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8 |ntroduc'£ion

6.4.4) which draws on my earlier comments about truthmakers in chapter 2,

and in appendices A and B

Finally, I argue that the presentist theory of persistence is really independent
of the other parts of presentism by considering two variants on presentism.
The first combines the presentist’s doctrines about the unreality of the past
and future with endurantism (section 6.5.1); the second combines the pre-
sentist theory of persistence with realism about the past and future, and a

temporal parts ontology (section 6.5.2).

1.2 Textual Conventions

Displayed propositions are given unique bholdfaced numbers, like this:

1 This is a displayed proposition.

Sometimes a displayed proposition may be given a name instead, like this:

Defo o <y =4 (V2)(z0z D zoy)

Where I wish to enumerate a list for other purposes, I use circled numbers,
like this:

@ Just one thing,

@ and then another.

These circled numbers are not unique, and will not be referred to in the text.

Citations are given in author-date format, like this: (ARMSTRONG 1968).

Full details for each cited work may be found in the bibliography.




1.2 Textual Conventions 9

[ hope my usage of logical symbolism will be self-explanatory. The only
points were it might not be is in chapter 3, where additional symbolism is
introduced for formal mereological systems (this is explained in section 3.1),
and in chapter 6, where P and F are used as sentential tense operators.
These operators are always rendered in boldface to prevent confusion with

predicate symbols.

[ use greek letters ¢, v,... as schematic variables ranging over predicates.
When naming properties, [ sometimes abbreviate “the property of being ¢”

to “being ¢”, where the latter are always rendered in italics.

Double inverted commas (*”), [ use for mention and quotation; single invert-

(et

ed commas (‘') I use for nested quotation, and ‘scare quotes’.

I use boldface to highlight technical terms and neologisms at the point that

they are defined. Page references for these points can be found in the index.
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2.1 Concepts of Intrinsicality 17

/ Local Intrinsicality

Global /

Intrinsicality /
\ Duplication
S o

Figure 2.3: Interdefinition of global and local intrinsicality

o If ¢ is intrinsic, then being not ¢ is intrinsic.

For example, being either cubical or massive is intrinsic because being cubrcal

and being massive are both intrinsic.

The same seems to be true for extrinsic* properties:

o If ¢ and ¥ are extrinsic*, then being either ¢ or 1 is extrinsic*.
o If ¢ and ¥ are extrinsic*, then being both ¢ and 1 is extrinsic*.

o If ¢ is extrinsic*, then being not ¢ is extrinsic*.

Conveniently, these results follow from the characterisation of intrinsic in
terms of intrinsic duplication (and of extrinsic® in terms of extrinsic* dupli-

cation) given above.

There is a problem, or rather, an exception to these principles, though. If
properties are individuated extensionally, so that there is precisely one prop-
erty for each set of objects, then there is a single property, the ubiquitous
property which is instantiated by every object, and another, the empty

property which is instantiated by none. These can both be expressed as

































28 Intrinsic Properties

Now E is the extension of the property being an electron, which, we may
assume, is intrinsic. Fx is the extension of being either an accompanied
electron, or a lonely positron, which, intuitively, is extrinsic. If the god could
tell the difference between the extension of an intrinsic property and that
of an extrinsic one, then he would know of a difference between E and Fx,
which, as we have seen, he does not. All that the god knows about properties
is their extensions. So the god cannot tell the difference between intrinsic

and extrinsic properties.

Since the god is omniscient with regard to all modal and logical matters
of fact, it follows that modality and logic alone do not suffice to analyse
“intrinsic”. 1f they did, then they would suffice to analyse “electron”, which
would be absurd.

2.2.2 Analyses involving naturalness

Another tradition, mostly carried out by David Lewis, attempts to analyse
“intrinsic” with the resources of a theory of natural properties. (LEWIS
19838, pp. 25 29) (LEwIs 1986, p. 62) (SIDER 1996B)

The Lewis analysis

Lewis claims that

o there exists a class of perfectly natural properties, which
e are all intrinsic, and

e serve as a supervenience basis for all the intrinsic properties.

With these claims Lewis is able to define duplication and then intrinsicality.

Two things are duplicates iff they have exactly the same perfectly natural
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Intrinsic Properties






















3.3 Classicalism 43

In order to make sense of this objection, and the fact that it is not han-
dled as easily as Goodman makes out, we need to understand mereology as
a substantive metaphysical theory, rather than a mere piece of conceptual

analysis.

To put this point another way, mereclogy is normally interpreted in a realistic
way. In believing a certain mereological system to be the correct one, we are
believing mereological realism with regard to it: that there is a domain of
objects which satisfies the theorems of that mereology, when < is interpreted
as “is part of”, in that phrase’s most general sense, and when the quantifiers

are taken to be unrestricted.

3.3 Classicalism

The mereological theory I believe is mereological realism with regard to clas-
sical mereology, or as [ will call it for short, classicalism.* Classicalism has
two important features: extensionality and unrestricted composition, which

[ will now describe.

3.3.1 Extensionality

To put it intuitively, the extensionality of mereology lies in the fact that no
two things can be made of the same parts. This seems to be an important
truth. Suppose I have a collection of electronic parts that could be used
entirely to make either a computer or a video recorder. If the parts would
be entirely used up making either of these things, then I cannot make both
a computer and a distinct video recorder (though perhaps I could make a

single device that does the jobs of both).

T use the name “classicalism” rather than “classicism” because the name is derived

from “classical mereology”, not “classic mereology.



























52 Parts and Wholes

3.5.1 Atomism and anatomism

A mereological atom is an individual that has no proper parts. In my usage,
atomism is the view that everthing is composed of atoms, or equivalently,
that everything has an atom as a part; anatomism is the view that there
are no atoms. Materials of which anatomism is true are sometimes described

as “gunk”, a usage derived from Lewis (1991, p. 20).
These doctrines can be expressed in the language of mereology, if we define
a predicate A, “is atomic” as

Defa Az =g ~(Fy)(y < 2)

then, following Simons (1987, p. 42), we can state atomism and anatomism

with the following formulae:
Atom (Vz)(3y)(Ay Ay < z)
Anatom (Vz)(Jy)(y < )
Notice that anatomism is not simply the denial of atomism, and that it is

possible to formulate a middle position, that denies both. This would be the

view that there are atoms, but not everything has any atomic parts:
Hybrid (3z)(Az) A 3z)(Vy)(y < z O (32)(z < y))

According to Simons, this “hybrid position... has rarely been seriously en-
tertained” (SIMONS 1987, p. 42). However, it is not so weird as might
appear. There are two positions from which it might seem plausible. Both

are connected with the topology of matter and space.

First, we might think that all extension is owed to non-atomistic matter —

that no sum of spatial atoms has an extension — but also think that things
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classical (and atomistic, for that matter). The non-empty sets of space-time
points satisfy the axioms of classical mereology, when < is interpreted as set-
inclusion. If we thought that the mereology of space itself was non-classical,
then the set-theoretic treatment of space that van Inwagen employs would

be inappropriate.

So, van Inwagen’s argnment is a bit like this:

2 The mereological structure of material things is like that of space (For

reductio).
3 The mereology of space is classical. (Suppressed premise).
4 RP holds for material things (from 2 and 3).
5 But, RP leads to absurdity!

6 (Therefore) The mereological structure of material things is unlike that
of space.

Once the argument is stated in this way, it is very hard to see why someone
who accepted premise 5 (which T have accepted only for the sake of argument

here) would prefer to reject 2 rather than 3.

One possible reason might have to do with reasons for rejecting RP (i.e.
accepting premise 5). Van Inwagen’s reasons have to do with the possibility
of objects persisting through the loss of parts (which I will discuss later, see
section 5.4.1). Now, we don’t normally think of the ability to persist through
change in parts as an essential feature of space. So van Inwagen’s reasons for
rejecting RP mightn’t seem to be an appealing reason for rejecting 3. But
in conjunction with the argument above, they should be — at least if we are

prepared to hang onto DAUP.

This is all by way of saying why I reject van Inwagen’s a priori argument
against DAUP and DASTP. But [ think its conclusion is true.
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Perdurantism








































































112 End u&rltism

numerically identical; indeed, it might be that the world is superfically just

as it actually is, but there be only one thing, the Absolute.

The problem of difference is the problem that the Absolute would appear to
be intrinsically qualitatively different from itself. A potato and a strawberry
are intrinsically different — strawberries being sweet while potatoes are not.%
If the Absolute is identical to both, then it seems we can derive a contra-
diction from the hypothesis of Absolute monism, contrary to what I claimed

earlier.

Strictly speaking, however, what we should say of the Absolute is that it has
a certain sweetness distribution. It is sweet over here, not sweet over there,
where being sweet at p for some position p is understood as a disjunctive

sweetness distribution.

5.2.5 The Problem of Change: Adverbialism

Adverbialism is best presented as a reply to the semantic problem of change.
It corresponds to Lowe’s analysis 14, in which the “at ¢” phrase is supposed

to modify the copula. As Lowe puts it, the

ascription of a shape to a is temporally qualified, i.e., the property-
exemplification relation between a and a shape is relativised to a
time... [the indexed copula solution] retains a and F as subject and
predicate respectively and takes ‘at t' at its face value as having
adverbial (or predicate modifier) status. (Lowe 1988, p. 73)

This idea has also been taken up by Sally Haslanger:

The intuitive idea behind the so-called ‘adverbial’ option is that ob-
jects have properties at times, and that time should modify this

T am assuming a primary property theory of sweetness here.












116 Endurantism

individuals; this would be undesirable.” (HASLANGER 1989, p. 122) I might
add that the undesirability is identical if a two-place, or any instantiation

relation is admitted.

The trouble is that the instantiation relation itself is a property, and if objects
must be related to their properties by instantiation, then a second instance
of the instantiation relation is needed to relate the original object and prop-
erty to instantiation; and a third to relate those three items to instantiation
again, and so on ad infinitum. If any explanatory work was done by bring-
ing instantiation into the picture, it cannot be completed. This is a version
of F.H. Bradley’s celebrated regress of relations. (BRADLEY 1897, p. 18)
(ARMSTRONG 19784, p. 106).

The force of Bradley’s argument is that predication cannot be analysed in
terms of instantiation. (LEwWIS 1983B, pp. 21-23) Any such analysis will
still contain predication — of an instantiation relation. It’s just such an
analysis that the adverbialist is attempting: they want to analyse “a is F at
t” in terms of “a bears the instantiation relation at ¢ to F-ness”. But this is
just plain circular, for “a bears the instantiation relation at ¢ to F-ness” is

just another predication.

5.3 Arguments

The positive arguments for endurantism are mostly reactive — they argue
against perdurantism by claiming that perduring objects cannot change (sec-
tion 5.3.1); or that, if it is possible to defuse the positive arguments for
perdurantism, endurantism appears to be a reasonable generalisation of per-

durantism (section 5.3.2).
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Perdurantism is on a par with the position I have have called strong en-
durantism, the view that endurance, and endurance only, is necessary for
persistence. The onus is on the holders of these positions to take us beyond
the assumption that both positions share, that persisting things are located
at multiple fimes, to the stronger views, either that persisting things are par-
tially {never wholly!) located at multiple times, or wholly (never partially!)

located at multiple times.

Thus, if the arguments for pedurantism (or for strong endurantism) are un-

convincing, we should believe endurantism.

5.4 Problems

I discuss one outstanding problem for endurantism, to do with temporary
parts (section 5.4.1). This problem is connected with the issues to do with
material constitution and mereological extensionality that were briefly dis-

cussed in section 3.3.1.

5.4.1 Dion/Theon cases

The problem of change, at least in the version presented by Lewis, concerns
objects having temporary properties. A variant on this idea uses temporary
parts. For example, in a puzzle from the Stoic philosopher Chrysippus, an
unfortunate man called Dion has his foot annihilated, at some time ¢;. Dion
survives this accident. Now, speaking in the atemporal language of classical
mereology, what do we say about the relationship between the Dion and his

foot — is it a part of him or not? (BURKE 1994)

There are only two ways to answer this puzzle within the confines of classical
mereology. We might interpret classical mereology so that its formulae are

implicitly present-tensed. This is a possibility that I will take up later, in
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Dion - Foot (i.e. Theon)

Space |

Foot

I T I
to 6y by

Time

Figure 5.3: Dion and Theon

durantism is false. If things can survive the removal of a part, then some
things perdure; however, it need not be the case that everything that persists

perdures.

5.5 Variants

I discuss just one variant on endurantism: the claims that some objects
endure while others perdure (section 5.5.1). It seems to me that this gives

an appropriate answer to the problem of Dion and Theon.

5.5.1 Mixed Theories

A mixed theory of persistence is one according to which some things per-

sist by perduring, and others persist by enduring. By my definition, this









126 _Endurantism

If this distinction is well founded then: first, we have another objection to
perdurantism (which T regard as the decisive one) — namely that it conflates
the distinction by assimilating intrinsic change to substantial change. And
second, it would seem reasonable to treat the way in which objects persist
through substantial change differently to the way we treat the way in which
objects persist through mere-intrinsic change. This is what I propose to
do: objects perdure through substantial change, and endure through mere-
intrinsic change (as well as through mere-Cambridge change, or periods of

no change at all).
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as the conjunction of anti-realism and tensism. For the moment I will not,
attempt to establish this — in section 6.5, however, I describe two variants on
presentism, one of which combines a form of anti-realism about the past and
future with an endurantist theory of persistence (section 6.5.1), and the other
of which combines a realist ontology with a presentist theory of persistence
(section 6.5.2). Tf these two theories are coherent, then presentism proper

must be orthogonal to the presentist theory of persistence.

6.2 Replies

6.2.1 The Analogy with Space

Presentists standardly reject any analogy between time and space. the ar-
guments they use are similar to those considered earlier (see section 5.2.1).
Instead they claim that time should be understood on the model of modality.

I will discuss analogies between time and modality in sections 6.3.1-6.3.3.

There is, however, a problem about how to make presentism compatible with
relativistic physics. Given the relativity of simultaneity, it is not possible to
pick out one set of events as the present independently of a choice of reference
frame. But which frame shall we choose? (PUTNAM 1967)

There are two basic lines of reply to this problem. The first is to advance
presentism as a piece of conceptual analysis of ordinary language — the folk
theory of time — without intending to affirm or deny that theory. The claim
then is not that the past and future do nof exist, but that we speak as though

they don’t.

Alternatively, a presentist might choose the bold course of denying that cur-
rent relativistic physics is correct. This could be done either as a part of a
denial of scientific realism, or as part of a programme of naturalised meta-
physics. To be slightly less bold, the presentist could claim only the relativis-

tic physics is incomplete (which seems plausible) and that completed physics
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will give us a reason to prefer one reference frame, rehabilitating absolute

simultaneity.

6.2.2 The Problem of Change

Presentists also have an easy answer to the problem of change. Since objects
do not have any properties other than those they have at the present moment,

the arguments connected with the problem of change can get no grip.

The presentist replies to the semantic problem of change by endorsing analy-
sis 15 (see page 74), and to the problem of temporary intrinsics by endorsing
Lewis’s “second solution”: “the only intrinsic properties of a thing are those
it has at the present moment. Other times are like false stories; they are ab-
stract representations, composed out of the materials of the present, which

represent or misrepresent the way things are” (LEwIs 1986, p. 203-204)

Lewis complains that this solution to the problem of temporary intrinsics
involves the denial that things persist at all. As I understand presentism,
however, it is not denying that things persist, but offering an analysis of
persistence — that things persist iff they did, or will exist. Lewis’s definition
of persistence, which is intended to be neutral, in fact begs the question in
favour of endurantism and perdurantism and against the presentist theory of

persistence, as I mentioned above (section 6.1.3).

6.3 Arguments

The main argument for presentism that is independent of its treatment of
puzzles concerning persistence consists of a series of analogies that presentists
draw between time and modality (section 6.3.1), and between aspects of the

language of time, and modal language (sections 6.3.2-6.3.3).
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of being just the way the present time actually is. If this property is ontolog-
ically respectable, then very similar time properties that happen not to be
instantiated by the present time are ontologically respectable. These prop-
erties are ways that the present time might have been. Among them, some
are ways the present time was, and other are ways it will be. The former are

ersatz past times, the latter ersatz future times. (BiIGELOwW 1996)

There is an important distinction which comes along with modal ersatzism
that I should mention here. This is the distinction between the actual world,
and actualised worlds. In the world-property ersatzism that [ described,
among the ersatz worlds is the property of being just the way the world
actually is. This is the actualised world, or the actual ersatz world: the
one among the ersatz worlds that is an actually instantiated property. Tt
1s merely one among many ersatz worlds. The actual world, on the other
hand is the object that instantiates this property, and is the one and only
non-ersatz world. (LEWIS 1986, pp. 137 -138)

A similar distinction is needed for temporal ersatzism. We need to distinguish
the present time from the property of being just the way that time actually is.
The former is (according to presentism) the one and only time — the present
time; the latter is the one ersatz time among many that is instantiated —

the present ersatz time.

6.3.2 Syntactical Analogies with Modality

Presentists usually think that the appropriate model for tense is modal logic.
Tenses should be construed as sentential operators, like the modal operators
box ([0 — often interpreted as “it is necessarily the case that” ) and diamond

(O — often interpreted as “it is possibly the case that”).

The corresponding tense operators I will write as F (“it will be the case
that”), P (“it was the case that”), G (“it will always be the case that”),

and H (“it was always the case that”). F and P correspond to modal logic’s
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34 and 35 have different truth conditions. 35 is only true if all present human
beings survive until the invention and wide use of nasal computers. 34 on
the other hand only requires that it will be the case that all humans being

then in existence will have nasal computers installed.

The ambiguity between these two readings seems to exist in the English
language sentence that they are intended to translate. This suggests that the
way in which the tense of 33 interacts with the rest of the sentence is best

understood on the model of a sentential operator (like the modal operators).

By analogy, therefore, presentists think we should treat the tense operators

very much in the way that we treat modal, and other intensional operators:

If I allege or believe that someone has stolen my pencil, there may be
no specific individual with respect to whom | allege or believe that
he stole my pencil. There is alleged or believed to be an individual
who stole it, but there is no individual who is alleged or believed to
have stolen it...

[W]hat | am suggesting is that the sort of thing that we unques-
tionably do have with “It is said that" and "It is thought that", we
also have with “It will be the case that” and “It was the case that".
(PRIOR 1968, p. 12-13)

[ will call this doctrine, that tenses should be understood as unanalysable

sentential operators, operator tensism.

6.3.3 Semantical Analogies with Modality

According to many presentists, times play a similar semantic role to possible
worlds. Times, like worlds, are the sort of thing at which sentences may be
true or false. A sentence might be true at one time, and not another. For
example, “there are dinosaurs” is be true at some past times, but false at

the present one.
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6.4.1 Present-tense truths about the past and future

If the presentist can accept that past things did exist, and future things will
exist, what exactly does she believe that’s different from what the realist
about past and future believes? For one thing, the presentist holds that
though there were past things, and there will be future things, there aren’t

any of either.

Most ordinary talk about the past or future is couched in the past tense or

the future tense. Ordinary past tense sentences about the past such as 36,

36 Some dinosaurs were herbivores.

can be dealt with by the presentist’s proposed semantics for the past tense.
Suppose for the sake of argument, for the remainder of this section, that such
a semantics exists, is plausible, and compatible with anti-realism about the

past. No objection remains to the compatibility of presentism with 36.

Truths involving “is past” and “is future”

We do not always talk about the past and future in the past or future tense.

Take for example,

37 Some dinosaurs are past.

38 Some nasal computers are future.

37 is certainly true. There were some dinosaurs, even the presentist will ad-
mit. But if there were some dinosaurs, and there are no longer, then those
dinosaurs are past. The most natural reading of this proposition, even assum-

ing operator tensism, is straightforward quantification over past dinosaurs,
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outside of the scope of a tense operator. And on a standard, quantificational

view of ontological commitment, that makes 37 committing to dinosaurs.

Similar reasoning applies to 38. Supposing that there will sometime be

nasally-installed computers, those computers are now future.

One answer to this is that the “natural reading” treats “are past” as an
ordinary predicate, expressing an ordinary property of pastness, which may
be a mistake. That way lies McTaggart’s paradox. (MCTAGGART 1927, ch.
33) (See also appendix E on this point).

How else could we understand sentences such as 377 One way is to appeal
to the distinction between grammatical and logical tense discussed earlier.
Normally the logical tense of a sentence that contains a copula, as 37 does is
determined by the tense of the copula, which is the main verb of the sentence.
But perhaps in some cases, the remainder of the predicate can also make a
contribution. “Past” could work like that, adding a past-tense operator with

wide scope, so that the correct logical structure of 37 is the same as that of

39 There were some dinosaurs.

which, like 36, can be dealt with by the mechanisms we have granted the

presentist.

Truths involving other predicates

Presentists sometimes express this point discussed above by saying “pastness
is not a property”. But it is not only the predicate “is past” that generates

this problem. Take:

40 Some dinosaurs are dead.
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A similar argument to that given above applies. If there were some live
dinosaurs, and they were destroyed, they are now dead. They are not any
less dead because they don’t now exist — destroying a live thing is a way of

killing it.

The trouble here is that there seem to be two ways of being dead. First,
something can be dead by being a corpse — by being a body that is not
alive. Second something can be dead simply by being past. The property of
being a corpse is a perfectly ordinary qualitative property; so the existence
of predicates like “is dead” that seem to be disjoin being a corpse and being

past undermines the view that “pastness is not a property”.

This is more of a challenge than an argument. My point is that the presen-
tist’s semantics are becoming more and more complicated — she owes us an
account of the semantics of predicates seemingly unrelated to tense, such as
“is dead”. And this account must be more complicated than realists about

the past need to give.

6.4.2 Proper names of past things

Another well-discussed problem for presentism involving present-tense truths
about the past concerns proper names for past things. The classic example

1s:

41 Queen Anne is dead.

Of this Prior says:

What we must be careful about here is simply getting our prefixes in
the right order. Just as

(1) | think that (for some specific X (X stole my pencil))

does not imply
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man named ‘Schmidt’, whose body was found in Vienna under mys-
terious circumstances many years ago actually did the work in ques-
tion. His friend Godel somehow got hold of the manuscript and it
was thereafter attributed to Godel. On the view in question, then,
when our ordinary man uses the name ‘Godel’, he really means to re-
fer to Schmidt, because Schmidt is the unique person satisfying the
description, ‘the man who discovered the incompleteness of arith-
metic'...

So, since the man who discovered the incompleteness of arithmetic
is in fact Schmidt, we, when we talk about ‘Godel’, are in fact always
referring to Schmidt. But it seems to me that we are not.
(KRIPKE 1972, p. 83-84)

Kripke’s point is that, even if we could find a description that uniquely applies
to Godel, the name is not vulnerable to error in the way that the description
is. They cannot, therefore, be semantically equivalent. Prior’s treatment of
“Queen Anue” suffers from the same problem. If it turned out that Queen
Anne did not satisfy the description Prior offers, and that someone else did
satisfy it, then we would still refer to Queen Anne by the name “Queen

Anne”, and not that someone else.

If Queen Anne did not rule over England, etc. but someone else did, it would
be false to say “Queen Anne ruled over England”. It would still be true to
say “The person who ruled over England, etc., ruled over England”. so the

name and the description cannot be equivalent.

This shows, I think, that Prior’s treatment of names of past things as empty
Russellian ordinary proper names is inadequate. But the Russellian treat-
ment is not the only one available. It is much more plausible, on the assump-
tion of presentism, to think of names like “Queen Anne” as empty logically

Proper namies.
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it is hard to have free logic without non-existent objects, it is hard to have
tense logic without past and future objects. Even on Prior’s proposal to treat
empty names as descriptions, Russell-style, there is the same puzzle. What it
is about the empty description “is called ‘Anne’| reigns over England, etc.”
that makes it the case that it was the case that something satisfied that
description, but not that it will be the case that something satisfied that

description?

So, though free logic is certainly problematic, it is not more so than tense
logic already is. Since, at this stage, I am granting that the presentist can
supply a semantics for tense logic that is compatible with anti-realism, I
should grant them a semantics for free logic as well. It may be thought that
I am being more than generous in doing this; a point which I will discuss in

section 6.4.4.

6.4.3 Relational truths about past or future things

Presentists have often worried about relational truths that ascribe a relation

between non-contemporaries. For example:
42 Colin Powell is not as good a strategist as Julius Caesar.

Here again we have a present-tense sentence that seems to refer fo a past

object.
Disturbingly (for the presentist) this present tense sentence seems as though
it ought to be equivalent to a past tense sentence:

43 Julius Caesar was a better strategist than Colin Powell.

It is hard to see how either sentence can be true by presentist lights, ei-
ther in our day or in Caesar’s, because Caesar and Powell have never been

contemporaries.
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In these paraphrases, the name “Julius Caesar” is never used outside the
scope of a past tense operator, and the name Colin Powell is never used
inside the scope of such an operator. There is a cost: we must accept degrees
of military strategy into our ontology, and they must exist at every time (or

in more presentist-friendly language, they must always have existed].

Causation

Some relational present-tense truths about the past and future cannot be
given the analysis described above. This is especially the case where the

relation concerned is an intrinsic relation, in the sense of section 2.1.9.

Presentists who believe that causation is an intrinsic relation are sometimes
forced to say that it holds only between contemporaries. John Bigelow, for

example, claims that

At any given time the causal relation holds between properties... each
of which is present and is presently instantiated. These properties
may include things like the property of being burdened with a certain
sort of past, or (as Leibniz put it) pregnant with a certain sort of
future. (BiGELOW 1996, p. 47)

The cause of, for example, a match’s now having the property being alight

might be regarded as the match’s now having the property having been struck.

This latter property has to be understood in a way that makes a match’s
having it compatible with the non-existence of the past. I am not sure that
there is any such way; but supposing that there is, my point still stands. An
anti-realist about the past may be able to give a causal explanation of the
match’s being alight, but cannot give the causal explanation we do give in
our scientific and ordinary practice, in terms of a past striking of the match

(or in terms of any past event).
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kinds of thing that would make it true as necessary or contingent. In turn,
this is connected with what propositions are. If propositions are imagined to
have their truth conditions essentially (as is nsually the case), then the strong
conception of truthmaking will be appealing, because such a proposition, if

true, could not fail to be made true by a duplicate of its truthmaker.

On the other hand, if propositions have their truth conditions contingently,
then the weak conception will appeal: a proposition could fail to be made
true by a duplicate of its truthmaker, if that proposition had different truth
conditions to those it actually does. In (PARsoNs 1999) I identified the
propositions with sentence tokens of ordinary language, which is why I pre-
ferred the weak conception there. For the sake of simplicity, though, here
[ will use the strong conception. [ don’t think it will affect the argument

against presentism.

The argument

Realists about the past and future have no problem coming up with truth-
makers for propositions about the past and future. Past and future objects
will do. Take the truth “there were dinosaurs”. The realist about the past
can say that past dinosaur lineages are the truthmakers for this propositions.
[f there had not been dinosaurs, those lineages would have had to be different
in some intrinsic respect - - by being so much more like their non-dinosaur
ancestors than they actually are, so that they would not count as a dinosaur

lineage, perhaps — or by not existing at all.

To put things more simply, the realist about the past can say what wonld
be different about the world as a whole, had the proposition “there were
dinosaurs” been false. The anti-realist about the past has a very hard time

answering this question.

[ have no proof that it is impossible for a presentist to supply an answer to
the question. But it is possible to taxonomise the available answers in a way

that makes them all look unattractive.
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have the standard trouble with the first and third of these, but a presentist

has the same problem with all three.

The specific no truthmakers answer: “It’s appropriate to ask for truth-
makers for the truths of some domains of discourse, and not for the truths of
other domains. It’s precisely because presentists are anti-realists about the

past that they don’t need to believe in truthmakers about the past.”

This suggestion adds another plank to presentism, along with tensism and
anti-realism about the past and future: anti-realism about truthmakers for
propositions about the past and future. The former kind of anti-realism does
not entail the latter, however (as we will see in the following two answers to
the truthmaker question for presentists). So a presentist, where presentism
is the doctrine described in section 6.1, is not forced to be an anti-realist

about truthmakers for propositions about the past and future.

The presentist, therefore, stands in need of a non-question-begging reason for
giving this answer to the truthmaker question, rather than a general denial
of truthmaker theory. That is, the presentist needs to explain why discourse
about the past and future is deficient in this way, when discourse about the

present is not.

At the same fime, however, the presentist needs to hang onto the idea that
past and future tense talk is not in any sense second class discourse, or not
really true — because the presentist needs to answer the table-thumping

objection of 6.4.

The trace answer: “Propositions about the past and future have truth-
makers; but the truthmakers are those one would associate with the proposi-
tions about the present that epistemically verify the propositions about the
past and future. The truthmakers for ‘there were dinosaurs’ are dinosaur

fossils.”
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47 There is an ersatz time ¢, such that the world has the a disposition to

be such that Caesar is bald, which would be actualised were ¢ present.

There is a tradition of worries about whether propositions asserting that an
object. possesses an unactualised disposition can be really, non-deficiently,
true. In Dummett’s famous example: whether a person who dies without
having been in danger can be truly said to be brave. (DUMMETT 19784, p.
148) The truthmaker problem for presentism could be seen as a variant of
that problem, if the presentist is prepared to accept the dispositional analysis

of the past and future tenses I described above.

6.5 Variants

[ consider two variants on presentism. The first combines the presentist’s
doctrines about the unreality of the past and future with endurantism (sec-
tion 6.5.1); the second combines the presentist theory of persistence with
realism about the past and future, and a temporal parts ontology (section
6.6.20c

6.5.1 Presentism with Endurance

Thus far I have been assuming that presentists are anti-realists about the
past and future, in that they deny the existence of anything past or future.
They might instead be anti-realists about the past and future in a weaker
sense: they might deny the existence of anything that is not present. These
two can come apart if any of the things that presently exist also exist at past
or future times. Such things would have to endure; if they perdured they
would have to have parts that were past or future without being present, and

no presentist could believe in those.

To put this another way, there is a distinction between presentists who hold

that objects are are like three-dimensional time-slices of a perduring universe






6.5 Variants 159

such as J.J.C Smart held stage theory (SIDER 1996A, p. 433n) (compare my

comments in section 4.3.1).°

According to stage theory, ordinary things are singly located at one dura-
tionless time: the present. (SIDER 1996A, p. 433) These things however,
persist, and do so in virtue of there being other, past and future, times, at
which past and future things are located. It’s the existence of a past thing,
bearing a special relation — the “I-relation” — to a a present object that
makes it the case that that object did exist. Such an object is the present
thing’s former stage. Similarly, it’s in virtue of there being a future thing
[-related to + — a later stage — that x will exist. (SIDER 19964, p. 437)

Finally, and most importantly, stage theory endorses the presentist theory
of persistence: “the stage view does not rule out persistence through time,
fer... the stage view allows that I both exist now and previously existed in
the past.” (SIDER 1996A, p. 446) Sider’s idea is clearly that something

persists iff it either did exist or will exist (c.f. section 6.1.3).

Like presentism, stage theory thinks of time and tense on the model of modal-
ity and modal language, rather than on the model of space and spatial index-
icals. However, the model is not the way most philosophers treat modality,
but David Lewis’s modal realism and counterpart theory. (LEWIS 1986) In
Lewis’s theory of modality, ordinary things are regarded as being world-
bound individuals, and de re modal truths about some individual z are
explained in terms of the simpliciter truths about a merely possible indi-
vidual bearing a special relation — the counterpart relation — to z. The
I-relation plays the same role in stage theory that the counterpart relation

plays in counterpart theory.

Stage theory thus has a lot going for it:

3n the specific case of Smart, while he may have been a stage theorist in 1959, as Sider
claims, he was clearly a perdurantist by 1963, when he wrote “It is perfectly possible to
think of things and processes as four-dimensional space-time entities.” (SMART 1963, p.

133) Armstrong, however, seems to have blurred the two as late as 1980, as I noted earlier.






6.5 Variants 161

Notice that this problem does not arise for counterpart theory in modali-
ty. The counterpart theorist, for the same reasons as the stage theorist, is
committed to modal continuants — trans-world individuals that are the
fusions of an object with all its counterparts. However, it costs the counter-
part theorist nothing to accept that the modal continuants, and not ordinary
world-bound objects, are the things that modally persist — because the coun-
terpart theorist is not committed to the claim that ordinary objects modally
persist. What the counterpart theorist is trying to capture is de re modality,

not any modal analogue of persistence.

The stage theorist, on the other hand, is trying to capture the common-
sensical idea that ordinary objects persist. So it is problematic that the
worms persist in a way that seems strikingly different to the way that ordinary

objects are alleged to, according to stage theory.

Tense logic and the Temporal Barcan formulae.

Another problem for stage theory concerns the formal semantics of tense
that stage theory might like to help itself to. I said above that stage theory,
like presentism, trades on analogies between time and modality. This would
suggest that a stage theorist could help herself to the machinery of tense
logic worked out by presentists. However, this is by no means so simple as

might appear.

The problem concerns the status of the tense logical analogues of the Barcan

formula:*

BFy F(3z)(Pz) > (3z)(FPx)

BFp P(3z)(Pz) O (3z2)(PPz)

4For a discussion of the formalities of the Barcan formula in quantified modal logics,
see (HuGHES AND CRESSWELL 1968, pp. 143, 170, 173-174)






Chapter 7

Conclusion

7.1 Review of the options

What then, is persistence? To answer this question, let’s begin by reviewing
the available options. The most fundamental divide between the theories [
have considered concerns whether persistence is anything at all like extension
in space — are persisting objects located at multiple times (as opposed to

only at one instant)?

If the answer to this question is no, then we must prefer presentism. If ves,
then we have a choice between perdurantism and endurantism. This choice

concerns whether persisting objects have temporal parts (See figure 7.1).

We have learned, however, that things are not so simple. The presentist
theory of persistence, [ argued in sections 6.1.3 and 6.5, does not entail
the presentist ontology of anti-realism about the past and future. So there
seem to be two further options if we answered “no” to the first question.
Supposing that persistence is not a matter of multiple location, it is still an
open guestion whether objects persist in virtue of what is going on at other,

past or future, times, or not. If we would prefer to think of persisting as a.
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also seems unable to cope with the possibility of objects changing their parts
(see section 5.4.1). Nevertheless, it is worth adding it to the picture as well.
The complete tree of available theories of persistence is shown in figure 7.2

on the following page.

7.2 What is persistence?

The theory of persistence I prefer is a form of mixed endurantism, of the
kind discussed in section 5.5.1. [ will now explain why this is. [ will not be
introducing any new arguments here, simply calling attention to those parts

of earlier chapters that I regard as decisive.

7.2.1 The rejection of presentism

Presentism proper faces what I regard as insoluble problems. These are the
argument for the analogy with space based on special relativity (sections
4.2.1 and 6.2.1), and the problems in coming up with plausible truthmakers
for any past or future tense sentences (section 6.4.4). Presentists are not very
much motivated to deal with these problems, I think, because they think of
presentism as being close to a truth of logic. That is, they tend to think of the
driving idea of presentism as tensism, and the related tense-logical treatment
of the language of time (section 6.1.1). They are apt to respond to puzzles of
the kind that I think decisive by showing that the puzzles cannot be stated
in tensed terms, and must therefore be pseudo-problems. Here they rely on
strong tensism — the doctrine that the only intelligible language there is is
tensed. But strong tensism is false as an empirical claim about language,
because it entails that presentists and non-presentists are not disagreeing

about anything, when it is obvious that they are (section 6.1.2).

Stage theory can deal with all the problems described above. Tt is not com-

mitted to an absolute present, so is not incompatible with special relativity;















170 Conclusion




Part 111

Appendices






Appendix A

Truthmakers

Published as “There is no ‘Truthmaker’ Argument against
Nominalism” in Australiasian Journal of Philosophy, 77:3 (PARSONS
1999)

Because the notes to this appendix are quite lengthy, I have gathered
them at the end of the appendix, rather than placing them at the

foot of the page they belong to.

A.1 The Truthmaker Argument

In his two recent books on ontology, Universals: an Opinionated Introduction,
and A World of States of Affairs, David Armstrong gives a new argument
against nominalism. That argument seems, on the face of it, to be similar to
another argument that he used much earlier against Rylean behaviourism:
the Truthmaker Argument, stemming from a certain plausibie premise, the
Truthmaker Principle. Other authors have traced the history of the truth-
maker principle, its appearance in the work of Aristotle (Fox 1987), Bradley
(OLsoN 1987), and even Husserl (MULLIGAN, SIMONS, AND SMITH 1984).

But that is not my task — in this paper [ argue that Armstrong’s new argu-
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property is not to be in a particular state, or to undergo a particular change;
it is to be bound or liable to be in a particular state or to undergo a particular
change, when a particular condition is realised’ (ARMSTRONG 1968, p. 85)
(The italics are Armstrong’s, not Ryle’s). Armstrong compares this view to
his own that ‘to speak of an object’s having a dispositional property entails
that it is in some non-dispositional state or that it has some property ...
which is responsible for the object manifesting certain behaviour [i.e. the

disposition]’.

Under the influence of C.B. Martin, Armstrong had come to believe that the
trouble with Ryle’s dispositions was that they required that there be truths
without truthmakers. It may be true that someone has a belief which is never
manifested in their behavioural dispositions: the belief that worms are not
typically bearded, for example. Armstrong agreed with Ryle’s dispositional
view about belief, though; it’s just that he insisted that there must be some
difference in the world, some difference that the disposition makes, which
makes it true that, at times when the disposition is not being manifested, it

would be manifested, were we to ask, say, ‘Do worms have beards?’

In foday’s language, we might state this as that dispositional properties su-
pervene on purely qualitative ones.? This suggests an account of truthmaking
in general: to say that a certain class of sentences (in our case, sentences as-
serting dispositions) are made true is to say that those sentences supervene
for their truth on the qualitative properties of something in the world. ‘Qual-
itative’ is here used by contrast with ‘dispositional’, but it is equally intended
to cover something of what is meant by ‘intrinsic’. There is of course, much
debate to be had over the exact meaning of all these terms, but that is not
my project here. Suffice it to say that I shall use ‘intrinsic’ and ‘qualitative’
specifically to exclude barely dispositional and relational properties, as well
as all such gerrymandered ‘impure’® properties as ‘being such that Socrates

was wise’ (at least where that property is not had by Socrates himself).

Since nominalism is in the background here, it would be better to prefer a

more neutral formulation for our principle: let us say that, for every true sen-
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insufficient in itself, and requires to be supplemented in some way. A
contingently sufficient truthmaker will be true only in circumstances
that obtain in this world. But then these circumstances, whatever
they are must be added to give the full truthmaker

(ARMSTRONG 1997, p. 116)

What should we say about cases where a proposed truthmaker is seen to be
insufficient? Suppose I claimed that only the rose’s smallest petal, not the
whole rose, makes it true that ‘This rose is red’, This we can all agree to be
an insufficient truthmaker. We do not need to advert to essentialism to refute
this proposal, we merely need to apply the supervenience characterisation of
truthmaking that I suggested in section II. One way that ‘This rose is red’
could become false, or fail to be true, would be if the rose were a rose of
mixed colours, with some petals red and others yellow. So, this sentence
could become false even though the rose’s smallest petal remained red; even
if there were no real change in the smallest petal at all. There would be
a change in the truth of the sentence without a change in the proposed
truthmaker. This shows that, back in the actual world, where the whole rose

is red, just the petal can’t be the truthmaker.

Regardless of essentialism, it just isn’t the case that the smallest petal makes
true ‘The rose isred’. There is a way to mark the difference between proposed
truthmakers that are insufficient, and the real truthmaker of a sentence,
other than the distinction between essential and contingent truthmaking.
Insufficient ‘truthmakers’ are simply not truthmakers at all, they are proper

parts of truthmakers.’

But the case put forward by the nominalist is quite different. On the nomi-
nalist view, the whole red rose is not insufficient. Sure, it is only a truthmaker
in virtue of actually being red, but to a nominalist, the request that we ‘add
this circumstance’ to the truthmaker makes no sense. We have already added
it, in whatever meaningful sense it can be added, by adding the rose. And if
Armstrong means to say, ‘there must be some further thing, besides the rose,

that we need to add’, he begs the question. Nor is our nominalist simply
























Appendix B

Truthmakers continued

Unpublished paper entitled “What is the problem of Truthmakers?”
(PARSONS 2001B)

B.1 Introduction

Truthmaker Theory has two parts. As Kevin Mulligan, Peter Simons, and

Barry Smith put it in their classic paper “Truth-Makers”:

The neutral term “truth-maker” enables us to seperate the gener-
al question of the need for truth-makers from the more particular
question as to what sort — or sorts — of entities truth-makers are.
(MULLIGAN, SIMONS, AND SMITH 1984, p. 280)

Questions of the first kind make up the formal theory of truthmakers, con-
cerning why we should believe in truthmakers; what it is to make a sentence
true; what the relationship between the truthmaker of a conjunctive (or dis-
junctive) sentence and the truthmakers of its conjuncts (or disjuncts) might

be — things that can be characterised solely in terms of truthmaking. The
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B.3 The Argument from Contingency

Rodriguez-Pereyra offers two arguments against Truthmaker Nominalism.
The first concerns the contingency of the connection between truths and

truthmakers according to the Nominalist approach:

One might think that the truthmaker version of ostrich nominalism
fails simply because a sentence like “a is F" may be contingently
true. If so, then a does not suffice to make it true that it is F
since “a exists” does not entail “a is ", for the former may be true
and the latter false. Therefore a is not the truthmaker of “a is £".
(RODRIGUEZ-PEREYRA 2000, p. 268)

Many truthmaker theorists connect truthmaking with entailment. Some
loosely say that a truthmaker for a given sentence entails that that sentence
is true. But this is a confusing usage. Only truthbearers (be they sentences,
or whatever) can entail each other; and many truthmakers, on anyone’s ac-
count, are not truthbearers. What truthmaker theorists really mean when
they say this sort of thing is that a sentence asserting that a truthmaker for
p exists entails p. Thus, Rodriguez-Pereyra endorses a principle he calls T*:
(RODRIGUEZ-PEREYRA 2000, p. 262)

Tx If £ is a truthmaker of S then “F exists” entails 5.

The force of T* is that a truthmaker’s truthmaking activities are essential to
it. Reading “entails” in the familiar possible worlds way, if E is a truthmaker
of S then E doesn’t just make S true around here — it makes S true in every
possible world at which it exists — which is to say that E essentially makes
S frue.

Given that Rosie, presumably, exists at lots of worlds where Rosie is not red,

Rosie doesn't look like a plausible candidate for something that essentially
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ment from contingency, because it does follow from “Rosie is a truthmaker

of ‘Rosie is red”” that “Rosie is red”.

B.4 The Argument from Multiplicity

Rodriguez-Pereyra does not take the argument from contingency to be con-
clusive. He follows it up with another argument that he does take to be

conclusive, though:

[Clan “Socrates is human" and “Socrates is moral”, predicating such
different characteristics of Socrates, both have the same truthmaker?
Can those two sentences be true in virtue of the same thing when
“is human” and “is moral” are not even coextensive predicates?
(RODRIGUEZ-PEREYRA 2000, p. 268)

The principle implicit in this paragraph, that sentences having just the same
truthmakers should have just the same truth conditions, is plausible. Let us
call it the relevance principle — a sentence’s truthmaker must be relevant to

that sentence. It is not trivial to formulate it accurately.

We might be tempted to say that, if two sentences have the same truthmaker,
then they have the same truth conditions — they are logically equivalent.
Talk of “the same truthmaker”, however, glosses over the fact that sentences
may have many truthmakers. In addition, disjunctive sentences may share

truthmakers with their disjuncts:

Disjunctions show that the truthmaking relation is not one-one, but
many-many. On the one hand, some truthmakers make true more
than one sentence: the fact that Socrates is white makes true both
“Socrates is white or Socrates is round” and “Socrates is white or
Plato is white”. On the other hand, some sentences, like “Socrates
is white or Plato is white”, have more than one truthmaker: the
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fact that Socrates is white and also the fact that Plato is white,
the existence of either of which entails the truth of the sentence.
(RODRIGUEZ-PEREYRA 2000, pp. 262-263)

To accomodate these points, we could make the relevance principle say that
if two true sentences have all and only the same truthmakers, then they are

logically equivalent. That is,
R (p A q A (Vz)(xz makes true p = z makes true q)) D D(p = q)

R does rule out Truthmaker Nominalism in the way that Rodriguez-Pereyra
suggests. If Truthmaker Nominalism is true, that Rosie would be the only

truthmaker for both 1 and 2, below:

1 “Rosie is red.”

2 “Rosie is rose-shaped.”

These two sentences are far from being logically equivalent — so R clearly

furnishes a valid argument against Nominalism.

Forunately for Truthmaker Nominalists, however, R is false on independent
grounds. The counter-example is a pair of sentences which Rodriguez-Pereyra
himself uses as an example in a different context. (RODRIGUEZ-PEREYRA
2000, p. 262) Consider 3 and 4:

3 “Socrates is white.”
»

4 “Socrates is white or Socrates is round

Suppose that 3 has just one truthmaker (Socrates’ whiteness trope, perhaps)

and that Socrates is not, in fact, round. In that case, 3 and 4 will have all and
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only the same truthmakers, while not, of course, being logically equivalent.

This is a counterexample to R as it stands.

A distinctive point about this class of counterexample is the contingency of
the coincidence between the truthmakers of 3 and 4. It might have been
the case, perhaps, that Socrates was round. In that case, 4 would have
had an additional truthmaker, namely, whatever it is would have made true
“Socrates is round”, and it would be no counterexample to R. This suggests
a weakening of R to avoid the counterexample: what the relevance principle
should say is that if two sentences have, necessarily, all and only the same
truthmakers (if, that is, they coincide in their truthmakers, in each possible

world, not just in the actual one), then they are logically equivalent. Thus:

R+ O(Vz)(z makes true p = z makes true ¢) D U(p = q)

R* is not refuted by the example of 3 and 4, because there’s a world at which
Socrates is white and round, and in that world, 4 does not have all and only

the same truthmakers as 3.

Fortunately again for Truthmaker Nominalists, R* does not rule out Truth-
maker Nominalism in the way that R does. 1 and 2 have the same truthmaker
in the actual world, but not in any world in which Rosie is not red. In those
worlds, 1 is false and has no truthmakers, while 2 is true and has Rosie as a

truthmaker.

Notice that this is dependent on the Truthmaker Nominalist’s rejection of
Truthmaker Essentialism. It’s because Rosie might not have made true those
sentences she actually does that it is possible for worlds to vary in regard to
whether 1 is made true, independently of whether 2 is made true, in spite of
the fact that, wherever both are made true together, it is by the same thing,
Rosie. If, as Truthmaker Essentialism would have it, Rosie could not exist
without making true all those sentences she actually makes true, then Rosie
could not exist without making 1 true. A fortiori, she could not make 2 true

without making 1 true, and vice versa.
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So, R* does offer some argument against Truthmaker Nominalism, by draw-
ing attention again to the fact that a Truthmaker Nominalist should reject
Truthmaker Essentialism. This argument, however, is dependent on the same
premise, Truthmaker Essentialism, as the much more straightforward argu-
ment considered in the previous section, the argument from contingency.
Thus R* even makes sense of Rodriguez-Pereyra’s argument, as a covert ap-
peal to Truthmaker Essentialism (which, after all, he assumes a Truthmaker
Nominalist will accept). But perhaps there is a stronger relevance principle
that might rule out Truthmaker Nominalism while avoiding the counterex-

ample to R?

What anti-nominalists perhaps find objectionable about 1 and 2 on the
Truthmaker Nominalist view, is not that they’re actually made true by just
the same things, but that, wherever they’re both true, they’re always made
true by the same things. This is not the case for 3 and 4. This suggests yet

a third version of the relevance principle:
R * D(Vw) ((p A q) D (z makes true p = x makes true q)) D D(p = q)

In spite of its initial appeal, R** is in exactly the same position as R. It
licenses an argument against Truthmaker Nominalism in the same way that
R does, but, like R, it has an independent counterexample, this time not one

considered by Rodriguez-Pereyra:

5 “Rosie is red or Rosie is yellow.”

6 “Rosie is red or Rosie is purple.”

On anyone’s account, not just the Truthmaker Nominalist’s, 5 and 6 will
come out to be made true just by whatever it is that makes true “Rosie is
red” (perhaps Rosie’s redness trope) in every world in which 5 and 6 are both

true. This is incompatible with R**.
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Finally, perhaps a desperate anti-nominalist might offer as a relevance prin-

ciple R or R** restricted to non-disjunctive sentences.

While there is an obvious sense in which 4-6 are disjunctive (they contain the
English word “or”), this is not required for them to act as counterexamples
to R and R**. The disjunctive examples [ have used can made into subject-
predicate sentences by defining up ‘disjunctive’ predicates like, for example,
“whound”, applying to all the white things, and, in addition, all the round
things. We can write 4 as:

4" “Socrates is whound.”

For familiar reasons,? it is much, much, harder to say what makes a pred-
icate like “whound” disjunctive (if, indeed there is any sense in which it is

disjunctive) than it is to say what makes a sentence disjunctive.

The only plausible reading of the argument from multiplicity that I can find
makes its premises R*, Truthmaker Essentialism, and, of course, the Truth-
maker Principle. From these it follows that thoroughgoing nominalism is
false; but the same follows from Truthmaker Essentialism and the Truthmak-
er Principle, without R* — as is shown by the argument from contingency.
The argument from multiplicity, is, therefore, no advance on the argument

from contingency as an attempt to refute thoroughgoing nominalism.

B.5 Conclusion

None of what 1 have said should be very surprising if we keep in mind the

comments with which I began. The formal theory of truthmaking is a broad

2T refer, of course, to the literature (STALKER 1994) surrounding Goodman’s “new
riddle of induction”, and the predicate “grue”. “Grue” is ‘disjunctive’ in the same sense
that “whound” is — notoriously, it is very difficult to lay down an exact specification of

what that sense is.
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church; it describes just what we mean by talk of truthmakers without pre-
judging the underlying metaphysics. It should be surprising if such a theory

were to rule out thoroughgoing nominalism.

The division of Truthmaker Theory into two distinct parts is part of its
attraction. There is little consensus on what the question is, to which general
ontological theories like realism, thoroughgoing nominalism, or trope theory
are the answers. Such a question should not presuppose any of the global

ontological theories themselves.

Truthmaker Theory seems to offer such a question: what are the truthmak-
ers? For it to be an advance in understanding general ontological theories,

this question should be able to be made sense of in any such theory.





















C.2 The Argument from Analogy 207

This line of argument is unsatisfying for our purposes, as it tends to trivialise
our question. Make four-dimensionalism weak enough, and of course it can
be compatible with anything you like. So I would like a defence to the
Argument from Analogy that allows the Analogy Thesis, and thence four-

dimensionalism, to be held in as strong a form as possible.

Suppose that the Analogy Thesis is to be affirmed in a strong enough form to
make an analogy between spatial extension and temporal persistence. Now
the argument can be treated as a modus tollens against premise A2. Just
as there is a debate to be had between endurantists and perdurantists about
how things persist through time, there should be an analogous debate to
be had about how things extend through space. Analogous to perdurance,
we have pertension, filling space by having distinct parts in distinct places;
analogous to endurance, we have entension, filling space by being wholly
located in each of several places. The defence against the argument from
analogy is that just as things might endure through time, they might (and
perhaps do) entend through space.?

In fact there may be good reasons for thinking that some (if not all) things do
entend, especially those things that have no parts — that are ‘mereologically

simple’:* the Argument from Avogadro:

V1 All mereological simples are extensionless.
V2 There are only finitely many simples.
V3 All objects are mereological sums of simples.

V4 All objects are sums of finitely many extensionless things. (from V1,V2,
and V3)

V5 All sums of only finitely many extensionless things are extensionless.

V6 All objects are extensionless. (from V4 and V5)
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This proposal is not plausible, however, once the possibility of extended
simple objects has been accepted. If an object has extension, then it must
be capable of having a shape; and since it would be arbitrary to insist that a
simple cbject must have any particular shape, it must be capable of having
any of the shapes that a similar complex object might have. Thus, it must be
possible for it to have a non-uniform cross-section over time. For example, an
conical object, with the axis of the cone oriented along the time dimension
could be small in the spatial dimensions at one time, then larger at a later
time. It would be growing, in other words — it would have a non-uniform
spatial size distribution, and that is a counterexample to the proposal under

consideration.

C.3.3 What unifies the distributional properties?

One might still be a little suspicious about the theory just advanced. One
common suspicion runs like this: What is it that unifies the disjuncts of an
indexed property? The only way I've been able to tell you what the disjuncts
of, for example, being hot at t;, are, is by using phrases like ‘those heat
distributions which place heat, as it were, at the t; end of their instances’.
But this seems a little circular. Which exactly are those heat distributions?
And is there a way of answering this question without speaking of ‘ends’,

which in this context must surely be parts?

I don'’t see any reason to suppose so. But that shouldn’t be a problem. Or
if it is, it’s only a problem in explaining the theory, rather than a problem
in the theory itself. There are certainly those distributional properties, in
whatever sense there are properties at all; and there are certainly all sorts
of arbitrary classes of those properties, in whatever sense there are classes.
Among those classes is the one I'm calling ‘the class of all those distributional
properties that place heat as it were at the f; end of their instances’, and no
point about the language I'm using to describe the class can show that if any
object has one of the members of that class, then it must have some proper

part.
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d have entirely distinct distributional properties, C' and D, recall. And they
need have nothing else in common, save for the disjunctive distributional
property of having either C' or D. But that’s precisely what the traditional
account of resemblance rules out. We cannot believe that ¢ and d resemble
each other in virtue of being hot at one end, if we think that an indexed
property is simply a disjunctive distributional property, not subserved by

any non-disjunctive property of parts of the objects in question.

This is a way of making precise the worry about what unifies the disjunc-
tive properties. If you believe the key premise, that resemblance is to be
explained by shared non-disjunctive properties, you will be worried by the
possibility that things might resemble each other by sharing a temporally in-
dexed property, and that, in that case, temporally indexed properties cannot

be analysed disjunctively, as [ have done.

One answer to this objection is just to deny the premise, the traditional
theory of resemblance. We could replace it, for example, with a natural class
theory, according to which things resemble each other in virtue of being in
a natural class together. Since classes are extensional, there’s no distinction
between a disjunctive and and non-disjunctive class. If indexed properties

are natural classes, that will explain the resemblance.

We don't need to do this, though. The problem I face here is one that will
recur for someone who holds the traditional theory anyway. It is the problem
of fundamental determinates. I'm going to use an example from subatomic
physics, because that’s where we'll find nuncontroversial examples of funda-
mental properties and objects. There are seven charges that a fundamental
particle can have: 1, 2/3, 1/3, 0, -1/3, -2/3, and -1.">. Take an electron
(with charge -1) and a down-quark (with charge -1/3). Electrons resemble
down-quarks in charge (both their charges are negative) — but not in virtue
of having a charge in common — the fundamental charges of -1 and -1/3
are quite as distinct as the fundamental charges of -1 and 1. Rather, they

resemble in virtue of having similar charges.

This case is quite analogous to the case of the two pokers. ¢ and d resemble
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Such perdurantists will be only too happy to have a rival account of persis-
tence made available; though they may have to find new and more substantive

arguments to show that it is false without showing that it is incoherent.

Third, there are those endurantists who argue against four dimensionalism by
arguing against perdurantism. Judith Jarvis Thomson, for example, argues
against the Analogy Thesis, on the grounds that it entails perdurantism,
which she dismisses as a ‘crazy metaphysic’ (THOMSON 1983, p. 213). This
line of argument clearly cannot work if the entailment is false, as I have

shown.

A consistent four-dimensionalist should, inspired by the Analogy Thesis, take
the same attitude to temporal parts as to spatial parts. Since, as I have
argued, it is an empirical matter whether any given object has spatial parts,
we should likewise think it an empirical matter whether any given object has
temporal parts. It is a difficult question how we might find out which things
perdure and which endure; but that is a different issue from whether either

is possible.!3

Notes

!This point is not unknown to those writers who use the terms in this way. Theodore
Sider, for example, after announcing that he will use ‘four-dimensionalism’ and ‘three-
dimensionalism’ to mean the same as ‘the theory that things perdure’ and ‘the doctrine
that things endure’ respectively, says ‘We need to look carefully into just what three- and
four-dimensionalism amount to. These names for the doctrines... are poor guides’ (SIDER
1997, pp. 197-198). Peter van Inwagen, who uses a Flatland scenario much like the one
T describe, uses scare quotes around ‘three-dimensionalism’ and ‘four-dimensionalism’ to
highlight their strangeness in that context (VAN INWAGEN 1990A). Trenton Merricks says
that he uses the terms ‘four-dimensionalism’ and ‘perdurantism’ interchangeably while
noting that he does not take them to mean the same, for similar reasons (MERRICKS
1995, p. 525n).

2J.J.C. Smart is one of the great masters of this technique: ‘{IJf time flows, how fast does

it flow? Does it flow at one second per second? ... Does my ruler advance at one centimeter
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Appendix D

Intrinsic

Co-authored with Dan Marshall, and published as “Langton and
Lewis on ‘Intrinsic’ in Philosophy and Phenomenological Research,

(forthcoming issue) (MARSHALL AND PARSONS 2001)

In their paper “Defining ‘Intrinsic’” Rae Langton and David Lewis propose
a definition of intrinsicality in terms of modality and naturalness. Their
key idea, drawing on earlier work by Jaegwon Kim, was that an intrinsic
property is one that is independent of accompaniment, which is to say that

P is intrinsic iff the following four conditions are all met:

1 It is possible for a lonely object to have P.
2 [t is possible for an accompanied object to have P.
3 [t is possible for a lonely object to lack P.

4 Tt is possible for an accompanied object to lack P.

Langton and Lewis say that an object is “accompanied” iff it coexists “with
some contingent object wholly distinct from itself.” (LANGTON AND LEWIS
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at least one of the candidate theories of naturalness, Armstrongian realism
about universals), neither property is any more or less natural than the other.
Two things that are both accompanied by a cube don’t seem to be any more
or less objectively similar in virtue of that than two things that are both such

that there is a cube.

Alternatively, if the naturalness of properties is grounded in the importance
of the role those properties play in our thinking, again the needed judgements
about relative naturalness are unforthcoming. There seems to be no reason
to hold that being accompanied by a cube plays a more important role than

being such that there is a cube.

So, the Langton/Lewis analysis of “intrinsic” faces two problems. The first
is a straight counterexample — if you believe our weak intuition that being
accompanied by a cube is no more natural than being such that there is a cube,
their analysis will make the latter intrinsic. The second is that there doesn’t
seem to be any particular theoretical reason to overthrow that intuition. If
the Langton/Lewis analysis of “intrinsic” is to resist our counterexample,
it will need supplementation with a theory of naturalness that is, as yet,

unarticulated.*

4Thanks for comments on and discussion of this paper go to Toby Handfield, Lloyd
Humberstone, Frank Jackson, Daniel Nolan, Michael Ridge, Peter Roeper, and Daniel
Stoljar.



Appendix E

The A-theory

Unpublished paper entitled “A-theory for B-theorists” (PARSONS
2001A)

Because the notes to this appendix are quite lengthy, I have gathered
them at the end of the appendix, rather than placing them at the
foot of the page they belong to.

The debate between A-theory and B-theory in the philosophy of time is a
persistent one. [t is not always clear, however, what the terms of this debate
are. A-theorists are often [umped with a miscellaneous collection of heterodox
doctrines: the view that only the present exists, that time flows relentlessly,
or that presentness is a property (WILLiaMs 1996); that time passes, tense
is unanalysable, or that earlier than and later than are defined in terms of
pastness, presentness, and futurity (BIGELOW 1991); or that events or facts
(as opposed to language) are “tensed” (MELLOR 1993). B-theorists then
argue that the A-theory is incoherent, using variants on J.M.E. McTaggart’s
argument for the unreality of time. (McTAGGART 1927, ch. 33)

While I am a card-carrying B-theorist, it strikes me that there is something
unfair about this procedure. We should be very surprised to find a single

doctrine (as opposed to a large system) incoherent in itself, especially one
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McTaggart’s usage makes it clear that he intends the A-series to be, by
definition, irreducible to the B-series. To believe that the A-series positions
(the A-properties, that is) reduce to B-series ones, is to believe in only a
B-series and not an A-series. This is why the A-properties are, by definition,
intrinsic and monadic: it rules out a reduction to the relations that are used

to generate the B-series.!

Some A-theorists hold that these “B-relations”, earlier than, later than, and
stmultaneous with, should be defined in terms of the A-properties in the way
that the relation taller than can be defined in terms of individual heights.
However, it’s possible to believe in A-properties and reject this reduction, or
simply take no position on it. The A-theory doesn't say anything either way

about B-relations.

[ will use the term “B-theory” to mean the denial of the A-theory. The
B-theory is the view that there are no A-properties of the kind A-theorist

believes in.

A-properties are had by anything that is in time. [ wish to remain as neutral
as possible about such issues as the nature of events, whether relationalism
or substantivalism is true about time, and so on, but I take it that if there
are events (as distinct from substances) or moments of time (as distinct from
substances or events occupying those moments) then all these things will be
capable of having A-properties. Though McTaggart spoke of the things that
have the A-properties as “events”, by this he meant simply the “contents of
any position in time” (MCTAGGART 1927, s. 306) so, in allowing anything
that is in time to be the instance of an A-property, I am simply following

him.

E.1.1 The Orthogonality of the Debate

[t is terribly important to distinguish the A-theory, thus described, from any

other theory of time that might be endorsed by someone who believes the
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theorists: that only the present is real, and that time passes in some sense
supposedly denied by B-theorists. But why should this inequivalence show

that there is no distinction between the A-theory and the B-theory??

The moral of Williams’ mistake is that we should understand the A-theory
/ B-theory debate as orthogonal to these other issues. If we conflate the
A-theory with the view that time passes, only the past exists, or that tense
is unanalysable, we will end up in the same position as Williams, unable to
distinguish A-theory from B-theory, as there are recognisable A-theories and

self-ascribing A-theorists who deny these other theories.

E.1.2 Motivating the A-theory

The attraction of the A-theory is that it makes the question of which time
is present — that is, of what time it is — into an question about a ordinary
matter of fact. To an A-theorist, the fact of what time it is is just like the
fact of what time contained dinosaurs. The dinosaurs might have been at a
different time; and likewise, says the A-theorist, the present might have been

at a different time.

The A-theory can allow that which time is present is contingent; and that
there are true and non-trivial counterfactual conditionals such as “if it were
5 o'clock, I would be at the dentist.” The B-theory has trouble with the
semantics of “if it were 5 o’clock, [ would be at the dentist”, because, on the
B-theory, the antecedent of that sentence doesn’t correspond to a way the
world might be. On the standard semantics for counterfactual conditionals,
this counterfactual is true just if all the nearest possible worlds where it is
5 o'clock are worlds where I am at the dentist. According to the B-theory,
however, it doesn't make sense to speak of a world where it is 5 o’clock, so

the standard semantics cannot be applied.

Moreover, the A-theory can allow that which time is present changes — that

not only could it have been a different time, but that it will be a different
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The contentious aspect of McTaggart’s argument is whether this contradic-
tion can in fact be reached from the A-theory. In the following three sections,
[ discuss three ways to understand McTaggart’s argument for this conclusion:
as a version of the problem of intrinsic change (section E.2.1); as a problem
to do with tense (section E.2.2); and as a problem to do with the passage

of time (section E.2.3). [ argue that none of these pose a problem for the

A-theory.

E.2.1 The Problem of Change for A-properties

It’s tempting to interpret McTaggart by subsuming his argument into the
problem of intrinsic change, or of temporary intrinsics. This latter problem
is the problem of explaining how it can be that one object has incompatible
properties at different times, as seems to be required by intrinsic, or not-

mere-Cambridge, change in objects.

For example, a poker cools down. At time ¢; it is hot, at f5 it is cold. For this
to count as an intrinsic change in the poker, it must be the same poker at
both times. If I have two pokers, one which exists at ¢; and is permanently
hot, and the other of which exists at ¢, and is permanently cold, neither
poker changes as regards temperature. On the other hand, it also seems that
it can’t be the same poker at both times — for no one poker can be both hot
and cold. If I told you I had a poker that was both hot and cold, I would be

contradicting myself.

The problem asks us what’s wrong with the inference from 48 and 49, below,

48 The poker is hot at ¢;.

49 The poker is cold at f,.

to the inconsistent pair 48" and 49"






E.2 The Trouble with the A-theory 239

50 The poker has pastness at ;.

51 The poker has futurity at ¢.

Because these sentences are analogous to 48 and 49, there is an analogous

problem about whether they entail the inconsistent pair 50" and 51"

50" The poker has pastness.

51" The poker has futurity.

This problem has an analogous answer. When McTaggart says that being
past and being future are incompatible properties, of course he means being
wholly past and being wholly future. There is no contradiction in one thing’s
being partially past, and partially future, and indeed partially present —
these properties are compatible, and all three are had by the poker in my

example.*

Though the problem of intrinsic change is a very serious one, and I don’t
pretend that I've conclusively solved it here, my point is not that it poses no
problem to the A-theory. Rather, it poses exactly the same problem for the
A-theory as for everyone else. Stock solutions to the problem of change which
B-theorists happily help themselves to work in exactly the same way for A-
theorists. The problem of intrinsic change, therefore, cannot be regarded as

a reductio against the A-theory in particular.

E.2.2 McTaggart’s Paradox

In any case, the problem of intrinsic change is not what McTaggart had in
mind. The reason that McTaggart actually gives for thinking that each event
must have every A-property is not that events persist from the past through
the present and into the future, having different A-properties at different
times, but that the A-properties an event has at future or past times are not

those that it will have, or did have, at those times:
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While 52" and 53’ contradict one another, 52 and 53 don’t obviously do so.
The move from 52 and 53 to the inconsistent pair 52’ and 53’ is licensed by

McTaggart’s analysis of tense:

When we say that X has been Y, we are asserting X to be Y at
a moment of past time. When we say that X will be Y, we are
asserting X to be Y at a moment of future time. When we say that
X is Y (in the temporal [ie. the present tense, as opposed to the
tenseless] sense of “is”) we are asserting X to be ¥ at a moment of
present time. (McTAGGART 1927, s. 331)

What McTaggart is doing here is offering an analysis of tense in tenseless
terms, against the background of the A-theory:

X will be Y iff

there is some future time £y such that X is Y at #¢

X is-now Y iff

there is some present time t,, such that X is Y at ¢,

X was Y iff

there is some past time ¢, such that X is Y at ¢,
McTaggart can thus analyse 52 and 53 as

52x% M is wholly future at a past time.

53+ M is wholly past at a future time.

He then infers the inconsistent pair, 52" and 33, from 52 and 53x.

On my reconstruction, McTaggart’s argument that A-properties involve a
contradiction has two steps. The first step is the move from the tensed

sentences 52 and 53 to the tenseless, but time-indexed 52* and 53*. The
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X will be Y iff

there is some future time ¢; such that were it ¢z, X would be Y’

X is-now Y iff

there is some present time f, such that were it t,, X would be ¥

X was Y iff

there is some past time t, such that were it t,, X would be ¥’

Since the counterfactual corresponding to “X is-now Y has a true anteceden-
t, it can be simplified to

X is-now Y iff
XisY

Let us call this the Counterfactual Theory of Tense. Given the Counterfac-
tual Thecry, it does not follow from the fact that certain things will be past
that they are past at any time — or from the fact that certain things were
future that they are future at any time. An A-theorist ought to analyse 52
and 53 as

52. There is some past time such that, were it that time, M would be

wholly future.

53. There is some future time such that, were it that time, M would be

wholly past.

From these, needless to say, 52 and 53’ do not follow. For familiar reasons,
these counterfactuals can be non-trivially true without M itself being wholly
past or wholly future at any time. Indeed, M might be an instantaneous

event taking place wholly in the present, and 52, and 53, could still be true.

If my reconstruction of McTaggart’s argument is correct, then it does not
produce a contradiction from the A-theory alone, but only in conjunction
with McTaggart's analysis of tense, which the contradiction itself gives any

A-theorist good reason to reject.
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Second, an A-theorist isn’t, qua A-theorist, committed to passage. The A-
theory just says that there are A-properties. Whether time passes is a further
question. There are some arguments, apparently independent of McTaggart
argument to the conclusion that it doesn’t: the regress of temporal dimen-
sions discussed by J.J.C. Smart (SMART 1963, p. 136) and D.C. Williams
(WILLIAMS 1966, p. 296) for example.” If these arguments, or McTaggart’s
Paradox, construed as an argument against the passage of time, are sound,
then so much the worse for passage. Our reasons for believing the A-theory,
as described in section E.1.2, remain. It is possible to believe in the A-theory
without believing in passage — if there are decisive objections to passage,
then that’s what someone who takes these reasons seriously should believe.
If we reject passage, it can't be an objection to the Counterfactual Theory
that the reading it gives of “Whatever is future, will be present” does not

entail that time passes.

For the purposes of this paper, [ want to remain neutral about whether time

passes.

E.3 Realism, Indexicalism and the A-theory

The conclusions of the previous sections have been mainly negative. We have
seen how to define the A-theory in such a way that it is distinct from any
claim about the analysis of tense or the passage of time, and seen how to
resist various readings of, or arguments inspired by, McTaggart’'s Paradox.
[ now aim to do something more constructive. It seems to me that the A-
theory can be used to argue for some positions in philosophy of time that are
distinct from it: realism about the past and future, and what may be loosely

called “indexicalism”: the view that there is an indexical element in tense.

While these positions are not commonly held by A-theorists, we must bear
in mind what I said earlier (section E.1.1) about the dangers of conflating

the A-theory with other doctrines that might happen to be held by people
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E.3.3 The Groundedness Argument for Realism

[ have argued that the A-theory is compatible with realism about the past
and future. Not only is it compatible, though: [ will now argue that an

A-theorist positively ought to believe in the past and future.

Roughly speaking, my complaint against anti-realism about the past and
future is that it cannot furnish grounds or truthmakers for past and future
tense truths. This is a common complaint. Put this way, however, it is
unclear just what is being asked of the anti-realist. What is it for a truth to
have a ground or a truthmaker? Why sheould we think that past and future
tensed truth need them? It is open to anti-realists to simply deny that truths
require truthmakers.!! The Counterfactual Theory of tense, however, gives us
a way to shortcut that problem, by putting the complaint about groundedness

in a way that does not involve appeal to any contentious truthmaker principle.

The first step in this argument is from the A-theory proper to the Coun-
terfactual Theory of tense, as described in section E.2.2. This move is not
deductive, as the Counterfactual Theory is only one among many theories
of tense, and is not entailed by the A-theory. It seems, however, to provide
the best explanation of tense against an A-theoretic background, so there
is at least an abductive inference from the A-theory to the Counterfactual

Theory.

According to the Counterfactual Theory, many ordinary truths about the
past or future (such as 55, below) should be analysed as counterfactual con-
ditionals (such as 55,):

55 Julius Caesar was bald.
55. There is some past time such that, were it that time, Julius Caesar

would be bald.

The truth of such a counterfactual itself calls for explanation. On the stan-

dard semantics, what 55, says is that there is some past time, 50 BCE, say,
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non-uniform distributional property.

F.5 Change

I think that change is simply the temporal analogue of non-uniformity. This
view is dependent on a substantive assumption in the philosophy of time: [
am assuming that time is, more or less, like space. I won’t argue for this
assumption here. But if we accept it, then the relationship between change
and uniformity is just one more that we can add to a long list of analogies
between space and time. (TAYLOR 1992, p. 69)

Just as the surface of a chessboard can have a non-uniform colour distribution
over space (being red here, and black there) an object that changes its colour
has a non-uniform colour distribution over time (being red then, and black
now). Think of, for example, a red ripe tomato sitting in the sun for some

days, drying up, and turning black.

If we think of duration on the model of extension, we should think of the
change the tomato undergoes, from being red to being black, on the model of
a non-uniform colour distribution. It’s just as if the tomato were red at one
end, and black at the other — except that the ends in question are times,

not places.

Just as uniformity is a concept that can be applied either to distributional
properties or to the objects that have those properties, so too is change. The
colour distribution of the tomato in my example is a changing one (that is
to say, a temporally non-uniform one). The tomato itself is a changing thing

because it has a changing property: its colour distzribution.

There is an important objection to this theory of change. Allegedly, the
theory I have just described eliminates change, rather than analysing it.
Consider the tomato changing colour. To say that it changes is to say that it

has a certain kind of colour distribution — one that is non-uniform over time.
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it is located. Therefore, the chessboard is uniform with regard to the colour
distribution. The distributional properties account of non-uniformity trades
in having colours non-uniformly for uniformly having such-and-such a colour

distribution. It has eliminated non-uniformity.

Of course this objection fails because it does not follow from the colour
distribution’s being had by the chessboard at every point that that colour
distribution is a uniform one. Checkered colour distributions are essentially

non-uniform — there is no way to have them uniformly.

F.6 Conclusion

If all T have said so far is correct, then a little reflection on the properties of
ordinary spatially extended objects produces a surprisingly interesting new
field of investigation in the metaphysics of properties. The insights thereby

acquired also help us understand change.

[ don’t pretend to have done more than scratch the surface of the phenomena
related to distributional properties, uniformity and non-uniformity. These
are clearly, however, powerful concepts — it would be interesting to see

them put to work in areas other than those I have touched on here.
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