Bringing back Intrinsics to Enduring Things

I. Persistence and temporary intrinsics

In the mid-eighties, David Lewis developed an argotrfor perdurantism that has since become
known as the argument from ‘temporary intrinsiagughly, those properties that are temporary
inasmuch as they are gained or lost and intrim@smuch as they are had by things just in virtue of
how they are, regardless of their relations witlytiaimg else). The argument has prompted an
extensive and ongoing discussion, in spite of @t that Lewis’s presentation of the point is
extremely laconic, taking the form of a short pgssi a famous volume devoted to a presentation
and defense of his realistic approach to modalltgwis’s aim in developing the argument was to
establish a close connection between the probleperdistence across time and the problem of
gualitative change. The intended conclusion ofdfgaiment is that, either things persist by having
different temporal parts at different times orsita mystery how persistent things can change their
intrinsic properties across time.

The structure of the argument is simple. Firgtrablem is described. Persistent objects have
incompatible intrinsic properties at different tispdor example they are bent at one time and
straight at another. How can the bent thing exgstiat one time and the straight (i.e., non-bent)
thing existing at another be one and the same?8goo more than three possible solutions to the
problem are envisaged. 1) Eternalist endurantisirinsic properties of persistent things are
disguised relations they bear to times. Being gita&and bent at different times is like being &adtl
short by comparison to different people. 2) Prasentthe only properties things have are those
they havenow. And nothing can be both bent and straigbwv. 3) Perdurantism: persistent things
are made up of temporal parts. A thing can onlybéet and straight at different times by having
distinct temporal parts that have the incompatstgperties. Third, two of the envisaged solutions
are showed to be untenable. Eternalist enduraniists intrinsic properties (e.g., shapes) into
relations to times, which is a confusion: ‘if wedam what a shape is, we know that it is a property,
not a relation’ (Lewis 1986, p. 204). Presentisgtidye that no times exist except the present and
so they ‘reject persistence altogether’, which Hagainst what we all believab( p.204). So the
conclusion is: either intrinsic change is inexphilea or perdurantism is true.

There are a number of ways the argument may tutnimmonclusive. First, the list of
solutions might be incomplete. For example, Levdsegdnot consider stagism as a possible solution
to the problem; if stagism were true, persistenea would not be sums of their temporal parts.
Second, the rejected solutions might fail to have purported unpalatable consequences. For
example, it might be denied that presentists atnthdo rejecting persistence altogether or that
eternalist endurantists are bound to treating shapeelations to times; if they are not so boumd,
principle they are in a position to give good siolu$ to the problem of temporary intrinsics. Third,
the purported consequences of the criticized swistimight be far from absurd, for example, one
may argue that shapase after all relations that objects bear to sometllsg. If so, (some of) the

! The volume is (Lewis 1986). Two years later thguanent was slightly developed in a short papee(Lswis 1988),
and later on further discussed in greater detdiewis (2002).



criticized solutions would not have the allegedlypalatable consequences. Fourth, it might be
argued that perdurantism has the same purportedigceptable consequences of (some of) the
rival solutions. For example, perdurantism and esdiism seem to converge in assuming that
persistent objects cannot have intrinsic shape®bliytshape relations to times (according to the
perdurantist, they cannot be simply bent but omgtkatt, which is the case if and only if the#r
part is simply bent). If this is true, perdurantissnno better placed than endurantism to give a
solution to the problem of temporary intrinsics.

This gives a rough idea of how intricate the debaiethe argument can be, but a
considerable amount of discussion has focused eniripact of the argument on eternalist
endurantism. To what extent are eternalist endistarnih a position to face the argument, and how?
An eternalist endurantist may ‘take tense seriouglg., think that no tensed sentence can be
correctly paraphrased in tenseless terms), and assmme that there is a genuinely ontological,
non-perspectival asymmetry between what is in tlesgnt and what was in the past or will be in
the future? But she believes that (i) reality includes theteats of different time’s(i.e., not all
existing things exist at the same time) and (i§ tontents of distinct non-overlapping times can
nonetheless overlap, i.e. one thing can be entoeftained in each of many disjoint times. So,
Lewis’ point against eternalist endurantism is thg{ii) entail turning temporary intrinsics into
disguised relations that persistent entities beaines, which is inacceptable. Is Lewis right? $om
of those who think not believe thataceLewis, it is not an obvious mistake to treat tenapgr
intrinsics as ‘relations to times’ (they may vasowasons for believing that: either what looks lik
a temporary intrinsic - for example, a shape - p@ayaken to be a relation in disguise, or what can
be called a ‘relation that something bears to &'tinfor example, x’s shape at t - may fail to be
genuinely relational). Others believe that versiofisternalist endurantism can be devised that
avoid turning temporary intrinsics into relatiomgiich shows that assuming (i)-(ii) does not make
it necessary to treat shapes as relations.

In what follows, | discuss three different versiarfseternalist endurantism, each meant to
avoid treating temporary intrinsics as relationiais not clear that they succeed in what they are
meant to do, nor that they are immune to othepaerdifficulties. Two of them, generally known
as ‘adverbialism’ and ‘SOFism’, are familiar anchtroversial. | shall scrutinize Lewis’ criticisms
of them and argue that the perplexities are welhéted. Then, | shall devise a further, to some
extent new, version of eternalist endurantism wisebms better placed, so | shall argue, to treat
shapes and the like as really intrinsic. | shaticdode that eternalist endurantism has nothingao f
from Lewis’ argumentBefore that, however, let me briefly say why | thihat Lewis is right both
to assume that properties lilstraight-at-t are extrinsic and to believe that shapes and thero
temporary intrinsics are not relational.

Il. Relational, intrinsic, monadic properties

2 On taking tense seriously, see Zimmermann (200862

% More precisely, according to the eternalist, tgaficludes entities existing at different timssme of which are before
others Indeed, suppose that (i) modal realism is triiein(each world only present objects exist, &iiijino time in a
world is the same as a time in another world. lohsa case, eternalism would be false despite tttetliat reality
includes entities existing at different times.



The very idea of a relation with a time might semfrom clear, so it might be thought that the
property of being straight is after all intrinsaespite the fact that a persistent object canragyht

at one time and not straiglat another. Forbes holds that the idea that the blarishapes are
extrinsic ‘could be avoided by appropriate redéfm of “intrinsic” (Forbes 1987, 140). The
notion of an intrinsic property is extremely diffic and controversidiput the general idea is that a
property is intrinsic just in case, if something hlae property, this can only depend on the wagy it
and on nothing else, so that an intrinsic propeaty be had by something just in case it is hadlby a
its duplicates. And it might seem thatxifs straight at a timg this can only depend on the way
itself is regardless of anything else (on hovwself isat t). Starting from this intuition, Haslanger
(1989, 2003) recommends a temporally sensitivetasasof the notion, according to whiéhis an
intrinsic property ofx (at a timet) iff x hasP (att) in virtue of the wayx is (att), regardless of
anything elsé. In this sense of ‘intrinsic’, something can berimgically bent (at one time) and
intrinsically straight (at another): shapes are sloow relational, but nonetheless intrinsic.

Be it as it may, Lewis’ worry seems to be stillrinelewis’ intuition is that, if one knows
what is a shape, one knows that objects have sisipgdiciter, i.e., regardless of anything else.
This intuition is perhaps better captured by theaidhat shapes are monadic, so that, given a
property likestraight one object is enough to have a truth v&luBuppose that the property tixat
has att’ — say, bentness — is exactly the samexHatks att’>. A monadic property can be treated
extensionally as a function from objects to trutidl dalsity. How is it that bentness has different
values (truth at' and falsity at?) for the same argument? Either two different fioret are both
named ‘bentness’, or bentness is not really mond@ehaps what is meant is that, given an
argument, the function has one value relative't@and another relative t&. If so, however,
bentness is no more monadic than brotherhood: gsisbne can have and lack the property of
brotherhood relative to different people, one camehand lack the property of straightness relative
to different times. What seems to be lost herehes intuition that shapes and the like are not
relations but purely monadic properties. In Zimman’s words: ‘A property is really monadic if
and only if the property plus a single individualnctogether constitute something that is true,
simpliciter, not merely true relative to a time (@nything else)’ (Zimmermann 2006, p. 423).
Zimmerman calls these really monadic propertiesapieysically monadic’.

So, eternalist endurantists fail to treat shapase@sphysically monadic. Perhaps, however,
this is exactly what should be doh&pecial relativity entails that even propertiest tbeem to be
monadic, like shape, are indeed polyadic inasmwgtihay are frame-relative. Consider mass.
Taking for granted relativity, there are two vialletions of mass: rest mass and relativistic mass.
Unlike rest mass, relativistic mass is frame-depaiican object may have a relativistic mass of one
gram in a frame and one of forty grams in anotBet.even rest mass has sometimes been treated
as relative, on the assumption tRatrest mass is nothing but its relativistic masative to its own
frame of reference. The same goes for size. Mawdinsiders a car and a tunnel that are exactly the
same length when they are at rest relative to edlobr. When the car pass through the tunnel,
however, it is both shorter than the tunnel inadgmag it moves relative to it and longer than the

* See Langton and Lewis (1998), Humberstone (1996).

® See also Jackson 1994,

®If Haslanger and Jackson are right, relational pri@s can sometimes be intrinsfeshich is the case with other
relational properties likhaving exactly two proper paijtand, if Haslanger and Jackson are right, thibéscase of
shape-relations to times. But Lewis points out thatproblem of change specifically concerns isidrmonadic
properties (see Lewis 2002, p. 4).

" See Eddon 2010.



tunnel inasmuch as the tunnel moves relative tc#neAccording to Maudlin, this ‘illustrates how

seemingly nontemporal notions may be infected lgém temporal aspects’ (Maudlin 2002, p. 55).
The same goes for shape: an object that is streatfitive to a frame can be bent relative to anothe
Against our plain intuitions, time seems to playnsorole in seemingly monadic properties like
mass, size and shape.

So far so good. But | do not see how the aboveiderations can prove that rest mass is
extrinsic, being at best a relation that physidgeots bear to themselves - which means that, if x
has rest mass m, this can only depend on x iteglgrdless of anything else. Similarly, | do nat se
why Maudlin’s example might not be taken as illastrg a situation in which relational lengths are
produced by certain ‘internal’ properties of twoypital systems taken in isolation and by their
external spatiotemporal relations. After all, onglmh say that if new sections were attached to the
car, its length relative to the tunnel would hawem different. Similarly, one might say that
something is intrinsically straight if the shortése that connects its outermost extremities duss
go out of it. Even if masses, shapes and sizestarad simpliciter, surely there is something
underlying these properties (call it ‘rest massgst shape’ and ‘rest size’, if you like) that is
intrinsically had by objects, regardless of anygheise. And the problem remains of explaining
how it is that these intrinsic features change sctone.

So, let us assume that turning temporary intringits relations to times is a mistake. Does
the mistake necessarily follow from the basic agsions of eternalist endurantism?

lll. Having-at-t a property

Eternalist endurantists believe that the contefiss @uple of non-overlapping times,andt?, can
nonetheless overlap (i.e. something can be entiefyained both in* and int?). Either there are
true contradictions, however, or nothing can bthoverlap of the contents ffandt® unless it is
contained int* and has the same properties as something containedSo, suppose that a candle
that is straight at® and bent at’ is in the overlap of the contents tbfandt?. If there are no true
contradictions, it cannot have both straightnesd &entness, but it can easily have both
straightness-at- and bentness-at; and eternalist endurantists are inclined to thtmt what the
persistent candle has are those temporalized pregeilhere can be in principle two ways of
having straightness-at- having the relation of being straight with a pardar entity calledt”, and
being straight in a certain wayt'fly bent’, so to say). Either there is one dyaditation of
straightness holding between persistent entitiestemes, or a congeries of monadic adverbially
gualified straightnesses. Lewis’ accusation of mgnintrinsics into relations is addressed against
the former variant of the relationalist approacidéed, as far as | know the latter has never been
defended by anyone). What is important now is thviatever straightness-gtand bentness-at-
might be, eternalist endurantists can most natueplain how something can be straight at one
time and bent at another by substituting them fainpstraightness and plain bentness.

What is most natural, however, may not be necgséacording to Johnston (1987) and van
Inwagen (1990), there is a variant of eternalisiueantism that brings plain straightness and
bentness back into the picture. Roughly, the idethat the candle can be straight at one moment
but not at another by having-at-that-moment butatdahe-other the property of being straight.
What is affected by time is instantiation, thattlsg way the candle has the intrinsic property of
being straight, and not the intrinsic propertylits€all this approach ‘adverbialism’. According to



adverbialism, the temporal qualification taibccurring in the sentence ‘gtthe candle is straight’
modifies neither the predicate nor the singulamtéwut the copula that relates the former to the
latter.

It is far from clear in what exact sense the capsilsaid to be temporally qualified. How has
the phrase ‘at to be understood in the sentence ‘the candleaidstraightness’? Is it to be taken
as attached to ‘has’ in the way in whigh the hotel’ is attached to ‘arrived’ in the semte ‘she
arrived at the hotel’ or rather in the way in whiet mathematics’ is attached to ‘good’ in the
sentence ‘she is good at mathematics’? Being gbaththematics is a kind of ability in a sense in
which arriving at a particular hotel is not a kiofarriving or being brother of Sam is not a kirfd o
brotherhood. When one says of someone that sheots @ mathematics, the relational structure of
the sentence is only apparent, as is evident flempbssibility of saying the same thing with an
equivalent non-relational sentence such as ‘sleegsod mathematician’, or something like that.
Being good at mathematics is not bearing a relabom particular entity, like arriving in a place o
being brother of someone. Accordingly, we can haweedifferent versions of the third solution, of
which only one is properly adverbial. Let me cébe properly adverbial version ‘strict
adverbialism’ and the other one ‘pseudo-adverbralig\ccording to strict adverbialism, there are a
number of different dyadic kinds of instantiatidghgt’-instantiation, thé*instantiation and so on),
having different extensions (the candle can ing#mtstraightness in the way and fail to
instantiate it in thet® way). According to pseudo-adverbialism, there idyoone kind of
instantiation, but it is triadic: n-tuples instatgé n-adic properties relative to times. The saen
‘Now the candle is straight’ must be read as ‘Thpdte instantiates the monadic property of being
straight relative to the present time’. A defengestoict adverbialism can be found in Johnston
(1987)® while van Inwagen (1990) defends a version ofigseadverbialisni.

Lewis (2002) criticizes adverbialism, but his argnts apply only to what | have labelled
‘pseudo-adverbialism’. The criticism can be summedias follows. If all that the candle can do is
bear the relatiomaving atto the moment t and the property of being straightan only have the
property of bearing a particular relation to t dhd property of being straight, not the property of
being straight itself. Lewis asks: ‘[...] what dogargling in some relation to straightness have to
do with just plain being straight? And [adverbialisstill claims that to be shaped is to stand in
relation to other thingsinter alia to times. | say it still amounts to a denial thiaings have
temporary intrinsics’ (Lewis 1988, p. 66). Ther&fprby claiming that it is instantiation of
straightness instead of straightness itself thatelative to times, no progress can be made in
explaining how something can have monadic stragggnFor it is one thing to have a property, and
quite another to bear some relation to it. ‘If éatien stands between you and your properties’
Lewis says, ‘you are alienated from them’ (Lewi®©20p. 5). If one insists that havisgnpliciter a
property has to be explained in terms of bearinglaion of having to that property, so that having
simpliciter a property is no less relational than having i dtme, one has to face the dilemma of
Bradley’s regress (Bradley 1897, ch.3). Bradleggress shows that if one tries to explain having
simpliciterin terms of a kind of relational having, the exyaton will never come to an end.

Perhaps Lewis understates his case. Not only iseethe hope of bringing temporary
intrinsics back into the picture by putting timeatevity in instantiation rather than in the
instantiated property; what is far from clear is trery difference between putting time-relativity i

8 ‘“Temporal qualification has to do with the waydliiriduals have properties. [...] Temporal qualifiexee often
adverbs. Sam is presently fat. But heligthin’ (Johnston 1987, p. 128)
° See van Inwagen 1990, pp. 249-250.



instantiation and putting it in what is instantét®©ne might say that, since instantiation is adhr
place relation, only couples of things (objects a&imdes) can instantiate the property of being
straight. Or else one might say that, since betrmght is a two-place relation, only couples of
things (objects and times) can instantiate the gntgpof being straight. In both cases, the result
seems to be the same: if only a couple of ent{iesobject and a time) can instantiate the property
of being straight, theibeing straightis a two-place property, i.e. a relation betweejeds and
times (and in no other case is it a two-place imlatwhat else could a two-place relation be?).
Exactly the same can be said about predicatesatisfiastion: assuming that the predicate ‘straight’
can be satisfied only by couples of entities (digj@nd timesamountg¢o assuming that ‘straight’ is

a two place-predicate (what else could a two-pfaedicate be?).

Suppose we adopt the following convention: insteadaying that an-place predicate is
satisfied by am-tuple, we will say that it is satisfied relativethe last member of thretuple by an
n™-tuple (the originah-tuple minus its last member). Whenexés a brother of, for instance, we
will say thatx satisfies the one-place predicate ‘brother’ reatoy. In generalp-adic predicates
will becomen-adic predicates, and satisfaction, just like insgion, will become am**-adic
relation (if a predicate is monadic we shall sat ihis satisfied relative to one object by thepgyn
set). What consequences would that have for setiisfa and what for properties? Precisely
nothing substantial, | would say: it would be a entxical change. Time-relative instantiation is
just time-relative bentness and straightness iguike.

Lewis’ arguments apply to what | have labelled (pd®-adverbialism’. What abouwtrict
adverbialism, the idea that the phraset*a ‘having-att’ works as an adverbial modifier, like ‘at
mathematic’ in ‘good at mathematics’, rather tharaaeferential expression, like ‘at the hotel’ in
‘arrived at the hotel? Lewis’ criticism of pseudakverbialism (i.e., that the additionhiavingof an
extra place for time cannot but turn it into a tiela) does not apply to strict adverbialism. Indeéd
the modifier ‘att’ is treated as merely adverbial, there is no nedsaconsidehaving-at-tas more
relational tharhaving simpliciter(supposéhavingis a ‘non-relational tie’; admitting that there are
number of different kinds of non-relational ties wa not make the ties more relational). So, one
might wonder why Lewis does not seem to considet stdverbialism as a viable possibility. Here
are a couple of hypotheses. First, the inferenti@ve from aisF-ly P’ to ‘ais P’ is most naturally
considered as correct. If a is P in some way, thenP — for example, if | run quickly, | run. His
is the case and ‘@tbehaves like an adverb, something that is betftatd is straight aftis bent
and straight, which is a plain contradiction. Setome seem to have no intuitive grip on what it is
to have a property intaly way that does not presuppose a grasp of whed tiis, which means that
the temporal adverb would have no meaning’ihad no reference. If so, being straight in some
temporal way can naturally be thought ofcamsistingin being bent relative to a particular time,
and nothing is left that can distinguish strict exdbralism from pseudo-adverbialism. Strict
adverbialism requires a theory of adverbial quadiion according to which a property can be had
in certain ways without being had, and a semarngfcemporal adverbs according to which the
meanings of those adverbs are independent fromagparatus of reference to times. And it seems
implausible that such a theory can be easily ddvise

IV. Propositions, states of affairs and intrinsics



Lowe, Haslanger and othéfdelieve that there is an easy way to get rid efahove difficulties
without dismissing what matters in adverbialismcéwling to adverbialists, the time at which an
object has or lacks a property (i) makes no diffeeeto either the object or the property; (ii) make
a difference to the way in which the object hasgtaperty. According to Lowe and Haslanger (i) is
true but (ii) is not: time modifies neither the et§ nor the property, but even less does it modify
instantiation.

What time affects, according to Haslanger (1989}he truth value of the proposition that
something plainly has an intrinsic monadic propevt$hen one says that the candle is straight at t,
one says that the proposition that the candleasgit simpliciterobtains or is true at t. Truth rather
than instantiation is time relative. According tovie, ‘To say that thbavingof a shape is related
to a time is to say that the holding ofveo-place relation is related to a time, not thahr@e place
relation is involved, one of whose relata is a tinleowe 1998, p. 132). In other words, the idea is
that ‘a thing’s being shaped itself stands in retato times, not that a thing’s being shaped rtlypa
a matter of that thing’s standing in relation toes’ (Lowe 1988, p. 75)-

Both Lowe and Haslanger give a timeless readinghef candle has bentness’, and both
think that the candle’s having bentness is timatina, i.e., it can only obtain or hold relative to
times. But there are differences, because Hasla(@89) articulates this idea in terms of
propositions and their being true or false relativetimes, which Lowe does not. Haslanger’s
underlying idea seems to be that a propositionheae as its content that an object has timelessly a
monadic intrinsic property, so that when one sdwa the candle is bent at t, one says that one
proposition (that the candle is timelessly bentpots at t.

Lewis (2002) wonders how this proposition has tauhderstood? Since it is supposed to
be true at some times and not at others, it isar@ioperty of worlds, like a proposition that iger
once and for all. It must be an egocentric propmsi&nd particularly a property of times, intuitiye
the property of being a time at which the candlbéast. But it cannot just be the set of all times
such thathe candle is bent-at-t, otherwise it would be eselfor the purpose of bringing intrinsic
monadic bentness back into the picture. It musa Istructured property, endowed with a quasi-
syntactic articulation, but among its components @ecur neithebent atnor having-at otherwise
(again) it could be of no use for bringing backimgic bentness. If so, what turns out to be tleeca
is that ‘[...] within the anatomy of [...] the relatiahproperty just considered, we have reintroduced
without explanation the very thing we were tryiogeikplain: the notion of an enduring thing having
a monadic intrinsic property at a time’ (Lewis 20G2 12). Lewis concludes that Haslanger's
proposal can make no substantive further step tsvaraking eternalist endurantism compatible
with temporary monadic properties.

There are more general reasons for thinking thestitrg truth instead of instantiation as
relative to times can make no substantive diffeger@bviously, the proposition expressed by the
sentence ‘the candle is straight’ is true if andyah the referent of ‘the candle’ satisfies the
predicate ‘is straight’, if and only if the candias the property of being straight. Hence, if ‘the
candle’ is temporally rigid, the proposition is drat some times but not at others just in case the
candle has at some times but not at others theeggopf being straight. At least in the case of
propositions expressed by subject-predicate seesewth temporally rigid subjects, treatitrgth

19 See (Forbes 1987), (Myro 1986)

™ n ‘true at t’ and ‘obtaining at t', the phrase tais ambiguous between a referential and an drakreading, in the
same way as it was ambiguous in ‘having-at-t'.

125ee pp. 11-12



as time-relativeamountsto treatinghavingas time-relative, that is, as a three-place retathnd,
according to endurantists, singular terms like ‘ta@dle’are temporally rigid, since they denote
the same enduring thing at every time at which theyote anything at all. If endurantism is true,
then, temporal relativity of truth is nothing othiban temporal relativity of instantiation in disgeL
But, as | argued earlier, temporal relativity a$temtiation is nothing other than temporal rel&ivi
of intrinsics in disguise. If a provisional morarcbe drawn, then, it is perhaps that the discnssio
about temporary intrinsics tends to return to isteg point. Both adverbialism and Haslanger’s
temporal relativity of truth do nothing substantieeadvance the discussion in any way.

Haslanger has subsequently revised her own apprgachg up the view of truth as time-
relative. The new approach, which Haslanger c@®Fism'® elaborates in an organic account
ideas that are very close to Lowe’s and Forbes’ensietchy intuitions. The role previously played
by propositions being true at some times and nattlars, is now played by types of states of
affairs having tokens at some times but not atrsthEhe relation between types and tokens state of
affairs is an intricate matter, but at least th#ofeing can be said. A state of affairs type is
something tenseless e candle’s being benA state of affairs typ@ obtains at a timeiff a state
of affairs tokena occurs at such that is of typeA (or a ‘realizes’ A). A state of affairs token of
the typethe candle’s being benbccurs at iff (i) the candle exists &t (ii) at t the candle is bent
(the biconditional holds regardless of whethes ithe left-hand side that grounds the right-hand or
vice versa). An assertive utterance of a subjestlipate sentence like ‘the candle is bent’ refers t
a state of affairs token and says of it that ibisthe typethe candle’s being beniTherefore,
assertive utterances express eternally true (faisg)ositions, even though states of affairs types
obtain at times. The same enduring object — he.ctindle — is wholly present in every token of the
state of affairs typéhe candle’s being benas well as in every token of the tyihe candle’s being
straight. In all these states of affairseing bent(as well aseing straigh) is a monadic intrinsic
property of the candle, not a relation that thedbabears to times. There is no contradictiorhin t
candle’s changing its shape, because the stateffaifs typesthe candle’s being berdnd the
candle’s being straightever have tokens at the same time. Is this a ssftdevay to incorporate
intrinsic monadic properties in an eternalist eladtist theory of qualitative change?

| see fundamentally two reasons to be skepticest,Hido not see how SOFism can explain
how the straight candle it and the bent candle th can be one thing without being one straight
and bent thing. Haslanger says that there is ntraintion between the states of affairs typges
candle’s being straighandthe candle being bensince they obtain at different times. But they
obtain at different times (i.e., have tokens atedé@nt times) just in case the candle entirelytexis
the overlap of the contents of those times, hasingpliciter monadic straightness at the former
time and monadic bentness at the latteknd how can the candle do that, granted thereareue
contradictions? Relationalists about intrinsics cay: ‘by bearing different shape-relations to
different times, no contradiction!. Adverbialisten say: ?by bearing different relationshaving
to incompatible monadic properti&sno contradiction!”. But SOFists cannot say ‘byrzeentirely
present in two states of affairs tokens occurringitfierent times, and having straightness in one

13:SOFism’ is the acronym of ‘State-Of-aFfairs-isrBee (Haslanger 2003)

1 The bentness [...] is nothing other than the prgpit the candle has when the type state of aftaitains (in other
words: it is the property dhe candlan the token state of affairs)’ (Haslanger 200334y).

15 0r, according to ‘pseudo-adverbialists’, by beguihe same triadic relation bavingto incompatible properties and
different times.



and bentness in the other’, for this presuppose<iitails, or both) the very contradiction that
should be dissolved.

The second worry directly concerns the intendedldnmentality of Haslanger’s ontology of
states of affairs types and tokens. Is it by vifighe candle’s having bentness at t that the stht
affairs typethe candle’s being beihias a token dt or the reverse? In the former case, the ontology
of states of affairs might be seen as redundantoaihd particulars and properties (whatever they
may be) might be considered as existent at a begit. States of affairs types might be treated as
couples of particulars and properties, statesfairaftokens as triples of particulars, propertiad
times such that the particular has the propertthattime. If so, whatever SOFism can tell us in
terms of states of affairs can be fairly paraphdasdgerms of individuals, properties and timesdAn
it would be extremely weird if a new solution to ald problem could become available just by
changing our way of speakir®.

If, on the contrary, states of affairs are suppdasetie at the most basic and fundamental
level of reality, particulars and properties migbtmehow be defined as invariances of resembling
states of affairs (states of affairs types mightdbé&ned as invariances of states of affairs tokens
and particulars and properties as distinct kindsneériances of states of affairs tokehsBut
SOFism, so understood, can hardly be treated asianv of endurantisrif States of affairs tokens
occurring at different times can never be ident{eaden if they can bef the same type), so that
there can be no such thing as identity across tHoesure, the same state of affairs type aatain
at different times (by having different tokens thaist at those times), but it canmodstat different
timesper se One might perhaps treat states of affairs tygasaanent universals and allow each
of them to coexist with all its tokens. Even intthase, states of affairs (both types and tokems) a
immutable, i.e., they can never have different props at different times. If a state of affairkdn
is supposed to have as its proper parts shortégsstd affairs tokens, qualitative change can
perhaps be reintroduced along perdurantist linesgeshe shorter parts of a longer state of affairs
token are likely to be qualitatively different froeach other. But this is perdurantist change in
disguise (coming into and going out of existencejwdlitatively different but immutable entities)
not the kind of ‘genuine’ change that the endusdritas in mind (diachronic qualitative difference
cumnumerical identity).

What moral can we draw? Does SOFism succeed imgibgnback intrinsic monadic
properties into a coherent endurantist pictureesgigtence and change? Much seems to depend on
whether particulars and properties are taken tpriveitive, states of affairs types and tokens being
derivative, or the reverse. In both cases, inttgsire brought back into the picture. In the former
case, however, no reason is given to think thatptbiire is coherent (how can the candle be the
common content of two states of affairs tokens mgvinonadic bentness in one and monadic
straightness in the other?), while in the lattex #tcount can hardly be regarded as a variant of
endurantism. In neither case, it seems, does @esatin incorporating intrinsic monadic properties
in a coherent endurantist theory of change.

'8 This would be the case even if the two ‘ways afadpng’ were just as fundamental, and intertraablatwithout any
semantic loss.

I An invariance is an equivalence class. Even timiht perhaps be defined as a third kind of invarés between
states of affairs tokens. If so, there would bénimgt in the world, at a most fundamental and bkesiel, except state of
affairs tokens and equivalence classes (invarigrufaébese tokens.

18 30 understood, indeed, SOFism can be hardly cinpatven with what Wasserman (2006) calls ‘Plapzisadigm’,
our standard model for the metaphysics of predicagiccording to which objects have properties (haveonceived
of) and predicative utterances are true dependingtwat properties are had by objects.



V. Bringing back monadic intrinsics

Both adverbialism and SOFism aim to find a sensghich the enduring canditself can be said to
have monadic bentness and straightness. But thydomanore than what is strictly required in order
to ‘bring back’ intrinsic monadic properties intioet picture. According to Lewis, what is strictly
required is that the candle’s being straight (banhtx time can be explained as consisting in plain
straightness (bentness) sdmething not necessarily the candle. The friend of endteahewis
says, treats the candle’s shape as a disguisenreiabears to times, not as a monadic intrinsic
property of it. But the friend of perdurance does same. On her view, the candle is the sum of its
temporal parts. Some of them are straiginipliciter, some are bergimpliciter. But the candle
itself can be neither, it can only bear the relastraight or the relatiorbentto a timet, depending
on whether itd-part is bensimpliciter or straightsimpliciter. So, what distinguishes endurantism
from perdurantism is not that the latter ‘does awdth shape-at-a-time relations. Rather, it is that
the first has wrongly done away with shapes asnsitr properties that can be hagnpliciter
(Lewis 1988, p. 66). According to the perdurantist,] your perduring self does not havwent
simpliciter. But as much of you as existdlatioes’ (Lewis 2002, p. 5), and it is in virtue bistthat
you bear thebent-atrelation totl . The endurantist's mistake is that for her, oa tontrary,
‘nothing just has a shape simpliciter’ (Lewis 1988%5).

According to Lewis, therefore, an account ofimdic change gives monadic straightness
and bentness their due insofar as: 1) it recogrilzassomething is straight (besimpliciter, 2) it
is able to account for the candle’s being bentight) ata time in terms of something being bent
simpliciter. Insofar as an account of intrinsic change sasstinese constraints, it has nothing more
to do in order to ‘bring back’ temporary intrinsicsthe picture. Someone (not Lewis) may want to
guestion whether this is enough. Presentists aagist$ claim that, as long as it is something
different fromthe candle itselthat has monadic bentness (a proper temporabpéstor the like),
intrinsics are not really brought back into thetpie (see for example Hinchliff 1996, Sider 2000).
This idea does not simply follow from the assummptibat shapes are monadic properties and not
relations, and is highly controversial. At least fbllowing, however, should perhaps be conceded.
If straightness (bentness) is an intrinsic monadiperty had by a number of things (temporal parts
of candles, for example), then an account of chadingegives intrinsics their due should 3) have an
answer to the question ‘is the changing candlédf ibmant simpliciter or not?’. As long as one takes
seriously the idea that there is a class — thenside of the monadic properbent- to which some
things belong, one can wonder whether the cansidf fialls into that class, outside, both insidd an
outside, or elsewhere. And osbkouldwonder about that, since the problem of changwésisely
thatthe candle itselseemdoth to have and to fail to have bentness (at miffetimes). Given all
this, bringing intrinsics back into the picture uegs no more than satisfying constraints 1)-3).

VI. Being straight simpliciter and bent at times
Eternalist endurantists are likely to be fairlyestse with constraints 1) and 2). Lewis says that

according to the endurantist ‘nothing just has apsisimpliciter, but this is far from clear. The
eternalist endurantist’'s ontology can embrace pleaiftplainly bent and plainly straight entities.



Spatial regions are one example. Momentary phasegemts like parties, battles and journeys (in
the case of eternalist endurantists that believevients) are another example. Having all these
plainly bent things in her ontology, the eternabsidurantist can easily account for the candle’s
being bent at time t in terms of some of thoseghibeing bensimpliciter. She might say, for
example, that the candle bears the relabient-atto timet just in case the spatial region that the
candle occupies atis bentsimpliciter (this is intuitively convincing: the shape of anjexti depends

on the shape of the spatial region it exactly ;fik;d spatial regions have shasaspliciter).
Alternatively, she might say that the candle behesrelationbent-atto timet just in case thé
phase of the candle’s burning is bemhpliciter. (An eternalist endurantist who likes events is free
to accept momentary event-phases in her ontologiychvmight play roughly the same role as
temporal parts in a perdurantist ontology; she mmgrhaps assume that the enduring candle is
constituted by a different event-phase at everyetinof its lifespan, even though it is entirely
present at; similarly for any enduring part of the candle).

What about constraint 3)? To decide where theleasdocated in respect to the extension
of the monadic propertgentis a fly in the ointment for every account of charand persistence,
not only for eternalist endurantism. Take perdusamt For perdurantists, the candle is a worm
having some slices plainly bent and some plairmgigiit. So far so good, but what about the worm
itself? Is it straightsimpliciter or not? One can take either of two lines. First option:ikalits
instantaneous slices, the temporally thick candkerels in four dimensions and nothing that is
thick in four dimensions can be meaningfully saidé straighsimpliciter. Strange, the property of
being straight can be exemplified by something mrigas of whether it extends in one, two or three
dimensions. And why not in four? But the temporahmracter of one of the dimensions may be
assumed to make a difference: it is a nonsensaytthat something is straigint time So, nothing
extended (also) in time falls into the extensiorbeht Second option: space and time are uniform
in nature, and there is no problem in being stitasghpliciterin four dimensions, one of which is
temporal. So, there are straight worms and bentnspjust as there are straight slices and bent
slices. The only difference is that worms are gtra{bent) in a greater number of dimensions (the
same difference holds between thick straight objant flat straight objects).

Both options generate problems. Take the firg dihthe candle falls outside the class of
plainly straight things inasmuch as it is extendetime, it is non-straighsimpliciter. If it is non-
straightsimpliciter, however, it is hard to see how it can be stragghtmes. If Simpliciter means
anything here indeed, it means ‘regardless of angtklse’, which entails that the candle’s being
non-straight cannot be affected by the passagenef@any more than the Japanese constitution can
be affected by the sequence of Swedish kings. @ogvery timet at which the candle exists, it
must be the case thattaihe candle is non-straight. But, if athe candle is non-straight, then the
candle is non-straight-at-So, if the candle is non-straigsitnpliciter, at no time can it be straight-
at-that-time. In a nutshell, being non-straigimpliciter entails being non-straiginegardless of the
time which in turn entails being non-straigtérmanently Regarding the second option, it is easy
to see that it has the same problems, as is evitleme replaces ‘non-straiglsimpliciter with
‘straight simpliciter’ and realizes that accorditmy the second option a candle can be straight
simpliciterand bent at times, and even stragjhipliciterand permanently bent.

Consider the following scheme of argument:

(S)



1) xisP regardless of the time
2) xexisted (will exist) at time

3) xwas (will be)P-at+

This is a very natural scheme of argument, curyestturring in ordinary reasoning and generally
assumed to be formally correct (an instance osttheme in ordinary language is: Anne Windsor is
a princess regardless of the time; Anne Windsosteditwo years ago; therefore Anne Windsor
was a princess two years ago). But the perduracdistnever argue in that way. For she believes
that the candle can be non-straight regardledseofime but straight at times and even permanently
straight, or straight regardless the time but rnoaight at times and even permanently non-straight
(as in the case of an ill-made candle). It is éasgyee why she believes that. According to her, *
exists at time’ means that a temporal part gxists att, and a straight object may be the sum of
non-straight parts, just as a straight object maghle sum of non-straight parts. So far so goot, bu
the fact remains that no translation into ‘perdtgaa’ of arguments of the above form, that are
valid in ordinary language, can give us argumemas are valid in perdurantese. This suggests that
the ‘plain’ properties of ordinary persistent olige(those properties that they haimpliciter) do

not behave inferentially as the ‘plain’ properta#svorms*® If ordinary objects exist, then they are
not worms. And, if everything persistent is a wothen nothing persistent is an ordinary object.
This is an interesting conclusion because the dseaf perdurance normally aim to say how
ordinary objects — cats, trees and candles — pé?Bist what they seem to do is rather something
else: to eliminate candles, trees and cats andaephem with things of another sort. Of coursg thi
is a possible option for a metaphysical theory. Aadainly perdurantism is a coherent metaphysics
of persistence. The point is that it is not a tlgexfrhow cats, trees and candles persist.

The suspicion is reinforced by the following relhtpoint. Take a straight candigving
during a temporal intervdkay, today) along a zigzag path. If it is a wothe worm that it is is
non-straight today (for, either the temporal pafttiee worm that exists today has a four-
dimensional zigzag shape, or it is non-straighdf@sas it extends in time and nothing temporally
extended can be meaningfully said to be straighij,nonetheless it is straight at any moment
included in today (since any instantaneous patth@fvorm is straight). But no candle can fail to be
straight today, if it is straight at any momentlited in today. Let us call ‘temporal distributivit
of predication’ the principle according to whichegdication of ordinary objects distributes relative
to time just as multiplication distributes relaticeaddition.

(TDP) Pxat (* +i?) iff [( Pxati®) and Pxati?)]

wherei' and i are (non-scattered) temporal intervals, and théabke x ranges overwrdinary
objects. TDP entails that an object — for exampleandle — is straight at any moment included in a
temporal interval, just in case it is straight metwhole interval. The principle seems to be
intuitively non-negotiable whenever the propertybeingP can be had by a persistent object both
during a long interval and at a single unextendedhent (which is the case with ‘straight’, but not,

19 This seems to have some bearing on the debatetioeepurported substantive equivalence of perdismnand
endurantism (see for example Lowe and McCall 2088}, if what | have argued for is true, then thisreo working
scheme of translation of ‘endurantese’ in ‘perdtgse’.

2 There are exceptions. See for example Heller (1990



for example, with a lingering property like ‘drimg’) and it seems central in our current way of
making inferences about the properties that orglinajects have at times. But perdurantism entails
that the principle fails even in case of propertid® straight The inferential ties between
properties had over long times and properties haohg shorter sub-times of those longer times are
different according to whether those propertiesha@ by ordinary objects or by worms. Inferential
ties between sentences of ordinary language failvd®mn their purported translations into
perdurantese.

Are stagists and presentists better placed thatupantists to specify under what conditions,
if any, a candle has monadic intrinsic bentnessGoAling to stagists, candles are stages. A stage
exists by itself just at one moment, and Pisimpliciterjust in case it i® at that very moment. If a
candle is now straight, a candle that exists (onlyy is straightsimpliciter even if it was non-
straight a little while ago (which is the casenidaonly if it stands in a sort of counterpart riglat
with another candle-stage that existed a littlelevligo). According to presentists, all that exists
exists now, and at no other time. If a candle is rstraight, a candle that exists (only) now is
straightsimpliciter, and so it is straighgimpliciter, even if it was non-straight a little while afjo.
Neither stagists nor presentists are in a postbagrant the validity of the argument scheme (S§) an
more than perdurantists. According to stagist$ieei{2) has only hopelessly false instances, or it
means that temporal counterpardf x existed (will exist) at, andx normally fails to have the
same properties as its temporal counterparts.iher ) is false or 3) does not follow from 1) and
2). According to presentists, 3) does not folloanfr 1) and 2), since the candle might well have
now properties it didn’t have in the past (or witit have in the futurerrom both points of view,
the candle can be straigtitnpliciter (and so regardless of the ting)d bent at times, which fails to
mirror in the technical language of the ontologittedory obvious inferential ties between ordinary
sentences about persistent objects and their pires®r Again, | suspect that the old familiar
entities have been eliminated and replaced witherfautting-edge’ ones.

VII. Monadic intrinsics properties of enduring thm

So, what about the candle, the property of beingt benpliciter and the eternalist endurantist?
Does she have any way to explain under what camditan enduring thing like a candle has (lacks)
a propertysimpliciter? Here is a suggestion of Peter van Inwagen: “otlsat Descartes had the
property of being human is to say that he had pnaperty at any time at which he existed’ (van
Inwagen 1990, p. 250). The suggestion is madennmaagen’s adverbialist framework, but this is
not important. One might simply say thais P simpliciterjust in casecis permanently Ki.e.,x is

P at any time at whiclx exists, existed or will exist); once this is saidcan indifferently be
interpreted in adverbialist, relationist, SOFistdagven perdurantist terms. What van Inwagen
suggests is indeed a sort of analogue of standgergluational treatments of vagueness applied
to time and predication (in place of supertruthivage truthsimpliciter, in place of precisifications
we have times, in place of the range of admisgbdeisifications, we have the temporal limits of

2 In the presentist case, this follows from Priawsll-known ‘redundancy theory of the present tepséiich is the
idea that no grounded distinction can be drawn betwpresent tensed and tenseless sentences (eet9Bi).

22 sider 2000 says that, if candles are stages, dorbes clear how it is that the candle can have betitness
simpliciter and straightness at times (see also Hawley 200fjink that what stages can but candles cannotsdo i
precisely this. It is this that prevents one tatifg candles with stages.



X's lifespan; and we have the same kind of failurbivalencecumvalidity of the excluded middle
that is typical of supervaluational logic: if thandle is sometimes straight and sometimes non-
straight, the candle is neither straighitpliciter nor non-straightsimpliciter, even though it is
straight-or-non-straigrgimpliciter, for it is straight-or-non-straight permanentlgut | suspect that
those who claim back monadic intrinsics may havebtio that van Inwagen’s suggestion can give
them what they want. If monadic properties Isadpliciter by objects can be defined in terms of
relations with times or the like along supervaloatil lines, one may rightly suspect that nothing
has been left as a true monadic intrinsic propiy objects can hawsmpliciter.

There may be other difficulties with this suggestiparticularly if one is willing to concede
that a predicative connective of weak negationy-rgeet— can be introduced such thatet(P)is
true of just those things of whidhfails to be true. Since the candle fails to betlsenpliciter, it is
nye(bent)simpliciter, even though it is natye{bent) permanently, for it is bent at times. | $kaly
nothing more about this here, but the general p@irthat intrinsic monadic properties can be
reduced to permanent properties along the aboes lmly so long as connectives of thetsort
are not allowed.

If having a propertysimpliciter is having it regardless of anything else, and paldrly
regardless of the time, construidignt simpliciteras bent at this or that tim€bent now for
example, orbeing permanently benis in some way a betrayal of the very notion alihg a
property simpliciter. If objects have any propertissmpliciter, what these properties are cannot
depend on what happens at one or another time. iShitse basis of Fine’s distinction between
sempiternalandeternaltruths, where eternal (but not sempieternal) sgrutitanscend’ the temporal
framework. ‘An eternal truth’, he says, ‘will bau&gregardlessof the time, i.e. regardless of how
things are at the time, while a sempiternal truit lve true whatever the time, i.e., however things
are at the time®*® The distinction between sempiternal and eternaihs parallels a modal
distinction between essential and necessary trédthg.both distinctions apply equally to kinds of
truths and to kinds of properties that objects h&tarting from these intuitions, the eternalist
endurantist’s suggestion might bas Psimpliciterjust in case it i® eternally,P essentiallyP just
in virtue of whatx is. So, Argo is a dogimpliciter because it is a dog in virtue of what it is, ant n
because of what it happens to it to be at somadr particular moment of its lifespan. And Argo is
non-areiformsimpliciter because it follows from what it is that it is ra@riform, regardless of how
things are arranged at one time or another. Butnfamy things and many properties, what the thing
is entails neither that the thing has the propedythat it lacks it. This is the case with all $ko
properties the thing has temporarily, and even witine properties the thing has permanently (one
can always be rich, but it does not follow from whlae is that she is rich). Some of these progertie
are monadic. What about them? Does the candlentallthe extension oben® Outside? Both?
Neither?

Here is a suggestion. If something is neither ghtain virtue of what it is nor non-straight in
virtue of what it is (i.e., neither essentiallyasyht nor essentially non-straight) then it is cadly
indeterminate whether it is straigsitnpliciter or not. Being radically indeterminate is not thensa
as being indeterminate. A sentence is indetermijugten case it is neither true nor false, whereas
it is radically indeterminate just in case it islegterminate whether it is true and indeterminate
whether it is false. In a nutshell, a radicallyeterminate sentence is such that not only is there
truth value that the sentence determinately has dwan no truth value that the sentence

% Fine 2005, p. 323.



determinately fails to have, so that ‘p is radigatideterminate’ entails neither ‘p is not truernp

is not false* Priest 2006 argues for a dialetheist view of cleaagcording to which the candle is
both straight and not-straight. A part of Priest'gument is directed toward the idea that the eandl
is neither straight nor not-straight. According?est, that idea entails the dialetheist view beea

if the candle is neither straight nor non-straighign it is straight and not-straight by double
negation. Be it as it may, the thesis that it dically indeterminate whether the candle is striaggh
not does not entail that it is neither true noséathat the candle is straight, so it does notlegh&
dialetheist view.

To sum upstraight andbentare monadic intrinsic properties. It is radicalhyéterminate
whether candles have them, but there are entibessxample spatial regions, that determinately
have (or fail to have) them. One property can theisruesimpliciter of one entity, falssimpliciter
of a second entity and radically indeterminate ofhad entity, according tavhat they are,
regardless of anything else. If somethindPisimpliciter then it is permanentl, but the reverse
does not hold (being alwayis not sufficient for beindg® simplicite). Since beind® simpliciter
entails beind® permanently, and being ndhsimpliciterentails being nom permanently (just as S
suggests), something can Bat one time and noR-at another only if it is radically indeterminate
whether it isP or not: change across time requires radical indetercy of timeless properties.
What an object iper seunderdetermines the properties it kampliciter. The range of its possible
changes is the range of its indeterminacy.

There are a number of reasons for which one mighsdeptical about this version of
eternalist endurantism. Those who dislike realessewill want to reject the whole account. Those
who are suspicious of ontic indeterminacy will wemtlismiss it for other reasons. These are issues
by far too deep, difficult and ramified to be dissad here. What is clear is that eternalist
endurantists can bring back monadic intrinsics ertigs to enduring things in a number of ways. |
have argued that one of these ways is better thpther known alternatives, insofar as it applies
to the everyday objects of our commonsensical ogiolin any case, the argument from temporary
intrinsics does not constitute axperimentum cruciagainst eternalist endurantism. The best that
perdurantists can reach starting from it is statema
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