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CHAPTER 11

 PERSISTENCE
THROUGH TIME

SALLY HASLANGER

1. Tune Puzzie(s)

Tiinan change: ohjects come wito existence, las| for awhile, go oot of existenc,
e thrsugh space, change their parts, change their qualities, change in theyy
relition to Whings. AL s woitlid seem to by wncoitrovessinl. o philosophical
altentiing o any of these phenomena can generale peeplexity and las vesulteel in i
mumber of long stamding puzzles

One of 1the mwost lamous purzles about change threaless o denomstrate that
nothing can permst throngh time, tha all exstence is momentary acbest, Let's use
the term ‘alteration for the sort of change that occurs when a persisting obect
changes 1ts properies, e when a tomato fipeis and turns ced. when o candle
ahortens az i burms when sommeane’s face I:rj“_httns with o smile. Suppose 1 put
a pew ool wper oo e talle befure dinner 2id light it AL the end of ditmer
when | Llow it ent, ot is ondy 5 dnches long, We know that a single objea cannol
bave incarspatibde propertivs, ad being = inclies long anil being 5 inches fong aw

ik to Booanree Py, Mot Hall, s Steve Yabl for pomments on gorlier deafts. Spedal thanks o
e Zhimmernzay forhis ongeing paticice i addition o Tns exiellent comments and pdbtockal advioe
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incompatible. 50 mstedd of there bewyg one candle that was on the table before
dinner and also alter, theve st be v disteney candless the 7-uch taper and e
g-inels taper. But of coorse the candle didn't abieink instantaneansly ram 7 imches
bong 1w 5 inches lopg: during the soup conrse iU was 6.5 ioches Jong; duting the
AN conrse it owas & inches longs during dessert it was 5.9 inches long, Following
the thought that no obiect can have incompatible lengths, we must conclude, i
seemis, Lhat dueing dinner theve were several Grotaally many mcree thai just several! |
candbes o the tble diesuccessivg,

1 s et Rard e see that the heart of this paiele concerms the very concept of
alteratton. Alecation wvolves a change of properbes: the abject has o propeny
bedore the chasnge thiat s mcampatible with one i has after the change. But objeces
cannot have incompanile properties. 50 no olyect can persist through a dhange
i its propertes, Le. alteration is impossible. Add the strayghtforwacd asumption
that the passage of time volves change dor exampbs, 1] something persists through
Lirnee, tlien ab the very beast it bs older at the Later thme thae (0 was st the earlicr time],
and i sewmes we ot conciude thar nothing persists taough tine at all, This reslt
s puradosical becuse it contradicn what we take o be obvious, namely, that sone
things peesist through Ve and through chasnge.

[t weill be hebplul e articulate some of the principles that work Wogether S0 generate
the problem, Let's start with these

l0) Persistence conditien, Objects, such as a candie, persist through change,

L2} freompaatibiliny condiftivn, The propertics wvalved e change are incom
patibie.

1y Low of sw-contemdionon, Mothing can have meompatible properties,
Le. nothap can be botle Pand no-F

Portasately, these Vhree pringiples, oo thede owe, donat yet geneerte a contradiction,
This is becanse we have lefl unspecified what it is for samething 1o "persist thioogh
change and what it s for 2 property to e Sinvolved ' 00 change, and there ape
interpretations of these notions that render §11-03) consistent. Soowe should be
optunistic that there are solutions to the prablem thar allow us W preserve (-1
But if the problem does not e i accepting {1 (), where exactly is 1t and how Can
we avidd 118

Twer further prnciples elaborage what seem to be udditional eassentaal leatvres of
alteration:

ta) feentity condetion, B an object peesists through o change, then the obec
entsting before the change 15 one and the same obyject s the one existing after
the change; that is, the ariginal ohject continues to exise through tee change.

# Metethat these princyples are stated da what © hope o he 2 ot s vt companial with negpec
ta gne's dveoti af Hime, o ense, or the desaile of ope's ctabisge. b Bt Ahe stedbegles [will conmder
o ol e pacadin wilk involve prosnling ioee dpecine Gand contioworsiaty intepretations of these
poangiples
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(51 Propersobrectcondines. The object undergomg the change s wselt the proper

sulject of the properties vulved  the changes Tor exangle, the prersisting
candle 15 itsell the proper subject of the ncompatible properties

Blow 11 seems we have the makings of o contradicnon To sumpdify the example,
SUPPDSE ORE TOOTTUNE, 18 preparation for dinner that evenung, | put myv new 7-inch
taper e the candlesticlk aned et 1t on aoshelf next w the window, The day s aoes-
pectedly ot and when §return from woek © i thae the ssen Jus softened the wax
aned py Gaper iy bent, Supposy that the condle petsists through the change fromn
atratiplit to besit, That s to say that theve is e thing, the candle, that is the proper
sitbrfect of the property strajghiness ad of the property bentness, But straighitness
and bentness are incompatible: nothing can be both steaight asd bent. o the face
aif this contradiction, there are o number of possible conclusions to draw. Contrary
tosppearances, one of the principles we stueted with must be filse. So githon

fnet-g) Obiects such sy the candle do not persist through change, o

fnet-2) e propeciies invelved in the change dee comapatibbe after all; o

bot-3) Oljects can have incompatible properties, Lo things car be buoth 2 amd
oot or

Lol gt An obiect muay persist withoul contapuing 6o 2xest; o

pnot-5) An object undergomy change, such as the candle, 15 not the proper subject
ol the meomgatible propesiics involved m the change.

|et us consider somme of these options morte carefully

2, PERSISTENCE: PERDURANCE, ENDURANCE,
AND EXDURANCE

Although one possible respomse 10 the puzele is o maintant that i facl nothing
persivls through time, this v usually seer as g couime of Last fesart, The idea that
nbjects persist i so deeply rooted nour ordinary conception of tl:mg.x. 1t hts taken
o thee status of a Mocrean ot which all parties o the debate mast accommosdate,

It s controversial, however, what exactly 15 required tor something to peesist
through a stretch of time, Several canceptions of persitence bave been developed
wn recent literature: Two prominent unes are: endurance and perdurance | Lewis
1986: 202 | Roughly, an object persists by evdurog dF it is whofly present ar different
times* For example, the candle enduores itt the candle isell i whally present at

UL il metien fsa shind coneepron of pursistende, endurbee, el
¥ boane buve arpted thot this defimticon of endurasee is unclesr oo unlenatsle wod hive propased
nligmmetave defimetions. hoe Sifer tugaz Mesgdcles Dagy
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¢ L the mormmg when | set woon the sheliy, and wom also wholly present at g
distinet bime 1 G the atternoon when Tretuen, - aod presumably i the intervenngy
bitines), The pothon of beisg 'wholly present’ may become clearer by contrast with
the perdurantist’s notivn of being "partly peesent’ (00 the perdurantis) s conception
ol pecsistencs, an obec! persists througl tme Jn s wiy dadopous o how g ol
Is extended through spage. The candle fs spatially extemded thoouglyits >inch beigth
nod by Bieing wholly presen| al eacls spatiaf region i scipes, but by iyl pai al
the differeat regions. Likewlse, seoording o the perdurantis, the candle is extended
through time not by being wholly preseit al differen) tmies, ar by hasing pans o
stnges av different vimes. So the vonlle persists by pereiee 68 the canadle has 2 pa
al 1 1 the mormng when | set oon the shelfl, aod e part al o distiner tme 1 (in
the afternodsn when Leetwrn . oand presumably i the intervenlog thmes ),

The notion ol perdurance provides the resources for a relanvely straghitlorwand
wccount ol alteration e Ouine wéi: Frsch 1o82; Lewis 1o85 Heller 1gom; Sider
2ot B the peesisting caadle is composed of remporal purts oe stages that only bretly
pxisty distined canelli-stages ave the proper subjects of the imeompalible peoper tes,
by steanght ol Bedng bent, ail the temposal cowposite which consists ol the
stages ks U suliject of persistence (understood as perduranee b On the perdurunie
account, the persisting object dovs gt andergo aleratinn by “gaindng’ o “Tosing'
praperties; instead, it changes o way aiadogous how 4 paiit g changes colou
aerss the canvas: The canvag s green o1 this pact and blue ab anithess the candie

15 straight at thas part aed bent ar another, Contrubiction is avoided by moditying

the proper subject condilion: the perseting thing {(the composite) b not the projier
subject of the properties ganed” and osi” (the stages are ) bur the proper subjects
al the properties are al beast parts ol the persisting thmg: For the perdurantisr, this
b lose errough

Uht this gecount, persisting things ure lemporally extended comgaosires, also
bwown as adpave-time wornad But given e ontology of worms aid stiges, 1he
option af yet anather account Ul persistence arises. Accopding 10 the stage theory.
ordinary persisting objecis are stages that persist ool by enduring of perduring,
bt by having disting| stage counterparts at other times, Stage theory says that in
the alternoon when | find my bent cangle on the shelf, the candle 15 the hen
stage cocxisting with me then, bul that stage persivtid from before (i the relevan
sense) by virine of having o Dstaaight) counterpurt stage on the shell iy the nsm-
ng. [Suler 1ot 440! 2000 §e-7; Hawley 2001, esp, ch. 1), Although on (his view
ardinary objects are stages and so pardy speaking ) pnly exist momentardy, they
car tietheless persist by virtue of having counterpartantecedent and/or sucoessor
sies,

The jdea behind this view st treat Identity over lime a5 analogous to wdentiy
aiross possible worlds in modal coupterpart theory. Consider. Divid Lesis might
it b e a philasopher. On g counterpant theary this is bue ol ecause
Liws oxists in o dlfferent possible workd i wlucli e never tabes up philosagphy, b

PERSISTERCR THIOLUG 1 isp G
Becarse thee isw woelsh i whichoa comnterpirt of Lews never 1akes np philosaphy
tLewiswse w-1and che 40, Sumdarly, the VAT TN 85T mlghr candber -stagze ) peinsts
as the afternoon s bent candbel stagel mor by the caciee ety iself existing al (e
later tirae, bt by virtue of the latter stage bevig courerpart of e eéarhier ape?
Let's call thas barmi al persistence exdureng [duration via the olijects relation o
et galey than or owtside of inh,

{1 i Inpotldnl W cnpligsies (hat the current difdlers of thy slage theary o
nol disugres with percduraniisty aver ontology: both views agres thian there dre stapes
Andd verpesites of stages {worms ) Stape Hhewry difbers b thie prerdurance view
i W important espects: (1 allows esdurmmce e oot as a Faro ol pretsistence,
atnd (i bt madntaans that erdimary things are stages that persist by exdiring, rathes
than compusites that persist by perduring. Lo prinaple there could be o version of
the stage theary which demes that there are perduring things and claums nstead
that there are anly stages and the only wav 1or somerhing 10 persist is by exduring.
{Thas moght e o proossimg stratey far somoone whio (4w di ooy without
etuduring things but s alse upposed 16 nrestricted mereclogieal composstion. 1 But,
i 11 stanids, the dobuite Belween the preridurince and exdutalioe theorisis does piol
comerrtt the existenice of prerducing g

Li sum, we s far have Uiree views of persistence o consider

Perdurance theory, Obijects persist only by perduring. There are perdaring, bt
no enduring or exduring, particulirs,

Exclurance theary (aka stage theory), Ordinary abyects perstst by exduring,
There are {weied] perduning parnculars. and no enducing patticnlurs

Lsdharanice theory: Ocdinary objeas peesist by enduging. There ane el g
particubars, and there nuy o iy ol e perdueing enduring particulars
s well

Castin these |erms, it appears that the original pozzle has Bded into Hhe back-
ground: the bssue is ot whether i s coherent to claim lat some things persist
through fimie and through change, All parties 1o the debate ai this pomnt can allow
that there are perduring things, so if perdurance counts asa form of persistence, there
are thangs that persist. The question is hos things persist, Mo specibically, brcker
fing the quiestion of what sorg ol persstence might be cupoved by wered objeos, the
uestion st Doordinary obyiects—partioudars soch as apples and Dananas, camdles
i datfodils —persist by perduring, exduring, or endus g

* Phennists difter w-what they ke the relevint commeepar rlauons tor perssitng obpecs 1 by
Pt exampde. Kabierine Mawley arguos thian 1he pekiting et Blages Mk <amdtitine @i wrdiipary
UCmnel’y wliecr will be “oon-sapervieniont| ve Whey ore g whiolly determingl by the e
'['ll'i‘q'll.‘.lﬂz’! of et lati. aned wre s \.PJIJIJ_—I:L"mpsmI lrlmhllll l.'l'l.lw’l.'v i, I.‘! g sl g, 400
Sisder, howesey, s mud Cotmauined (W this {Sider wud )

b Some ave found By rempring 1o caim e the dissgresments erseen Oisse opioons @ wniky

Fewrbal o teermidagieal winl vot il iiagial ) s i b asdaier s i dheie (s g subistsptie



isweer oy b breasomabily resist g teframamgg ol the prolstam . 1 e srginal
chiallenge was (o show bow glteation bs possible, qot just persstence, then iF i
clear thai thes has yer beon secomplished. On peher the perdurunce theory nor
stagte theary s theee o sunghe thang which s the proper subgecr of the incompanbile
propernes tvolved the change: i both cases distinct shages are the proper subpec
of the changing properties; perduring and exducig things do nat i amy obvious
wiry aller The sppearaice ol alleration b accounted fof, strclly apeaking, by o
suciesstion Ol slages, [seeos Ul the pronise of penuboe akteratiog 1 eld oo by
the endurance theory, bul we hove et yol seen low an endorance thoory avoids tw
atighial pugle Following this e of thoeoghe e goestion ceimmmies B allésaan
replly prossilile?

Althotigh thers G something amportapn to this caneern fand | owill retarn b
discuss elerments of i farther below when | consider turther the proper subyeor
eprdriennt, 0 sn'Uentieely fair w0 the perdurmtist ond exdurantst. Remember tha
thie puezle presenvs us wirh whar at leasy appears 1o be an ipeonsstent set of clams
Ui canoon solve’ such a puzzle waboun relecting or reinterpreting one or gother
on several b of thie clabins st msoe. Noie ol the theories befare s will be abkis o
proserve exacty whal wiostainad with, Whit counts u4s a “splibsan, then, dmd whia
criteria we should vse tooevaluake different soluticdgs s, ot this poind, somewla
upclear, for example, wre some of the prinviples more npocant 0 preserve tun
athers? Have we misstates] v stated oo vaguely any of the intuitions al issue? How
concerned should we bt o preserve aur fmiial intuiions? Fausing here 1o adidoess
these methodoligical questions would be wsefud, but also distracting in particaba,
it comld easily pre-empham o expliotation ol the aptions skl belre s, Sa shhall
coitiittie to lay ot o range of aptions warth constdering Bt we should keep in
mvnad tlaal Huere may e background disagreements between the different patio o
the debate aboni what exactly are the goals and priormies of our inquiry, We shall
requrn to some 0F the miethodadoment questions alingg the wa

3. PrESENTISM, NON-PRESENTISM (OR
ETERNALISM), AND SErRIOUS TENSING

Inthe previous section [ suggested that debate between the perdurantist enduran
List, and exdurantist is oot over the existence of peglunng things; the perdurantises

-Il'n.;lblﬂ'nl.knl Laibwepein: Dl s i sl Smliranor | leeories, o e argument i malil e extemmded e
vy gl dhiede B o aubsbantive disagreemantt bebwesh e endurance sinl exduiance thesvies, | e
the trsk ol shoawug Wk e e sl ganieee sesagrermem berween peeduranimn el seduranism
i3 b,

antalingy sl stiges and warms can b aveepred by stagge thesrists amd and vieanl st
Rather, ontlogically speaking,: the msue 1 whether there are endonng  things o
ettt stiages and worms, Recently, however, some have maminmed that the
hackgroumd anologies of perdurance and endurance are wcompaiible: w1 no
passible dor o workd 1o bave both perducimg and endorig partculacs 1 chis s 1he
case, then we canniod set aside so Quickly the question whetler there are perduring
thiprgs b Tocts o low ordiiary Wiings peesist, for conmmd ol b perdoring Lo
exduring ) hings would rule our enducance,

Phose who bkl that perdurance and eodurance s wemnparible waintain tha
cath enals ditferent wndeesundings ol e iCarter sndd Hestesold i) Markosing
g Mersicks iosi Lambanl jus < Parstsns oo Sionis 2000, Maove speeil-
wally, the supgestion i that perurantiom s commitbed o o lou-dimensional
artology on which all tHimes equally exist, and endurantisa is commitied to @
three-dimensional antobogy on whechonby the present wud presently exsting things
are real. | his debaie 15 voluable 1o consider because (i lghlizhis bow the vizws of
prrsistence we've considered so far are relied o ather signicant theses aboue e
aned tenses apd also beeause 0 roduces one endurantist model for sddressing the
oreginal puzzle,

T begein, we eed (o distnguish a presentist leom a nonepresential account ol
tme " According o the presentist, gaildy the present éxists, aind conssquently only
priesenl objects exisl. Socrates exisfed, and future objects will exist, buot hecause they
do nat presently exist, we cantot truly claim that they exist (e, Hinehlift wos;
Higelow wan: Zimanerman ot Markosian Fertheamingh, The .prrwmist's anli
logical clains are often conpected 1o semantic thesis asserting the breducibilily
ol tensed fo pnfensed predication.® Chy 11.I|\- view, tiy say (hat some hmﬁ exlils, 11
wilks, or s ed, i boosiy sonnethiog aboat how s inthe prosent, sot thindessly
A pn-presented {absorcalled an elernalist (sider wug: w20 b and sometimes a four
dunensionalist {lea, Chaprer g in this volume) ) demes that anly the present exists,
aned allows that there are things that do nor presentdy exist, Led there are eatirely

¢ Mste that thers wis differeat fin of preswotem aml s preseation. Prosetiats may dilfee nor
oiphy [ Wi gecoumn ol the sentoubis of gessed stulemenes, b slsa o elr ontokyion (00 Hinchlif
piepl; Sinnietis Todod ) P pesien st sy Giler solvtantadlyakao o daeir semantiod dnd e aooanke
ol byl enammpele, s non-presentiel sl Al e T b oimtisbogalally privibigoil, while othees
dm:]- this {exzitener wind ii-e abstence sre ot the vy fors |r|'||r|I|.r|:ll|| al pr't'!':lrm':l Faar F:.'.ml'!li_'. wil
the ‘Hushlight or movisg spotfighe vies of tme, all poses s, oy aee o povieged iy besimg presens
LU s B e o ol o L spatlagtod il Tl et slibes )

" Meste thiat we ot silisg oy wbsn et S tesed descourse oo redueable st ensed discourse,
fof temse may be sssenliilly mdeaual 5o the sanimbn thisas doe not detmguish the prosentisl nom
vom preseetist. | wifl consider relabed metaphvuical commmiments 1 tepse bebow. For melul discusabon
o P meaksrwoner cdaims of presstirim and serious Yanstimg, see Sabil | 2o, oh 2k Zimmeoman [igalio).

* plute that e erns ool dipensiondlsi e oused e Bilfeeenl wave by difforent authiee il
iy smetimes bmed (o eler Sply 1o pedeedirises Ted Sider ofler one clear slatement ol e
ahimmresmmaliann i Gk ok orndrul ofiea fo b vt ey vy ol deetiling sy the lifeame o s ol
bavbe ek i e el o e, theee i 0 corpegprmiliig s ol dividdng the ahject i ol purs
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rast o enrledly furre things: Avcording b eterpa s, Socrtes exists, bur dies ot
prresently exal: to say tal Socriles was wise & Loosey somthing troe ol in existing
bt o prresent lhiru}_“'

Prosentism s also closely ulliod wivh, thowsly distinguishable from, o mwtaphysical
clairm asseriing that prijpositions Lor whatever nne takes the bearers of truth o be)
are tensed entities that concern bow things were, are, and will be rather than how
thitigs tionelessly are, O this vaew, becapse propositions ae fensed entites, ey are
not imelessly true or false, butare, wore, ar will be rroe o false, v, thewrtouth or (nks:
iy 5 0 wensed mater (Zunmernien 100k, 08-9) This approach, somenmes called
the sermeis fenser approach allows i principhe thal tere are non-present g, so
must be distmgoished from preseatism [see Zuiinernuan iggia Markesian oo o)
an ewarrple, Stk 1003700 Pres¢ntizen iy o view abaut wliar exists only the present
afad inggs eicisting ln e present), inocontast, serfous epsing 5 e view coierming
what i troe o false dboul (le thangs that exist (oply twised propositions)

Wit does 1 mean o ay thal propositiens (ae Wi soms ighi prelier b call
atintes of allwiey ) wre tersed entities?!! Congider:

tab The apple s {presently ) grecn.
th1 The apple was green

According to the segiaus tenser, (a) and (i) express distinet proposilions. Suppose
the apple starts out green, ) which ease (@) s true; bt as the apple e ned

Lhe praposition (a), that the apple s {presently | prees, lecomes false, thougl now

(B) s beue, (Spreaking of stites oF affars, the agple’s being (presentby ) green ceases
Lo obibainh, s 1t turns ved ) O this view, one’s having a property is. metaplysically
speakiing, abwirvs something that oo i the present whiat obtaims s whiit presently

vhat are conlitred oo | R pritervils of e Seder agar o Becanse of tie potential mmanderstrd
ings. | prefien o avald e term foue-dmessionabism® and disaggregate e dieses it wsor, speaking
matend of presentisti-<ieri s perdumminid-endurar g, serionu - - lensers, $s

10 Mt thiat oo o amcdermand tmieam | how ones undemstands e semnntas of repied dpconiae
e b s exten separable. Ve aight hobd an ercrnalist socownt of e, snd per lobd than weosed
discourme b ot meducilde o unbiimnd disoouise | see Sidier oobl ege dio o) Those whio bl thai
venvseid digcowrse 1 mon reducible jo amessed discouese are slie someiimes ralbed weners, sominoe
Hhiise “wlbor Lk tarmie n iy L20 inermnat byt |, Farlp mfloentinl s ossmme ol thsomobgy of
femse inchude Mo Tapgan (o) Prioe [oae).

U Thnks o Dreeny e bos Lalpatyg mie derstind beyiis die distinction betwom poesmiia,
iy seidvrin benaing, ammrerrman { il | 8 very vabushle i elarthnug dic e

A Altbnegh werious wensers fend o claim that af predication s tenzed, se all proposiions s
et i fann't cheas dome whiy gne colldi's ik e weaber view e tliere 36 sl legmal m) i tonssl
prodicatsen, s some propositions are tensed and others are onersed, Sinply iliowing unensed
predicarion land temedie ot ) does mel comninii e To wryipg i Tameed prredisaiion can be wund]
wardd iy bevons of emselees predlcoudion. ur i the witmssed Lot are prieitive Bor | oy & centain
kbl ol Sl asisn o e i

PLESTSTENCT THHOVLH T IME LY
abvlains, bot whal presently obiaing copuures thid seguernee of past, prcsaid, aoncd folore
Livadiffenen| Sorrs of tomsed Tets Socfites i wisey thie Drlod Lanis fowise These two
staluntents anrilate wisdom 1o Soecrites and the Dalai Lama respectively, from the
poinlaf view af the present, so o speak, Bl on the serious lepser approach here
are o different predicative relitions o wisdom at bssue being (presently ) wise ad
bving brieen st Ohieowary bo caprtiare this wanihd be tosay that Instaslintion comes
in theee tavours: past Cwas' ), present (') and Botare Cwill be's, and appacenily
"temseless” stantiabion st be noderstood o terpes ol these otlier three 4] will
rertrn o the sssue of tking rense senonsly below: But it s onparmint o ecogmze
that although o presenns) whe wants o nake clioms abowr the pas and e 1
cormimutted to serwus tensag, ot least moprncple, serwws emsng s anooptue o
- presentisis s well

With o clearer differenntiotion of views, lers eruen 1o the arguaient thar per-

Aurioce wid endurince are weompatible. The coscdal cladm i that perd e

entails non-presentism o endurance entaly presentism. Becawse, e arpguiment
goes, presentimng and ner-presentisin are (noompatible, E s not possible far there
1o be Both perdsiing and enduring tings. T endurance side of the angaiment
this: Supprose seme tings endure theough chamge; 10 all i are equally real, aodd
i o changing olijeet s whally present at dilferent times, then the abyject sy have
e patible propesties. Bol thas s possible. (Note that, i elfect, this is just the
orginal puzzle. ) S0 1 3 changing object 15 wholly present at different times, then not
all vimves ape equally real: ondy the present extss. Thus endurance entalls presennsm,
[ Sew g Merricks 10945 526-7.]

This argrnent lswever s wncomviang becaase it igoores 4 number ol Contro-
weerstal issoess Thie allegavion s (hat dn abject cannot be wholly prosent st different
thmes wihle didergodig chonge. Il why ie)? Looking back o the promisses we
tbemitied do setrig up the puzzle, ere s several that might be revisied boozder (o
sccommodate endurance without presentisne In particular, we have yet 1o consider
what it bs for o obrect i be asulbyec) ol properties (soowe coubd wepect Or modify
the proper sulect vormditioe ), aned what soct of properties are irstantioled m obpecs
that imdergo change {sowe could reject or modity the incompatibility comdirion

0 Ak | auggedt e Uil ey fous tesmmy, o e tan one prodfication ekl pm, ainitho
ot wiidhd De 40 poandare one e predcation relatka §Peog Feeesesi ) o il mserodce pas
i fulbie-besse g

14 An [ undersiand the serious tenser appeoac, e core iheses 1= metaphiysical cwim et mstantrateon
"3 al‘h':r_f'i. turse]. 11 Dokl Ao thus W [rrospesslani stating & fensed dabin can dha g thent truth-
vilue ey tiie pasaes Hhe apple o peeen becopes false This, theo, & coptaped by geving teal tasth:
1 l'i|.1.ﬂl:| Lesbrtadinige-pant |:||IN|'I||||!,:I i om lensesh maiter, Wote, besweser, Bl ane iy maintain Heat
P kRiTT e Fi S st fins ed ot otfers, | e thar prerrosifions are ot ceermully mae or filse.
wl it ittt i o gepaet Ll iy, foir LHIII'FIF liakdd iksta Fn:{ulsliimlu are 10 vie a0 biivies Lil & waw
raligaangs 10 poapositioe ey e s worlds
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Hence, the wrgument that endurmice entails presentisin constotes the endurantists
oplions oo narmowly '

I'Mus Far, il appears that there are presentsi and eternalist vepsions ot
endirantisin

Presernost ercdurannsi, Chnly presently existing ubjects exast ordinary objects
persist by endutitig v aml

Wit -presentast (eternalist) endurantinn, Past, present, and futre olpects all
existy ardinary abjecs persist by enduring (allowing that thers are both
encering, exdiecing, wml perduring particulars),

5o far it appears thar the existence of enduring thangs ls compatible with both
understanidings of time. The tenporal parts ontology, however, 15 tvpically articul-
atedd 1 an eternalist frameworks [s such an ontilogy committed o erernalism? 14 it
}Ivl.}ﬁ.‘ijh]l.' to be o presentistund also sccepl an ontology of temparal paris? Recall the
views to consider:

Perdiornice themry. Ofbjects persiat only by perduring, There are o eaduring
or exchuring particubics

Seage theary, Ordinary obyects pevsist by exdurng,

By venturing a bit further inte the detals it bedomes clear, | befieve, that the
mssues of persistence and presentism cross-cut each other, Let uk begin with the
stape theory! 15 the stage theory campalible with preseniism, or i5 # comnilled
vy ererrabism? According (o presentism, only the present exists, So. i all objects
abe stages, only preseat stages exiad, But b s posstble for g present stape lo persist
by exdurmng i it has vonnterpart stages al otler times, Rearticulating this in a
wary comipatilale with presentisng, one conld mamtain tliit a prosen| stage persists
by virtue of [he facl that o (distiect) coumteepart stuge wall jeploce o, or thad 1t
replaced an earlier (distinet ) counterpart stage. On this views the present (aka wha
exists ) contains 4 "How' of short-lved entities, linked into persisting things througl
tense-sensitive counterpart relations

One nuighr object 1o this view by claiming that exsting things cannot bear rels-
Taons oo existing theops, However, if presentise is to e terable ot A1, it st
provide am sccount of statpmments Gut opprar o psserl cross-tempural relations
{ Warkesian fortheoming), Consider:

Larn the daugliter of Anne and Robers Haslanger.

' werricks {egs] ockingwledpes that there inighl sppeas v be ather opticns open ook enlirantis
hesades opiting for presentism, but argees thar fie other opons s modifeing the scompatibilsty or
proper sielhecl coniditions, are uesalle

& 1wl disouss below whether i:II.:IIIIII aesm and exduratism are oosipaiible with prisentiing |
a1 e are U sdas b correct, then the presenthst cidusmmting conadso allow Hhat there are stages
ang prrcuniing ehings, ot will clidin that ordipary hings |:|L‘-r5i.sj By enduiring.
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tMesther o them (o rhe presentisl’s view) exsts: | O moce basic to the view:
Yesterhy veourred before today,

[ Keep i tind that on the prsentist's view, vesterday dues ot exisl.) Whether the
presentist can provide an intespretation {or an ‘underbier’; Sider e o Mazkosi
forthoeasing) of crogs-temporal statements that avaids relitions between existing
and non-existing things s contooversial; however, il such a strategy is avaikible, there
15 ey cesson Lo Uhdode Bt could vt landle counteepart relations sufGcient tor exdure
anice L short, il presentism is twenable at all it has the resounes o acommmodaie
excluring things,

But grven a way (o accommodale exdurance, can a preseneist alse sccommao
date peedurance? It depends on honv one articulates the noton of perdurance. 11
wr perdure an object must evis) o different times by having parts ot those times,
then perdurance is not cotpatible with presentism. But a prasentisn conlel say thal
a prersting comdle consists of the preseot Candbe-spage atd Wiose stages of JU thil
already were and those that wil beo Adthough same have claimed that one canno)
barvet s o et somethig that Jeesn’t exist (Merticks 1995 s24), aggain, this it
iion s biased apaimst the presentist, 1a presentist has the resources fo dgcaint fin
crass-temporal velations, there does not appear o e sny speciol reason to baull
at ctpss-temporal refations belweer parts: my maternal grandmather §s par) of my
extended fainily even though she does not (presently | exist. A presentist should be
able tw accommodate claiims such ns this, IF so, thess there are resources avatlsble fo
the presentist—including, for example, serwus wnsimg—ito artculate s version of
the perdurance theory 'Y

However, it appears to be maplicr i seme onderstandings of presentisog hat
things existing in the presentare wholly peesent, and the properties they instanhate
are only those they presently instantuite. | Neither of these clams Jollowe Trom the
thesis tat only the present and presenily existing things exist; bul jresentism is
somnetimes conatrted as a cluseer of pelated theses) 11 this is the case, then the
perdurande theorist conbd nod maintain thar the candle exists s wholly present in
the present ) in s way consiatent both with ity perduring amd presentism (Oaklanders
wpu B1—2), b any casé, all perdurance aml exdurance tHeorists w date préfer (o
st thetr positions ina form it favaurs non-presentism, and there s oo masan
to think that the presentist version is proferable.

T light of the sssaes st mised, 1 appears thar there s a broader range of accounts
thn s ordinanly considered; e, each ol the perdurance, endurance, snd exdorance

E 1 rmmy e more plaugible ao tank of pvents as perduring within a presentas froework i
objecis trrre §s some evidescs Hul Chisholm loeked Bvourably onosuch @ vies (o uu:rpﬁl:,ujni]i-“r_\g
with Eran Aimmermand. See wlsa Sunons (2o

18 imweweq, (ks Gstective 0 mote that thie statessents ol both perdugme sl enduranee ame m
it borme auitid 1 etemanlivn tallios than présentism, o more will need o be said dbour o pocsentiets
AT | s,



wceones cii be developed within eithiel 4 preseotist oi eterbalist account of Uaie,
Iy other words, one's commitmuent bo presenbiom or eternalisim does nal fone 4
commliarent to d particadar acconnt of persiitence (though i may vanstrain how
prine wrbicubates §0 L will reta b consider thee vole of e do conmpeting solutions
tas the przzde, bt so fae | have stoply Lild ot o serof vicdws based o their scominty
of perststerners T have not yer considered how these accountsaccommaodate or fail 1o
accopmmodate e other princaples wsed o yenerie the orginal puzzle, For example,
1 have not discussed n detail how or whether the different views can capiure the
idea that ae obgect undergoing aberation changes with respect 10605 properties. Wi
shoudd tur, then, o consider whethior the other assimptions [ started with provide
a Dvasis for lhmkmg thiat ordiiary alyects Pt eidure, Op exdie.

4. METHODOLOGICAL INTERLUDE

Bt shsudd we move oo se casly? 1 magh seem that we should panse ai this poind in
the discussion o consider whather perdirance, endurance, or exdurance provides a
plausible account of persistence. Ater all, if it 5 a ‘Moorean’ fact that things persist,
shouldn't we be sure we have captured ths fact and haven't msconstrued what
prersstence readly fs¥

But hovw should we decide "whor persistence really j3'? Shoulid we rely onini
spective evidence aboul oui conicept ol persistence (list the standard phitides
abigt persistense), with the goal of wpdersuamdlng the antoligical commitinents
ol vur everyday concelual seheme 1il 5o, whose conceptudf schen exactly are w
interssted i, aml why ) Shoubl we deciile by working ol a semantics of tensed dis-
cosurse { Ludlow iy, with the goud of understanding the ontological commitments
of ordinary language? Or should we gimi to determine what sorts of particabars there
really are by working out o fall metaphysical picture that best sccommodates our
nevds in other areas (philosophy of languape, episemology, physics, - )and then
accept the account of persistence entuiled by that pictire? Fach ol these strategies
sttpests a chiflerent understanding of and approach ta the problem,

Some have suggested that our Grdinuey tevn ' pessistence’ & indteriminate with
tespect to the onwdogical dewils we've been wonsidening. The idea is that o
servantical and analytival fogitions wee oot selficient Lo distinguish among (e
devounts, so cannot provide d guide w which account s best {Johnston 10873, 1 this
5 the case, there are several different options one might look to empirical scienee
for answers; one might look tor a priori considerations beyond reflection on our
linguage or our coneepls wosettle the matter UHaslanger 1g8ab, 19925, Although
there are methodotogical advantages 1o viewing the ordinary predicare persists’ as

erperbogrendly badisvermnate, Lyt fd 3 much moee plavsible o ok that oue
ardbiniry rotian of plrsistenee is o e analysed s ondurange than sithver of the
ahiernatives. Ei sugest thal vaodurane saptures onl ofdiry noiion of persisin
stFlles e as buzarees to (nterpret peesistence ds pevdwrance onty slightly less s,

But even il oo ooncepts af peristence, change, kdeniiiy, et are hetler captured
by e al the options we've consalered Wian others, e quasston srpes wliether the
e god o the prajecy s 1o provide un anatysis of our concepts. After all, Anding
a stislactory solutio 1o e porsle oy oguime that we revise our coneespes: 17 1s
certainly posiitble that i closter of our evervday convepts commuls ws 10 parudo, in
which case tevigion & called fors given the mature of the paradog oni or anethee
prhivesible cladi ot be pejected, The guestion s whicl ooe? 1 the goad §s oo gravide
A secount oo which prdinary tings underpo alterition, then whal's limportant s
b provide b ameraphysical pictare onowhich the clibn du objects aliey comes out
Prue, ane d least chose o tre Fo iis sparfe, Tiad Sider suggests, for example, that the
geal eraghd b b to provide underders) 1 e more speetfiosdly, quasi-loathn ke,
tor onas origieal wssumptions rather thin ||1|L'rgrrc~1m'rnlt.s"{Suler g esp S 30=4) 11
vniay el e tiat, i the el wliat o ameant by ‘olijects alter' s qeare differem fram
what wi onginally wnagined when eomployimg owe onlinary pre-theoretic Concepts,
B ahis o nselt s monan obsection: I s hikely thay all the resolutions w the pacadoxy
eedjlatle Soie revisionary potions, and such revisions can surely be made n the
spirt of correction. Bul then, how do we decade between the aptions before ust I
the end it may bi that a number of different aptioas are reasonable, depending on
une’s oiher commiteents Lwill reruro o these issues and o congider the Lrade offs
ol the varius views,

5. RELATIONALISM, INCOMPATIBILITY,
AND TeMPORARY INTRINSICS

Wiliere ale we tiow? Wi liave seen tHhnt there-are several ditfervent aptivos tor account
Do dine Whe persivience of ordimary objects, The man contendvrs are peadiicaitisng,

& Eapigdy spedbking, we are ookamg oot for trailmakers bl fur'quu.hi irutbrmiaber’, sdnce e wocaun
rocided does nol peider the ongina Chme—on their intesded jnerpretiiime—ime nsesd,
rortgghly speabing. 6 serdenee g quasi-rrae || the okl st canngho b the i 0 sl bave
tin b D the setieiiae W be genabiely (o (Siler gag: il Sore procisely. wilth tespiecy Lo (he
ergenalistproosanim debure: [Cehere s 0 “quasimaperversence bese” forn sentepor 3 o0 w fesf
ST B o AT (g TP bt wwmehe]l vdis e by and eosiadbes] tha trath ol %, 00 etemillsn
wote trugihann ' 1w it ool foe Soamil st e e Cader sl 1 -4)



exdurantisag, and endusistism, each of which Dave, at besst b prindple, versions
eanrpatible with presentivm and eteenabism [ds mol yed chear, lowever, how an
eternalisy gndurantist can avold the ongmal pieese. bn other waords, bow van some
Hung be wholly present gt different Gmes—tomes that are cqually real—and have
wicompatible properties?

The law of noo-comradictrm L3 s considered by all paries 1o 1he debare 1
bie pop-negotable. However, another startung assuoptien s he meompatibifily
condition:

tal fneonipatdrdiy conditin, The properties weobved o change are incom
prasibili

Thus asswmption appeis w be called o question il one comdanes an endurantist

account of persistence with whan we'll call the relammad approach (o lemparal

qualificakion, turmely, the approach thia all propenies are really relationg o times
Cerpgiddier the Faets thal weare Lrylng to sicommuodite,

(b The candle ts straight in e pueming,
L} The candle B bent i the ailermoon,

Plausibly contradiction will be avaided if we can Bigare out 8 wiy to uidypstanid e
tenporil guatifications " the movibng und "Tn the afteenoon’ w0 that Bedng straighi
and Bz Tt e nol properties ol the obect al the same time, One straghtforwand
way Lo wederstund the qualification is o peat the predicates 5 atight n the
marning’ and ‘is bert (o the afternonn’ vy expredsing twoeplace yelations: 1o say
that the candle s Sraight ot S bs (o say that the being: straert f relintion holils
between the candle and 8am. ( aorresposdinglys to sy that the candle 15 bent af
spome s to sy that the deing fent ar celation holds betwesn the candle wnd 5 poan
{Mdutates rmutendiy Tor peplace relations: add a place for tune) Paradox (s avorded
bevause there 1s no meonmstency in standuwg m e e ar relation 1o one me and
the serigher an vekation v another Yol becavse Ieing strapho at tand bewy bentar
t" are compatible, there ww semse oo i wiuch the incompatibibty condition has
been sacrificed Thas ls meaningful because the incompatibility candilion is whi
sevinis Lo capiiine the Bt that e veours,

A quick answer o this complant s that we should be mose semsitive 1o whal
ihe mmcompatibility condition regquires. Dne way of thiking about sconipaiibie
relitions st ek B B 1o be insompatible just i case nothing can stind in
both K and K o the szme thingts). So béing shatter than and being 1siler than
ar incampatible, not because | cannot be bothy shaorter than Michael Jordan ansd
taller than Spike Lee, bt because | canmon be both shorger than Michael Jordan and

O the exdurmnee wid perducasie ioogunts, seaightioess s beiess pre ot b difegen
cannibe -stages, wineach vaow o consiston e Wie dicm that (he preupicThics mvofwied m 1he chmnge e
incamnpratible. So, ue s g i 0 ol e persatnce probilom. e “relitionabla’ sirategy Jppeals only
turermilivantlse

taller than Michael Jordan Bven though Being bent ot fand berng straghe ar o are
carnpatibibe, boing bet ot and boing strmight atare incompanhle in the semse that the
sl could porstam) i both rebtions 1o thesamee tme, Lother words, ity be
vhar the relarrons m question are meompanible, even i the relanonal propertes, 1e:
the propernes of bpoig seranghe it Tand berng bent ot Jare compavible. The dact o
chiange is capiwred becase the candle cannuot stand i both the stranghiat wind bent
af relations undess i persssts throuylo a change, represened by its different relavons
T th ditfere mt times.

ytven iese observatione, e cormbrination ol endugantism, cternalism, wod vela-
thisnalisn haoks guite appenling: som thines jre wholly present at dilforent tdimes,
andd they can vidervgo change by standiog oy lompatible relations (o diffesen
fhimes

The mtam uh_ie.:rinn o this accannt §s that it Tadls to accommodate the pheno-
mepan ol femponiey erresics. b Lo some Bave argued that temparary intrinsics
bt Abse eart of the puetle sbout persstence theough chiange {Lewis pussd The
Ennsie properties of anobject are, rouphly, those properiesi hias by virtne of nselt’
whone, and not by virtue of s relavons o othier things: they ave the properties thar
any dophicate of the obicel woubd e, According to Daved Lewis, selatiomna] changes,
€8 when miy son grows o be taller than | amy, can be accommodated by VIEWHIE
e s being relativived o time Fo)' example, although it might seem that in the
case Inguestion, being toller (it @0 celation between Lsaae and e |1 am currently
taller thai Isoac, but he will po deulbi come W be taller than | am), Lewis sees 1o
ohiection o treatiog it an & relitdon between lsauc, me, and & e Sally is laller
Uty Bsaac o 1 August 200 Sally is shorler tha Tsaac on 1 August 2o09. Paradin
i avoided because the relationsl properties {being taller than baue an ¢ Augaest
sty Deirtg slorter than laac on | August 2000) are '.Eln1|"H|lJ'-'|i. The problem, he
ntintar, arises o we attempt toaccounf forall change by construing the properties
i lvied as relitional; Doing so would ehmimate temporary monadic properties, Lo,
lemporary qualites, or temporary trinsics, for apparently monadic properies
tsuch us beng bert or berny straight) would have 10 be construed o ebations 1o
lires.

Why the specidl Concern with temporiey inteinsics (1 lowley 1wg81? 1 con't ba
suniply the worry that objects shoulil mot be "bare’ bul gioil lave some inteiogid
prroprerties, fue things might Be “cothed’ with pernianent intrlosic properties (or
even essenbial intrinsic propértiesh 1 can’t be Ut pud Intuitions about wat's
meninhic are stronger than about what's dyadic Las apposed o triadic ete,), for this
st plawable: why showld the ides that berg bent is g momadic property of the
candle (as opposed 10 being a dyadic relation between the candle and a time) be
more iapartant than the idea thar ey rallee than 15 0 dvadic relanon berween

4 e s belpll discssian of the o of s View, s | lesbey ann db-gar) ) Adiliourghe | iy
ihiigsrt iaipately dofened o relatialisn oo, dhe elfec iy explore i fengils
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Lsane and me (us opposed ta o teadie relation between [saac, me, and 8 omwejs The
tivation for tocasing on temporary intrmsies seerns 1o e sy that we dowant
tor sccoimmcidaie the phenomenon of intrmsic change, more specifically, to lave an
nniderstandimg of whar 1015 o be g sobject of properties that mikes intrinsic change
possible, Objects have soine mitnnsw properties: sere of their properties are due
fust fo lew Lhey are. Dot surprisingly perhups, objects soietioes change in these
very respacts—incshage, in theiv internalwerkings, w how they thetiselves are: Tow
Cofh we captige this?

Cront way bs Lewis's ways deny tha temperary lintrinaids avg pn any way telatinnal
But there ape corlainky others. The very nolion ol an tiairiness duplicate’ meeds
clarification, aisd it s an open guestion whether being monadic is essential o vhe
nolion ol intrinsic property (Zimimernam 19a8d; 074 Haslaoger whea Lewis
202 3-4 ) Relatinns 1o times are exactly the sor of relations that may plausibly
vaunt ws intrmsic For ensmple, consider rwo balls, bramd 8°, thar are aatrinsic
duplicates. Plavsibly simimsie duplcates can esast at different Gines, so suppase
boexists ar ¢ oand & exasty o0 0% Now suppose boand b differ v their relationl
properties, e.g. b red r £ bt B asnot red al 17, ar B inches in didmete al
bur & 15 ot 3 inches demeter ar 070 Sarely, contedry o our orginal sapposition,
wie should not count the balls as Inteinsic sluplicates even (F they anly vary in e
retatiorl ways just indicoted; but of the balls mush be alile in cerrain refational
respects (il order to be intrinsie duplicates, then v is plaugible \o say that their
intrinsic nature i not chprored by thew nomdic properties. Conversely, suppose
that oo emporary propertics are monadic (namely, all tempotary properties are
relations b tiews), bul x and g staad inoall the same pwo-pliced pelations o then
respeciive fimes v owhere one is ted ot e, the ot her s red 51 1 where one 15 3 mches
diameter al t, the other s 3 maches diamdter an e, evc b bs e non plausible that they
are infrmnaic duplicates?

Where, then, do we stand? 1s the enduristist sedationatise account tenable; can
objects endure and change by standing m incompat ible relations v dilferent thpes?
i seems yes. Farst, it is possible to develop an sccount of intrinsic property and
ittrinsic change which allows that ot all intsinsic properties are monadic s a
relationulist could accommodate empovary fntrinsics by cadming that when an
obiject W bent b £ and steaight at o, it undergoes trinsic change, Secondly, ifone is
uncanmfartable toping with the notion of instrinsicness, Hie o renmins that there s
nothing brvational in denying the plienmenon of intrinsic cumge and mamtaming
thul all alteeation i relational, An account that allows us 1o capture inthnsic change
would be attractive, boi we've seen o asgument thar giving up iotrinsie change
would be w disaster: | hardly, i accepting o relational view if might appear that one
com pronyses the assumption that change involves incompatible properties (that the
properties ey bent areand being reaight ar e are compatilde erueial Lo avoiding
the puzzke ), bt there i g sense in which e relations in question are incompatible.
Sov the relutionalist account Tores quite well so G
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e gt reasonabily ask, however, inowhal sense does the refarionabst oceouil
pealby coplure slenge ? Does e ey ghat | am ot ealler tun iy soim and sliorter
thean mmy fathier indicate any sense i whicll Pve choaged? Surely ool Mo, the,
dois standing at incumpatible relations o fwo differen) times caprure chage? |
will et to [ hiz question helivw when we condider the 'no change oljection to the
e Ty vicw,

6. PERDURANCE, PROPER SUBJECTS,
AND CHANGE

L inentiored above diat we would Lave o retarn bo e question whether the per-
Hurapce secount of persistence provided the yesources o capure the oo of
alterilion, or whether pesdurannisis simply replace ulteration with succession, With
the probilem of lenrporary drinsics i before s we van ask mare poistedly, does
the perdurdice geoount itsell adequately captioe inlrnsi change?

After the persistence condilion, the most controversial and difficult wsamption
i Lhe pugile ds what weo've been calling the proper sebyect comditiom, namely,

(8] Proper subpect candimin. Uhe objecr undergoing the change s isell the prope:
st of the propertes ivolved i the daiige: Tor example, the persisting
candle s atsell the proper subsect of The tocompatible peaperies.

If tlie heart of thi pueele is jo e phenomenon of temporiey intrinsics, the proper
subject condition is where the hearl i truly exposed. Chanpe is hiteresting in ils
st tight ancd we have reason o ook for an account thal preseryey same form
of persistence, but problems about change have been central 1o mctaphysics for
millennid because they foous ws on questions about predication and nstantiation:
What 53t for anobject tohave 3 property? Especiallby. What is 1010 have an intnnsic
property? And if 0 property ismtromsic, bow canan obyect lose it (o gan i)?

b as  clisadvantape of he perdurance account that y sacnfices the proper subjec)
comdinon, How? Coosider agaan the condle's change from straight o bent. O the
perdurance view, the proper subject ol straghiness s the early candbe-stage; the
proper subiect of bertnags s the ter candle-stage, The candle composedt of these
prts is nod stricdy spealking Lot straight and bent [otherwise we wiuld he lefi
agali with o conteadiction), but s enly ivdivectly or dervatively straight and bent
by wivtie of having parts (hat are, Thus, the perdurannist fells us thal the cmdle
Cranely, tle capdle-sworm) i isell never the proper subjeet of ey et or being
stranight. The endurantisn s no reason (o makie such o strange clain.



Bite further thal the perdurmntise whie steesnes (e importance of temporary
intrinsics isan @ somewhat awkwand position, lor by saonficing the propes silb
jevt condition, we seem to gel the wiong subpects for the stomsi properties.
Lewis emphaaizes thar besnessand soragghoness are imminaie propenies, Than seems
plansible, Buy whay scems plansible 1s thot vhey are inmmnsic propernes of ordinary
obiects such as condles and railroad tracks and persons, To copture tlus miwiaon
xy sityang that Binibiess anch s ness e prupe.-l'l!.' gpeaking lntrinsis propesties of
capndle-stages, alioad arack stiges. and persan- stages, ard e dervibively intrinstc
propertics of candles, railroad tracks, and persans (hy bving inteinsic properties 6f
thein parts], compriniises the insight we were aumiig o 1 bashinger oS (rg—zo;
Zaripnerimag wdSa: 2051 This paay seenm to salithe fur serios codsideration. Bul
i was Lewis—ithe arcli-perdurnntist—ufter all, who emphasized the sse of inton
storess, so asking the perdurantist to pay attention 1o what counts as the proper
ptabipen b of an nrosses property s only far

However, are the benehits of the perdurance acconnn so powertud that they ow
wietgh concerns abour whether it fully sanshies the proper subject condition? One
catn fundd o variery of obisctions o the metaphysie of tanparsl parts woadedyinyg, thic
perdiirance theory, For ummplu,w:rw hurve drguetl thik the notion ol termpotal part
b5 1t irtelligitale (van Towagen 190, 2ooo s otbers have obyjected to the inereadogical
assurnptions werning (o wnderlie it (T homson w85 van Towagen 1981); elbeis have
coniplidned of is over-abandaot sidology of monsitary particulars popping into
anil out Of existency [Thormsan wds), others have spsued that i renders change
inex plicable {Haslonger sgdge 1 others have sugpested il canped adequately acciant
for maotion (comsider e rotiting disk objections; Keiphe wrt Armmirong mbo;
Linmrpermmm igohly, o Lewis gy Flawley oo Callender soond; still otliers have
arguil that o b apmotivated | Bed igus ), Howewer, the objectnm especinlly relevant
ot he preoblen of clange we're considering ss the ‘oo change” obgecuon (Me Tagpan
1927, chu a3 Lombard w86 1089 Simons 1087 -7, 1200 Melbor o no—; Heller
199

There are two versims 0l the ‘no change objection, both of which assume an
aternatist verson of perduraniism ™ Aceerding to the st version, the perdirance
view is alleged by cormmittiod oo stalic concepdion of G tine and all s ocougsings
are stretched ouy "inelessty! in four dimensions atapes, kike doiz b a pointithisg
Padant g, <o Deay the right <o) ol relasios o each other Wocount as a persistiog
bt batd sl reably moves, nuthing even comes 100 or gous sl of sxistenc
Everything is just thene Onthe secomd verson—we maght call 3t the 'no alteration’
pbjection o distingaish it from the frst—stages ave ought w come mie amd go
ot ol exsslence instontaneously n succession: 5o is granted thar there ie change

") e e change linlenge (i somewhizn differcni fornsd s oee than dtiséd ant baly Tor eternalise
pretibeicnittverm, bt Goe any etornnblat view, W'l see it dbe pendinanst’s strabepy for rosposs @
(vl (o cpees avidlabsbe Lot cuduidn by da sl

Cindded, almost nothing both, bur beanse there §s nothing that gains of loses ane
ol e propectivy, there 1 wo geodoe alleration. The steges come and pes bul do
not aller; the persisting thing has different paris with dilferent propertes, but i oo
does nor alter, 5o persistence {os perdurnee) through tme may be achieved, b
penuing alteration i desed

Ihe perdurance thearst responds 10 both versiots of the objection i the sanie
vy ahthioogh thie perdinice aocoait muy i be adegguate o Capiilie evie ey ool
strual of whiat Cliange o altermilion fmvelves, WL does Justice o Lhe plienomena tha
st b aecomvimibated, Any acooun of change ot do juative b Upe fices we've
by cornsidered

beb Phie candle i stradghn i the msrming
i} The candle s bent in the afternoon,

These tacts are acoommosdated by the perdurantist's paraplivases or reconstruals:

L1 The candle hay as o paet 0 mormng-stage (on mornuge segment) th s
stiutiht

1d*) The candle las us o part dn alternoon stage (on afternoon segment ) thal i
bent.

Abthough Lioth (6* ) and (") are eteraally e, this does not wirdermine the daim
thit change has oocurred, for, the perdurantist maintans, change ocours when an
object’s tempocal pars have incompatible properties. Noedo (73 dl L' ) unders
rmitee thie clamg that alteration is possible, for alterationcan be snderdiod sirply as
vartation m the intrinsic qualities of @ thing. According 1o the perdurianst, having
a straight-stage and o bent-stae 16 oir best account of sech variation: beatness and
sty ness aee eompatilde wirmsi properties of the stages that s parts of the
persisting thing

Althowgh Fve skerched the “no change objection io response 1o the perdurance
thedry, there are verswony of 11 thal o anse for other cternabst acoounts, including
endurantistand exdurantst accouns. { Note i particular that Tended the previous
section with d version of the 'no change’ abjection against the étermalist relational
ist.) Because elernalisng allows for o "tmeless” represenintion of the woeld, itis in
danger of seeming entively stabie Admatiestly, chanpe may novappear Bubiar o ug
when comsidered fron s lineless pedspective, und yer we nry be deseribing Chaige
ipnethieless; after all, our experience of change ts 03 time Ty short, eteralists can
albow that their models do ot fully capuiiee the phienomenology of change, butalso
maintaim that they do capture the ontology underlying the phenomenology. So the
‘nor change” objectson, by itselt, does not 1oree us to abandon the evernalisn accounms
ul persisteiee

Sumimarzmg where we stand with theé perdurance view: How cancan object
petaist through clunge with respect 1o the way 10 bs by viriee of itself alone?
The perdurntist answvers o has parts with noampatible properties. What is



the refution between the persisting object and the properties volved b such o
change? The perdurantist answers the persiting Hang's relation b the priperties
i medisted by the parts which have ther intaoscally, bat o praperty mprmsic
to e parts 15 intrans o the whole, So thus far 10 appears we bave 0 couple ol
dilterent options avalable for thinlomg abown alreration: the perdurance. theory
(persisting things perduee with sntrmsscally different pacts) and relationalisog | per

sisting things endure and stand i incompatible Gintose) reltons o odiffereal
Himes]. Stage theory amd presentism retrain o the tible lor Tuetlier consideration:
Bow la ey Tare wille bespect Lo the el of uriginal principles? Ave thay viabile
ST ELTETE

7. STAGE THEORY AND LASTING INTRINSICS

Narte that the extutanee o stage view has vty of the same benehits as the et
dhurance ucoount, without sume of its dissdvantagges. Remember, o the stige view,
ordinary ofyjects mee stages thid pertist by eaduring, Le, by standing in cournterpart
relativnyg Lo distinct stages ol other times, As on the perdurance doceount, the stage
wiew provides a simple way Wwoavold the predication ol incompatible propertics
in cases of change: the subjects OF thy incompatible propecties (diffeeent stages a
different vimes) are distinct, so g conteadiviiol arses. [ als accommodates (em
prrrary intrinsics: intrinsic propertios are instantaied i oexlonng objecls (which
are stiges ) Hhe candle’s befitg Dot or beg straight is nob constenad rebitionally G
s nelther o relation o times, not e velution W ports that lieve the inttiosdos, s i
Lewas's story ), Moreover, the stage theory appeals fo cortam omtologiosl mimimakbists
by non needing 1o postulare swms of stages over and above the srages themselves
{For further advantages, see Hawley moon: Sider 2001

Mote. however, that the stagt view does nol appear lo accommaodate fistury
dependent intrinsios, 10 i rongonablie 1o dnsise thoe an adequnte accomnt of slte cation
do Justice Lo emporary iobrsiey, such as being Bent, ten i would seci that B
ahionled also o Justice to Distory-dependent inhrinsics such as belong o loese or Bebig
wohabt Plausibly horses and cliades are lworses and chades not suuply by vintue of
thetr snmurrent propartics, but by vivrue dlsao of proprecties they have lid and/for will
have, I ather wards, something’s currently bedrg horse san ntrinsic progenty thar
depends om how 11 15 8t other times. Bt on the exdurs nee aocoum, strictly speakmg
there s no way that irithe stage) isar other nmes. fos some wiy oz anothera oter
tuies by virtue of counterparts at those tunes, So its betng a harse s nol intragsd (to
ths proper subject, namely, Ui stage ), Dl dipends on how niber things are. Having
sven thar there ane nurerons ways 1o setink the notion of neribsicness, e gre

iy denb ways dor the exdiranbist o eespond. in the respotise will rmquire same
bracle olt m o intamons,

Moy, the stage theory appears (o rerel e wdentity condition (q) owirght.
The idenaity condinon requives thad if an obeet persists through 5 change, then
the object existing before the change 18 one wid the same obgect as the one exasting
Efter the change, The stage theory sserty thal olbects porsst witha! dhemsefoes
beig presend testhior wholly ar paely) ul different tmes; abjecroare shoet - Tved aind
persist by having copentds parts it dillesent Himea

M o miphit expect, thiere s o (hy aow faenillar ) stratepy of espoiise st i,
The jadea b hat statements expressing peristence Bt st e spstemitically recon -
stitved. Although ity e syt the camdle that B stisipht i e mening bs one
anel the same candle as the candle shat 1s stroight o the sfternoon, the “umderdier’
fior this stalement, whit makes the stalement true, b= nob an identity between the
morning candle and the evenug candle, bot the facr that 2 cemain counterpart welg
tiony haleks betwoen thee, om0 the level of ordinary speech the wentity condhiion
15 preeservedd even [ ar the onradogucal fevel the sdenony conditnon s viokared, (s
general strateny can be tsed 1w gespond both ta the problem of lustore dependen
irtrirsics and to the slleged wotaticn of the wdentity conditin, )

Ty mand, howwever. this strategy srraing the Bmis of eredibiline, Nonetheless,
it higllghts & bicader wethodolegical guestion trat lad coopped up tepeatedly in
evilunting the sarivus solutians te the poegde. o articadating the original assunp-
Fons hal gave rise o the puzele. o phillosaphicaly Iaden, Bow snvelogically
conumitial, were the chine? by oy gonl b solving the puzsle oy provide analyses’ of
(b ey comeepie, e, of persistence chiage, property, ete, which denmmsieate
the given set of dams employing Hiew coneepts ate ampatibler O b o gaal sot
to preerwicde analyses) but underdien—aceornts of the andelymg fects that psle
the clavms true vr guasi-trae, bul whach don'y i any irsditional sense Gaptare the
meaning ol the argginal clanms? 1F we ure seeking analyses, then iy sn't ad all clear
that aur ordisary ntaalions provide enough data w discommate between the van-
ous optisns. But if we are seekmg "anderlicrs’, it sa't dear what i constrainmmg our
chaice of indeérprenitions 1F an gy on wiliich nothiug exisis for any sualrtanial
byt ot Ui can be copsiiued as satisfving the wentity cobdition on persisience,
narrely, that tiings porsist by combimuiig W esist through e, then Bt is rard 1o see
b the dden iy cotition lias consteained dur antobogy wall

A mwore appealing approsch i the puszle, | believe, s to mterpred the nilisl
asstinprtions as arbiculating constdered pudgements concernlng ontalagy, and as
enapluy g af beagl some termmrs whiose interpretation the variouy parties to thie debate
agree upon Which rerms they will becannot be deaded by Har i advance, bur mast
be decided as the debate wntolds, IF we proceed m thus ways | theaodoar this stage we
should agree to (isagree about the term ‘persisience’ bul ugree 1o ugree about the
tern idenrity] 1 s, then thie stgge theos v o taing thas there s persistence without
identity wver tind, prid e ather parties b the debate (both the perdiurance and
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endurance theonsis) munmm that persstence requires denti F—enlwer wheatily
af she worm or of the subyecr of change. So, rather than saying thay the exdur
anie steouid s compatible with the wentiny condmon, the debate is berter served
by saving that the exdurantists bite the bullet snd repect the wentity condition,
This however, peed aot be Tatal to the exdurantist i the mai goal is o preserve
peraistence, for persislence 3, ab least Gy one sense, preserived.

8. PreEsenTIisM AND ‘JusT HAvVING'
A PROPERTY

We have just considercd theee sermalist approaches in detail: relationabism, perdin-
rantismy, and exdurantism. Bt are theee groands for thuskang et presenasng offecs
a bener aliernativel [T wiemake wa priority 1o preserve rthe proper sufect conainum,
then gome wonld mamray that our best candidate i presentist approach, for the
presentists em phass w certinly oncaptoring how, for exanipleanendarmg olaect
that wars stvarght can be besd, But even more promising, the presentist endurance
soludiogy seertes W provide s miodel onwlich the frve condilions can be jointly sati

fied (zee HinchliT 1996 Zmpmerman b, gaia). Although, s wo saw above, the
issue of prosentism cross-culs persistence (one can be a presentistand, with aupust

ments, maintain any of the views sn perststencel, peeseniism i especinlly appeating

b enduantiste whaooare unlippy with o selatiomalis accounes

Rezall that the presentist maintans that only the presem esists o b real. Combine
ing this ontology with o setious approach s tense, the following view enoerpes. We
satisly the perastence conditior wnd wemtity condition by allowing thal the candle
encdures: 1t 15 whally present now, 1t was wholly present before (and presumably wilf
b later), Moveover, we make sense of the idea thar the candle s the proper subject ot
the properties involved inthe change by attendang o tense: it (the candbe isell) was
itraight, but that very candlé s also bent Further. the properties of being straight
e Dt age ol relatiousl: followiing erminology olleved by Mack HinchBi Dwgd),
ae properties ure ones thit the candle can pusd friove (i other lerms, the properties
betag straglet and being bens are ones the cidle has snpliciter), Thy candle fu
to straipht, ad then i fust s henl, Thie propetties of desiiess and sracghines e
incamputible properties Cnothitg can st laeve Both ), as required by the inciom.
patibility condition. And finally, we svord contradiction by noning that the only

b A pnalicated ahare, (e PR VBT T ol exd it hovr othey wiis af avni:lll!_g | Far pu'.'_zll-1 Hil
they don'treed presarisn wo'de the work of providig e solutan. They way choose g be presensing
aitt el sl hiswewes
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property the candle has semplioper are the properties il presently has; even tungh
i bl the propeety of betng stragha, thas dues not condhct wath ws pist haveng the
property of kg bent [hee also Crag gl )

O course, all purties to the debate wanl W actouit led the possdality of genuine
abteratiom by providing aiacconnt ol temporal quakificaron, Becaise we need not be
presentisis o lake ténse seriously, we nedd foosay more w darity what s distinesive
ul the prresentists approach | Rea, Chupter oo thid voluing; Bigelow sges ) Let's
cosider swa clinms we want o make aboul the candle:

ti) The camcle s bent
tf ) The candle was straghn

Ohp e presentists view, (o) pepresses a primitive predication betwein thee candle
il the property ol being bunt, This primitive predication, which | have relizrivd 1o
anpost having o having singphities) i paadigmatically instotidied by an objedt
anl a property i the present. We naust be dear, though, that e presentise does
ol dlefirie ust baving as having pow’ O "preseaty havings it s 4 substantive
mietaphysical thesis that obyects st have' the propecties they ove m e poesent,
S we should wodesstand (e ox

Pe* b The candle pist fas benlness:

In wantrast, (f), by vietue of the tense, can be understood by applying the ense
aperator it was the cane ' o the priovitive predication holding between the
sanitlle arl stradgli ness:

Uty Hewass e case thar the candle s bos steatg biness,

Sy, ailubionagly dr s ot the cose that Qe Capndle i@ sipaighil, 1 vas stroighty 0 does i
pient by straightoess, bub ot Jest lad straightyess

S far the approach addresses the probilern of aleration by takom ense wrousty,
Fie by treatitng the predicative elements in propositions as eised ratlwr than ense:
less, Where dioes presentism fit in? How are these views abionl dur temsed discours
redated to the ontological commitnents of presentism? Ax we've seen, aconrding o
ihe serrous tenser, facts about how things "are ae laco aboat the way they are, were,
o will be. But ane need not be a presentist to accopt this view. An clernalist can
matstadn that theve are wholly past thingy (Soceares) and whally futee things (my
lest grandchild) but sny propositon concernug these things s temporatly imoored

b The fact thar an obkect pest bos 3 gproperty i@ ol o fact that ohinins eleenalle some capdle s

e’ prrmag el ess, ban will fail v just have’ secaighioness Liver But thisre 1 e conteaddoon lere, since

ihe prrogeerrhes am obeod s g Ve progarriies e obpent wall bove sy be bnssospatible. Bote alss thal
sivine gy gyl o et ulate di poesentisl podtdon as commitied o enly ome instiitietion relation
1 Juse Tninng ') wd woacoommmnethane s and futare vense by opermurs iowas the cae i o ol
F il b ghse case thil 5 Jysd Bous
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b the present® Fop examgde, 10 i coppatible with serious iensiog thal Socoates
exists wndd stunids 10 backvard Bouking vebitions 1o s s }14'n1|mr|4£~f.: B Socrates
Iras thie g perty ol Sving i wise, of fevere feen o social wadfhet ol Baving biey
enedhited. Bl opee we hive the resentrces of serious fensing, these seem sufficicn
b seldress the problom of change, and the presentiat antology s nol needed
other words, on the strategy just gutlined, it s 1he serinus wenser's metaphysical
commmitient 7o fensed propositoa that allows us o evade the sontradiction, o
the presennsi oprology. We canosay that there are wavs the obgesy was ciher than
Cand aneompanble withd the way it e ban that's because Bavong bad o property s
poh e suemie ws pese honvnng il

Soowhere do we staide Wowe gre deawn Lo endarantism bad wanil to vesist
relationaliso, then séiious tensing seens W0 be g prondsiog sralegy W avaid the
origioal puzzle. Serious lensing ia.n.nmp:rtilrle. ul deast bn princeple, with either pre-
seriisin o eternabism, sooome peed pol codo e presentism Lo pursie Hoas stotegy
This may come as d retiel, for as we saw abuove Far thee perduranoe siew, theee are
wide range of arguments againg presentivim that have nothing to divwith change or
alteriion, {We've glimmgsed hetore questions about the presontist s ability to hendle
crms-temporal relatinns smd sngabor propostions about the past; there nre others
{ dlarkosam lorthooming i These don't arise tor the eternalise serious weaser.)

However, Zimmerman has argued thar the comBaipanon of eueenalism {some
thimgs exst that don’ presenthy oost) wod sesfous lensing 18 notan eppealing posy
tion [ Zimmerrman 19984 ). He argues: Consider my past headache. Suppose. with
the eternabist, that 1€ exists but does not present]y @xish 26 Civen seFious eosing, we
ot aay that i f paindul, Far thit would mean thal s presently palaful, and by
Wypothesis, i ian't (though it was painful), Bue doeeart s leave ws with o eather
ghivatly non painful headache? L fact on this view, ull whaolly past entites saist, bui
the only properties they lave Cread as tensed are miere reflections of their st lves
(e they aren't in spuce but were i space; aren't shaped but were shaped; ete)
Although this i pot an incoberent position (Smith wesh, its drawbacks have led
tiest serious tensers o opt for presentism.

S50 what about the combwation of presentism amd senious ensing! s it an
appealing optlon! Seming asidy complaints agamst presentism thar siem from
considerations outsade of the debate vver ulerition, are there aigumients against

" Hees wniotbeer way b pul the adear ik i possible w liold the vissy thae guamifices sage over
thiewgs exdicirg o1 all e, e o thit anyy i A T ool e I_h|.|||u i tha o ol He ipuantihgr
exgirmaey i bensed fud

e i aorese thirgg of 2 queston what gens o give the < b that the past beaduche aats. 15 tas i e
understood as wivwntensed Existn T s, e thisseeins Hiopmpatible with o s eneer whe rmiects
untensed. predicates [hough perlips these ace serious ensers who anen't feally sereous and allow 1l
there wee bosth tensed ol untensed facts), Abernatively icoould mesn that dae headache s oosied
exduns, o weil] eadan, Ll A s b the Tighl eterpretndion, tien 11 ian' e e beacechi s d ghisaly!
exautinge eabity an wpiested el
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itd proposed anabysic ol change? Theee are places whers Lravad Lewis seeinds Lo sug-
gl the fotlowing arguinent; Persistence reguines that things be whally poesent af
different times. But on the presenidst view, strictly speaking, tierd is only one time
(the present], So the presentist canpot scciommudate persistence

I this i the argument, then Lewis’s conception of persistence seemms to ey the
uestion agains the presestise For exarmple, Lewis mamlaing (bt il | prst il then
Las Ziniermsnartionbates i)

Y There e ab bl Vs difierens Gnes) o AV whikche barm b, thae oeha e gl wiich
R LR T TR T ARV TRV A A Y

Lhanmermnn argies thal we cu et the force of this o a presentist view. withont
the erermalist ontolopical conmiment ( Zimerman wgta: nzon), He offers the
finllowing paraphrass.

(70 Either | was henn anid wonlil hacome i lusd peevioualy Been straighins of il e bent

arwel will e bazeny e be @l b becumne stemghiloon Tl b steighe and will have
B o b abosar 1o begene ene Unwneriman ipuse: 205)

Lia short, the persistence of an entily does nol regure that oo than ome time exiss,
b omby that other tomes did exasi or will exisi ar which the entity wos or wil] be
whally present. And this seems ngh,

Huwever, there miay be move to the obiection: Lewis has also argued
| According wo the presentist, pon- present tmes | wre like fake stores; they aoe absbrsct fep
tesentitions, composed pul of the materials of he present, which represent or talseepiessn)
Hie waty bty are When sonmething has different inteinsie properiies tococding to voe of
Chisker e 2 bt tries, Vvl shoes et pisn i, e aoy pact of W, oo anytlibn g else, just has
e oan0h e o thu whany amain i eronked accordiuog W0 the Times, o honest according
b bl Mevws, T s o soliition sl resects erduranee lecase 1) relects peesisience aligethen
Phewhs i 204 see dlw [ €wes mmng 1)

What 45 the argument bere? Here's one interpretation: Suppose that the candle i
now bent but was steaght. 1 the presentist says,

Led o the past, the candle s steaighe,

The embedded clam that the candle is straaght s fadse, but 0 allegedly 'macde true’
by adding the modifier Toothe past Bur Lews asks, how does adding the modifier
T thie prast” aflow us (o capture o rath? dcoording 1o the preseons) there i no
straight cumdli—aonly preseotly existug things exst, and the candle now before us
is benl, i shoe, e is oo (exinting) past by welerence fo which the daim {g) is
teue. Dnstesd, (3 ) must be made true by o "lake story” So, he cliims, the presentist
dhoes ot provide us with the resources to captire persisiense.

But again this argument seems 1o bey the question against the preseutist, Lewis's
idea sevrms 1o be that propositions must be evaluated as true or false within sn
etermalist framework: the facts are laid out timelessty and propodinnns are e T
ihey correspond 1o one of the (Hmeless) facts, Bul, as we've seen, this s pot a el



the proventist would or seed endorse The candle that was strnght presently exists
{hut is bent now); the fact that the candle nas straight 1s a present {past-tensed ) et
about irand (g h s teoe i vithoe of thal present fact, 1 appears, then, thai presemism
ollers an option (o the endueannisr,

1 one insists on certain etermalist tramewarks for aederstanding persistence, thme,
aned rense. then tie presentist aliermatve looks doomed. Howover, so far we haven')
found compelling reasons o Lvenr e backgronnd lenmeword above all othes, At
oo nrs it agpeans that the comirsation bog the verge of breakiing down because
different paities t the debate aee working witl soch different acounts of time sl
tense, However, tather than be discouraged by this, one antight ol the discussion |y
envichied by tracing the roots of the comtroversy over cliange o other metaphysical
debates. The challenge, bowever, s 1o kﬁt’p track of the virious elements al the
discuszion and their relation 10 each athor At fssoe s far have beer:

Timie. Dioes only the present exist? (erormalism v. preseiiisim)

Temsee Are there (primanvely) tensed facts! (rerious fensimg v non-serious
tensingd IF soyane all Gicts tepsed, o7 only svmet Semannc Are grammatical
tense and femporal wdexicals eliminable, or do ordinary stnements have an
essential rempoeal mdexical element? {Perey 1arg)

Fropositions, D propositjons change in e totlevaloe over lmet
Pirssstence. What s reguiived for perssstence? {perdurance; endurance. exdur
el

Existenee. What 15 3| 1 exist at a time’ Are particulass ‘wholly preseat’ ar
diffiererni times in the sarme wry Ut iibversals ave 'wholly present” at differeni
placest

Change. What comstitutes gesuine alteration? 15 there genuine alteration {os
anly suceession ) 15 there really change in an eternalist framework?
frermsness, Are all intesae properties monadic? Ave some relations mirmsic
to one of the relataf

Properties. Are ulltempornry prapertios'disguised relations 1o times? What ure
the proper sulijects of non-occurrent (or lasting) propertics!

Predicarion. What is the relation between an objeet anl its properties? 1s pre-
dication timeless o tenserd? Ave there several predication relations or one!
{(And we're about o aomsiders Can we emporally modify predication, wnd 1§
s0 how? Iy predication a relation invalving time or non- celational?}

I may seani thal there are dlready cnoug b opgioaies ooy the talale wnd we don't feed
toexplore by otbiers. But tiere is sllbaser of enidurantist views worth considering

9. ENpDURANCE: TEMPORALLY QUALIFIED
INSTANTIATION?

Samc etclirantizts are uncombortable with o preseatist orolagis they wanl (v
allaw thar times other tian the present and things other than presently exsiing
thfiir_ﬁ exish: Avong theae, some ae alw wncorrfertalde with o relationalist nocoun
of wpnporeal qualiticanon bnually the wew thsl temporary properties are neally
rebitions 1o tes was seen as subeoptimal because 11 appears o repeat the premiss
i out orgmal puzele which sequares Ut the propertes owvolved o the change
Te inmmpntihlu (thesigh wee considered strfegies o recomstrue LllL‘i.Jmpallhil'IIr].
Belode T tantly, it dikes st appear 1o be the best account ol temparary i frsics
Cthiraghioin can do e i we allow Wit ot G0 trknsics s monodicl. Are there sill
ot oplidns 1o ay eterialist enduraneis

Many endurtisty bave loved with the thought that an obiject’s having 4 property
at o e shendad be explicated so that i iy the object’s fivig af e preoperty thal s
temporally qualified, Three srategies o spelling this o have emergad; copuls
restsing, adverbialssim, and wehar Ul call 560, (for "svate- al- Eainsimim’),

9.1 Copula-Tensing

According to the vopula-tenser, objecly, lave properdes, and the fuviig s open
b bemparit | quakificatione e candle fes straighmmess af ¢oand past el 1° Ty othe
wards, Wstintiation i taken to be o separable relation huliling berween an obiel,
a property, aud @ tie, This view avaids the clatan that the popertics imvalved In
the change ara relations; seean also say that they are incampatibile Gan olyecr cannor
Mave bentess atand have strmghtioess ar the same ume). Contradiction s avoided
by chumeng that the candle s not straight and beswt siplicorer, but isar ¢ steagghe
el -1 Benk

The standdurd Lesponse oo this approoch B hab teating the copuls us s separable
velation lunds one in Brodley’s regress (Brodlev oz, ol p Armstrong e wa 1)
i i separate copulit 15 needed 1o bind an object 6a property, they what binds
i ebjeet b the sopids gsell Gsn') the separate copuibs just & celabon Tike abhers 1
o we need another copila toda thil work? 17 30, deen we will meed aninfinke
number of coprulas, euch to bind the pext if not, then we don’t need the copuls
10 begin with and should treat the property s binding itself to the obiject { Lewis
zow: 7). One response 1o ths argument would be o suggest thar the copula s nar
likie atbrer properties or relations and s winguely able to bind {ather ] properiies or
feldticns (o their subgectia); But stk moves are nol enlirely prpeating (1 eiwis ao
o=,



9.2 Adverbialism

The adverTaulist soliition attempis b widistep the Brodley regréss, whilesall caplur
ing (e dnsight that the object’s fnedng the property s whal shauld be wempovally
modified. The guestinn s how lo avoid onelogicnl conminment 1o thie copuly i
u rebation distiner from the instantited property | lohoston w871 The ided s tha
having o properry—uidersonding having o some sort of wone relationd e —is
saretiedlibig that carbe emporary, and (his temporary Sittachment’ shosdd be wipde
st by prialoggy with other adveibaal modifiers. Fop example, the Tollowing claims
are vanaktent

U The camidhe fe wctually sirarghi
arid
() The cansdle is possilaly Lienl

O cownrse, there are difTerent wavs to constiae (h) God 1o batan are ool the
adverbs ‘actually’ und " possibly’ ave maoditying (e way i which the Cordle s steaighi
andd bant respectively, Retorning to the tenpiral case, we inight consteos

Led Thie candle s stewaghit oo the miornng
s
{ ) The condle is {n-the-mormngly straight,

The uddverbialist svoids contradiction as long as we are peecluded from dropping
the advechial qualifications, far () by compitible with

Tl b The cipdle ba i the-afternmenty beat

Unguestinahly, this opton 6 diHeull to state eleganily, bt e olsjective iy
clear enough. Bul will it do us @ solubon W the persistence puzzle? The cindle
persists, aud Ciasiges by having—in temporally distinet wags<iconparible prop-
erties, There may be some awkwardoeis in clalming thap the ohject can, in sime
settad, have incompatible propectios (verticks wad: 16 ), but the adverhiabist pain:
tains that imconsstendy drises only when an olpect las moompatible propecties in
the simeme way Ctemparlly speaking ), And this makes sense 5o e adverbialist s not
really {n danger of turteting the prmeiple of non-contadiction; rather, we must
semply restate the prneiple so that i makes explcn qualification 10 ways ol having,
PrOperies,

9.3 SOFism

Anather strategy for armculaumg the tdea diar i is 1he havoy ol properties Hhiat
shewlid be teriporally gudifeed develops the wdea thar whae &5 the case degrends on

e thie toder consideration { borbes whz, Hoslonger 1oBam Lowe 188, Myt ppsi ),
Graeme Forbes has offered s sceount along these lines eonploying states of affars.
Irawing on some of Forbes's suggestions, Jev us disunguish type and token suates
of affairs. A ype state of alfurs consists of a relatron between an obiect and a
property:t £ berg 1A loken stute of affaies consists of sucha type obtadng ata
times X% bitdetg 1 btarming al £ To say that the cundle s bent in the atternoon is 1o
sy Wl Uye {0 ype ] state of alliaies o carrte’s being bentolieics Do the adiemoc, or i
utherwards, Lthe type hay o token instance: the codle’s befry bent in the afternoon**

A b sty ot ' ennirely clest how o intespeet thie view just shetched . ™ Ome
way oif Beshing it out, let's call this stmategy SOFsm, o again be ssefully cormparail
b am approch o imedal dissooese (e Lewis 1o86), For example, suppose that
the candle in question is actually yellow. Tt aught, however, have been blue. The
(eype) state of alfuirs the candle’s femg blue does not actually obtain, but possibly
nbtains, e it does not obianm m the getsal worlkd buae obtams weanother possible
world. 3 The candle’s being tacnully | yeHow and the candle’s bemg {possibly ) blue
wre incompatibde, but do ot confhict, becsuse the instantiations of The (type) sites
ol liltaies oceur i different worlids, Likewsse the candlic’s beogg Tnn the monnng)

= i eose 0F expasition 1l speal. vl an hject aml popity, illsmwicinip, Hian & mire canmplet
expasnion woull hive v inchide rebations s well

= A e abirve, it ks open o i ererredist 1o o e serions weasing, Rathes than o duough every
pussibbe ption hese (o s deamsion it e alteady wo complicabed J, 1wl Bacus oo e den -sevions
Yeemusirr oo, allomeig thint a serious teiae apiion coubd by artloalatel

= farthier cpiesbitn is whiol sébse o ake of i conbrast between 1y and ke sales of uftzis.
fabopting w ope thenry would be one optam ohen staies of whane consast b an b s o tep
imtona soisobh, Then we conld wndersoand Giid o due it in gase the comble nil Lhe siraighticss
T T trestiirstain b o e i@l;qm,m i e il nmsmtitiite o todeun wlate ol e g {11 thee LaborRITL
St sates of Affiiiy bypes bave o tokens st all; otherd i dokena Bl onby ol sorme dunes Dot s
e intreidmition ol §pes s rmmweust Cogbd we sapphiy the ||l.rru'|1:. by bbb instenit that edch
riins cossiots of avollection of asnes of affairs;and 1o say that @ srae of diaes 5 oblnis O seand s
A 0w i il 56 e d sllentiont (b dhs e snibobogioal payealt il whiat Meeriids b peally getting
atdn Merrichn 1wl

0 Wttt iy Endmmece and Tengparary Fntrinses (Hadavger dgsga ) | iy defend e
wtews that Libneldi#t dscprlves veonme (0BT dprs g Ve wpgests | uqm!l,] fir-i I1'.'||||un'|||llll WAL
o which propoaltiona are tive ol Vs (ind non eternaltyl; Do in e st prarnggragby |gse: wred §
sprecifivally suggest the Sermalist optlon. Altkeugh iy preese G Tess B dian | o] Jiboe, e
Pl pajee | aitempt b disoeind seriantically we speali of an obfect’s Tnstamtiiion of @ propery,
hobding s 4t ty concern here was argue that the peseantanon of the property by the oot win
st precbslesativaliy relatioial, s |owis kesd cloar oo the ivliion bietween tia Akt hation el e
tite. Foi | ok the bess sy o cisistmmm what T was gelting ol womld be toopl fo) complex etermalin
|'!'I.lrﬂ.“l"l'l|'l'l 'r|'||'|1u1: sernamb i valies ane |Tlaiu.'h Lk el I'lll'um ﬂ1gH:;it!|..

0 [ b enka] caise, il reulises belicie thal poesible wotbde otler dian the aciuad sodd are geal
ervachal actualises bebess diar prly the scmsd world isoresl. In1he mmporal snalogue, ciernahsts belev
bt Hires otlen thny Ol greesensh e il provssnseints Bediese it inly tie presen fs sl The acualia
and presentiar tepically offer eromilish o cotstructivist accounts ol pon-actisl o prescn fimes
Fertumately for the oemaken the castnee o morcpresst tomes wosaally Tdon v be moe prhiosdbe
b Wlie eniirpp e oof dondsacting] wikilde
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strsighe and the candle’s bemg (o the anerooan) bem do porconther becanse the
pastanbanons of thi [rypred statis of affoes odeur st dilleront e,

1 SOFisme comtimees to borrow from Lewaw's modal example { Lewis ig86: 3-8,
tersse wonld be explicaes ] {thoug oo necessarily elimippdted | sing quaniihcation.
Fisr esistipipile,

The canlle was straighe 8 ere o pust taoe Bosaddy il a0 the candle
alrinighit.

U an ather worndss i thece is a praal G Eaogh that at | Die Cype) staie ol aflains the
vandle’s bevny strarghi obtarns. The phirase ‘st 1 serves on this view o restoct names
or quant ihers within e scope o the e i questoan: o ordioary present-ese
clanms suchas "The condle ostrniphn’ the domsin ' svesteicod tothe setual present,
Maore complex stalements must be treated with care, Foresample; Lowis D6 o) n

Maswidays there oo fuloes e dangerous Uiy any aisleot Rogisie

Phe mawailays" restits Uie daanatin of the epiantfier "ty are colers” 1o withing lew
decides o the preesent, bt (G eanmat plivsilily T takea to sorestaict e guantifies in
‘wiyansten! Romant Somore needs wo besaid o tllanslysis to adidress such cases,
However, un alvanbage of an acoount wsing restricted quanidiess b that iv provides
resuurces bor imnderstiondiog the varions Vypes of tenapo e grealifleatson we reglarly
enploy (e.g. nowadays. when | was voung- -, | bovond standard tenses.

Although supgestive, this strarepy won't exactly work for o SOFwsr exploring
epdurance options, lar w restriclng quantificrs toog parcular duman, one bt
recessicily restoictn them to a particwba time. For exsmple; suppose again that
the candle endures; is strajght wt roand Bent ot e 100 1 pestriens tie descriprion
"Thecandle’ b e dogoain OF thilgs cabsting ot o wod the condle eodures 1 1, thei
wie e tol avedded contradiction: e candle {which is o the dopiin of things x
Braathe £ and b 1) wontld e bl et e st ranghi.

Trsdeael what we peed B5 a0 way to understamd the tempural quabifivation "at 1 as
restricting the conitest for the claim rither thim the domain of the names, quantifiers
lerc. ), There area number of ways one might accomplish this, but It is llumimting to

consider what Bapwise and Erchermendy call s Austiman spproach o propositions.

Ibey sy

According 10 Ausung a leiinsate stanement. privwvidbiss pwn thongs: o histoncal (ov acual)
sibwation sa. and o type of situatson Ly The former iy post some lmiged porion of the meal
weorld the speabes refees to b wsing whioe Austin calls chemanserablve conrventions, Thee later
i, roughly speaking, 4 property of situatbons determmed from (Le starement by means of
"descripbive conventiens sssesited siels the Boguage. The stement A dssrue i g b type
T gy otherwise i ig false. [ Baradse and Etlwessiendy oiy =1-g)

W Tkang the doman in s comtest o be e domiii of e quatifies e the analvsis of ohe definice
sheseriptiom the conadle’

PIURAIETENOGE VHROOGEH TIMEB VS

Theey o an 1o uggest s e ‘Aistisnan propesition expressed by A 15 thie clamm
that £y w5 of ivpe T4 [Austin wgso b 5o, on s view. every preapisitian s aboul o
wiltikiony, sl savs of the Siowadion il 5t isof o certai type We detetimine whut
sitnation a stateimeait s alwinl by some wombinativn of explicit nnd contextal cues,

Pow sloes this whea help ws thinh abauy persistence through. change? Thers e
onmbeey 0wty to fhesh this e, bt oone way i o inaoitaby that bothy legical
whidd pragmitic cues e tionas demonsteative Lictors' that emparally restrict what
sltuabions o particalar gutemint s abour So0 dor example, when | speale in the
et ning g say, The guidle wostraghee, tenss, togetler with contestual oues,
mechiate that | awn speaking sbout o congrete situation in the present, and 1he
‘deseriprive factors determing that | am: saymg of s siouaton thac sal the ype
thae corretle’s o sreargehn, When [ speakon the afternoon amd sav, The candbe i beat
I am saynig of the conercle siuation (then| that it 5ol the type the cardle’s et
bennt 1 iniighl albe sy thier thint "Vhe canelle was steagghn” 10 b, then again various
chies amlicate that Dy speikinng of a differeat (past) situation whicly is of the type
e ciondle's gt stranpl, There b oo contradicton heve. The type sibuaitione are
brpcosmpratibide (sey caniod obwans al e same bmed, b Oeed s nocontlict dn saying
of distinet siluations thae they wee of eonmpatibde 1y pes. Alhough s drnw i an
the Austinian frameworh v swilched from talk ol type-tiken states of affairs
toy bype-token situations, for our purposes bere the terminology can funetion as
mterchangeable

O this view, the statement The candle s strmght’ may appear o change m ats
truth -vahie us the candle bemds, b the proposition expressed by & given wterance
thear 24 15 of pvpe T dioes iot chaoge s trody vadue ) This o wself rowes o o
o dhiflcult bssuwes: for example. ow does s proposiben’s ioeh-value depond on
UHae woeld at abld How are the indexicil glements, inclading inse, W be treated?
Blovw b e deconnd fod prapositiong about oo el situabiops? [See Biowise sl
Frchiemendy 1ofr fay—300) These are moporlant wsues, Bt ey extersd beyond the
scope of thiv chapter. Tar the nnie being we will hive 10 work with this sketch of
only part ot the view (For forther Jetails, see eg, Barwee and Erche mendy iody,
Barwise amd Perry 1983.) .

To submimuarize, then, the SOFst account of change seemg o be this There are
eahureneg thinsgs wholly prosent m loken states of pifrs obtamang at defforent Bmes

"3 e Barwhie and Echenpendy becowin dibaavions are v o) st ol affado (Bicseisssond
Eblypoveraly subze =, ead Sombarly i Harvesse aud Perey vty Tlos wrmumologeas] distonston iy
et fiil bt Tt it Loridesd oo lisee 10 b it wssenat bl b e thie distin o,

N T essay ) Brabanger vobea ) | inted rean aceount aiong thee s i suggesting here
Hesweves, therm | gt Ul o such & v lew propriion, wonld abbn it e (o e bange theb
truthi-vaduesds Thisk suggastion s been critwized e.g. Lewin soors ni=e ). bk, aa E oot hadicating here
i an porsse e siraicgy wilbou aomng that proposiiang vary wobess iruihe vabses over tane
§ st propmed ) biwgw de stteapniag e wrdlonland e appeeiach s fully il sl o gesaner snsitivity b
ihe amany bag feproomd issuey . D, thee bs il moch work b e doe i seve i she vaew aud i
IlllpllL HITTITES
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fersdirantisndy i stales obalfairs sich asthe candle s bemg straight and the candle’s
Peing bt the properties b steaighrand beaig bent ane qualites of e candle | o
relitiens to Henes b aod these properties are ipcompatible. Phere s no conreadiction
bocause the ewo states of atturs rypes involving icomparible properties ( thie camdle's
ettty bene and phe candle’s bernge straghn) dont have tokens ot the same e This
wohd seein 1o be aneption that preserves nvany of our ergoial imtaremst an abiecl
can endure throogh o change in s mtringe propertics.™

SO0 isien difbers froe the gocouits 've so Tl consicered Dy suggesting that thie
poincipal job of o ordindey subject-predloate senlenice boot e espiess o primie
Ive prredisation betweess anoobygect amd apropenty teithien J temporally relaliviee
predication, ura preédication copeespomiding (o e presentists {on pecduranitism ) pest
havrng or haviog stmpelicieer). nstead, it tikes anordinary statement to be making o
claim about a state of affuirs type abitining, or alternatively abour a token state of
ptfairs belng of o certain npe

Mute, however, that ihere are potentially two predicanonal elements i this pic
e fiest, whatever is going on between v and 1 such that they comstitute o trpe
stare of altues, and secondly, the realization of tattype b the tokern. The relation
betwern x wnd P in the type state of affars s nob temporally qualified; this s as close
is oine gets i the SO plerore to ' just havipg or kaving simpliciter. Yot the SOFist
ibser anaiiikiins that an obifects having o propecy (8 beaig F) s e st ol thing
that—al Jeast for somne tange of objects and some range of properties—ocars al
tinies. Sor there alsoappears o be o temporally relativieed element obirming i 1 in
the pactire, Note, bowever, that what hapgeis ar £y that the type bas a toleen; this
in nek o velation hohdiog betwee the abject undergoing change and its properties,
S event i Uhere ey be eewson o worey alioue tenporilly relativizing the copila
tor m.ﬂ:mp, all TN Ary properiies relations to fumes ), these worrkes need ot
e here,

10, HAVING A PROPERTY SIMPLICITER

Interestingly, perdurantises and prosentists lodye the some cormglmat agaiist those
whiy seek to tewnpurally gqualily instantioton, whether adverbaally or as qualifying

* Admilielly, Lewrn srgnes thit we should repec Idenury scross possible woulds and op o coun
el teaeestendd Be olfers ail il ol tis argaiifienl sk lenioe i |Irn1|11'J||.tin.n| sy, iy
Wrsve siefrete| bis annoment ayei Wentiny scross possible worlide aned ke tdentity ooress e sod
s i i fa b the e croel des e preserve: by any sose; dhe |"i.lI::|ul-"| Lo daypers s vew of
smsiaifaliby mvieds Deture his conppbisnent 1o conpienpisis,

PEESIRTENCE THEOUGH Tisg L7

states ol wilines: fesporary indeinsics wre nor had stapliciten thene bs 4 gap. a medi-
dtion, a problematl externality between the object and ity properties. Hischliff
argues, lor example, that all the relativized instantiation views are, contrary to what
| asserted sl the end of the previous section. just versions of the refananal soluton,
and so fuil o show how obeces underyo intrme chunge {Hinchhff 1ee); Lewis
meakees he same complaint (Lewss wi, tooa), as-do others | Meericks wosg; Sider
v L T he structire ol the argument seenns m be s tollivs:

[ b orsles toosveonnmodate wimnsie cange, what's paedicated ol the abyec|
Card at bssue i the chage ) nest be g genieine monadie propety Tand not a
“disgulsed welanion'y

i) s a genwine monadic property only f something can have 1* sonphozer.

i) O the vanous adverbiadist accounts the obgects don't have the properties
stntpiioater, e they dun't st e whatt ure supposed e be thenr intrnsic
propertics.

(] B thie vaddous Gdverbiolist gecoums camod gccommiiolile e Puray
intelsicy

At st glinee, this arganrent seems simply 10 beg the question, stnoe it specifics
what 1f i to be o intcsc propeety o tevms of @ particular protive predica-
uen relation havig sumpliciter. (10 also assumes what was questioned earlier, thay
intrnsie properties must be monadic ) Bur why must we undersiand predicanon
i just this way? 1 the privsary concern v saply whiether we can avoid freating
itrmsic qualities as relatonal, all of the accounts that termporally qualify Tostanti-
atioin wonld seen 1o do lne! For example. oo the SOFis account theye is po reason
whintsecver i taink thiat the state of wlfales bype S cenelle’s ey beat involves o
relatiomil property. The bentness—awhicly is Use property a stake in e change—
o nthing atlier than the property that the camdle has when the type state ol
alluirs obtains [l othel words 1 bs e propeity of te camlle i the ke state
al affairs ).

Perhaps, hawever, the concern s about the nature of olijects ona mocdel that
permporally relativizes instantmtion. 15 objeds don't st fave their properties, bot
their having s somehow medinted, dustanced, then whats the parare of the endunng
obyect? Drows i funee any inteinsis properties ather than g essennial properties? Even
W bs mod a bare” particobar, i stapped down too far to plavsdbly count s an

| it mean b doggest Uist this complain s e anty one Sdged againe: thoee who seeh o
eaplicate dhangge i o way i qualifies bow g have tigic properties. See el Hawley (oo,
ey seel 1)

o There are several wies of sebng the teon “watime, Peere Ton follmwing Lewis o miganing not the
epsenice, bt the way the ibipct o lndilzall, Al Tk b ol s sl manallv '|'|‘u|ug|| wa b fare wie.
s b cantbond st g et assimgbini (o wht S e ks
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siidisary Obfeot, eee ol thi apples angd Banoaes, candles arel dutlodils, that guihe up
o world? [ See Lewss wis; of l'|:l_‘¢'ll|{":| ROUE, AEEL )

The SOt (and othe elermalist cndurantists) shonld, | belleve, oojeon this does-
o Mote thal the competing views can also be torced (o think of objects as strpped
down 10 their essences. For example, we can ask the presennse Tell me abour ths
obvect that wis wholly present and jz now wholly prosent, the one that just hay
bintmess mow, and st hod strsphiness betore whisl w s fatare? 11w presentist
accepa-the uaestion, ted Ke will Bave (o face the iiie concerns aboiit tie "thin
néss’ of the abject, Event the perduraiitist will huve tronble apswering e guiestion,
Tell e mere wbowd the palure of Yo purduring thing, that persisting Qg widi o
prrsdgeh - stage vl e -wtage: whit i frenatuned

A presentist alwld aswers IFyou are interested o the olject’s e, then you
Yiave 1o consider how bas now or hov 1t was before .. efe, Vhere's no way to give an
atawer Trom nowhere' of more precisely o time) A perdurantist should wnswer:
I yoms-are interested noa perdurang Uy 's matiee, you Dave to comsder wlt gy
stages are like, But why should 0 SOFist {ar any of the other eternalist endurantizes)
have wr say mare! Why can't the same stravegy work? B vou want 1o know whan the
olject imsolf i like—what ne nstaee b, how i s intnscally—one con only aiswer
Froom o proamt of view i e one can sy iow i0was o the oonig, s oow, orwill
he tomarraw. LEexists eternally, bl i doesa’t ol thal we Can desceilie its naturee
[rdomi an eterindl stundpolnt; we can describe gome of the stubes ol affaies [F funceians
inn, weud these obiainat times, but it ae if we can talh ghout it odiside ol any stats
of affaire,

Serting this wonry aside, though, there semains sull a fucther way 1o devebop
concernt. As we've seen, therd are ol feast Two clements ol (he SUFBD prcigre sl
right count as loosely predicative the relation between Uie candle and bentiess
in thee type stite of affaies (e candle’s bejing beot—an the type constiting wayl,
amd the obtulongy of the type state of allurs, Consider thie first: the bewry that
consntutes states of affaes types s ungualihed: nme doesn’y play a mbe i ther
consutunon, Fut i the enduriog candle b5 an element of two (existingh states of
affairs, namely, the camedle’s bemg beri and the amdle's beimg straight. then these
stutes of affurs mist be compatible. otherwise we'd be theed with @ contradiclion,
Recalling that we are toperied e with states of uffaies pus, one way Lo avoid
contradiction would De fo say that (he property it being genomely predicned
of the object in the types, perhape states of alfaies types should be andersiood s
wrelered pais un e dike Bt then e ontological lorce of predication must o
when the state of affaies type obering it is only in the token that the candle really
t5 beni Contendicton s waoded heve because the ystuntiation of the type i the
token, 1.2 the type's obtaining, s wemporably relanvized: the candle’s beimg soraghr
isbiing at 1, the candle’s bewg bent clirains ave'. So; the coitic continues; the view
il be that the bype's bemg instantiated iou tolen consts w the property's beug
genutnely instantieted Ly the alypect wt o teme, Lo othey wonds, ihe abject can only

vl Jurve it venparacy prepeciios 5 i has et o 4o Bae tiis st ool ligrses
b the pelationasl aceoont

There are two points to make i respomse to s objestion, The first s o deny that
the sibatning of a (Tvpe) stare of affales 15 0 matter of a potenoal instantanon beng,
onve drighl sy, activated o oaplemented (a1 8 time ). Adter all, we don't normally
il of the relation bebween types and tokend in s wovs for exsmgple. m oo
event surd o ko apply this sogeestion o the relation belween: my token copy of
O phe Plundisy of Worddsand the Lype. fabininted Dy mmere geeds 1o D said atout the
by pre=brken abistinytion foe o ilbemingte the pedation between puosible states ol
allaiis and comwrere (oveirring ) statos ol alliides, b the SOV suggestion is'thal,
i saying that the carrdle is strdight. one i clalining that the concrete state ol affaie
ool the panctle’s batng shragginl Gdelinnted with cespedt o the preseat ) s of the vype the
vandle’s bevng serarghi, Although s possihile b constrae thee oken stale ol wffairs as
entstimg pus) when the relation ebtaming ar halds bevwesn g possihile state of affairs
ancl a vemes e is equally possthle to construe the toben state ol afBurs as Basic. 100,
it worsled bie weromge W construe the wolen siane of attars as somchow constituied by
arelution betseen the type and the tme.

Mivwever. evwn f & token stabe of affairs s Type state oF aiErs oblaing ava
Lilsre. aiad so bivobvis o Kind of lemporal selabvizabion ol the “obtanmg, the point
ol resisting Wwinipleal relativization was to presepve the intimate relation between
the persisting object and the properties volved io intrinsic change. This is ol the
pelaticn b issoe in the obtaining of the state of affairg so 0t ism L obvipos why we
can'Lallosy the abraning 1o be tenporaly quadified.

The secomd pemnt w (o chullenge divectly what seenis o lave been an anderying
assuipbon hronghon the debate, naimely, that sar Buncaosental snlology Consists
ol abyects amd propertios aind (hese somehow constitule states of affaies, A different
madel takes when states of attars o be the foebonental eotities, and freats objecls
and properties as man imporant sense decivalree (ATmstrong woo, s Baowise
g Periy on: 58 Batwise and Erchemendy 1wz 1, On sich a view conerese ( tolen)
atates of affairs such as the capdle’s by bent at tare the world's bullding blocks,
aiyd thie candle, he property Being bent, and the (hvpe) state of affas the capdles
Buerry bem ave all, in 0 sense, alstoactions; o, U et dbstractions Cwhich cun suggesl
snething tu the sind’, o, Fine 1998; Simuns 2000a), Uea at the very Jease the
tokes stites of affatrs are ot constituted mevealogieally from okjects and properties,
Wborwaver, v this appascheonr vy fodggemenits coboer s tokien ehiies of alfairs
e Uieir bypres, The wokens can by understood as e oblaimng of stute of affairs
typres At Vimes, but this wonot an ‘analyds’ of them,

B Pl b bdan Erneroiia U i e seo the Tores ol tis objeodon. | e abicalied |
Feasie D ey e colliapes i the relatiosal account bevause e beeiexplaaitong e SUFISE vicw in
rreresrhyr o denen oo Bk of oe opted -t e differend W of SOV i i it collspae o i
e reatah ety inie Seuned silunion,



Chin this pomslel, predication does net fanction as o way 1o buikd facts or states of
affairs oub ol more basic conities (oljects and propertics ], hor the token states of
wainy are basic To charge, then, that the SOFist 15 relymg onon ‘disguised’ relational
wode] of precication s to s thay the SO (e hee view moa substantvadise
anrelogy, b vhas simply begs the question

e other words. perliaps the uodervang chiarge agmnst the SOFBE 0 that oug
vrlimiry subrect-predicate statements must pxpress o basic predication benween
obrired aimad propertys this 4 wlk de SOFR s issiog

100 Ungualified predivation comdinan, o say that an olsect fias o property |t
b P Lo sy that e s an wiguadified peedivating lolding betwesn the
abyect and thic property; tand sonlarly, what mukes |1 the cuse that abyects
stunid inoa velation [thay 2/y) s on unguabilted predication lolding betwern
e wbgects nod the relation b

Mote that this condinon armculares both a semanue imnnon and sn onrologicsl
i eTkem, 18 an fair v anterpre) thag paeng e s sbar s a issoe? Prosuenably te SCOFs
would deny thar we pieed sceommiodate tis condifiane On the SOFSE seconnt,
staternents of this lorm do ol exprress in digualiied predication rebation betwian
thee alyject did the progerty i the sensie Ual e presentst amd perdursntinl seemny
b it Bud fiedde, i arnything, seems o be lostof the endurantist does not pacer this
demand, And without (6), the arguments againet the SOFIS0 e wneanvineing

1. CONCLUSION

S whiere do we stand? We ve explored b broad range ol views on the ssue of persist-

énce through lime and the probleim of alieration i pagticulan, wese considired i
detail:

Ferdurance theory, Objeos persi only by perduring Thre are perducing, buy
o enduring o exduring, particubirs.

Faadnesntes theary (aka stage theory ). Ordinary obgects persist by exduring,
There are (weird ) parduring paniculirs, and po eadoring particolios,
Fnedyranee thenry, Ordinacy objects persist by enduring. There are endunmg

particulars, and there may or may not be perduring or exdusng partculars
as well

Facl ol these viows has verswons thal ke dillerent standi oo e presénlisi
etevnalism debate, amd o ihe serious tepsing questivn. Moreaver, 've consideneil

bour differen) verons of e codurance leory fl_'!.‘l;il]f)ﬂﬂh\inl. vopriibae < tensanygy,
adverbialism, and 5CFmmg distigausted by their differen) approaches to pre
dication. All of the views prescrve the wdea thag, m some sense, orlmary g
persist througl Jeeges and allof thern reguire that wean best modity af mon rejee)
ope of vur onginal assumplions. | have oot conmdersd, although relevant and
interesting, approdches o the poseke Ul guestion anderivinng assunmplions abroul
identity, e Letlmie’s law (aka the principle of the idiscernibility ot identicals)
{ Bavter 198K, w01, Myvo 1986, sud objections drawing oo resalisin contemporary
phvsics (Talashoy 2oooaba L The line bl w e dimwn somewher,

Ab this stage OF the debate | bk we shoulbd voriiicTude shar the consrrainis an
an aceeptihiy account {especally 1 we confine ourselves 1 the agread constraings|
aren't eomughi Lo decide between several plangible options. There may well b a
cluster of yet unarticulated ‘Muoorean facts’ 1o which we all muost do jostice and yet
anly ene view can handle, Kur we have not found such o duster ol fagts that oaly
one view can aceonmmodate, and | have my doubis abom whether the delbate can
be settled s way even ovir thie long tun, fostead, | believe thar o cotvingmg
argiiment for one view over the othees will depesd on pragosatic and contextual
copsiiberations Whiot we teeed ina Chese wrticu lition ol what's st stake 1 bur accoants
of chanpe, of predication, of intrinsic propedics. 1s there anything thal hinges on
which accowit of these netions we opt for? My own cotsyletion 15 that  nutuber ol

our practives and lormss of self-understanding depend upon the idea it there are

cnduring things, and pesons ate dmong them, Bt § do not believe that there are
argiinents from neutdl starting points that kead 1o tiks conclusion, o de | believe
thiat those who opt foe ditferent starting posnts from mine sre being lational This
15 an aren where, | suspect, thire see o mumiber of rationally scoeptable alternatives,
and fipuring out what they are aml what they each offer us moabout the Lest we
can i
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