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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

PERSISTERCE TIEDOULN T80 557

(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 p