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ENDURANCE AND TEMPORARY INTRINSICS
By SALLY HASLANGER

IN a number of places David Lewis has argued that the problem
of temporary intrinsics rules out the possibility that objects
endure through change.!! Lewis maintains that to account for
temporary intrinsics we should say that objects do not endure
through change, but rather perdure.? I disagree; Lewis’s arguments
do not demonstrate that an endurance theory cannot accommo-
date temporary intrinsics.

The problem of temporary intrinsics is this: ordinary objects
persist through changes in their intrinsic properties, i.e. those
properties which an object has in virtue of the way i is, indepen-
dently of anything else. To use Lewis’s example, ‘when I sit I'm
bent, when I stand, I'm straight’. But an object cannot have incom-
patible properties. So how is intrinsic change possible?

Lewis initially outlines three solutions to this problem, of which
he favours the third. The first is the view that properties are really
relations to times; the second is the view that only the present
exists; the third is the doctrine of temporal parts. It is important to
note that Lewis’s solution, like the others he mentions, requires a
trade off in our intuitions about intrinsic change. Although on his
view it is true that there are persisting objects (the perdurers), and
it is also true that properties such as shape are genuinely intrinsic
(to the stages), there is nothing such that it persists through a
change in s intrinsic properties. The intrinsic properties of the
stages are not properties of the perdurer. The perdurer itself is
not simply bent and then straight; if it were we’d be left with the

! Most recently Lewis argues this in [4]; and in [3] pp. 203-205.
21 follow Lewis’s terminology here; see [3], p. 202.
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120 ANALYSIS

original problem. The perdurer has properties which are signifi-
cantly correlated with these, e.g. the property of having a part
which is bent (and one which is straight), but these properties
involve a relation between the perdurer and one of its momentary
parts. Even if one were to hold that a perdurer’s relations to its
distinct parts are intrinsic (which is not obviously correct), at any
rate such properties of the perdurer are not temporary. So what
persists is not what has the relevant temporary intrinsic. Like the
other ‘solutions’, Lewis must say that it is not possible for an object
to persist through a change in its intrinsic properties. So why are
we forced to make Lewis’s compromise?

I have argued elsewhere for the importance of maintaining
endurance in an account of change to accommodate the idea that
the past (causally) constrains the present (see [1]). If one is con-
cerned to preserve endurance, there are at least two options which
hold some appeal. The first is to bite the bullet and deny that
there are temporary inirinsics, i.e. treat all temporary properties as
relational. I will not discuss this option here. The second is to
develop what Lewis calls the ‘adverbial’ variant of the first alterna-
tive in such a way that it avoids the problems he indicates (see [4]
p. 65, fn. 1). I prefer this second option, and will sketch some ways
to carry it out.

The intuitive idea behind the so-called ‘adverbial’ option is that
objects have properties at times, and that time should modify this
‘having’, rather than the subject or the property. Lewis interprets
this in terms of a commitment to a three-place instantiation rela-
tion which takes objects, properties, and times as arguments. He
rightly points out that this interpretation of the view still treats
intrinsic properties as relational; and raises the further question,
‘what does standing in some relation to straightness have to do
with just plain being straight?’ (in [4] p. 66, fn. 1).

I think the right response here is to deny that the intuitions
underlying the ‘adverbial’ account need commit one to the three-
place instantiation relation. Along these lines, E. J. Lowe, in his
response to Lewis, suggests that we should take the account to
claim that ‘a’s having a bent shape obtains at ¢ while a’s having a
straight shape obtains at t” ([5] p. 75). He also remarks that, ‘a
thing’s being shaped itself stands in relation to times, not that a
thing’s being shaped is gartly a matter of that thing’s standing in
relations to times’ ([5]

In developing the 1dea that objects have properties at times, we
may note that there are a variety of semantical options one mlght
take in spelling out the role of temporal elements in propositions.®

3For simplicity, I am considering only simple propositions which contain no
explicit temporal operators. The problems become much more complex when
we consider sentences embedded within temporal (and other) operators and
the function of temporal indexicals. See, e.g., D. Kaplan (2], and M. Richard
[6].
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ENDURANCE AND TEMPORARY INTRINSICS 121

Reviewing a number of these semantical options facilitates a
discussion of the ontological options suggested by the semantics.
For the purposes of responding to Lewis, the endurance theorist
may remain agnostic about which of the options is semantically
superior; and at this point, the endurance theorist may even
remain agnostic about the details of the ontology. The goal is
simply to show that there are some ways of developing the idea
that objects have properties at times without falling prey to
Lewis’s objections.

Lowe’s comments suggest two ways to incorporate temporal
elements into one’s semantics: the first is to leave temporal
elements out of propositions and instead to evaluate propositions
with respect to times (just as one evaluates propositions with
respect to worlds); the second is to include temporal elements in
the proposition without incorporating them into the semantical
value of the predicate (or the subject). Treating time as part of the
circumstances of evaluation (as in the first suggestion) offers a
temporalist view of propositions such that propositions can
change truth-value from time to time; treating time as an addi-
tional constituent of the proposition (perhaps not explicit in the
sentence expressing the proposition but determined via the
context of utterance) offers eternalist propositions. On neither
view is the property of the object construed as a relation to a time
(though, of course, there may be some propositions which do
concern a relation between a property and a time); and on neither
view have we reified a distinct instantiation relation.*

One might complain, however, that none of the options I have
indicated avoids commitment to a three-place instantiation rela-
tion which holds between an object, a property, and a time; so we
have not been given a model which demonstrates how we might
construe temporary predications without relying on such a rela-
tion. For example, consider the option of accepting temporal
propositions which are evaluated with respect to times. On this
view, the temporal proposition that Lewis is bent is true at some
times and not others. We may note that given that at some time ¢,
the proposition that Lewis is bent is true, there is a three-place
relation between Lewis, bentness, and a time { such that the
proposition that Lewis is bent holds at ¢ In spite of the fact that
this temporalist account does not employ a primitive three-place
instantiation relation, nevertheless, we may define an analogous
three-place relation within the temporalist framework. Therefore,
the commitment to such a relation remains.’

But does the recognition of this defined three-place instantia-
tion relation demonstrate that we must construe the relation

*There are other options. See, e.g., Nathan Salmon’s treatment of time as a
component of the ‘information value’ of the predicate in an eternalist proposi-
tion in [7] Ch. 2.

5] owe this objection to David Lewis.
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122 ANALYSIS

between an object and its properties as problematically relational?
I think not. The danger of a three-place instantiation relation is
that it invites us to treat objects as related to their properties as
individuals are related to other individuals; this would be undesir-
able. But note that the three-place relation indicated above, viz,,
the relation between an object a, property F, and time ¢, such that
the proposition that a is F holds at ¢, is a relation defined partly in
terms of a more basic notion of a’s being F, ie., of an object
instantiating its properties. Even if we grant that the three-place
relation is an instantiation relation, the primary instantiation of
the property F by the object a, need not be construed relationally.
Lewis is bent by instantiating bentness, and this instantiation holds
at some times and not others. The fact that we can further define
a three-place relation between the object, the property, and the
time, need not commit us to treating the basic notion of an
object’s instantiating its properties as relational. Thus, at least one
of the options offers a genuine alternative that Lewis has not
addressed. This response suggests a strategy which we might also
employ in defending other options.

The question remains, however, whether any of these options
make metaphysical sense. Lewis thinks that they don’t; his worry is
that a temporary predication (of whatever sort) does not
adequately capture the connection between an object and its
intrinsic properties. We can find the basis for his concern about
the adverbial variants by considering his argument against the
original proposal that properties are ‘really’ relations to times. He
writes,

Imagine trying to draw a picture of two different times ¢, when I sit, and
t, when I stand. You draw two circles, overlapping because I exist at both
times so you want to draw me in the intersection. But then you have to
draw me bent and also straight, which you can’t do; and if per impossible
you could, you still wouldn’t have done anything to connect the bentness
to ¢, and the straightness to ¢, instead of vice versa. What to do? The first
solution says to draw the circles overlapping, draw me in the intersection
as a mere dot or shapeless blob, draw a line labelled ‘bent-at’ from me to
the ¢, circle and a line labelled ‘straight-at’ to the ¢, circle. A queer way to
draw a shape! ([4] p. 67.)

Presumably, to capture the adverbial variant, Lewis would draw
two circles overlapping; himself a dot or shapeless blob in the
intersection. But this time, bentness and straightness would be
abstract entities outside the circles, and the picture would include
two branched lines labelled ‘instantiates at’, one linking himself,
bentness, and the ¢, circle, and the other linking himself, straight-
ness, and the ¢, circle. Like the original picture, this is a ‘queer way
to draw a shape’.

The argument seems to be this: if the enduring thing has a
particular shape, e.g. bent, then to say that i (the enduring thing)
1s straight results in contradiction. Instead, we must say that the
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ENDURANCE AND TEMPORARY INTRINSICS 123

shapeless thing has shape by being related to bentness or straight-
ness (at times) — or alternatively is related to times by a ‘bent-at’
or ‘straight at’ relation. Given this model, we find ourselves com-
mitted to a modified substratum (modified because it may have
some permanent intrinsics, and so needn’t be a bare substratum),
combined with a relational conception of temporary intrinsic
predication. Such a relational conception of predication fails to
treat the properties in question as genuinely intrinsic; e.g. standing
in some relation to shape is not the same as being shaped.

There are three crucial premisses in this argument. The first is
that the enduring thing has no shape intrinsically; the second is
that if the enduring thing has no shape intrinsically, then it has
shapes by standing in some relation to them; the third is that a
relational conception of having shape is unacceptable. I will focus
on the first premiss.

On Lewis’s view, there is some way that a temporal part can be
shaped, e.g. bent, that is not available to an enduring thing. But
why not? Why can’t the endurance theorist simply insist that the
enduring thing is bent in just the same way that the temporal part
is bent, except that the enduring thing is not bent in this way
throughout its existence? In other words, why must we represent
the enduring object as ‘a shapeless blob’?

Lewis suggests that if the enduring thing is bent at one time and
straight at another, then it must have these shapes extrinsically
and not intrinsically.® It is because shape is only extrinsic to the
enduring thing that it is properly represented as ‘shapeless’. But
why must we say that temporary properties are extrinsic?
Admittedly, if we say that the enduring thing is intrinsically both
bent and straight, this results in contradiction. However, there is
no contradiction in saying that it is intrinsically bent at one time
and intrinsically straight at another. Moreover, if we take seriously
the proposals mentioned above, we are fully entitled to make this
claim; as we saw, one need not construe an object’s having a
property at a time either in terms of its standing in relation to a
time, or in terms of its standing in a temporarily relativized instan-
tiation relation to the property in question. To assume that an
enduring object’s temporary properties must be extrinsic is to
assume what is at stake in the debate with the (‘adverbial’)
endurance theorist.

Let me put this in more positive terms. Consider the idea of an
intrinsic property. Lewis suggests that a property is intrinsic iff the
object has the property in virtue of the way it is independently of
anything else. An endurance theorist will demand a temporally
sensitive construal of this condition, e.g. that a property is (at a
time) intrinsic iff the object has (at that time) the property in

This pattern of inference has a venerable history. Some find it in Aristotle’s
comments about prime matter (e.g., see Metaphysics VII:3), and it is clearly
linked to the arguments which some have used to argue for bare substrata.
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124 ANALYSIS

virtue of the way it is (at that time), independently of anything
else. On this revised condition, Lewis is intrinsically bent (at one
time) and intrinsically straight (at another).” One might deny this
interpretation of the condition and insist on a temporally insensi-
tive construal of intrinsic properties, yet in doing so one fails to
address the endurance theorist’s position.

Lewis might complain, however, that the ontology of the
endurance picture remains mysterious. Suppose we want to
describe the enduring subject of predication in a way which
captures how it is throughout its existence. The endurance
theorist is likely to claim that such a description will involve a
characterization of it as having different properties at different
times. But there is still a question about how it is, abstracted from
its changing history, i.e. abstracted from its variation from time to
time. We cannot describe the enduring object in these terms as
simply bent or straight; so it could only be shapeless. But how can
this shapeless thing be the subject of the relevant shape predica-
tions?

The endurance theorist’s response is to point out that although
a description of the enduring object which abstracts from its
changing history does not include a particular shape as part of
that description (though it may include ‘being shaped’ since this
description applies throughout its changes), such a description is
incomplete; most importantly, it doesn’t include all of the intrinsic
properties of the object because some of the intrinsic properties of
the object are had at some times and not at others. Returning to
Lewis’s diagram, we might say that it is not surprising that the
‘shapeless blob’ in the intersection of the circles seems incomplete,
for to take the exercise as adequately characterizing the enduring
object is to assume that we can draw how the enduring thing
intrinsically is, once and for all. But if some of its properties, e.g.
shape, are temporary intrinsics, this is not possible. The endurance
theorist denies that the description which characterizes the object
‘timelessly’ is the description which captures all of the intrinsic
properties of the object. The enduring object is bent and then
straight; it is not a shapeless blob.

There is a sense in which these responses to Lewis’s concerns
are simply a stubborn resistance to his intuitions about what it is
to predicate an intrinsic property of an object. Admittedly, predi-
cation is a murky issue, and more work needs to be done in work-
ing out a theory of endurance through change. However, the
temporal parts theory does not offer a sufficiently compelling
account of predication to rule out an account which is consistent

"Further, on the endurance theory, a duplicate of an enduring object will also
be an enduring object. If the original undergoes change, its duplicate under-
goes changes as well. Thus, if an enduring object undergoes a change from
being bent to being straight, its duplicate will undergo a change from being
bent to being straight, though the change may occur at a different time.
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ENDURANCE AND TEMPORARY INTRINSICS 125

with a commitment to endurance. Although Lewis’s concerns are
rightly placed on the issue of predication, his argument rests on
assumptions which the endurance theorist need not grant.
Although the endurance theorist’s resistance does not demonstrate
that endurance is preferable to perdurance overall, it does offer a
response to the charge that the endurist position is metaphysically
untenable. That the position is tenable is significant, for it is the
endurance theory which allows us to preserve the intuition that
there are some objects which persist through a change in their
intrinsic properties.®

Princeton University,
Princeton, NJ 08544, US.A.
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IDENTITY THROUGH TIME AND THE DISCERNIBILITY OF
IDENTICALS

ByDonNaLD L. M. BAXTER

NE of the reasons identity through time is a problem for

metaphysicians is that often they force a solely present tense
use of the ‘is’ of identity onto ordinary ways of speaking. Meta-
physicians want to ask, say, whether Pittsburgh in 1946 is the same
city as Pittsburgh today. But this question assumes that it is appro-
priate to use a present tense ‘is’. That assumption prejudices the
answer to the question, by making it hinge on whether Pittsburgh
in 1946 exists in the present. If it does then presumably the answer
is yes. They are identical. But their identity ceases to be identity
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