sych a world would be that described by Heraclitus, in which “notkipgrmanent
except change”. Note how difficult it is even to formulate scdption of such a world without
falling into paradoxical modes of expression.
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that bears many of the same characteristics as theditiauhen | left the room. If there
were a much different object, for example one with the charsiiteproperties of a
lamp, in the same position when | returned to the room, | would nenyated to think
that it was the chair that had continued to exist while | waghswse. While there is a
certain amount of plausibility to this view, two facts seem loaggminst it. The first is
that it seems to be the case that objects can undergo fdidglrehanges, and yet we are
tempted to still consider the object as having persisted thraoongh Perhaps the most
famous example of this is Descartes’s ball of WaXSecondly, there is the fact that we
can ask the question as to whether an object qualitatively idemticdkle one we
encountered previously is in fact the same. John Perry's exahpeo qualitatively
identical tissue boxes can be used to illustratel#fisVhile these considerations may
not be decisive, they at least seem to cast doubt on the notiohdltdanomena we are
picking out when we talk about the persistence of objects iglsi@wardly reducible
to the phenomena of the recurrence of characteristics.

The contemporary philosophical literature offers three basic accoaht

persistence: endurantism, perdurantism, and exdurak®émin the remainder of this

185« put the wax by the fire, and look: the residual taste isiefited, the smell goes
away, the colour changes, the shape is lost, the size in¢regdss=ome liquid and hot; you can
hardly touch it, and if you strike it, it no longer makes a sounddBes the same wax remain? It
must be admitted that it does; no one denies it, no one tbihkswise.”Second Meditatianp.
20.

186 “Suppose | took this box of Kleenex and lit fire to it. It is redute@shes and |
smash the ashes and flush them down the john. Then | say to you, gortiborethe shelf will
be that very box of KleeneXVouldn't that be absurd?... The could beeaactly similarbox of
Kleenex on my shelf. We sometimes use ‘identical’ to mearctgxaimilar,” as when we speak
of ‘identical twins’. But | am using ‘identical’ in a way wvhich identity is the condition of
memory and anticipation. If | am told that tomorrow, though | Wwél dead, someone else that
looks and sound and thinks just like me will be alive—would thatdmeforting?” Perry (1978),
p. 6.

187 The terms “perdurantism” and “endurantism” and their cognaigmate with Mark
Johnston, and were popularized by David Lewis in Lewis (1986). “Emtsmna’ derives from
Sally Haslanger (2003).
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section, | will discuss each of these accounts and a fourth acosbi) | call
intradurantismt88 For the convenience of an example, let us discuss these accounts in
terms of a fairly ordinary, everyday object, such as an d&Jntuitively, | can buy an
apple at the grocery store at time dand arrive home with that apple at time fThe
fundamental task of the ontology of persistence is explain the contentiamonigh time

of objects such as the apple, and to provide an account of what thegaratbjround of

this continuance is, as well as solving certain puzzles that thrisugh reflection on the

fact that objects, as they persist through time, change.

The starting data of any theory of persistence is thasdhee apple exists at t
that exists at;f and thus that the apple persists frgnot,. Each of the four theories of
persistence acknowledges that data, but each gives a diffaptrétation to that data,
in particular to the key notions of “sameness” and “existeneetiate”, and therefore in
the notion of what it is to “persist” through time. Accordirgg éndurantism, the
sameness in question is strict identity. It is quite litgrle exact same entity which
exists at £ which exists at;t There are at least two ambiguities in saying that songethi
exists at a time, howevéP0 To see this, it is useful -to invoke an analogy with spatial
location. We might say that the Eiffel Tower exists in €aiihere is a perfectly natural

sense according to which the Eiffel Tower also exist®wa City. If one travels from

188The term “intradurantism” was coined by Annematrie Peil.

189 present the problem in terms of the commonsense conception of the worldlprimari
for convenience and familiarity of the examples. One shouldhirdt that the problem depends
upon the assumption that such ordinary objects as apples are to be included in orgy.oA|
far as | can tell, the same sorts of problems could be gedefaim consideration of the
“scientific image” of the world. Electrons persist as well asegppl

190 A third ambiguity can be generated by distinguishing between #rdgees that can
be said to exist at a time in a primitive sense and those vdaicko only derivatively. For
example, Ernani Magalhaes holds that it is states ofrafffa@t, properly speaking, exist in time,
but that universals and particulars can be said to exist @s fimvirtue of occurring in states of
affairs that do so primitively. See Magalhdes (2004), Chaptend (2006), where he notes that
the view is adumbrated in the work of David Armstrong.
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Paris to lowa City, it is not as though the Eiffel Tower hessed to exist; it is still back
there in Paris. Yet there is another very natural senséhich we might say that the
Eiffel Tower does not exist in lowa City. One can seartlralund lowa City and the
Eiffel Tower is nowhere to be found. The sense of existencéiraeavhich we will be
concerned with when discussing the ontology of persistence is analtgthe sense in
which the Eiffel Tower exists in Paris but not in lowa Gi&

The second sort of ambiguity might be best illustrated by deration of the old
adage that something cannot be in two places at once. Supposittiregrin my chair
with my feet on my desk. One might try to object to the adage by clathmhdjam both
on the chair and on the desk, and thus in two distinct places. Thdiabjdowever,
misinterprets the sense of being in a place that is relepathie adage. The sense in
which | am in a place in virtue of part of me being in that pise®t what is at issue. In
the relevant sense, the only place lians a certain spatial region that includes both an
area above the desk and an area above the seat of the chair. denties what can
properly be said to be on the chair is my torso, while what areeoddsk are my feet.
The endurantist’'s “existence at a time” is analogous, then, tsethge of “being at a
place” which is relevant to the adage, and is such that a fpart entity existing at a
certain time does not entail the whole entity existing attthred. An entity can only be

said to exist only at a time that the whole entity exi8%. Thus, according to the

191 what is curious about sorts of expressions such as “exisitaaat’ or “exists in
placep” is that they seem to involve substituting “to exist” fanan-existential use of “is”. This
does seem a very natural sort of expression, however. My enpeiis that when one presents a
view such as afuturism or omnitemporalism to those unfamiliir thie issues, one of the first
objections that commonly arises is that it has the absurd quersees such as the fact that
“dinosaurs exismow'. This objection, of course, trades on the ambiguity in theses sdr
expressions. Taken in the way in which the afuturist or omnitengtonaduld agree to it, it is
quite innocuous. Taken in another way, it is indeed absurd.

192 Thjs account of endurantism is, | believe, in the samd ggithe most common way
of defining the view, which is in terms of an object being “whpligsent” at any time at which it
exists. One caveat should be noted, however. There may beoastyepsons to reject the
possibility, either physical or logical, of instantaneous estiti&#he very existence of an entity
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endurantist, the apple’s persistence through time consistsrallijjtthe same thing being
entirely at £ and also entirely ab,tin a similar fashion to how the old adage would be
false if the entire me were in lowa City and in Paris at the same time

The perdurantist, while agreeing with the endurantist that imndtial datum that
the same apple exists atand ¢ the notion of sameness is to be interpreted as strict
identity, disagrees about how to interpret the notion of existence at partiouts in that
datum. According to the perdurantist analysis, the apple’srexist those two distinct
times is analogous to my being both on the chair and on the desk. ,Tthatapple is at
the two distinct times in virtue of being a whole that has ghesare entirely at those
times. On this view, objects such as the apple are extended in time in much the game wa
in which they are extended in space, and thus have temporal partaenof which they
persist through a certain stretch of time as well asapadits in virtue of which they
extend over a certain expanse of space. It should be obvious thahdbry Of
persistence, understanding the relationship of objects to time on thd ofotheir
relationship to space, is one to which a pure four-dimensionalist would be committed.

Exdurantism, by contrast, interprets the notion of existencei@ean much the
same manner as the endurantist, but disagrees on the notion of sathahesrelevant.
While the endurantist held that the sameness in question wast iderdity, the
exdurantist holds that it is only identity in the “loose and popular $emsdoseph Butler
termed it. Loose identity is, properly speaking, not identigllabut a matter of certain

relations holding between two distinct entities in virtue of whiehfind it convenient to

may require a certain minimal amount of time, and thus it migistilzbthat every entity thus has
a certain temporal extent. To this extent, it might be #aat no entity entirely exists in an
instant, and iftand § are taken to refer to instants, there may be nothing whidlelgrexists at
those times. The solution to this is to understand the notiome$ in such a way as to include
temporal intervals as well as instants. Thus, when the amtikir says that the same apple
entirely exists at;tand §, “t;” and “t,” might be taken to refer to temporal intervals rathentha
instants.
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conceptualize them as being the same. In other words, it iseratllitthe same entity
that exists atjtthat exists atptat all, according to the exdurantist analysis, but the two
entities are related in a particular manner. Theodore Sider,isvperhaps the most
prominent contemporary defender of an exdurantist theory as a lg¢neoay of
persistencédd3 compares the view to counterpart theory in the ontology of modality. Just
as, according to counterpart theory, claims about things that magkthappened to the
apple are made true by there being an entity in another possidie that does those
things and bears certain relations to the apple, so it can bihabah entity which exists
at t, persists through time by there being entities at other titnas bear the right
relations to it. Exdurantist accounts may differ over what tiadgt the relevant relation
to be, but they all follow this same basic patf$f.

The perdurantist agrees with the endurantist as to how the notisanoéness” is
to be interpreted in our basic datum, but offers a different intatpme of “existence at a
time”. The exdurantist shares the endurantist’s interpretatitexistence at a time”, but
offers a different account of “sameness”. To this extengysantism and exdurantism
have more in common with endurantism than they do with one another. éretish
another important way in which the two views are very closely related tarmiker. To
see this let us use the interpretation of “existence at & Wiven by the endurantist.
According to the perdurantist, what exists;adrd % in this sense are temporal parts of a

temporally extended whole. These temporal parts are stristiycti from one another.

193 Exdurantist theories of persistence have traditionally beete qgommon in
discussions of “personal identity”, but Sider's “stage theasyprobably the most prominent
attempt to generalize an exdurantist view to all objectse Sider (2001) for the fullest
development of the view.

194 |t is characteristic of exdurantism, however, that the oelath question holds
between two distinct entities. One cannot be exdurantist aimd that identity, for example, is
the relation that unites the phases of the apple, even if one holds tiidy idea genuine relation.
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According to the exdurantist, what exists atahd § are apples, which are loosely
identical to one another but strictly distinct. So, for both of thie=gs, what exists at t

is strictly distinct from what exists af, tvhereas for the endurantist there is strict identity
between what exists af and what exists ab.t Though their accounts of persistence
differ significantly, the underlying ontologies of perduranasd exdurantist are very
similar, with the main difference being that the perdurantstoant requires the
existence of a temporal whole of which those entities which exigt and %, in the
endurantist’s sense of existence at a time, are both pdrésexfurantist may or may not
accept the existence of this temporal whole, but, if the exdurdogst it plays no role in
his or her ontology of persistence.

The view that what exists atis strictly identical to what exists atdnd the view
that what exists at is strictly distinct from what exists at do not exhaust the realm of
possibilities, however. Between strict identity and strict nitstiess, there is a third
option, which is partial identity. This possibility forms the basfighe intradurantist
account of persistence. Like the exdurantist, the intradurantisptscthe endurantist’s
account of existence at a time, but offers a different notion mesass. Rather than
replacing strict identity with loose identity, the intradurantesplaces it with partial
identity. More specifically, the intradurantist holds that thesean which the apple that
exists attand the apple that exists aate the same is a matter of the entity that exists at
t, being a proper part or constituent of the later entity,.49% The intradurantist
conceives of the relationship between what existg and what exists ab tas being
similar in kind to the relationship between the stem of the apgecattain point in time

and the whole apple at that time. This contrasts to both the endyraotisrding to

195 Proper parthood is not the only form of partial identity on wioich might consider
basing a theory of persistence. There is also proper overldgle Whave my doubts as to
whether such a theory would be particularly successful, Inailexplore its prospects in this
essay.
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whom these are one and the same entity, and the perdurantistdamdngist, both of
whom hold what exists at and what exists ap,tin the endurantist’s sense of entirely
existing at those times, are no more identical than two apitesy sat home on my
counter at the same time would be.

Four-Dimensionalists have traditionally opted for the perdurantisteption of
persistence, as it analyzes the notion of persistence througbrier@alogy with how an
object takes up space, namely by having parts that occupy dbimts in space. The
exdurantist account has recently been gaining favor among egtffidd four-
dimensionalists who argue for a version of the view that is ontologically imglisshable
from standard four-dimensionalism, but which understands the differeateeen
perdurantism and exdurantism primarily in terms of the refe@ntsrms for ordinary
objects196 Both the endurance theory and the intradurance theory seem teerequi
ontological differences between space and time that would be incbtapatth four-
dimensionalisth97, though they are at leagtima faciecompatible with other standard
theses of four-dimensionalism, such as omnitemporalism and teaseisel, so that it
seems that one could deviate from four-dimensionalism solegyibyracing one of these

other theories of persistent88 Presentists, it seems, are most likely to opt for either an

196 on sider's version of the view, for example, exactly theeséimngs exist which
exist on what he calls the “orthodox four-dimensionalist” viewe Thntral difference between
his view and that of standard four-dimensionalism is that tesueh as “the apple” refer to
temporal parts rather than to temporal wholes as they do onianadlifour-dimensionalist
accounts. Thus the difference between the two views is plynaaithe level of semantics rather
than ontology.

197 pt least intuitively, literally the same thing cannot weg multiple spatial locations,
which would be the spatial equivalent of the endurantist theogyefistence, nor do things
contain constituents located at distinct points in space tfmmselves, which would be the
spatial equivalent of intradurantism.

198 ps previously mentioned, Hugh Mellor is an example of someone whaeesall
of the standard theses of the “B-theory”, but who holds an endurdreistytof persistence.
Bertrand Russell at the time ©he Principles of Mathematiegould seem to be another example,
based on the quotations considere8action 2.3.
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endurantist theory or an exdurantist theory, but have more difficoibyraeing either a
perdurantist or intradurantist thedk§® Accretivists, it seems, caprima facie adopt
any of the theories of persistence. Intradurantism seems very naturally with the
mereological analysis of temporal relations mentionedseation 2.5.3, and indeed

something like it seems to be held by Whitehead and his followers.

2.7 Four-Dimensionalism, Presentism, and Accretivism
The four-dimensionalist, as we have seen, is committed to the thesis thattiime i

be understood as a “fourth dimension”, analogous to one of the spataigions. This
leads the four-dimensionalist to downplay both the importance of both tieed @nd
Transitory Aspects of Time. Four-dimensionalists tends towamsetrelativism, which
denies that there is any objective notion of past, present, or fudace,towards
omnitemporalism, which asserts that the distinction between thethws past, that
which is present, and that which is future has no significancentotogy. Furthermore,
the view seems committed to the denial of the objective yedlitemporal passage, as it
seems to have no equivalent in spatial terms. As far as théidaftaAspect goes, the
four-dimensionalist does not seem to be committed one way or anothiee subject of
temporal atomism, so long as he or she says the same thingiateothtt he or she says
about space. The Structural Aspect of Time, the “B-seriedafaggart, is perhaps the

most central aspect of time for the four-dimensionalist, though possible to hold

199 The presentist holding a perdurance theory would have to holdhehgiresently
existing temporal part is part of a temporal whole of whiah dther parts do not exist. The
presentist holding an intradurantist theory would have to hold tmatpresent contains
constituents which do not exist. Either of these theories migtitapsrbe maintained in a
modified form, given that the presentist has to give some sort of accoulkt atboat other times,
and so might be able to translate talk about temporal wholemstitcients of the present object
which exist in the past into talk about whatever grounds those tantsthus give something
which is in some sense a perdurantist or intradurantisuat, but at the very least the presentist
cannot offer either of these accounts of persistence in their magh#fiorward forms.
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widely different views on specific issues with regard to thracliral Aspect and still be

a four-dimensionalist. This is because one might hold very differawsvion the
structure of space, and, so long as one thinks of time as analogous to one’s viewlof spatia
dimensions, one qualifies as a four-dimensionalist. With regardeoDifferential-
Repetitive Aspect, most four-dimensionalists understand persistermaggh time as
analogous to extension through space, and so adopt a perdurangeofheensistence,
though a few have argued that exdurantism is also compatibleowitidiimnensionalism,

so long as the difference between the two theories is at anSernewel rather than an
ontological level.

Presentism as a doctrine contains much less substantive comtsitiimen does
four-dimensionalism. The central thesis of presentism isaigt that which is present
exists. This commits the presentist to there being an objeatitien of the present,
which means that the view is incompatible with tense relativisuh the presentist is
otherwise neutral on how this objective notion of tense is to bezaalit is probably
the case that most presentists accept the objective rehtigynporal passage, but they
are often silent on the issue, and nothing in the presentistpdgegecommits one to any
particular account of the Transitory Aspect of Tid%.With regard to the Durational
Aspect, | suggested that the presentist would be well-adviseccéptathe doctrine of
temporal atomism, though it is not necessarily entailed by tlueythdust as the Tensed
and Transitory Aspects are necessarily downgraded in importagicehe four-

dimensionalist, the presentist holds that the Structural Aspeaidh less fundamental to

200 Markosian (2004) is an example of a presentist who explicitigestyg a reductive
account of temporal passage. Mark Hinchliff (1998) is explicgtating that the presentist is not
committed to the objective reality of temporal passage.yHaainton (2001), pp. 84-5, suggests
that the “timeless” universe suggested by Julian Barbour'scplar interpretation of how
relativity and quantum mechanics might be reconciled by the WHeaeWitt equation (Barbour
1999) is ultimately a non-transitory version of presentism kwiie refers to as “many-worlds
presentism”.
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time, because in very important sense, temporal relations betwesets at one time and
another do not exist for the presentist, or, to the extent thatdihegnly in virtue of
being reduced to things which exist in the present. In the case dDittezential-
Repetitive Aspect, | have suggested that the presentist idikabgto embrace either an
endurantist or exdurantist theory of persistence, though, notably, ortlee ofmain
advantages of presentism for some philosophers is that it seesg/tnaturally fit with
the endurantist theory of persistence.

The accretivist view is defined as being committed to the obgeceality of
temporal passage and an afuturist view according to which the tsamof reality”
includes the past and present, but not the future. As with the prestmgisequires that
there be an objective notion of the past and present and so tensesnelanust be
rejected. With regard to the Durational Aspect, accretivism doeseem to require any
particular account, though | noted that my own sympathies lie witlpdeal atomism.
Like the four-dimensionalist, it seems that the accretivishodeh a variety of views with
regard to the Structure Aspect of Time, though unlike the four-dimensionalisirénept
committed to the idea that time must be understood on analogy \dhals
dimension£01| mentioned that the mereological account of temporal relationsdeas
held by at least a couple of prominent four-dimensionalists, aredaheé that | have
sympathy towards, though it is not properly speaking a part ofthestivist view.
Lastly, with regard to the Differential-Repetitive Aspedte taccretivist seems to be
neutral with regards to particular accounts of persistence, tltbaghereological theory

of temporal relations fits in nicely with the intradurantist account of gensis.

201t is worth noting that the most common way of presenting thestigist view, the
so-called “Growing Block Theory”, tends to understand the accsetigi having the same kind of
commitment to the analogy between space and time with regard to the &traspect. On most
presentations, the world of the growing block theorist is exalily that of the four-
dimensionalist, with the exception of the fact that there eristising in the future and that the
universe is “growing” in the direction of the future.
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One of the advantages of accretivism over its two leading compgasttrat it at
least allows for the possibility of all five aspects of oudimary experience and
conception time to be treated in a realistic manner as fundanedetaénts of temporal
reality. Unlike the four-dimensionalist, who must downplay the impeogeaof both the
Tensed and Transitory Aspects, and unlike the presentist who must dowthplay
importance of the Structural Aspect, the accretivist can aeapt of these as genuine,
objective phenomena. Given that these aspects of time are wetl-ioater experience
of the world as temporal, a theory that can give a significaoeptaeach of the aspects
has at least grima facie advantage over other views. In effect, the argument for
accretivism in the next chapter builds upon this basic point thacdtretivist gives the

best account that can combine the various aspects of our temporal experience.
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CHAPTER THREE

A SURVEY OF TRANSITORY THEORIES

3.1 Introductory Remarks

Given that the five aspects of time discussed in the lasterhaig well-rooted in
our ordinary experience and conception of the world as temporal, | ttdkatiany
metaphysics of time that understands these aspects as geatumesfef temporal reality
and not as mere illusions of our experience is tprivea faciepreferred. Thus the basic
contention of this chapter is that a theory of time should recedgnh&objective reality of
each of these aspects. In particular, | will be maintaimagwhat we should be seeking
is a theory that holds the Transitory Aspect of Time as abggtreal, and that such a
theory is to be preferred unless we are presented with latgtireasons to think that the
Transitory Aspect is a mere illusion. Before discussing varioassitory theories,
however, | will first discuss non-transitory theories and tharous attempts to explain
how the “illusion” of transience is generated. Towards the entheofchapter, when
defending accretivism against various objections, | will dedh wéveral arguments to
the effect that the passage of time is an illusion.

The central goal of this chapter, however, will be to survey varlemries that
incorporate the Transitory Aspect, and argue for the superadragcretivism over other
transitory theories. A significant part of the chapter will foeused on varieties of
presentism, primarily as a result of the fact that, of therhagr contemporary theories
of time, presentism is the one that is at least compatiltteretognizing the objectivity
of the Transitory Aspect. As indicated at the end of the lasgbteh the central problem
for presentism will revolve around its lack of recognition of theu@ural Aspect of
Time. By contrast, therima facie case in favor of the theories that recognize the

Transitory Aspect, combined with the refutation of arguments agénes objective
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reality of this aspect in the next chapter, will constitute tase against Four-
Dimensionalism.

Given that a presentism that incorporates the Transitory Aspéathe taken as
the major foil to accretivism in this chapter, and that the rddéfarence between these
two views is on their position on the issue of the ontological sigmfie of tense, it will
be useful to classify transitory theories by their position onifisge. Thus, after the
discussion of non-transitory theories in the next section, Imalve on to critique the
major varieties of transitory presentism in the current liteea Then | will move to
discussion of several versions of transitory omnitemporalism. Itheth briefly discuss
the combination of apastism with realism about the Transitory Aspedew which |
refer to as “erosionism”. Lastly, | move on to accretivism, aigdor its superiority over

other transitory views.

3.2 Thelllusion of Transience?

A methodological presupposition of this essay is that any bit oéxperience of
the world should be taken as veridical unless there is extreroety rgason to reject it,
and ultimately only if an explanation as to why, if the world iscmdifferent than it
appears to us to be, our appearances deceive us. Given that thefr&sgect of Time
is a central aspect of the temporal world as we experiéntdake it that we should
accept its reality, unless given decisive reason to rejeétnit. theory, such as four-
dimensionalism, that declares that temporal passage is unrealusvg®me explanation

of how it is that the illusion of temporal passage is genef&@d.

202 Perhaps it is worth noting that there are a number of extraordirpeyiences which
are sometimes described as “experiences of timelessnesgsirticular, mystical experiences are
often said to have this character. | actually suspect thaticesty experiences of this sort have
been a much more widespread motivation for views that deny the reality of &passage than
most “scientifically-minded” four-dimensionalists would typicallgdmit. McTaggart, for
example, apparently had such experiences at various points in hiBrés&umably, the realist
about temporal passage owes us an explanation of what is goingre@se sorts of experiences
as well.
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Interestingly, despite the dominance of four-dimensionalist viewlseititerature,
and despite their open dismissal of any objective notion of tempecahiing, attempts
to explain the illusion of temporal passage are surprisingly Fonr-dimensionalists
spend quite a bit of time arguing that they can avoid commitmentijéative tense, and
often when confronted with the question of our experience of temporalgeaskey will
provide an account of the experience of tense instead, perhaps bedheseidespread
tendency to conflate these two aspects. However, if even one caangaoeount of why
it certain things seem to be past, others to be present, dnottstils to be future, this
does not seem to be sufficient to explain the immanent phenomenakfiiereby there
seems to be a shift with regard to these “A-determinationghisnsection | will briefly
look at least a couple of accounts that are offered as explanafiahe illusion of
temporal passagd3

Bertrand Russell was one philosopher who denied the objective redlity
temporal passage, but who took seriously the problem of providing facanord of how
the illusion was generated. In his discussion of “The Theory of Conftinmt Our
Knowledge of the External WorldRussell sought to give a brief account of why
philosophers such as Bergson might believe that there was more to motion fhisiragim

object being at one point at one time and another point at another:

What is this something we see, and that we call visible motion?
Whatever it is, it isnot the successive occupation of successive
positions: something beyond the mathematical theory of motion is
required to account for it. Opponents of the mathematical theory
emphasize this fact. “Your theory, they say, “may be verychlgi

and might apply admirably to some other world; but in this actual
world, actual motions are quite different from what your theory

203 There is actually a huge literature on the “phenomenology ef timuch of which
assumes that there is such a thing as awareness of thefflmme and which tries to understand
how exactly this awareness works. While the actual charaitour awareness of temporal
passage requires a great deal of elucidation even on & eealisint, | am only focused in this
section on attempts to explain away or reduce the experieneenpbtal passage to something
else.
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would declare them to be, and require, therefore, some different
philosophy from yours for their adequate explanation.”

The objection thus raised is not one which | have no wish to
underrate, but | believe it can be fully answered without departing
from the methods and the outlook which have led to the
mathematical theory of motion. Let us, however, first try téesta
the objection more fully.

If the mathematical theory is adequate, nothing happens when a
body moves except that it is in different places at differemed.

But in this sense the hour-hand and the second-hand are equally in
motion, yet in the second-hand there is something perceptible to
our senses which is absent in the hour-hand. We can see, at each
moment, that the second-hand is moving, which is different from
seeing it first in one place and then in another. This seems to
involve our seeing it simultaneously in a number of places,

although it must also involve our seeing that it is in some okthes
places earlier than othe?84

It is not entirely clear what point Russell is making about ourgmtion of motion here.
Surely he does not mean that we literally see the samelibing in multiple places. It is
not clear what exactly what it would be like to perceive thae more plausible point is
that when we perceive a moving object, we do not perceive it as hsvimgmal spatial
characteristics. For example, when we perceive a fly ramssaour visual field, it is the
case that we do not actually experience a fly-shaped objedelRagpands this sort of
point by discussing the “physiological” aspects of our expegi@ienotion, emphasizing
the fact that the slowness of reactions in our body cause ustengearal characteristics
of objects different than they actually are. His example tsaliiash of lightning is much
shorter than the physiological processes associated with pagcéra flash of lightning,
and thus the flash appears to us longer than it actually islaBynbecause the rate at
which the fly occupies various positions is faster than theatatehich we can process
the visual image of the fly, we perceive it as a kind of streak across thefiaklia

While all of this is perhaps true, it is not clear thatxplains what it sets out to

explain, namely the perception of motion. It is probably true that riredlesst unit of

204 Russell (1914), pp. 144-45.
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awareness of a fly going across our visual field is not somettiynghaped, but
something like a streak, that does not however seem to account feveypgrceive that
streak as moving from one place to another. For example, thereogtiaal illusion
known as “flying rods” created by insects flying quicklyfiant of a camera, so that the
camera captures them as an elongated creature with muétplefswings, which were
thought to be a mysterious undiscovered creature when they wstreldserved. If all
there was to observing the motion of the fly was observing itdistarted shape, then
there would be no difference between observing a “moving” insect aedvoizsa static
flying rod”.

Another popular attempt to account for our awareness of the pagdage is to
invoke the notion of episodic memo#93 It is because we are aware of certain events of
being in our “immediate past”, and also aware of the sort adrfes ordering, so that we
remember that other events were remembered as past andhsotHfattis somehow
supposed to generate the illusion of temporal passage. It is noholeahis is supposed
to work, however. Even if we were aware of certain events hawisgcharacter of
pastness, and even if we were aware of a sort of containmanonehip of the sort
suggested, it is not clear how this would generate the perceptevenfs changing their
characteristics in the way that seems required by ouream&ss of the passage of time. It
seems that on the memory account all we get is a stat&ri@s ordering of events, but

there no real sense of things changing their place in this ordering.

3.3 Varieties of Presentism
Presentism is the thesis that only that which is presenseltisgt often held by its

proponents to be the theory of time that best captures our pre-tbaoirgtiitions about

205 Mmellor (1998) is perhaps the most prominent example.
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ontology. Ask the average person in the street to list things %t and one would
almost certainly get a response that lists only present thfreggked about dinosaurs, the
average non-philosopher will respond that while ttielyexist they no longer do, barring
speculation about the Loch Ness Monstiurney to the Centre of the Eaustyle
underground worlds, or other such fantastic scenarios. Prominent presamidigelow

goes so far as to claim that

| say that this was believed by everyone, both the philosophers and
the folk, until at least the nineteenth century; it is writteto ithe
grammar of every natural language; and it is still assume
everyday life even by philosophers who officially deny it...
Presentism was assumed by everyone everywhere, until a new
conception of time began to trickle out of the high Newtonianism
of the nineteenth century. The Christians' Holy Bible says that
there is no new thing under the sun but this is not true, atrleist

in the sense which first comes to mind out of context. The so-
called fourdimensionalist theory of time was something genuinely
new, when it gradually came into being last cen%§.

Bigelow’s assertion that everyone was a presentist before theemntie century seems to
me clearly false. While it perhaps true that four-dimensionaligith its analogy
between space and time, is a doctrine of relatively recent vintage, thealgmesentism
seems characteristic of a whole tradition, beginning at Mébkt neo-Platonism and
continuing through the various medieval theological traditions, which theid from
God’s point of view past, present, and future “co-existb specie aeternitatgd?

Boethius, to take one prominent example of a philosopher in this tradition, says that

Since, therefore, all judgement comprehends those things that are
subject to it according to its own nature, and since the statedf G

is ever that of eternal presence, His knowledge, too, transcknds a

temporal change and abides in the immediacy of His presence. It
embraces all the infinite recesses of past and future and views them
in the immediacy of its knowing as though they are happening in

206 Bjgelow (1996), p. 35.

207 jamblichus, who is sometimes said to anticipate McTaggastsdiion between the
A- and B-series, deserves particular mention for his importémdeis tradition. See Sorabyji
(1983), Chap. 3.
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the present. If you wish to consider, then the foreknowledge or
prevision by which He discovers all things, it will be morerectr

to think of it not as a kind of foreknowledge of the future, but as
the knowledge of a never ending presence. So that it is better
called providence of “looking forth” than prevision or “seeing
beforehand”. For it is far removed from matters below and looks
forth at all things as though from a lofty peak above tR8#.

Boethius’s doctrine is that God’s vantage point, presumably more iobjd¢lctin that of
mere human beings “in time”, is one that sees past, present, aral“falt at once” much
like seeing things on the ground from up abd¥®.Similar ideas can be found in
numerous writers of late antiquity and the medieval period incpdati Arguably, the
basic notion can also be found in at least the Taoist tradition in Chinese phil@38phy.
Bigelow is fond of arguing for his contention that presentism was @orlym
assumed prior to the nineteenth by pointing out the absence of &nedfiction prior to
this period?11 Presumably, what Bigelow is suggesting is that to conceive efttiavel
as a possibility requires conceptualizing other times as thoughnttiey other “places”
that one could potentially visit. Even if one granted the validityhisf point, this would
at best prove that the analogy between time and space waseentheatentury invention
and not that non-presentist views were something new. However, | tasunecthat we
should even grant Bigelow’s point that much weight. Numerous othersgehlieerature
are rarely if ever seen prior to the nineteenth century.nfireler mystery, for example,

is also largely a nineteenth-century inventdg. It is not clear what conclusion one

208 Boethius (1969), p. 165.
209 One might see in this spatial analogy the roots of four-dimensionalism.

210 Fung (1948), p. 112, compares the point of view of the Tao as preserttezl in
Chuang-Tzuo that of a man standing at the center of the “circle of asingnderstanding all
that is going on in the circle but not himself subject to the movement ofrthe ci

2111 addition to Bigelow (1996), he develops this point further in Bigelow (2001).

212 Notably, Edgar Allen Poe was an important figure in the development ofjeoths.
See “The Murders in the Rue Morgue” for one of the first munagsteries and “A Tale of the
Ragged Mountains” for an early example of time traveldictiNotably, Poe’s story is much
more influenced by mesmerism and the occult than by developments in physics.
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should draw about the pre-nineteenth century conceptual scheme on shef liaisi fact,
however. A more basic explanation for both of these absences walldbpy involve
the overall growth of literacy and expansion of the publishing indusaiging to literary
experimentation during the nineteenth century rather than some fundhicmmteptual
change.

Overall, | would suggest that the appeal to presentism as theoficcommon-
sense” is problematic in much the same way as the appeal tdifeemsionalism as the
“scientific” view.213 Just as there are certain elements of modern scienceniat
suggest four-dimensionalism, there are certain ordinary intuitionsniight suggest
presentism. Just as, however, there are other elements of modegedbiat are difficult
to square with the four-dimensionalist view, there are other ordinauiions that are
difficult to square with the doctrine of presentism. Among thesardauitions about the
Structural Aspect of Time. To the difficulty of accounting forsieéntuitions, | turn in

the next section.

3.3.1 Presentism, the Structural Aspect, and the Past

According to the presentist, only that which is present existeacBa&Obama has
ontological status; Julius Caesar does not. The state of affaBarack Obama being
president has ontological status; the state of affairs of Barack Obamgealsenator does
not. This is usually taken to generate at least two major gaifal the presentist. The
first is in accounting for truths about other times. Intuitivelg, being true that that
Barack Obama is president has some sort of connection to th@fkédfairs of Obama’s
being president. There is, however, no state of affairs of Obamatg #esenator, so the
connection between truths about his senate career and actuabttdfass is lost. So,

the puzzle arises as to how the presentist can account for rstick. tThe second

213 5eeSection 1.2.5.
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difficulty for the presentist involves relations between thirgsdifferent times. For
example, Obama is taller than Caesar. This problem runs even deeper thabldra pf
accounting for truths about other times, in that not only does the staaffairs of
Obama’s being taller than Caesar not exist now, but it neversseeexist, as Obama
and Caesar never co-exist on the view of the presentist.

There are a variety of responses that the presentist might offer to tHiesdties.
One might be to simply deny that there are any truths about tties. While | will
suggest in the next chapter that this is in fact a reasonaiplense to propositions about
the future, at least in the case of claims about the pasgerhs to be part of our pre-
theoretical data that propositions such as “Obama was a semat@thama is taller than
Caesar” are indeed true, and to simply deny that any such pgrop®svere true would
be to undercut the presentist’s claim to be defending the “comnmse-seiew. Perhaps
a more promising sort of response would be say that while these ipimEosare true,
unlike propositions about the present these propositions are not madsy texésting
states of affairs. | have already suggested that the doctrine émgtteith must made true
by somebeing is something that should be questioned by anyone who asserts the
irreducibility of becoming to being, and so if the transitoryspreist is already endorsing
this view as a result of the “transitory” half of their theqrerhaps using it to defend the
“presentist” aspect might be appealing. Indeed, Trenton Merneks, is perhaps the
most prominent defender of the idea that the need for “truthniakpmies only to
certain truths but not others explicitly uses this idea to defend pres@aism.

One might be tempted to suggest that as temporal passage isberstood in
terms of a change in the sum total of reality and in texhves change in a complete and

true description of the world, and so that what makes it true thatighemporal passage

214 Merricks (2007), Chap. 6.
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is the occurrence of these changes rather than some existiggso one might suggest
that the truth about Obama’s being senator is not something whtwddis true by some
existing thing, but by the states of affairs of Obama'’s beisgnator having been part of
the world which has now ceased to include that state of affairs, ahushave used the
appeal to “meta-time” to understand the notion of temporal passapappeat would be
useful in understanding the notion of truth about the past as well. Homéike this

position seems to be endorsed by William Lane Craig:

What makes the tensed proposition true? One could say that the
fact that Hegel used to be alive makes the proposition trubein t
sense that the tensed fact is expressed as the truth condftibes
relevant proposition on a view of truth as correspondence. But one
could also say that the past-tense proposition is true because the
relevant present-tense proposition once was true, a view that
Freddosso has called ‘the primacy of the pure present’. What made
the present-tense proposition true was the living, breathing,
concrete object Hegel. So ultimately the truth of the past-tense
proposition derives from the things/events referred to plus the
lapse of time. What makes the tensed state of affa@gel’s
having been aliveobtain? Again the answer seems to be a
combination of Hegel’s being alive plus temporal becoritgy.

Thus, while Hegel's being alive was once part of the sum-totadadty, it has ceased to
be so, but while there is now nothing in the complete and true descibtieality that
grounds the truth that Hegel once lived, we can nonetheless say wheg &dout our
ideal language descriptions of the world that the complete andésggiption of reality
once contained a description of Hegel living.

Simon Keller, while at least sympathetic to the notion thaticetruths lack a
truthmaker, nonetheless suggests that we should resist this méveegaird to truths

about the past or future:

Start with a present-tense truffihe Tower of London is on the
Thames This is a truth about the Tower of London and the
Thames, two things that exist and are next to each otherhdr eit
the Tower of the Thames did not exist, or if they were not next to

215 Craig (2003), pp. 400-1.
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each other, theffhe Tower is on the Thamesuld be false. So
there’s one proposition whose truth depends upon certain things’
existing and exhibiting certain characteristics. Now consaler
past-tense truth about those same thimgs: Tower of Londowas

on the ThamesThat too is a truth about the existing tower and the
existing Thames, and it's true because those very thvegsnext

to each other; if either the Tower or the Thames had nev&edxi

or if they had never been next to each other, esn Tower was

on the Thamewould be false.

Next Anne Boleyn spent time at the Towldere we have another
truth about the existing Tower, and another truth that seems to
report a relation that holds between the Tower and something
else—not an existing Anne, perhaps, but definiseljnething And

if the Tower had never existed, and if the Anne-like thing was not
such to make it the case that Anne spent time at the Tower, then
Anne Boleyn spent time at the Towesuld not be true. But now
we have an Anne-like thing, and surely that is the very thing about
which Anne Boleyn was executexda truth. If the Anne-like thing
were different in certain respects, then it would not be true that
Anne was executed. So the truth Afne Boleyn was executed
does, after all, depend on a certain thing’s being a certaif-¥fay.

The thrust of Keller's argument seems to be that while #ha@ad of the need for a
truthmaker might be plausible in the case of possibilities oiofistor other abstract
matters, when it comes to truths about concrete things, theset@eequire reference to
some actually existing thing in order to ground them. Perhaps thiseterthimg is not
what it initially seems to be, for if one is a presentigiamnnot be an existing Anne, but
nonetheless it seems as though there must be some existingtlestipne is talking
about when one makes this kind of assertion, according to Keller.ckierin response
to Keller, argues that he makes the illegitimate assumptiaritthéhs, differing merely
in tense, ought to be treated alike when it comes to truthmakifgAccording to
Merricks, “The Towemwason the Thames” differs from “The Toweron the Thames”
in much the same way that “The Towarght beon the Thames”, and just as the latter
claim is not made true by an actually existing statesfafrafon Merricks view, neither

is the past-tensed claim.

216Keller (2004), p. 93.

217 Merricks (2007), p. 143.
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The question of how to distinguish claims that require truthmdf@rsthose that
do not is obviously very important, but also very difficult. My own imation is to agree
with Keller that tense is very different than modality in théile changing the modal
aspect of a claim seems to affect whether we are tallbogtasome actually existing
state of affairs whereas change in tense does not seem tatlaiebut this may simply
be begging the question against Merrick’s version of presentisnuniabety, it seems to
me that we can sidestep this issue by pointing out that ever dllaw this sort of
solution for accounting for truths about the past, it does not seemptonh@tcounting
for cross-time relations. Even on Craig’'s account the stagffairs of Hegel's being
alive plays a role in the story about what ground the truth oprbyeosition that Hegel
was alive, even though this state of affair no longer exiskés $tate of affairs
nonetheless occurs somewhere in the metatemporal ordering; oneapart of the sum
total of reality, even if it is not any longer. When it comestproposition involving a
relation between entities at different times, the statefairafin question seems never to
obtain. The relational state of affairs of Obama-being-tdilantCaesar includes both
Obama and Caesar as constituents, but since Obama and Caesarorexist, it is
difficult to see how this state of affairs could ever exisleast granted what seems like a
reasonable assumption, namely that for a state of affairs b regjuires that all of its
constituents exist.

Perhaps one might reject this assumption by claiming thatrexthings can bear
relations to non-existent things. One might hold that there is a state of aff@idbama’s-
being-taller-than-Frodo-Baggins, even though Frodo is a fictionahctea and, let us

suppose, not an existing thing. Even if one accepted this line ahiagsl8 it seems

218 Perhaps it is worth noting that | woulebt be inclined to accept it myself. The
situation in question would probably be best assayed as really aeielgtion between two
properties, the height actually possessed by Obama and the Iseighéé to Frodo in fictional
depictions. Notably, the presentist could possibly also adopt gers®n of this strategy to deal
with the relation between Obama’s height and Caesar’s height.
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fairly clear that there are certain relational statesftdirs in which both relata must
exist219 Fictional things cannot be causes of actually existent thingexémple. Given
that causation involves a relation that links together things &reiiff times, and given
that both relata of the causal relation must be existing thihggeims as though this
presents a difficulty for the presentist, given that the relata of thalaaletion never co-
exist220 Let us suppose that Event A is the cause of Event B. On thentisesgew,
Event A exists, then ceases to exist and Event B exists. ¢aerbe no state of affairs
linking together Event A and Event B causally, as neither co-exitighe other one. It
seems that the only way a strict presentist can solve thiseprablby arguing that what
seem to be cross-time relations are in actuality relatiomgekea things that do in fact co-
exist on the presentist view. This is a central problem foptasentist, and we will look
at a number of different ways in which presentists have attentptsolve this problem

in subsequent sections.

3.3.2 Evidentialist Presentism
When confronted with the doctrine of presentism and the problentsadrating

for truths about other times and for cross-time relations, perhaggdgh¢éhought that

219 Temporal relations themselves might also seem to be an exahphis. Even
though we might truly say, for example, that the death of Sydney Carton #héatghe storming
of the Bastille, it seems fairly clear that there is omal state of affairs of the-storming-of-the-
Bastille-preceding-the-death-of-Carton as it seems theswn isictual state of affairs of the-
storming-of-the-Bastille-preceding-the-death-of-Louis-XVI. Tinansitory presentist, however,
could respond that these are not in fact existing states of affairs, but waferohg to the meta-
temporal ordering. While there never exists a state of aftdithe storming-of-the-Bastille-
preceding-the-death-of-Louis-XVI, one might say that the sum ¢dtedality once included the
event of the storming of the Bastille and then later included the deathisfX3l.

220 One view that may solve this problem is the view thainDa refers to as
“‘compound presentism”. This view holds that not only the presestseXut at least a short
amount of time into the past or the future exists as well, snds not, strictly speaking, a
presentist view. Compound presentism would help with the proiflene assumes that all
problematic cross-time relations are between entities tbs¢ ¢ogether in time (as seems to be
the case in causation), but would fail if there were problemelations between things further
apart in time.
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strikes many is to try to analyze claims about other timasrims of presently available
evidence that would justify making claims about those other tinkeoSexample, the
claim that “Dinosaurs existed” might be grounded by things asdatinosaur fossils. The
claim that dinosaurs existed prior to wooly mammoths would include suchs as
techniques for dating the relative age of fossils. The clairh liltds evolved from
dinosaurs would be grounded in similarity of bone structure betwerairc dinosaurs
and birds and whatever other evidence is used to make that conclusionievihize
might call “evidentialist presentism”.

While this might seem initially promising, it would only woflewvery truth about
the past were such that there were sufficient evidence ifortlie present. There are no
doubt many truths about things in the past for which this is not so. thakeaim that
there were exactly 781,748 slaves employed in the constructiopartiaular Egyptian
pyramid. While it is not inconceivable that we might discoveomds that would confirm
or deny this particular claim, there may very well be no evideneeway or another that
has survived as to the particular number of persons involved in the budtitige
pyramid in question. Yet, it seems obvious that for some particldan about the
number of slaves used in building the pyramids, that claim will be true, thoughithrey
presently existing evidence to ground it.

One might construct a more complicated version of evidentipfissentism
according to which one with sufficient knowledge of the present stdte universe and
the laws of nature could calculate exactly what the universdikeaat various points in
the past, somewhat like Laplace’s demon was supposed to be able tth degard to
future states of the universe. This would only be viable on the assurti@itahe laws of
nature do uniquely determine one particular past of the universe, whiahlyslarge
assumption about the laws of nature to make. One would hope thatathktyviof
presentism as a theory would not hang upon such a speculative hypothésither

difficulty for this sort of move, however, involves Bertrand Russdi#imous scenario
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according to which the universe actually came into existencenfimates ago, with
everything in the states it was in at that ti#¥8&.So, even though | seem to remember
things happening more than five minutes ago, | actually came irgteese with those
pseudo-memories. The universe came into existence with dinessis f and with light
that seems to have come from distant and long-dead starsettetactually existed. The
whole point of Russell’s scenario seems to be any present egitlenght have for what
the world was like more than five minutes ago can never be enouglarantee that the
world even existed more than five minutes ago, and thus it seemfciestito ground
truths about the past. If an evil demon could have created the wahd state it was in
five minutes ago, with the laws of nature that exist in our ureveénen, even if we grant
the assumption that laws of nature can be used to determine pretates & the
universe, this seems insufficient to ground truths about what achegyened in the

past.

3.3.3 Lucretian Presentism

One of the first recent presentists to seriously confront the pnoblems of
accounting for truths about non-present times and cross-timenslatas John Bigelow,
whose particular version of presentism is heavily inspired byeHistic philosophy. In
his influential “Presentism and Properties”, he advocates a varbmesentism inspired
by the Epicurean philosopher Lucretius. On the Epicurean ontology, widdrhentally
exist are atoms and the void, and the properties of these two thimgstdms endure
through time but constantly change in their relation to one another, ¢hesatjing the
changing world that we perceive. This creates a problemamiuating for truths about
the past, since, at least as Bigelow understand them, the Epichddrthat only the

present arrangement of atoms actually obtains. Thus the problemabfgvdunds the

221 Russell (1921), pp. 159-160.
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truth of, for example, the claim that “Helen of Troy was ravwiSheises, given that the
atoms that once made up Helen are now scattered throughout the umindreee

constituents of different objects. Bigelow gives the following quote fromdtius:

Again, when men say it is a fact that Helen was ravished or the
Trojans were conquered, do not let anyone drive you to the
admission that any such event is independent of any object, on the
ground that the generations of men of whom these events were
accidents have been swept away by the irrevocable lapgeaeof t
For we could put it that whatever has taken place is an accident of
a particular tract of earth or of the space it occupr.

Lucretius’s solution is basically that places acquire propebgsgd on what happens at
them. So the particular place at which Helen of Troy was raviabguires the property
of being-the-place-where-Helen-of-Troy-was-ravishedich it permanently possesses
from that point forward. Thus, the possession of this property byptame is what
ground the fact that Helen of Troy was ravished. At other points,etiusrseems to
suggest that rather than taking the property to be possessedpbgea(#hich would
seem to require belief in substantival space if one wanted to idapte could take the
appropriate property to be possessed by the atoms in question. @ \&oms have a
property along the lines dfaving-constituted-Helen-when-she-was-being-ravisiaad
though Helen herself no longer exists, the atoms that once made k&l have these
properties of having been a part of her.

Bigelow suggests the following modified variant of the Lucretian view:

One of the things that exists is the whole world, the totality of
things that exist. The world can have properties and accidents, just
as its parts may have. It is a present property of the wbddjt is

a world in_which Helen was abducted and the Trojans were
conquered23

222 Bjgelow (1996), p. 45. The Helen example is perhaps unfortunate as itisamot
whether there was in fact an historical person or an actual event of hgréashed, but let us
suppose these are actual facts for the sake of keeping Lucretiaisiple.

223Bjgelow (1996), p. 46.
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So, on Bigelow’s version of Lucretian presentism, Helen is ravistiedhiah point the
universe then acquires the propertybefng-a-world-in-which-Helen-was-ravisheand,
though Helen herself, as well as the event of the ravishingeseéasxist, the universe
continues to possess this property, and it thus grounds truths about whateldafpe
Helen224

What about cross-time relations? Bigelow’s solution to this prolieto hold
that supposed facts about things at different times being releed actuality relations
between these properties that ground truths about the past. So, what gineunul that
the ravishing of Helen caused the Trojan War is a particulatice that holds between
the world’s property obeing-such-that-Helen-was-ravisheahd its property obeing-
such-that-the-Greeks-invaded-Trdy general, the Structural Aspect of Time is reduced
on Bigelow’s account to sets of relations holding between preserisfing things,
namely these world-properties that serve to ground truths abouttioties on Bigelow’s
account.

Perhaps if one is prepared to admit into one’s ontology the spropérties that
Bigelow’s account requires, then his account might be attractiveould, however,
suggest that one should be skeptical of the existence of sudesentiote that such
properties would be tensed entities, and thus Bigelow is committad/éosion of the
position that | have referred to as tense fundamentalism. | dex@dy given general
reasons for being somewhat skeptical of tense fundamentalisnpasition, in that it
seems to ontologize what are accidental features of certagudges and that tensed

properties of the sort that Bigelow’s account requires are npirieally detectable and

224 Bigelow also seems to hold that there are properties tbhanhg truths about the
future as well. So, in more detail, before the ravishing déehe world possesses the property
of being-a-world-in-which-Helen-will-be-ravishednd then presumably acquires the property of
being-a-world-in-which-Helen-is-being-ravished she is ravished, and then once the ravishing is
over acquires the property béing-a-world-in-which-Helen-was-ravished
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thus have no grounding in our experieBé8 There are additional reasons to be weary of
these properties, however. For one, it is difficult to understand \kleaproperty of
being-such-that-Helen-was-ravishedsupposed to be if it is not a complex entity which
contains Helen as a constituent, and Helen cannot be a constituenpodgbgy given
that she does not exist. Another sort of problem is that if sumbegies were in fact
sufficient to ground truths about what happened in the past, then it asg¢hmugh such
properties could in principle be exemplified by the world even though the actuad event
the past never happened. One might wonder whether there might be some poskible wor
in which the world could acquire the property i#ing-such-that-Helen-was-ravished
without Helen ever having to go through the actual concrete evddgimag ravished or
perhaps even existing at all. The only way to rule this out seeims to postulate some
sort of necessary connection between the actual event of Heamnshing and the
acquisition of the tensed property by the world. This connection, hovssams itself to

be some kind of cross-time relation. On Bigelow’s account, this tirassrelation will

be analyzed as a relation between two tensed properties, thetyp@ipeeing-a-world-
such-that-Helen-was-ravishedand being-a-world-that-has-acquired-the-property-of-
being-such-that-Helen-was-raviste®, but then this just leads one to wonder again why
the universe could not have these properties with these relationgsutvithe actual

concrete event of the ravishing ever occurfAg.

225 g5eeSection 2.2.1.

226 plan Rhoda (forthcoming) objects that Bigelow's view ssdmgenerate an infinite
number of acquisition properties of this sort, as the universe mushiyatcquire the property of
being-such-that-Helen-was-ravishelout must acquire a property that grounds the truth that it
acquired that property, and the property that grounds the trutlit #aquired the property that
grounds the truth that it acquired the property, etc.

227 Another way of putting this objection is to once again consiter Russell
hypothesis that the universe originated five minutes ago, but Witthese properties about
Helen’s-having-been-ravished
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3.3.4 Haecceitist Presentism

One way of understanding the objections raised to Lucretian piaaestithat it
seems to disconnect what grounds various truths about past events froiviteial
involved in the events. So, what grounds the truth that “Helen was ravighedis
property ofbeing-a-world-such-that-Helen-was-ravishduit exactly how that property
is connected to the concrete individual Helen is not clear. SimelferKoffer an
alternative version of presentism which is intended to solve exactly that pratdder’'s
basic alternative is to postulate the existencéhadceities or thisnesses. As Keller
explains it:

An individual’sthisnesss its property of being just that individual.
Your thisness is a property of you, and of nothing else. The nature
of thisnesses is controversial, but one view is that thisnesses ar
primitive—that they are elements of reality that cannot be exstluc

to anything more fundamental. Can an individual’s thisness exist
without the existence of the individual itself? To put it another
way, are there uninstantiated thisnesses? If there are, then
thisnesses ateaecceities

If there are haecceities, then the presentist can suppose that,
although there exist no nonpresent individuals, there exist the
haecceities of non-present individuals. And if thisnesses are
primitive—if they are not constructed out of qualitative properties
or “suchnesses”—then the presentist can use them to give the right
sort of structure to past- and future-tensed properties. Have/sa
haecceitist presentist might try to account for the truttAmfie
Boleyn was executed in 1536

Among the haecceities that presently exist, the presentistang

are the thisnesses of Anne Boleyn, of the sword with which Anne
was executed, and of the swordsman who was specially brought
over from France. These properties themselves, says the Bgsenti
instantiate a relation that somehow mirrors the relation that the
four-dimensionalist claims to be instantiated by Anne, the sword,
and the swordsman. When it comes to making sure the execution
occurred in 1536, rather than at some other time, the presentist
might treat times as individuals that themselves have haesceiti
and say that the pertinent relation actually holds between the
haecceities of Anne, the sword, the swordsnaeua, the property

of being a time at a around midday on th& @®May, 1536228

228Keller (2004), pp. 96-97.
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Thus, to summarize Keller's account: one of Anne Boleyn’s pr@seidithe property of
being-Anne-Boleynand as she acquires various properties and relations to other things,
this property obeing-Anne-Boleyalso acquires relationships to these various properties
and to the properties that individuate the things to which Anne itedelAfter Anne
herself is gone, the property béing-Anne-Boleygontinues to exist as a uninstantiated
property, and continues to bear these various relations that it hasedoduiing Anne’s
lifetime.

One concern that might be raised to this sort of account invdieefatt that if
haecceities are understood as Platonic universals, that issaelgesxisting entities that
are independent of the spatio-temporal world, which seems to basaleguired by the
accour®29, then it is difficult to understand how these entities can charegerelations
to other entities of the same kind. For the most part, prop&ei@swhatever relations
they bear to other properties necessarily and internally. Iftecyar color is darker than
another, then it cannot alter its relation to that other color. Waiat®ntingent relations
that might hold between properties seem to hold only in virtue oftteaig exemplified.
Dark redness may be exemplified to the left of light redreess this may be thought to
generate a contingent relation between the two, but, if neithexemplified, then its
seems that the only relations they can bear to one another argeththey bear in virtue
of their own nature. Keller’'s account seems to require that prepdri changed by their
being exemplified, in such a way that they continue to bearicer#ations to one
another even after they have ceased being exemplified.

While this certainly seems like an odd consequence of Kellezis, i am not

sure at the end of the day how serious an objection it is. Haescéiftthere are such

229 |f one tries to understand them as Aristotelian universas one has the problem
that Aristotelian universals, at least as standardly ceedeio not exist independently of their
being exemplified, and thuseing-Anne-Boleymvould not survive the death of Anne Boleyn as
required by Keller’s view.



127

things, are going to have to be significantly different than Platonicersals anyway.
Unlike redness, which can be exemplified by many thinigeing-Anne-Boleyn
necessarily is only exemplified by one thing. Perhaps their abilightinge relations to
one another is another way in which haecceities differ from sthilatonic universals.
A more fundamental objection is that the notion of haecceitiesciafipeas conceived
on this view, is itself rather bizarre. The idea that there property obeing-Anne-
Boleynwhich is in any way separable from Anne Boleyn herself stikesas absurd. If
haecceities are supposed to be what makes an individual the individuakethare, then
what could possibly Anne Boleyn something distinct from the properbemig-Anne-
Boleyr? The idea that there is any sort of real distinction betvegemntity and its
individuality strikes me as leading to hopeless confusion mesigatily230, in much the
same way as thinking that the existence of something is a praji&tinct from the thing

itself.

3.3.5Ersatzer Presentism
An alternative version of presentism has been developed by Boairne231 On

Bourne’s view, while only present concrete things exist, them@ esst propositions
conceived of as abstract entities. Maximally consistent sepsogiositions specify the
way the world might be at a particular time, and thus thesense maximally consistent
set of propositions that corresponds to the way the world aciaadlt the present time.
Bourne then suggests that the maximally consistent sets of propssare ordered in
such a way to correspond to what we ordinarily think of as the deries. So, there

exists a certain relation that holds between the maximallyistens set of propositions

230\t js worth mentioning that even John Duns Scotus, from whom the term “haecceity”

ultimately derives, thought there was only a formal distinction betweengahd itshisness

231The view has been developed most extensively in Bourne (2006).
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that corresponds to the present time and the maximally consistent sets oitioroptisat
correspond to what happened in the past. While other times do not exsst,stis of
propositions serve as ersatz times. While Caesar does notteidspropositions about
what Caesar did do exist, and these are contained in ersaszwimieh are related to the
propositions that correspond to what is going on at the present timeelgtion which is
not a temporal relation, but defines a structure between thesachletities that allows
one to trace what happened in the past by following this reléahk to “previous”
ersatz times. Bourne refers to this relation defining thigctire as theE-relation”. He

says that

The E-relation is not the genuirearlier thanrelation since it does

not relate spatio-temporal objects, but it dosgzesentthe earlier

than relation in the way it relates times. The properties of&he

relation match whatever we take to be the properties of the genuine

earlier thanrelation. This allows presentists to have a time series

related by ‘earlier than’ without being committed to the eriste

of real, or rather concretely realizedlata, something anathema to

the presentism. Ersatzer presentism thus bypasses the problems

that other presentists get into when they do not take such relations

as basic, and try to define them in terms of tens&3. ..
Basically, what Bourne does is to replicate the structuredad non-presentist view
holds between various times but makes this structure hold betivess abstract ersatz
times instead. ThE-relation that is what links together this structure, andchlgitakes
the place of temporal relations, which, technically speaking, do xist @ Bourne’s
view. Other cross-time relations also hold true of entitieshis $tructure rather than
entities in the concrete world.

While Bourne suggests in the above quotation that we can taleréiation to

have whatever properties we think the basic temporal relationsdshaué, in fact he
argues that we should best conceived of the time series as havlimgama structure

towards the “past” and a branching structure towards the futur®; betthe ersatz time

232Bourne (2006), pp. 54-55.
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that corresponds to the actually existing present world. Bourne haldheE-relation is
an asymmetrical relation that will define a linear seiie one direction from ;Pand a
branching series in the other direction. Bourne uses this to mmaing there is a unique
past but multiple possible futures. As time passes in the actulal, wne of the branches
corresponding to the “future” of;Wvill be singled out as the new present, and will again
have a linear series in one direction and a branching series in the other direction.
Assuming one grants the existence of propositions and the idemadianally
consistent sets of propositions can be used to define things thaprasent times, the
biggest difficulty for the plausibility of Bourne’s view is tipéausibility of the existence
of this E-relation which is supposed to hold between ersatz times. Whilakiésnfor a
clever account, thE-relation seems to be an ad hoc postulate, with no other roots in our
actual experience of temporal ordering. One also wonders abaeidtlienship between
the ersatz temporal ordering and the actual ordering of evertse ivorld. Why do
events in the concrete world always conform to one of the elsas tinked to the
present ersatz time by tlterelation? It seems as though this relation between abstract
entities must somehow constrain what happens in the concrete wbrdth, violates the

generally accepted notion that abstract entities such as propositionssakyaaert.

3.3.6 Theistic Presentism

A recent alternative to the versions of presentism discussedfahumas been
offered by Alan Rhodd33 Rhoda offers an account of truths about the past inspired by
Charles Hartshorn34 The basic idea is that while past events have ceased toGudbst
forever remembers everything that has happened in the history ohitterse. Rhoda

therefore suggests that God’'s memories can serve as truthmakex$ propositions

233Rhoda (forthcoming).

234 Hartshorne (1984), pp. 33-34.
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concerning the pag85 Rhoda argues that, given the weaknesses of all of the other
proposed versions of presentism, anyone who wants to defend presentisnbeveiid
advised to accept the existence of God.

One might be tempted to suggest at this point that presentistsghauaely
reached a point of desperation when they need to invoke God toasoérdral problem
for their theory. Appeals to God to fill in the gaps in one’s viestanly have a long
history in philosophy, though it might be argued that this historggs than venerable.
Regardless of this, the central problem that | have with tleisuat is that it seems to me
clear that the proposition that Caesar crossed the Rubicon ap@siiion abouCaesar
crossing the Rubicgmot a proposition about the memories of God. One is reminded of
Quine’s criticism of attempts to account for the meaning of neferring terms by

making them refer to ideas:

We may for the sake of argument concede that there is an. entity
which is the mental Pegasus-idea; but this mental entity is ettt w
people are talking about when they deny Pegasus.

McX never confuses the Parthenon with the Parthenon-idea. The
Parthenon is physical; the Parthenon-idea is mental... we cannot

easily imagine two things more unlike, and less liable to confusion,
than the Parthenon and the Parthenon4#a.

Quine’s point is that when we say something about the Parthenaarewalking about
the physical entity, and not about the idea of the Parthenon, so it seend strange if
when we talk about a non-existence thing such as Pegasus we waoalkirmpabout an

idea rather than what it seems like we are talking about, namgditysical horse.

235 Rhoda'’s attribution of this view to Hartshorne is somewhataading. Hartshorne,
inspired by Whitehead, is actually an accretivist, and so hasafepr with accounting for
truths about the past. Hartshorne’s concern is with developiafieanative to traditional theistic
accounts of immortality, which he replaces with the notiofobjective immortality”. Basically
Hartshorne’s view is that while, strictly speaking, ourdiwease with our death, nonetheless we
obtain a certain kind of immortality as permanent memories in the mind of God.

236 Quine (1953), p. 2.
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Similarly, it seems obvious if we say something about Barduwkn@@’'s being president,
what makes that true is the actual state of affairs of @bla@ing president. It seems
strange to suppose that once we switch to statements about Cdeshrse@em to be
statements about a concrete person much like Obama, these stateodd actually be
made true by God’s memories rather than what they seem tatbments about, namely

a concrete state of affairs involving Caesar.

3.4 Transitory Omnitemporalism

The central objection that | have raised for the four-dimensionslie inability
to give an account of the Transitory Aspect of Time. The centrattbpn | have raised
for the presentist is the inability to give an account of tmec8tral Aspect of Time. If
we are seeking a view which gives a role to both of these taggerhaps the most
intuitive move to make would be to combine the thesis of transiende avit
omnitemporalist account of the ontological significance of tense.ohm@temporalist
can easily give an account of the Structural Aspect as théydenpast, present, and
future things and the relations between them in their ontology. Sonagie think that
the most natural way of constructing a view that gives due accobaotlidhe Transitory
and Structural Aspects is to combine omnitemporalism with mneaséibout temporal
passage. In this section, | will look at three different versions trahsitory

omnitemporalism.

3.4.1 The “Moving Spotlight” View
Perhaps the most commonly discussed version of transitory omniterapoisli
what is known as the “moving spotlight” vie$8/ This is actually the name for several

distinct yet similar theories that share in common the comanitrto omnitemporalism

237 Unfortunately, the clearest articulations of this view tenfie by philosophers who
reject it. McTaggart’s discussion of the “A-series” is onesitagxample.
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and the idea of an objective present that moves along the tempaa) semewhat like
a spotlight moving across a fence row, lighting up this post and théromiez33
Different versions of the moving spotlight view can be developed aogptdi what
account they give of this objective present. The two most basiorergould seem to
be one which embraces a tense fundamentalist account of thatprekere present
entities possess a uniqgue ontological status that distinguishesfrtiennon-present
entities239 and a tense primitivist version which takes “presentness” ta pemitive
property possessed by certain entities, and the passage dbtimeethe shift in which
entities possess this property.

It is sometimes suggested that this sort of view is especralnerable to
McTaggart’s argument for the unreality of tif0 Broad contrasts this sort of view with
one that holds a notion of “absolute becoming”, that is, the coming-imgteege of new
entities, and suggests that it is only by accepting a notiorbsdliate becoming that
McTaggart’'s argument can be answered. What this misses, hovgetle, fact that the
moving spotlight view also accepts a notion of absolute becoming. Whdeldrue that
past, present, and future events all have ontological status, aodldhe&ation of Mars
does not “come into existence” but already exists in the futurethmass the states of
affairs of the colonization of Mar’s being present, whether int¢epras the possession
of a particular property or as the possession of a distinctagital status, is something

which comes into being on the view. Both the moving spotlight and the accretivisepictur

238 The “moving spotlight’ metaphor seems to originate with C. D. Braei
describes the view in terms of a policeman’s bull's eyilig up various houses on a street. See
Broad (1923), p. 59.

239 Quentin Smith’s “degree presentism” is really of versiothaf kind of view. See
Smith (2002).

240 see, for example, Dainton (2001), pp. 25-26. See the discussion ogicTa
argument below isection 3.6.1.
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that Broad defends, if they are to be made intelligible, reguivetion of meta-temporal
shifts in the sum total of what exists, only in the case of ttvimg spotlight view what
cease to exist and come into existence are these various cftatiairs that determine
which entities are present, whereas for the accretivist pidtis the entities themselves
that come into existence.

The upshot of this is that the moving spotlight view, in my opinion, tigadlyg
more plausible than it is often taken to be. The central weakneke dieory is that it
seems committed to either tense fundamentalism or tenseiyismi241 both of which
seem to be problematic views. | have already criticized temstamentalisrd42 Tense
primitivism seems to be open to criticism on the grounds that thalgkes property of
presentness does not seem to be one that we have experiential etadsmgport. No
matter how closely one examines some presently existing thegpresentness” of that
thing does not seem to be detectable. Perhaps if we could canivaistexperiences of
non-present things this would reveal the property of presentness thaked by these
other things, but since no such experiences seem available, fegemi$ as though there
is little independent reason to believe in such properties. One mifdatt hold that we
do observe past events all the time due to the time it takes nediumformation to
reach our sensory organs, but when one observes a distant superneves toghing

about this event that bears a mark of “pastné48Nor if we could observe future events

241 while it is not inconceivable that one could develop a versib the moving
spotlight theory that offers tense reductionist account of thetlgepresent, it is not easy to see
what such an account would look like. In the absence of a workegemibn of this, | assume
that the moving spotlight theorist is committed to either tehselamentalism or tense
primitivism.

242 5eeSection 2.2.1.

243 One who holds an indirect realist account of perception would tletywe do
directly observe such past events. Either way it seemsathatobservation evidence for a
distinction between those things which possess and those thingb Vaelck a property of
presentness is undercut.
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in a crystal ball does it seem as though there would be anytabgnarks them out as
future.

A further difficulty for the moving spotlight view is that itesas intuitive to think
that there is a strong connection between temporal passage aatibcaulisone thinks of
temporal passage of the coming-into-existence of entities, tlisatean is very naturally
understood as the bringing-into-existence of entities. Howevaegeins that the relata of
causation are not states of affairs of certain entities bpregent, but the entities
themselves. In other words, when | raise my arm, it seems liked into existence the
state of affairs omy-arm’s-being-raisedand not the state of affairs wfy-arm’s-being-
raised-being-present would suggest, then, that the moving spotlight view does not fit

well with the phenomenology of temporal experience.

3.4.2 The “Thinning Tree” View

Storrs McCall argues for an interesting variant of tramgitomnitemporalism
which combines the view with an account of the structure of timebtlaaiches in the
direction of the futur@44On McCall's model, a variety of possible futures exist. MtCa
explicitly compares his realism about possible futures to Daewlid’s belief that every
other possible world exists in the same sense as the actudl#@Time thus has the
structure of a tree, with the past as the trunk with a yaoefutures branching off from
the present time. McCall's view is known as the “thinning treeddel because he
believes in objective temporal passage, which, on his view, consisitg iceasing to
exist of all but a single possibility as time passes. @oexample, there exists a variety
of possible futures in which | eat a variety of different meals for lunch tamvotn some

of these possible futures, | eat chicken, whereas in others | lkeamburger. These

244 see McCall (1976), McCall (1984), and McCall (1994).

245 see Lewis (1986).
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possible futures are, on McCall’s view, just as much a part otitheerse as are the
present and the past. Let us suppose that, as a matter of éattchicken for lunch

tomorrow. What happens, then, is that the possible future in which hasaburger

ceases to exist as my eating chicken becomes prent.

There have been many who have been motivated to deny the objeetie of
temporal passage because there is something spiritually nedi§oout the idea that
passage is an illusion and genuine reality is changeless andrmert. No other account
of temporal passage of which | am aware, however, turns it inteteorg as horrifying
as it is on McCall’'s account. With each passing moment, coumpbsssble futures, with
concrete inhabitants just as real as the present me, arenbpedyfrom existence. If this
is in fact how the passage of time works, then there is samgethiite disconcerting
about all the possible versions of me who are destroyed with each decision tkat | ma

Regardless of this, however, the central philosophical objection | waigdd to
McCall's view is that it exemplifies the tendency whictejected earligd?7 of treating
possibilities as though they are actually existing things. Evenafaccepts the idea that
there are multiple possible futures compatible with the presetd sf the universe,
treating these possible futures as though they are actuakesssto me extremely
wrongheaded. The merely possible future event of my eating hunger tomorrow is,
in virtue of beingmerely possiblenot an actually existing thing. Given that McCall,
since he believes in objective time flow, must already think abrinérg as irreducible to
being, it is difficult to why he would have reason to accept themdhat possibilities
must be accounted for in terms of actually existing beingsudk, | suggest that there is

something incongruous about the motivations for the thinning tree model.

246 One should perhaps note that McCall is much more concerned topéigliew to
provide an adequate account of the indeterminism in modern phydies tiaan to provide for
human free will, as might be suggested by this example.

247 SeeSection 1.2.2.
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3.4.3 The Transitory B-series

A third version of transitory omnitemporalism that | will mentiomefly is the
transitory B-series model introduced in the last chag#8The transitory B-series is an
omnitemporalist view that, unlike the moving spotlight view, lacks aotjon of an
objective present. There is, nonetheless, temporal passage in this model, whid¢h iconsis
re-arrangement of the ordering of events in the B-series. So, panhdgessum total of
reality a certain event precedes another eventAs time passes, the sum total of reality
might change to one in which precedes. So, World War | might alter its temporal
relation to World War Il, so that it succeeds it rather than preceding it.

While such a view would count as a transitory omnitemporalist thebeye
seems very little to recommend it as an account of how passagaly works in our
experience. The passage that we actually experience does tgeem intimately
connected with a shift in what entities are present. The possibilithe transitory B-
series model does, however, raise an interesting skeptical posétianyone, such as
the accretivist, who seeks to combine the Structural AspecttietiTransitory Aspect.
Given that there are changes in the sum total of reality, what, if anytrexgent3Norld-
War-I-preceding-World-Il ceasing to exist and being replaced World-War-II-
preceding-World-War32 How do we know this sort of thing is not occurring? While |
have no detailed answer to provide to this question, | suspect the &egwiering it lies
in an account of the relationship of causal dependence that existseheg¢arlier and
later events. This would suggest that temporal relations are teohaixrelations that can

be altered without changing the nature of the relata, but areahtetations that, once

248 5eeSection 2.3.3.
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they hold, cannot be so easily altered. This thought, however, is ané whi& not

explore further in this ess&#9

3.5 Erosionism

Accretivism combines afuturism with the doctrine of the objecteality of
temporal passage. As such, it holds that the passage of time £on$in& addition to the
sum total of reality of new entities, and conceives of thegmieas the point at which
these new entities come into existence. Erosionism in importags weverses the
accretivist picture. Erosionism combines apastism with the obgecgality of temporal
passage, and thus thinks of temporal passage as consisting in eraasy to exist.
According to the erosionist picture, the future is as reah@ptesent, and as a present
entity becomes past, it ceases to exist. Erosionism haseotsbwidely defended view,
but, as noted beforS0 it has been attributed to such figures as C. I. Lewis, A. ér,Ay
and Jan Lukasiewicz by Michael Dummett.

Perhaps the main sort of argument that can be launched in favasangsm is
based on verificationist premises. The basic idea is that saterabout the past cannot
be verified except in terms of what exists in the present, aglsestatements about the
future can at leash principle be verified. If | make a claim about Mars being colonized
by the year 2100, one can theoretically observe this fact by ysimpiting long
enough?51 However, if | make a claim about Mars having been inhabited iryehe

1000, since one cannot observe this past fact, such a claim could onlyifiee \or

249 Ultimately, | think this problem may provide the basis of agument from
accretivism to the mereological theory of time, as thisvweould establish the relationship
between earlier and later entities as just such an intefadgion. Ifx is a part ofy, presumably
they cannot be altered in such a way this¢écomes a part af

250 seeSection 2.2.

251 statements about the far future, such as the death of the sunngcaua certain
year, may beractically unverifiable, but are stilh principle so.
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citing present evidence in favor of the claim. This suggestsealtsm with regard to the
past and realism with regard to the future, or, in other wapastismm Combine this
with temporal passage, and one has an erosionist view. If one réjectborm of
verficationism, as | do, one should not be tempted by this sort of argument.

A second sort of motivation for this view may be ethical. MicHamdley offers

the following quote from Lukasiewicz

Facts whose effects have disappeared altogether, and which eve
an omniscient mind could not infer from those now occurring,
belong to the realm of possibility. One cannot say about them that
they took place, but only that they waressible It is well that it
should be so. There are hard moments of suffering and still harder
ones of guilt in everyone’s life. We should be glad to be able to
erase them not only from our memory but also from existence. We
may believe that when all the effects of those fateful monmamets
exhausted, even should that happen aftigr our death, then their
causes too will be effaced from the world of actuality arss pato

the realm of possibility. Time calms our cares and brings
forgiveness

As comforting as it may be to think that one’s past mistakessmaply cease to exist,
such that there are no truths about them whatsoever, | find this matredibly difficult

to believe. In favor of this intuition, | will cite the authority oke&rartes, who, when
citing items that he perceives clearly, states that evenc&wabot “make it true at some
future time that | have never existed, since it is now true that | €ast.”

Against the erosionist view, | would ag&®? suggest that it seems that there is

strong intuitive connection between causation and temporal passdhat & seems very
plausible to think that causes bring effects into existence. i§ the central argument of

Michael Tooley in favor of his version of the accretivist theory:

252 Tooley (1997), pp. 237-38. Interestingly, Tooley identifies Lukasievds a
presentist rather than an apastist.

253 pescartesVleditations on First Philosophyrhird Meditation, p. 25.

254 5eeSection 3.4.1.



139

Causal laws, rather than being merely regularities in the hisfor
the world,control the course of history; they underlie, and account
for, any patterns that the world may exhibit over time. But how is
this control to be understood? One way—and, | think, the only
satisfactory way—is if causal laws, in conjunction with what is
actual as of a given time, determine what states of aféag then
added to what is already actual, thus determining what exists, i
tenseless seng@>

The basic idea is that the most intuitive way to make sene ofotion that causal laws
determine what happens in the world is to suppose that, when combineeviveith
already exists, causation consists in the adding of new sthimgthe world. When
combined with the need to account for cross-time relations, tlusgsyr suggests the

accretivist picture as the most natural account of time.

3.6 Accretivism

Accretivism has the advantage over presentism that it has nattihamakers for
both claims about the past and for cross-time relations. What gréledsuth of the
claim that Anne Boleyn was beheaded is the actual beheading ef Balayn, which
exists in the past. Cross-time relations can be understood as hbé&timgen the two
existing relata that they initially seem to hold between, witine&d to go to any of the
elaborate attempts to reduce them to something much differenthié initially appear
to be. Accretivism has the advantage over four-dimensionalism in tha@an
accommodate the Transitory Aspect of our ordinary experientmef without needing
to explain how our illusory experience of this can be generated & world in which
there is no actual passage. Accretivism faces a number ofiobgettiat can be raised to

it, however, and to these | will turn in the remainder of this section.

255T0oley (1997), p. 111.
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3.6.1 McTaggart’s Argument
While few philosophers accept J. M. E. McTaggart’'s conclusion threg is
unreal, many accept that one or the other part of his famoushang for time’s unreality
is valid. Roughly speaking, McTaggart's argument can be summarized as follows
1) If time is real, then it must be grounded in either the A-series or the &sseri
2) The B-series by itself is insufficient for time.
3) The A-series is contradictory, and therefore cannot be real.
Therefore, 4) Time is not real.
McTaggart seems to assume that the A- and B-series exhaysbgsible groundings of

time. He argues for Premise 2 as follows:

If, then, aB series without a\ series can constitute time, change
must be possible without aA series. Let us suppose that the
distinctions of past, present, and future do not apply to reality. In
that case, can change apply to reality?

What on this supposition, could it be that changes? Can we say
that, in a time which formed B series but not aA series, the
change consisted in the fact that the event ceased to be an event,
while another event began to be an event? If this were the aase, w
should certainly have got a change.

But this is impossible. IN is ever earlier tha® and later tha,

it will always be, and has always been, earlier tBaand later than

M, since the relations of earlier than and later than are permanent
N will thus always be in @8 series. And as, by our presel2nt
hypothesis, 8 series by itself constitutes timé,will always have

a position in a time-series, and always has had one. That is, it
always has been an event, and always will be one, and cannot
begin or cease to be an ever®6

McTaggart's basic objection to the B-series by itself is tifia relations that ground it are
permanent, and thus it lacks “change”. If something is at acpkatiplace in the B-series
ordering, it is always at that place, as things do not di&r position in the ordering,

McTaggart says. He rejects the Russellian analysis ofgehaocording to which mere

256 McTaggart (1928), p. 12.
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difference from one time to another is sufficient to ground chamgé¢he basis that this
does not capture what seem essentially different about tempamagectas opposed to
mere difference, which can also hold between places. Though he deeaksothe point
explicit, what McTaggart seems to be getting at is thaBtkeries by itself, while it may
possess difference from one point in time to another, lacks whessential to time,
namely the Transitive Aspect. Note that part of his argungetitat the B-relations are
permanent, and iN is earlier tharO, it will always be earlier tha®. Presumably, iN
and O could shift position in the B-seri#®/, this would be a change of the sort
McTaggart is searching for, though he seems to take it aga that this sort of thing
does not happen. He contrasts this with the A-series, in which edergsem to shift
their positions, as they change from future to present to past.

Since there does seem to be a “passage of time” assoaidltethe A-series but
not with the B-series, McTaggart’s holds then that the A-sésiessential to time. It is
this very passage of time that causes problems for theidss@owever. This passage
must somehow involve entities possessing all three properties toepsispresentness,
and futurity. These are, however, McTaggart maintains, contrary pesped so
nothing can actually possess all three. An entity’s shifting fommmg future to being
present must somehow involve its both being future and being presertttiegd are
contrary properties, then this seems to generate a contradicttanthdt it is not the A-
characteristics or the A-series orderimgr sethat is problematic. The difficulty comes
from trying to understand the notion of temporal passage. Presuyrttablsame problem
would arise if things did shift position in the B-seriesNIthanged from being earlier

than O to being later tha®, then this would somehow have to involve it being bother

257 Recall the discussion of the “transitory B-seriesSaation 2.3.3 andSection 3.4.3.

258 McTaggart does not give any reason for thinking these preperte contrary, but
the basic idea seems to be that they are determinates under the teammalele.
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earlier and later thaf@, and since these relations are presumably contrary asthegll,
would generate the same problem

Why does McTaggart find himself in this difficulty? This Iswould suggest,
because he assumes that the kind of change involved in temporalepasssignvolve
there being some state of affairs in which the changingyeptissesses both of the
properties in question. & changes fronfr to P, McTaggart seems to assume, there must
exist some state of affairs that includes both Fe and Pe, and thasd P exclude one
another as contraries, we can generate a contradiction. The refpinse&ould give to
McTaggart should be obvious from my account of how to understand the tdransi
Aspect, which is that we should not understand the passagee'fdiring future tee's
present in terms of some greater state of affairs thiatdes both them, but as a change
in the sum of total of reality from including one state of affao including the other.
This change cannot be understood in terms of a greater sum totatthdés both states
before and after the change®

McTaggart discusses Broad’s version of an accretivist viewsagdests that it
succumbs to his argument as much as any other view. He sudigstgdn on Broad’s
view, every event must be both present and past, and must both bedgehs the sum
total of reality and in the interior, and thus the view is inceherThis is, however, to
misunderstand the fact that the change occurs in meta-time, amycboherent version

of temporal passage seems to need to postulate.

3.6.2 The Argument from Special Relativity
Along with McTaggart's argument, one of the most common motivations for

philosophers to reject the objective reality of temporal passagés supposed

259 The overall interpretation of McTaggart is heavily influenced lighlslel Dummett’'s
classic defense of McTaggart’s argument in Dummett (1960).
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incompatibility with Einstein’s Special Theory of Relativity, oofethe central pillars of
modern physics. While | have earlier sugge$%€dhat attempting to draw metaphysical
conclusions from physical theories is never as straightforveastdme philosophers seem
to think, I will in this section briefly present why Special |[®®ity is taken to be
incompatible with the Transitory Aspect and what seems toonbe tthe most sensible
response to this problem.

The basic problem is that Special Relativity is generken to rule out any
notion of an objective present because it suggests there is no wededehswer to
which distant events are simultaneous. Two distant events A and| Bnealsured as
simultaneous according to one frame of reference, whereas dinbewineasured as
occurring before the other from other frames of reference. Sakéoa classic example,
if we have one observer standing on the platform of a train s@tidranother observer
standing in the middle of a railway car moving with respect topta#form, and two
lights flash, one at each end of the railway car, the observéhe car see the two lights
flash simultaneously, while the observer on the platform seeflastebefore the other.
As there is no physical experiment which could determine whichadrse viewpoint is
correct, the question of whether the two events are “reallytilsameous is taken to be
“physically meaningless.” If one asks the question “What is h@pgeon Marsright
now?”, there is no way of answering this question, as no one cangegeinstantaneous
signal from Mar261 and thus there will only be the fact that certain events ors Miir
be measured as simultaneous with certain events on Earth fromaore df reference,
while other events will be measured as simultaneous from othere$ of reference.

Thus the notion of an objective present, which seems to be requirey liyeary which

260 seeSection 1.2.5.

261 More specifically, no one can receive a signal that méaster than the speed of
light.
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acknowledges the reality of the Transitory Aspect, seems torbetlsing not recognized
by modern physical theory.

One problem with this argument to which | have already alluddthisthere are
certain phenomena in quantum mechanics that seem to be in camticihe Special
Relativity in that they seem to require instantaneous communich&ébmeen distant
particles which would thus imply a need for a notion of simultaneityphiysics262
However one sorts out the conflict between quantum mechanics andtygelabwever, |
would suggest that the most that seems to implied by the argumoemtSpecial
Relativity is that there is no physical means of determinuhgther two events are
simultaneous, but this need not imply that there is in fact no ariewtbe question of
which events are simultaneous. Physics is, roughly speakinsfuitiye of certain kinds of
causal interactions in the world. To say that something is “palgimeaningless” is
simply to say that it cannot be defined in terms of the kinds ofataetationships
studied in physics. Why, however, should eectdistant simultaneity to be definable
in such terms, especially given the prohibitions on the rate ahwhusal influence can
be propagated according to Special Relativity? At best, mses though the argument
suggests that physics limits our ability to discover which eemetsn fact simultaneous,
but, unless we accept some sort of verificationist principle,stmgild not be taken to
imply that there is no answer to the question. Given that much of oulddgavof the
world is the result of our physical interactions with it,sitno surprise that the laws of
physics would impose certain limitations on what we can inKaotv. This does not,
however, imply that there are no truths of the matter regardfeskether or not we can
know them.

Craig Bourne makes a similar point in defending presentism against thesatgum

262 pgain, Maudlin (2002) is recommended as a particularly nice discusf EPR
phenomena in quantum mechanics and the conflict they create with SpéainitiRe
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The question, then, comes down to this: STR is strange—nobody
denies that—but what is stranger: the fact that trees no
absolutely simultaneous events, or the fact that we caamow
which events are absolutely simultaneous? Arguably, the
epistemological issue is no that strange: it is no surprise, afte
that we cannot detect such a privileged frame if the measurement
procedures for establishing simultaneity are as Einsteinttsats

up to be. But both interpretations are empirically equivalent and
perfectly compatible with core STR. Thus, although it may be
argued that our inability to know is explained by there being no
fact of the matter, it would equally be perfectly respectabte f
presentists to adopt the less strange view that we menehotca
know which events are absolutely simultaneous, given their other
metaphysical commitmen#$3

Bourne’s basic contention, that we can interpret STR as giving us a limitatiwhat we
can know by physical means, seems to me sound. Unless we presuppadise trdy

things that exist are those things which can defined in termsysigahrelations, | see no
reason to think that the inability to give a definition of distamutianeity in physics

should be taken as a problem for the transitory the#ftfst.

3.6.3 The “Rate of Passage” Objection

One common set of criticisms of transitory theories is thavéng idea of time
“passing” or “flowing” is simply incoherer6 To say that something flows implies
there is a measurable rate at which it flows. It makes ngeséowever, to say that time
flows at a certain rate, because time is itself whasex to measure the rate of changes

in things. J. J. C. Smart expresses a classic version of this argument:

263Bourne (2006), p.181.

2641t js perhaps worth noting that even if we cannot give an erapiest to determine
whether two distant events are simultaneous, we can nonetheless gingiicist account of the
origin of the concept of “distant simultaneity”. Presumablg, ¢bncept of distance is empirically
respectable. The concept of simultaneity is also empiricaipectable, since we can experience
co-located events as simultaneous. Yet is also seems perésgibctable to combine the concept
of distance with the concept of simultaneity to form the conckpistant simultaneity, even if
doing so eliminates that possibility of detecting whether anythingdaliiler the concept.

265 Broad (1938) contains one of the first statements of this prolfarkosian (1993)
is an important recent discussion.
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An express train, for example, may be moving at 88 feet per
second. The question, 'How fast is it moving?' is a sensible
guestion with a definite answer: '88 feet per second’. Wenoay

in fact know the answer, but we do at any rate know what sort of
answer is required. Contrast the pseudo-question 'How fast am |
advancing through time?' or 'How fast did time flow yesterday?’
We do not know how we ought to set about answering it. What sort
of measurements ought we to make? We do not even know the sort
of units in which our answer should be expressed. 'l am advancing
through time at how many seconds per ?' we might begin, and
then we should have to stop. What could possibly fill in the blank?
Not 'seconds’ surely. In that case the most we could hope for would
be the not verby illuminating remark that there is just one second in
every second66

Smart suggests that the only way we could make sense of tisiagasthe postulation
of some additional dimension in which the rate of temporal passageasured. This,
however, seems to lead to an infinite regress since presutha&bbdditional dimension
will be something which “passes” as well.

This argument, however, largely misses the point of the transitory thebhaas
presented it. The expression “the passage of time” should not bedakeply that there
is a substantial thing, “time”, which undergoes some sort of mewe It is ultimately
not “time” but things in time which become, or, alternately, ‘em total of reality”
which becomes. We can measure the coming-into-being of new statesertain entity
only against the coming-into-being of new states of another ekitiéycan say that the
second hand of the clock has gone through two rotations as | tibaag, dor example.
Given that | have suggested that any transitory theory is committed to tte thati time
is consecutive, both the rotation of the clock hands and the tying ohowy\sill be
resolvable into some finite number of distinct shorter events wiaice bome into being.
One intelligible question is whether the number of events that matte uptation of the
clock hands is less than or greater than that which makes tprigef the shoes. It is at

least conceivable that in the transition from one sum-total atyéalanother, not every

266 smart (1966), p. 215.
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entity will have a successive state come into being. So, tongbe, let $and $ be two
distinct sum totals of reality. Suppose that {raSs the latest state of an entéywvhile by

is the latest state of another entityAs the sum total of reality changes t§ & may be
succeeded by a statg avhile b remains the latest state lmf We might informally say
that “time is flowing faster” fora than forb, but the comparison is always ultimately

between the two entities in time.

3.6.4 Future Truths

We have seen that one major difficulty for the presentishiaccounting for
truths about the past, and different presentists give differenouats of how to ground
such truths, each of which | have criticized as inadequate. @ji¢ suggest, however,
that the exact same problem will inevitably arise for tberetivist in trying to account
for truths about the future, and | will have to endorse some ssitadégy for accounting
for such truths, presumably one that could be adopted by the presentistyniotr truths
about the future, but also truths about the past. So perhaps | mightoneetthing like
future-tensed Lucretian properties to account for the fact thall itain tomorrow, and,
if I allow myself future-tensed Lucretian properties, thenn lsardly complain about the
presentist’s use of past-tensed Lucretian properties.

The solution to this problem that | shall adopt is to deny tha¢ ter truths about
the future. There is an old and venerable philosophical traditiaeying that future
claims have truth value. This tradition goes back to Aristotlet®otes discussion of the
sea-battle irDe Interpretatione Aristotle’s concern, as has been the concern of many
who have dealt with the problem, is that future truths would inteviéte human free
will. If it is true that | will fight a sea-battle tomorrowthen it seems that, in some
important sense, my future is already set in stone and | cannoeanato® fight the sea-
battle. Aristotle’s own suggestion was that the law of excluded|m the principle that

holds that either a proposition or its negation must be true, musfidatedein these



148

cases. For it seems that it is either true that | vghitfthe sea battle, or, if that is not true,
then it would be true that | will not fight the sea battle, bugither case, there will be a
truth about the future. Some accretivists have followed Aristotleelreving that we
must adopt a logic that rejects excluded middle in order to solvertit#em267 |
propose a different route.

One important lesson about language that any philosopher must quicis lésah
not every example of what appears to be a statement and itgondgdtct is. Classic
counter-examples to the law of non-contradictions, such as that seavhabth healthy
and not-healthy are examples of tB#8 When we assert that seawater is healthy and that
seawater is not healthy, both of which are true, we may seebe tendorsing a
contradiction. However, in order to see that there is in fact no duttoan, we must
examine the true propositions in more detail, in which case wewdis¢hat what is
actually true is that “Seawater is healthy to bathe nd that “Seawater is not healthy to
drink”, and that once we spell out the propositions in sufficient ditalucidate their
deeper structure, we realize that they are not in fact coctireglieach other. The lesson
is that what appears to be a proposition and a negation may viergrwiaspection of
their logical form turn out not to be contradictory at all.

This is also the import of one of the most fruitful philosophical yses of the
twentieth century, namely Russell’s account of apparent referemmon-existents.
Consider the propositions “The Present King of France is bald” Hmel Present King of
France is not bald”. We have what seems to be a statemens aedation, so surely one
of them must be true. Just as clearly, however, one cannot lggifinsay that either is

true. As Russell pointed out, the way to deal with this conundrum @abfyze said

267 see Tooley (1997), Part Il, for example. Bourne (2006) pursuesilarsstrategy
due to his branching model of the future in his version of presentism.

268 This example is from Heraclitus.
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sentences into their deeper logical form, in which both propositioesaeatually
conjunctive statements that assert the existence of the pkesgraf France, and, given
that there is no present King of France, both statements end upfals|gA similar
strategy applies to all reference to the non-existentrésning or not raining in the Land
of Oz? The correct answer is that neither of these is & ea there is no such place.
The accretivist, however, holds that there is no such thing as futuntse®®, since
every assertion about the future seems to be analyzable intoratbiat there exists
events later than the present, so such claim will turn out touke ‘1 will fight a sea
battle tomorrow” is analyzable into something along the lines bef@ exists a time a
day later than the present time at which | am fighting inagbsétle”, whereas “I will not
fight a sea battle tomorrow” would be analyzable into “Therstexa time a day later
than the present time at which | am not fight a sea battlenb Ifimes later than the
present exist, then both of these claims, strictly speaking,aut to be false. So long as
we understand these as claims that are supposed to correspond existeme states of
affairs, then | would suggest that the best strategy fordtretavist is to hold that neither
is actually true.

| would be willing to suggest that claims about the future mayeskinctions in
language other than representing something that actuallys,exstl in virtue of
successfully fulfilling those functions, may merit praise sotrevsimilar to the praise
we reserve for claims that are in fact true. If | s&yarh going to fight a sea-battle
tomorrow”, this may accurately or inaccurately express yotantion, even though it
cannot correspond to any actual future event. We may say of a jmea@icbut what will
happen that it is well-founded, and may say after the fact theame trueor was
successful, but this does not mean that it was, strictly spedkilegwhen it was made.
We may say, for example, that it is true that the sun wgirb® die in about five billion
years, but, on my view, if that is taken to represent an actigtingxevent, then it is

strictly speaking false. Nonetheless, one might be able to develop an acooudirg to
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which it is legitimate to make the prediction that the sundwdlin five billion years. For
example, one might construe laws of nature in a broadly Humean fasision
generalizations from what has happened in the past. If everyigedf have always been
followed by events of typ¥ in the past, and we presently encounter an event ofXype
one might develop an account according to which it is morerteg# to say thatY will

happen” than “Y will not happen”, even though they are both, strictly speaking, false.

3.6.5 The Dead Past

Recently, Craig Bourne, David Braddon-Mitchell, and Trenton Mesrickve
each defended versions of an argument against accretivism on theobdsi alleged
incompatibility with our presumably certain knowledge that we eaqst are thinking in
the preser®69 The argument rests on the claim that there can be a gapemetwur
subjective experience of certain events as being present aodjdotive notion of what
is really present. According to the growing block theorist,Xdo be present ispughly
speaking’0, for x to exist and for there to exist nothing later tk&@{1It is thus to be on
the “edge of reality” in the temporal dimension. According tottlesis of dynamism,
new entities come into being along this edge, thus adding taithdatal of existence
and changing what is objectively present. To know that we aretogly present would
seem to require knowing that we are on this edge rather dhasnsere in the interior of

the four-dimensional space-time block.

269 see Bourne (2002), Braddon-Mitchell (2004), and Merricks (2006.

270 Among the qualifications that might be needed is a clause ¢oomtl any
atemporal entities one might accept in one’s ontology as Ipeesgnt, but | will ignore
this complication. Similarly, one might modify the account accordingshat one holds
the primary bearers of temporal relations to be. Caesar shouldrnaiut to be present
simply because Caesar is not the sort of entity that can statemporal relations. |
assume these complications can be dealt with.

271 At least, this would be the standard analysis given by an adstetiho
rejected tense primitivism.
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Consider Julius Caesar. According to the growing block theorisgaCagists in
the past, just as real as any present person. But then, the atggoes, Caesar's mental
states are equally as real as those of any present penmsonara qualitatively
indistinguishable from what they were when he was objectively present. Howdhee,
who believe ourselves to have certain knowledge that we are presenttHatove are
not in the same position as Caesar? How can we be sure thet aethe temporal edge
of reality, rather than somewhere in the interior, if our mestites would be the same
either way? This problem does not seem to arise for the grdohonl theory’s two main
competitors. The presentist holds that only what is present esistghat having
subjective experiences at all is a guarantee that thosdenqees are objectively present.
The orthodox four-dimensionalist holds that there is no objective notidmegbresent,
and to think that something is present is simply to affirm itsukaneity with that
particular thought, and so “I am thinking in the present” is trivially true.

Peter Forrest presents what would seem to be the most sersptse on
behalf of the growing block theorist to this argum@f#.Forrest denies that Caesar has
subjective experiences at all. The mistake, Forrest suggestsyieving consciousness
as a state akin to Caesar’s being wet or under six féeCtansciousness is, instead, an
activity, and “Activities occur only at the boundary of reality, ivlgtates can be in the
past”’273 Chris Heathwood objects to this account that it requires “theaiséc and
metaphysical gymnastics Presentists train for but GroBilogk Theorists thought they
could avoid.274 His objection is that “Caesar was conscious when he crossed the
Rubicon” should be made true in a parallel fashion to “Caesar waslves he crossed

the Rubicon,” but Forrest requires that it be made true in a much different manner.

272 Forrest (2004).
273 Forrest (2004), p. 359.

274 Heathwood (2005), p. 250-1.
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| would suggest, however, that this is something that we shouldtexpecthe
accretivist. | have already that any theory that recognimesbjective reality of temporal
passage will have certain truths that are not made true bg.b&my truths about
something’s changing state, in the transitory sense of ehaatiger than the differential
sense of change, will be irreducible to facts about that thimgghba certain states.
Consider Julius Caesar once more. According to the accretivessaCaxists in the past
and is, at various times, in various spatial locations relativieetdRubicon. He is at one
time on one side of the river, later in the center of the river,sétdater on the other
side of the river, and at points in between at times in betv&sssar, when he is in the
middle of the river, is wet, but is he in motion? Not according tovene is a realist
about the Transitory Aspect of Time. If | get up at the presemhent and walk across
the room, | am moving, but that is because new states of meraregeinto-being. The
static existence of various states of Caesar in the pastrauesuffice to constitute a
change in Caesar, and so, in an important sense, Caesar, irstthis pat moving. Of
course, if | now say that “Caesar was moving in the past”ish@atie, but what makes
that statement true is not simply the past states of Caesathose states plus the
passage of time. The passage of time, however, is not an entity.

| have suggested that, according to the accretivist, what nitakes that Caesar
was moving in the past is not merely the past states of Claesaomething along the
lines of these plus temporal passage. As temporal passagetesh®tnderstood as an
entity, but rather the increase in entities, then certain forrantawf the truth-maker
principle must be rejected. It is perhaps important to note, howthagrthis does not
mean that the accretivist theorist is not a realist abownséatts such as “Caesar was
moving in the past”. While it is a mistake to construe temporagggsas an entity, it is
nonetheless mind-independent, and thus it is an objective mattehewhemporal

passage occurs in the world or not.
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The non-transitory presentist has two sorts of reduction to perforst, ke or
she must reduce claims that appear to make reference to péstusacentities to claims
about present entities. Second, he or she must reduce claims abportatgmassage to
claims about what exists at the present moment. The tranpitesgntist has only the
former sort of reduction to perform. It is this sort of reductibwe, attempt to ground
claims about the past or future in terms of claims about thernpreélsat accounts for the
“metaphysical gymnastics” about which Heathwood worries, nathelyarious sorts of
attempts to ground truths about the past that we saw in previous sections.

The growing block theorist requires no such athleticism for clabwut past
states of the world. What presently accounts for Caesarsidndgaen wet is the still
existing state of Caesar being wet. There is no need to redacéo a claim about
present entities. And while the Growing Block Theorist does holdtltleatvarious states
of Caesar in the past do not suffice to ground claims about Caesar’s cros$uodpiden,
this is in virtue of a resistance to reductionism about claims abauge. This is a stark
contrast the presentist’s need to reduce claims about theopaaims about the present,
which are the result of the limited resources of their vievheratthan an anti-
reductionism.

Forrest claims in response to the problem of accounting for tha&ntgrof our
subjective awareness of the present that past entities ead”;d.e. that they have no
subjective experience. He bases this on the claim that conscioisaesactivity rather
than a state. Now, it would take a significant excursus into tHespphy of mind to
defend the proposition that consciousness is an activity rather th@reastate, but,

given what | have said, Forrest’s basic approach is at least plausible.

3.6.6 Creation ex Nihilo
An objection which is sometimes offered to the accretivist positothat the

notion of temporal passage that | have offered requires that grdiaasation become a
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matter of creatiorex nihila The entire point of the theory is that new things come into
existence at the temporal edge of reality. Presumably, thesgs are caused to come
into existence by the previously existing things. So, let us suplpatsdme evert is in

the present and causes some eVet happen next. Then it appears as though on the
accretivist modeF must come into existence as a resulE'sfcausal activity. This seems

to grant finite entities power that was traditionally reserved for the gods.

It is not clear whether this objection bears any special wéaghthe accretivist
picture, or whether it applies equally to any theory that ackedyes the reality of
temporal passage understood as a change in the sum totaltgf Sslif | am transitory
presentist, and | walk to refrigerator and open it, then | am bigngito existence a
whole new state of affairs of the refrigerator door being open. | am not sus@ahis be
taken as a serious objection to the view any more than simplgtaseanent of what the
view in fact is. | believe the intuition that those who offes thibjection have is, however,
that accretivism does differ from the transitory presemighat all that is brought into
existence on the presentist’'s story are new arrangement\obysly existing entities.
So, the door exists, and it acquires or loses properties as tsaespand assuming a
Platonic realism about properties, the properties themselves dometinto existence,
only the arrangements. The assumption then seems to be thatctbevist requires
something more than this.

Why would one assume this? One reason has to do with the waacthativism
is standardly presented in the contemporary literature. | havéhgamost common form
of accretivist theory that people are introduced to is the sedcalowing block theory”.
The growing block theory, as it is standardly presented, blsgtalrts with the four-
dimensionalist idea that the world is “four-dimensional block”, and thenrsiashels the
growing block theories as committed to that basic view, only thithadded theses of
afuturism and transience understood as new entities coming inteneestThis model

imagines time as space-like in exactly the same waythieatour-dimensionalist does,
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and so what exists at different points in time will be distinanuch the same way in
which what exists at different points in space are distin@ve suggested, however, that
the accretivist as | have defined his position need not hold thaigitnde understood at
all like a spatial dimension. If the accretivist held either ghedurantist or exdurantist
theory of persistence, then they would this sort of problem would farigkeir view, as
the new entities that came into existence would be wholly digengboral part or stages
of an object. However, if the accretivist held either an endurdhéety of persistence or
an intradurantist theory of persistence, the “new entities"cithrae into existence are not
wholly distinct from what previously existed, and thus the probledeiated. At best,
this argument seems to suggest that one should reject the “grbleicig version of

accretivism, but does not seem to tell against the more general theory.
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CHAPTER FOUR

CONCLUSION

Four-dimensionalism and presentism are the two dominant theoriebein t
contemporary literature in the philosophy of time. In this esséwave argued that
accretivism is superior to both of these theories in virtue ofabethat it can give a
richer account of time that incorporates all of the five aspafcour ordinary experience
of time into a comprehensive view. Four-dimensionalism is committe@ducing or
eliminating the Transitory Aspect of Time, while presentisrs H#ficulty giving an
account of the Structural Aspect of Time. If one shares theafadlis essay, which is to
develop an account of time that incorporates all of the aspetitaefs revealed in our
ordinary experience, accretivism emerges as a theory whichsseefulfill this goal
better than the two dominant theories. Thus | would suggest that, aérhdeast, it
deserves to be taken seriously as a rival to the two major theories.

While | hope to have established at leaptima faciecase for accretivism, there
are several areas in which my argument needs to be developed. fhitbie the basic
phenomenology of time, the account of the five aspects, needs to be worked out in greater
detail. There are a number of questions to be addressed that hdtaaddressed in this
essay. For example, are all of the five aspects equally gedundbur experience, or are
some in fact more fundamental than others? How exactly do weipe temporal
passage, if it is not an entity? Second, in answering certaintiobgd¢o the accretivist
view, | have gestured at certain ideas that need to be developed endetail. In
particular, more work needs to be done on the connection between conssgoasd
temporal passage as suggested in Section 3.6.5. Furthermore, ndgdamebée said to
develop an account of laws of nature that is compatible with tharg be future events,

as mentioned in Section 3.6.4. Lastly, a great deal of work needs to beomldhe
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connections between the accretivist view and contemporary physias) Whave only
hinted at in this essay.

Of course, the broader project of incorporating the accretiviat wighin a larger
theory that gives a complete account of all five aspectsnaf has only been begun in
this essay. Accretivism is committed to the reality ofgeral passage, and to the Tensed
Aspect being objectively real. While a significant part ofangument against presentism
involved the Structural Aspect, | said very little in the wayieing a positive account of
the Structural Aspect. Other than their initial presentation, ¢ ldewne very little to touch
upon the Durational or the Differential-Repetitive Aspects in dssay. As all five of
these aspects seem to be intimately related, it is difficult to fully gn account of any of
them in isolation from the others, and so a complete account ofalbsipects is really
necessary for a complete defense of an accretivist view.

Broadening the project even further, a complete account of timeaddstss in
more detail the relationship between time and other basic meteghfegsatures of our
world. If time is not a “fourth dimension” of space, then how are avenderstand the
relationship between time and space? Is there a relationshipebetseporal and modal
notions in virtue of which we can make sense of the notion, proposed tog,Fer
example, that the past is “necessary” while the future iglgngpossible”? Is there more
to be said about the relationship between becoming and being? Vithiatr ia being to
be “in time” as opposed to “atemporal’, and which entities areme? What is the
connection between time and causation? These question | positsabjbets for future

inquiry.
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