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Abstract

In this paper | consider two strategies for pravipienseless truth-conditions for
tensed sentences: the token-reflexive theory amddlke theory. Both theories have
faced a number of objections by prominent A-thésrssich as Quentin Smith and
William Lane Craig. Traditionally, these two thexs have been viewed as rival methods
for providing truth-conditions for tensed sentenckargue that the debate over whether
the token-reflexive theory or the date theoryi®thas arisen from a failure to
distinguish between conditions for the truth ofsteth tokens and conditions for the truth
of propositions expressed by tensed tokens. | dstrate that there is a true formulation
of the token-reflexive theory that provides necessad sufficient conditions for the
truth of tensed tokens, and there is a true fortimraf the date theory that provides
necessary and sufficient conditions for the trutpropositions expressed by tensed
tokens. | argue that once the views are properiyitlated, the A-theorist’s objections
fail to make their mark. However, | conclude bgioling that even though there is a true
formulation of the token-reflexive theory and aetformulation of the date theory, the
New B-theory nonetheless fails to provide a congpéetcount of the truth and falsity of
tensed sentences.

1. Introduction

According to the B-theory of time, tense is nottadamental feature of the world. There
is nothing that ontologically distinguishes thegaet from the past or the future. Events
in time lack the irreducible monadic propertiedeing-pastbeing-presenor being-

future Rather events in time stand in the relations-@farlier-than is-later-thanandis-
simultaneous-with The B-Theorist holds that these relations exhidngstemporal

features of the world.

Even though B-theorists deny that tense is a foreaal feature of the world,

most admit that tensed sentences are sometimesTheeB-theorist agrees that the



sentence ‘It is now the age of computers’ is trinemgas the sentence ‘It is now the age
of dinosaurs’ is false. If there is no such thasgontological tense, then how can tensed
sentences be true? The “Old” B-Theofisisimed that tensed sentences have tenseless
translations. A sentence like ‘The volcano is reywpting’ could be translated without
loss of meaning into a sentence containing onlhé&stetic terminology such as ‘The
volcano’s eruption is simultaneous with this utte& or ‘The volcano’s eruption occurs
att'. One implication that can be drawn from workindexicals by Castafieda (1967),
Perry (1979), and Lewis (1979) is that tensed s&mt® cannot be translated into
tenseless sentences without a loss of meaningsatite project of the Old B-Theory has
been abandoned. The “New” B-Theory acknowledgasténsed sentences do not have
meaning-preserving, tenseless translations. ldstedaims that all the B-theorist must
do is provide tenseless truth-conditions for terssatences. So long as an account of
what makes tensed sentences true can be givenuvappealing to fundamentally
tensed properties, true tensed sentences poseead tih the B-theory.

However, providing tenseless truth-conditionstéarsed sentences raises some
questions for the B-theorist. Should the accouotide tenseless truth-conditions for
tensed sentendgpesor for tensed sententeken® As D. H. Mellor notes iReal Time
(1981), many tensed sentence types are not trizseisimpliciter, rather they are true at
some times and false at other times. The sentgpe€lt is now raining’ is true today
but was false yesterday. Tokens, on the other,faredrue or falseimpliciter. My
token utterance today of ‘It is now raining’ isértwithout temporal qualification”

(Mellor 1981, 36). Mellor concludes that “the tmand falsity of tensed sentences,

therefore, are properties of their tokens, rathantof their types” (40). The New B-

! Works associated with the Old B-theory of timdiie Quine (1960) and Smart (1963).



Theorist alleges that the truth or falsity of tethsentences can be fully accommodated
by providing tenseless truth-conditions of tensgens® So by providing tenseless
truth-conditions for tensed sentence tokens, theBwtheorist can acknowledge that
tensed sentences are sometimes true in virtuevaridhrue tokens, and maintain that the
explanation for what makes tensed sentences soe®etimne involves no appeal to
irreducibly tensed facts or properties.

There are two distinct methods that have beemdieproviding truth-
conditions for tensed tokens: the token-reflexheory and the date theory. The token-
reflexive theorist claims that what makes a tertsk&dn true is that a B-theory temporal
relation obtains between the token itself and trenementioned in the tokénConsider
tensed tokens of the form ‘e is now’. The tokeflerave theory states:

TR For any token, u, of ‘e is now’, u is truedffs simultaneous with u.
Suppose | produce a token utterance of ‘The evemings begins now’. My claim is true
if and only if the beginning of the evening newsiimultaneous with my token utterance.
The truth-conditions of tensed tokens are givem bgnseless relation obtaining between
the event mentioned in the token and the toketf.itée this manner the token-reflexive
theory claims to provide tenseless truth-conditifmmgensed tokens.

The date theorist provides a different accounwlodt makes a tensed token true.

She claims that the token is true because a Byhearporal relation obtains between the

2| take this claim to be essential to the New B-dtiyeof Time.

% This view is laid out in Mellor (1981, 29-46). Mellor (1998), he renounces the view put forttviallor
(1981) in light of criticisms given by Smith (1993Jhe implications of Smith’s objections for tlukén-
reflexive theory are discussed below. Despitedeimounced by Mellor, the token-reflexive theory
continues to be defended by many including Nathakl&ahder (1994), Manual Garcia-Carpintero (1998),
Heather Dyke (2002), (2003).



time at which the token is produced and the evemitioned in the tokeh.Consider
tensed tokens of the form ‘e is now’. The datethietates:

DT  For any token, u, of ‘e is now’ produced at ts true iff e occurs at t.
Suppose that at 6pm | produce a token utterantéhefevening news begins now'.
According to the date theory, my token is trughf evening news begins at 6pm. The
truth-conditions of tensed tokens are given bynadtess relation obtaining between the
event mentioned in the token and the time at wthelhtoken is produced. In this manner
the date theory claims to provide tenseless trotiditions for tensed tokens.

Both theories have faced a number of objectiongrbyninent A-theorists such as
Quentin Smith and William Lane Craig. Traditioyallhese two theories have been
viewed as rival methods for providing tenselesthtaonditions for tensed tokens. |
argue that the debate over whether the token-igéekeory or the date theory is true
has arisen from a failure to distinguish betweeressary and sufficient conditions for
the truth of tensed tokens and necessary and igufficonditions for the truth of
propositions expressed by tensed tokens. Therérige formulation of the token-
reflexive theory that provides necessary and sefiicconditions for the truth of tensed
tokens, and there is a true formulation of the tfa@ery that provides necessary and
sufficient conditions for the truth of propositioespressed by tensed tokens. | argue that
once the views are properly formulated, the A-tiet@robjections fail to make their
mark. However, | conclude by questioning the Newh&orist's assumption that the
truth and falsity of tensed sentences can be &dbommodated by providing tenseless

truth-conditions for tensed tokens.

* Proponents of this view include Smart (1980), @aller (1994), and LePoidevin (2003).



2. Disambiguating the Token-Reflexive Theory ancetbate Theory

| will claim that there are at least three diffaréormulations of the token-reflexive

theory and three different formulations of the daeory depending upon what the theory
takes the fundamental bearers of truth to be arat thie theory provides truth-conditions
for. Both proponents and opponents of the dateryhend the token-reflexive theory
have failed to distinguish among these formulationwill show that the objections that
have been leveled against each theory succeedrordfuting certain formulations of the
theory, and there is a true formulation of eachcllavoids the objections entirely.

First, there are different views regarding whatfthedamental bearers of truth are.
One view is that truth applies fundamentally toetog. On this view, the predicate ‘is
true’ is properly applied only to tokens. Suchewis committed to denying that there
are token-independent truths. | will refer to thisw as the ‘Token View’. A rival view
takes truth to apply fundamentally to proposition®n this view, tokens are true or false
only derivatively: tokengxpresgpropositions and a token is true iff it expressésie
proposition. This view does allow for the existert token-independent truths. A
proposition can be true even if there is no tokext €xpresses it. | will refer to this view
as the ‘Proposition View’.

In addition to these views regarding the fundamdmearers of truth, there are
also at least three different senses of ‘truth-g¢amd. According to one sense, truth-
conditions are associated with the meaning of teser. This use of ‘truth-condition’
can be traced back to Davidson (1967). The mato@ated with this sense is “to know

the meaning of a sentence is to know the conditimaker which it is true.” Suppose |

® Here and throughout the rest of the paper | takpgsitions to be eternally true or false if trudalse at
all.



am in a crowded lunchroom and | hear someone ‘liien hungry’. There is a sense in
which | know the meaning of the utterance even gihdufail to know who uttered it. |
know that there is a rule associated with the aktee such that it is true iff the utterer
(whoever that may be) is hungry. In this seng®aolw the conditions under which the
utterance is true. | will refer to this sensetadth-conditions’ asn-truth-conditiong

The New B-theorist should claim that neither thieen-reflexive theory nor the
date theory are in the business of providing mhtadnditions A brief argument for the
claim that neither theory provides m-truth-condisaan be given as follows: My 6pm
utterance of ‘the evening news begins now’ has#me m-truth-conditions as my 7pm
utterance of ‘the evening news begins now’. My Ggterance does not have the same
token-reflexive truth-conditions or the same déwestetic truth-conditions as my 7pm
utterance. Therefore, neither the token-reflexineory nor the date theory provide m-
truth-conditions.

Suppose | produce a token utterance, U, and wéhaskuestion, “What are the
necessary and sufficient conditions for the triftd®” There are two additional ways
we might understand this question. According ®ftfst way, tokens are true in virtue
of expressing true propositions. To provide nemgsand sufficient conditions for the
truth of U is to provide necessary and sufficiemnaditions for the truth of the proposition
expressed by U. The above gquestion can be unddratasking how to complete the
right-hand side of the following biconditional:

The proposition expressed by U is such thattitus iff

| will refer to this sense of ‘truth-conditions’ pstruth-conditions

® This sense of ‘truth-condition’ corresponds witaifan’s notion of character.
"Here and throughout the rest of the paper, | iiéfkéo denote the strict biconditional.



According to another way of understanding the iaeswe are not interested in
necessary and sufficient conditions for the trutthe proposition expressed by U, but
rather we are interested in necessary and sufficemditions for the truth of the token U
itself. To state the question in the frameworlpos$sible worlds: what conditions are
satisfied in all and only those worlds in which bktthe property of being true?
According to this second way, the above questiam@erstood as asking how to
complete the right-hand side of the following biddional:

U is true iff

| will refer to this sense of ‘truth-conditions’ &sruth-conditions® Oftentimes,
participants in the debate over the token-reflexineory and the date theory will speak of
providing necessary and sufficient conditions fog truth of a token, and it is unclear
whether they have in mind t-truth-conditions oryt-conditions. In order to avoid
confusion, when | have t-truth-conditions in mihaill speak of necessary and
sufficient conditiongor the truth of a tokerWhen | have p-truth-conditions in mind, |
will speak of necessary and sufficient conditifmsthe truth of the proposition
expressed by a token

Consider my token utterance at 6pm of ‘The evenimgs begins now’. There
will be at least three ways of formulating the tokeflexive view depending upon a)
whether we adopt the Token View or the Propositi@w and b) whether we see the
task of the token-reflexive view as providing ptireonditions or t-truth-conditions. If

we adopt the Token View, then the task of the telediexive theory will be to provide t-

8 Consider one who rejects the existence of projpositand takes tokens to be the fundamental beafers
truth. Such an individual will deny that tokens/ég-truth-conditions. One who accepts the extstaf
both tokens and propositions can accept that tokams both p-truth-conditions and t-truth-conditipn
although she might insist that one is a better ickatel for the meaning of ‘truth-condition’.



truth-conditions since the Token View denies thistexce of propositions. This version
of the token-reflexive view can be stated as folow

TR1 i) The Token View is true and ii) for any token of ‘e is now’, u is true iff e

is simultaneous with u.

If one adopts the Proposition View, then theretene possible ways of formulating the
token-reflexive theory depending on whether onegasshe theory the role of providing
p-truth-conditions or t-truth-conditions. Suppase adopts the Proposition View and
assigns the token-reflexive theory the role of pdimg p-truth-conditions. The resulting
formulation of the token-reflexive view can be sthas:

TR2 i) The Proposition View is true and ii) foryatoken, u, of ‘e is now’, the

proposition expressed by u is such that it is tifue is simultaneous with u.

If one adopts the Proposition View and assigngdken-reflexive theory the role of
providing t-truth-conditions, the resulting formtitan of the token-reflexive view can be
stated as follows:

TR3 i) The Proposition View is true and ii) for atoken, u, of ‘e is now’, u is

true (i.e. expresses a true proposition) iff @nsustaneous with u.

Not surprisingly there are three correspondingnidations of the date theory. If
one adopts the Token View, the date theory is giliertask of providing t-truth-
conditions. This formulation can be stated asfed:

DT1) i) The Token Theory is true and ii) for amkeén, u, of ‘e is now’ produced

att, uis true iff e occurs at t.

Again, adopting the Proposition View results in tpassible formulations of the date

theory depending on whether one assigns the thbhempole of providing t-truth-



conditions or p-truth-conditions. Assigning theedtheory the role of providing p-truth-
conditions results in the following formulation:
DT2) i) The Proposition Theory is true and ii) fomy token, u, of ‘e is now’
produced at t, the proposition expressed by usasiich that it is true iff e occurs
att
Assigning the date theory the role of providingutti-conditions results in the following
formulation:
DT3) i) The Proposition Theory is true and ii) fomy token, u, of ‘e is now’

produced at t, u is true (i.e. expresses a trapgsition) iff e occurs at t.

3. Evaluating the Token-Reflexive Theory
| will now evaluate the three formulations of tle&eén-reflexive theory in light of
objections that have been given by Quentin Snf@hentin Smith (1993) has provided
some formidable objections to the token-reflexivedry? In one objection he argues
that the token-reflexive theory does not provide phoper token-reflexive truth-
conditions for some tensed sentenCesie considers the following tensed sentence:
(1) I am not now uttering anything.
Suppose | produce a token utterance, U, of (1)itrSctaims that the token-reflexive
truth-conditions for my utterance state that Ui tiff:

(2) The event of my not uttering anything is sitaokous with U.

° Craig (2000) provides objections to the tokenendfte theory that are in many ways similar to those
provided by Smith (1993). I think that much of whaay in response to Smith’s objections can hkso
applied to Craig’s objections.

1%1n presenting Smith’s objections | leave the téroth-condition’ ambiguous since one of my central
claims is that his objections fail to recognize different senses of the term. In evaluating Simith
objections below, | return to my disambiguated esag



According to Smith, the token-reflexive truth-cotmalns provide the correct result that U
is false. However, Smith notes that some amoumtwafstigation is required in order to
determine the truth of (1). Smith states, “Bueéd not utter [1], | could think it silently
to myself... As silently thought, it is true” (Smift993, 79). However, Smith claims (2)
is falsea priori. Since (2) is priori false and (1) is not, Smith concludes that themek
reflexive formula fails to provide the proper trutnditions for (1).

A second, related objection by Smith concerns \leatalls “normal” tensed
sentences, namely those that, unlike (1), do natago explicit reference to a token.
Smith considers the following sentence:

(3) The forest is now burning.

He argues that what is expressed by a token @t(@ne t does not have the same truth-
value in all possible circumstances as what isesg®d at t by the corresponding token-
reflexive sentence:

(4) The forest is burning simultaneously with ttaken.

Smith names what is expressed by a token of (8)pat and what is expressed by a
token of (4) att ‘p2’. He claims:

If both p1 and p2 are in fact true when expressegditas nevertheless the

case that p1 would have been true at t even #dtriot then been

expressed by any physical or mental sentence-tokegreas p2 would

not have been true at t if it had not then beemesged by any sentence

token. In possible worlds terminology, we may #at in all possible

worlds similar to our own except in that p1 andgp@ not expressed at t,

pl is true at t in those worlds but p2 is not. (Bri093, 84)

Smith concludes that since what is expressed byientof (3) at t has different truth

values in some possible worlds from what is ex@meds/ a token of (4) at t, the token-

reflexive theory fails to provide the proper trutbrditions for (3).

10



I will now consider each formulation of the tokesflexive theory given above
and determine whether Smith’s objections succee@isproving it. TR1 is the token-
reflexive view adopted and defended recently bythkraDyke (2002). It is clear that
she takes the Token View to be true. She stalidg position entails that sentence
tokens, rather than propositions, statements desees, are the legitimate bearers of
truth” (Dyke 2002, 346). Elsewhere she claims,éTinedicate ‘true’ applies only to
linguistic entities. It is sentence tokens that carrectly be described as true or false”
(Dyke 2002, 339). Furthermore, as a defenderefTibken View, it is clear that she
takes the token-reflexive theory to provide t-tratinditions (as opposed to p-truth-
conditions).

Dyke claims that her view is able to accommodatéi8sobjections. Dyke’s
response to Smith’s first objection is to note ih&t only if we limit what counts as a
token to utterances that (2) is fasseriori. If we broaden the theory to include mental
tokens, which Dyke points out Mellor (1981, 37) gats, then (2) is not falsepriori,
some investigation is required to determine whetierot my token, U, is simultaneous
with my not uttering anything. So, Dyke claimsttiidokens are construed more broadly,
Smith’s first objection is avoided.

Dyke responds to Smith’s second objection by timgjshat the question of truth
only arises with respect to tokens. She acknovdsdige intuitive appeal of the
following rule employed by Smith:

If a normal A [tensed] sentence is used on somasiae to express

something true, what the A sentence expressesaptiasion would

have been true then even if it had not been exgde$Smith 1993, 83)

11



However Dyke claims that this natural intuition teve about the nature of truth can be
“explained without appealing to the existence dftedxt truth vehicles” (Dyke 2002,
342). She considers a case in which the forasisthetween t1 and t2. She admits that
we have the intuition that the sentence ‘The foieabw burning’ is true between t1 and
t2 whether or not any token of it is actually uggbr She claims that this intuition can be
explained by appealing to the following counterfeatt

(5) Between t1 and t2, if someone had uttered entai the sentence type

‘The forest is now burning’, that token would hdeen true. (Dyke 2002,

342)

Dyke notes that the reason the token would have tvae is because the token-reflexive
truth-conditions would have been satisfied. Shechales that the intuition behind
Smith’s rule “can be explained perfectly well withdhe existence of [abstract truth
vehicles]” (Dyke 2002, 346).

Dyke’s view (TR1) fails not because its account-tstith-conditions fails but
because the Token View is implausible. Dyke’s appe counterfactuals such as (5) are
insufficient for accounting for our intuition thttere exist token-independent truths. In
order to see this, consider a case similar to Seitist objection. Suppose | produce a
(mental or verbal) token, U, of the following tedssentence:

(6) I am not now tokening anything.

The token-reflexive t-truth-conditions for my uthece state:

(7) U is true iff the event of my not tokening #myg is simultaneous with U.

(7) has the correct result that U is false, howelrere is an intuition that what is

expressed by U might have been true. After atlight have been knocked unconscious

12



moments before producing U. There is some possibtéd, W, in which | am knocked
unconscious moments before producing U and, inelitj what is expressed by U is true
in W. Note that a counterfactual of the sort Dpkeposes will not account for the
intuition that what is expressed by U is true at Whe following counterfactual

(8) If I had uttered a token of the sentence tyari not now tokening

anything’, that token would have been true.
is clearly false at W. If | had uttered a tokenl@am not now tokening anything’, the
token would have been false since it fails to satise token-reflexive t-truth-conditions.
With respect to sentences like (6), Dyke's accasionable to accommodate the intuition
that what is expressed by a token of (6) might Hzeen true?

There are other cases in which Dyke’s counterddails to accommodate our
intuition that there exist token-independent trutfitiere is good reason to believe that
there are truths for which there is no linguistipreession. Consider the interval from
9am to 10am this morning. Assuming that time isticwous, this interval contains
continuum many moments. It is true of each oféhmements that it is past. There are
continuum many truths just like the one we woulgdress by saying ‘9:30am is past'.
However a language made up of finitely long sergens only capable of producing
denumerably many sentences. The intuition thaethee these truths, one for each

moment in the interval, cannot be accounted foDigke’s counterfactual because for

1 phillip Bricker has pointed out to me that Dykeunterfactual approach also fails in cases inwglvi
“normal sentences” (those that do not contain atie@kreference to the token). Suppose that tieee
causal connection between tokening and forest $iweb that a (mental or verbal) token produced &etw
t1 and t2 causes the forest fire to be extinguist®appose also that there are no tokens produeteaen
tl and t2. In such a case, the counterfactuak(fise even though, intuitively, the sentencestitpe
forest is now burning'’ is true between t1 and t2.

13



many of these truths there is no linguistic utteeathat is capable of expressing it and, so,
no corresponding counterfactdal.

| conclude that the Token View, the view that tratlly applies to tokens, is an
implausible one, and therefore TR1 is false. Tlaesinstances in which we have a clear
intuition that a truth exists even though thereascorresponding token. | have argued
that Dyke’s appeal to counterfactuals such asg(ifg fo adequately account for this
intuition.

Having rejected TR1, let us now consider how T&2¢$ with respect to Smith’s
objections. TR2 fails to provide plausible necegsad sufficient conditions for the
truth of the proposition expressed by a tensedntdgeruth-conditions). Consider a
token utterance, U, of

(3) The forest is now burning.
TR2 claims that the proposition expressed by Wichghat it is true iff the event of the
forest burning is simultaneous with U. AccordingliR2, the truth of the proposition
expressed by U depends upon whether U is apprelyriaiated to the event mentioned
in U. However the proposition expressed by U migitthave been expressed by U.
The proposition might have been expressed by sahes token such as a token
utterance of ‘the forest is burning now’ or by é&én at all. In both of these
counterfactual cases the proposition is true. h8eekistence of U standing in the relation
of is-simultaneous-witho the event mentioned in U is not necessaryhferttuth of the

proposition expressed by U.

12 This argument is adapted from similar argumentergby Soames (1999, 19) and Phillip Bricker
(personal communication). Soames uses the clatrthiibre are truths about the real numbers to atgie
propositions, rather than tokens, should servbasundamental truth-bearers.

14



The failure of TR2 to provide the proper p-truttnmditions for tensed tokens can
be further seen by considering a token utterancef U

(6) I am not now tokening anything.

TR2 provides the following p-truth-conditions for U

(9) The proposition expressed by U is such thiattitue iff the event of me not

tokening anything is simultaneous with U.

TR2 has the correct consequence that the propogikpressed by my utterance is false.
However the proposition that | express by U mighténbeen true for the reasons given
above. (9) fails to allow for the possibility irhieh the proposition expressed by U is
true. So TR2 provides the wrong p-truth-condsidor U.

The difficulty with TR2 is that there is no readorthink that the truth of the
proposition expressed by a token utterance of (8)ais determined by how the token is
related to the event mentioned in the token. itniglausible to suppose that necessary
and sufficient conditions for the truth of the pospion expressed by token utterances of
(3) or (6) involve facts about the tokens usedxjaress them.

TR3 fares much better than TR2. TR3 provides seg and sufficient
conditions for when tensed tokens express truegsitpns (t-truth-conditions).

Consider again a token utterance, U, of:

(3) The forest is now burning.

According to TR3, U expresses a true propositibthé# event of the forest burning is
simultaneous with U. The fact that what is expeedsy U would have been true even if

U had not been uttered does nothing to undermir#® $iRce TR3 acknowledges the

15



existence of token-independent truths but only joles necessary and sufficient
conditions for the truth of tensed tokens.

Similarly, my token, U, of:

(6) I am not now tokening anything
does not raise difficulties for TR3. AccordingfR3, the token-reflexive t-truth-
conditions for U are given as follows:

(10) U is true iff the event of me not tokening #myg is simultaneous with U.
Note that (10) is compatible with the claim thatawls expressed by U might have been
true. (10) only excludes the possibility of thesesting a trug¢okenof (6). And, after all,
the impossibility of a true token of this sort isaetly what we should expect. TR3 does
not force us to abandon the intuition thdtat is expresseldy U (namely the proposition)
might have been true.

Of the three formulations of the token-reflexihedry considered so far, TR3 is
the most plausible. Unlike TR2, the examples iava tokens of (3) and (6) fail to
demonstrate that TR3 is false. Unlike TR1, TRBascommitted to the claim that truth
is only a property of tokens, and TR3 can accoanbfir intuition that sentences like ‘|
am not now tokening anything’ might have been tryeecognizing the existence of
token-independent truth-bearers.

My examination of the three formulations of thken-reflexive theory may be
summed up as follows: TR1 is false because it &lamto accommodate the intuition
that there are token independent truths. Dykeéé&rgit to accommodate the intuition in
terms of counterfactuals involving tokens is ungsstul. TR2 is false because it

provides implausible p-truth-conditions for tenseklens. TR3 avoids both of the vices

16



of its sister formulations: it allows for the exaate of token-independent truths and
provides t-truth-conditions rather than p-truth-dions. It is plausible that the t-truth-
conditions of a tensed token are given in termfacts about how the token is related to

events mentioned in the token. | conclude that BRBue.

4. Evaluating the Date Theory

In this section | will consider how the three foliations of the date theory fare in light of
objections that have been raised against it by Qu&mith. The force of Smith’s
objections has been acknowledged by a number bEBrists, and many agree that they
succeed in demonstrating that the date theorytsnable*®> Quentin Smith (1987),
(1993), and (1999) claims that the date theoryas@ to an objection whether one adopts
a reductionist or a substantivalist account of tirke considers a true utterance of ‘Beth
is now waking up’ uttered at 12pm. According te ttate theory, the utterance, call it
‘U’, is true iff Beth wakes up at 12pm. Smith ddtrtes to the reductionist the view that
times are sets of simultaneous evéfit€all the set of events simultaneous with Beth’s
waking up ‘. Smith notes that the set t includdeth’s waking, U, and (Smith supposes)
a certain ultraviolet ray (henceforth ‘Ray’) stnkjthe Empire State Building. However,
Smith notes, there is some possible world, w1, hictvthere exists a set of simultaneous
events, t1, that includes Beth’s waking, U, andradl other events that are members of t
except for the event of Ray striking the Empiret&Building. Smith notes that U is true
in wl, however since sets have their members aalfgnt is not identical to t1. Smith

concludes that in wl the event of Beth’'s wakingslieet occur att. So the event of

13 See Oaklander (1994), Le Poidevin (1995), Pa®7).9and Dyke (2002).
1% In Smith (1991) he cites a number of cases in ttiés view is adopted. | will henceforth followrh
in using the term ‘reductionist’ for one who adopteh a view.
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Beth’s waking occurring at t is not necessary far truth of U. Therefore, given a
reductionist account of time, the date theory fails

Smith argues that a similar objection can be gi?ene assumes a substantival
account of time. Smith takes a substantivalifte@ne who holds that, “a time tis a
particular that is logically independent of any mtgethat occupy that time” (Smith 1999,
237). He again considers a true utterance of ‘Bettow waking up’. He states:

There is some merely possible world [w2] in whikk substantival time t,

which is actually occupied by the event of Bethakg up, is not

occupied by this event and in which some other tit2¢, is occupied by

this event and by the utterance of “Beth is wakip} This is sufficient

for the utterance to state something true in tbsspple world. Since the

utterance states a truth in this world even thabghevent of Beth waking

up is located at [t2] rather than t, it is falsatthn utterance of “Beth is

waking up” at time t states a truth if and onlyB#th’s waking up occurs

att. Thus the alleged truth conditions proposgethke date-analysis

theory are not truth conditions” (Smith, 1999, @11
In the possible world Smith considers, Beth’s wgkamd U do not occur at 12pm but
rather some other time, say, 1pm. Smith claimsuhia true in w2 so Beth’s waking at
12pm is not necessary for the truth of U. Smithabades that the date theory fails
whether one adopts a substantivalist or a redustiascount of time.

Let us consider first which formulations of thaaltheory Smith’s objections
apply to. Note that in both the objection givereductionist account of time and the
objection given a substantivalist account of tithe, counterexample involves a possible
world in which a) U is true and b) Beth’s wakingedanot occur at 12pm. This is meant
to show that Beth’s waking at 12pm is not neceskarthe truth of U. Note however
that these objections are aimed at showing thadalke theory provides the wrotwyuth-

conditionsfor U. Therefore, the objections only apply toDdnd DT3, both of which

attempt to provide t-truth-conditions for tensekieias. A world in which both (a) and (b)
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obtain is not necessarily a counterexample to aryh&hich provides p-truth-conditions
for tensed tokens (such as DT2). It might be #sedhat (a) and (b) both obtain in wl
yet the proposition expressed by U in the actualdvis nonetheless true at wl. First, |
will consider whether Smith’s objections succeedemonstrating that versions of the
date theory which provide t-truth-conditions (DTideDT3) are false. Then, | will
consider whether Smith’s objections provide angahto a formulation of the date
theory that provides p-truth-conditions (DT2).

Do Smith’s objections succeed in demonstrating Bl and DT3 are falsé?
Smith’s objection to the reductionist date theadiffiers fundamentally from his
objection to the substantivalist date theorist, smdboth objections deserve
fundamentally different replies. Let us first caes Smith’s objection to the date theory
given a reductionist account of time. Smith argines U is true at wl however Beth’'s
waking does not occur at t (since it occurs atid @ is not identical to t). | will argue
that this objection fails to pose any threat todhee theory. Smith makes certain
implausible suppositions concerning how a reduddtomould determine whether a time
at one world is the same as a time at another wdrlds raises the issue of the
identification of times across worlds: what makes world w the same time as t’ at
world v? One answer to this question is thatw & the same time as t’ at v if and only
if t is strictly identical to t’; if t is literallyone and the same time as t'. However a
reductionist who takes times to be sets of simelais events would be foolish to adopt

such an account precisely for the reasons Smithestg. If times are sets of

'3 n the previous section | gave reasons for thiercthat the Token View is false. If those reasons
succeed in demonstrating the falsity of the Tokéwy/ they will likewise succeed in demonstrating th
falsity of DT1. The success of Smith’s objectitmasng considered here would provide another,
independent reason for rejecting DT1.
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simultaneous events, then times have their mendssentially. If the identity of times
across worlds requires strict identity, then thetlebe no possible world in which 12pm
lacks the event of Ray striking the Empire Statddiug. As a result, the following
sentence will come out false on the standard plesgibrids analysis of modal claims:
(11) It might have been the case that Ray didstrdte the Empire State Building
at 12pm.
It is false because there is no possible worldhictvit is 12pm and Ray does not strike
the Empire State Building. Being forced to acdeptfalsity of (11) would be problem
enough, whether one adopted the date theory oria.view Smith attributes to the
reductionist is a non-starter independent of amglhaving to do with the date theory.
Fortunately for the reductionist who takes tinebe sets of simultaneous events,
there is another answer to the question of whateséknes the same across worlds that
results in a more plausible position. She shoeliydhat the sameness of times across
worlds is a matter of strict identity. Rather sh@uld claim that the sameness of times
across worlds is determined by similarity relatianat w is the same time as t’ at v iff
sufficiently resembles’ The time in wi that is the same time as 12prhénactual
world will be the time that sufficiently resembl&2pm in the actual world. The features
of resemblance that will determine whether a githere at wl sufficiently resembles
12pm in the actual world (and is therefore the sime as 12pm in the actual world)
will include both the extent to which the set ahsitaneous events in wl has the same
members as 12pm in the actual world, as well agxkent to which the world segments

in which the events in the set are located reseoneanother. The time that is 12pm in

8 What | am proposing here is a counterpart theotegatment of times. For more on this kind of
treatment of times see Lewis (1986, 70-71)
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w1l will be the one that most resembles 12pm iratttaal world in these respects. The
one that includes all the events simultaneous B&th’s waking minus Ray hitting the
Empire State Building is 12pm in w1.

Given this method for identifying times across wisrl(11) comes out true since
there is a possible world that contains the same &s 12pm in the actual world in which
Ray does not strike the Empire State Building. tif@nmore, the possible world that
Smith describes fails to show that t is not neagsea the truth of U, since t1 in wl is
the same time as t in the actual world (even thdugmot strictly identical to t1). So the
reductionist should claim that the identificatidrtimes across worlds is not a matter of
strict identity, but rather a matter of similariglations between sets of evehitsSo
Smith’s objection against the date theory giveaductionist account of time fails to
pose a threat to any of the formulations of the da¢ory given above.

It might be objected that denying that samenessnafs across worlds is a matter
of strict identity, and instead a matter of reseanbe relations obtaining between
numerically distinct sets of simultaneous everstsnad hocreply to Smith’s objection.
| would acknowledge the force of this responsééf move to resemblance relations
between distinct sets of simultaneous events waslyna way of avoiding Smith’s
objection to the date theory and lacked indepenaherivation. However such a moise
independently motivated. The reductionist will wemdeny that the identification of
times across worlds is a matter of strict identitprder to accommodate ordinary modal

claims about times. The need to accommodate nutalais such as (11) provides

" Denying that sameness of times across worldsriater of strict identity does not require one ¢myl
that the sameness of objects across worlds is emnudtstrict identity. It is coherent to hold thahat
makes my coffee mug in the actual world the samsoa®e other-worldly mug is a matter of strict idgnt
even though what makes the actual time at whicltoffee cup is first empty the same as some other-
worldly time is not a matter of strict identity.
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independent grounds for adopting a counterpartrétiedreatment of times. The fact
that such a move manages to avoid Smith’s objettidhe date theory is just a
consequence of adopting an account of the mod#liiynes that is on the whole more
plausible®®

Let us now consider Smith’s objection to the sasvalist date theorist. He
claims that there is some possible world, w2, incWwiBeth’s waking and U do not occur
at 12pm but rather some other time, 1pm. Smitimddhat U is true in w2. So Beth’s
waking at 12pm is not necessary for the truth of U.

Note that this argument can be restated to appilye reductionist who holds that
sameness of times across worlds is a matter ofntasace relations obtaining between
sets of simultaneous events. There is some pessinld, w2*, in which Beth does not
wake up at the time that is the same as 12pm iad¢heal world (the one that most
resembles 12pm in the actual world). Rather Be#tl@king and U are both located at the
time in w2* that most resembles 1pm in the actuadleh Intuitively, U is true in w2*

even though Beth’s waking does not occur at 12pmZh So Beth’s waking occurring

81t has been suggested to me by David lan Spemcebyan anonymous referee for this journal that th
reductionist could take times to be mereologicaiswf simultaneous events rather than sets of
simultaneous events. Assuming that mereologicm@glism is false, the reductionist who takestrto
be mereological sums of simultaneous events cadpand to Smith’s objection by claiming that t can
survive the loss of a part. However, | think tlewthat times are mereological sums of simultaseou
events isalso most plausibly combined with a counterpart thaoreeatment of the identification of times
across worlds.

Call the time that has as parts Beth’s waking utiberance U, Ray striking the ESB and all the
other events simultaneous with Beth’s waking ‘Tésdl Call the thing made up of all of these events
minus the event of Ray striking the ESB ‘Tib’. Naby hypothesis, if Ray did not strike the Empitat&
Building, Tibbles would still exist:

(1) Tibbles in @ = Tibbles in w1

(2) Tibin @ = Tibbles in wl

(3) Tibblesin@ Tibin @

(4) Tibbles in @ = Tib in @ (By 1,2, Transitivity mentity)

(5) Contradiction! (by 3,4)

| take the most plausible resolution of this puzel®e the denial of (1). Although Tibbles in @it
numerically identical to Tibbles in W1, Tibbles\il is the same time as Tibbles in @ in virtue of
sufficiently resembling Tibbles in @.
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at 12pm is not necessary for the truth of U. Wasgi®mith’s objection against the date
theory given a reductionist account of time camba@ded by adopting a plausible
account of the identification of times across wsyl8mith’s objection to the substantival
theory can be extended to apply regardless of wdclount of time one holds. | will
henceforth treat the objection Smith aims at thestativalist date theorist as one that
applies whether one adopts a substantival or actiedhist account of time. | will
henceforth refer to this objection as ‘Smith’s @ien’.

Smith’s Objection succeeds in demonstrating thetyeof DT1 and DT3. Both
DT1 and DT3 provide t-truth-conditions for tenselléns. According to DT1 and DT3,
U is true iff Beth’'s waking occurs at 12pm. Thesgible world described by Smith
provides a case in which U is true but Beth’s wgldioes not occur at 12pm. So it
succeeds in showing that Beth’'s waking at 12pnotiecessary for the truth of U.
There is a variant of Smith’s Objection that denttss that Beth’'s waking at 12pm is
not sufficient for the truth of U. There is a ps world, w3, in which Beth wakes up at
12pm, is fully awake at 1pm and U is produced an1pn w3, Beth’'s waking occurs at
12pm, so the right-side of the biconditional i9sfagd, however U is false since Beth is
already awake at 1pm. So DT1 and DT3 fail to ptevadequate necessary and sufficient
conditions for the truth of U.

There is a possible response to Smith’s Objedtiabmight be marshaled in
defense of DT1 and DT3. Heather Dyke claims tmaitlss Objection succeeds,
“provided that we allow Smith one crucial assumpti(Dyke 2002, 335). The
assumption is that token U in w2 is the same as tde actual world. If U in w2 is not

the same as U in the actual world, then w2 failshtow that Beth’s waking at 12pm is
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not necessary for the truth of U. The claim thabhW3 is the same token as U in the
actual world might likewise be denied, and it mighbtclaimed that as a result w3 fails to
show that Beth’s waking at 12pm is not sufficiemt the truth of U.

The main reason, | take it, that an objector maghty that U in w2 (U in w3) is
the same token as U in the actual world is beclusew2 (U in w3) occurs at a different
time than U in the actual world. It might be cladthat tokens have their times
essentially and since U in w2 (U in w3) is utteag¢a different time than U in the actual
world, the tokens are not the same. This respmSenith’s Objection strikes me as
implausible mainly because there do not seem tanlgegood reasons for holding that a
token has the time at which it is produced essknti#t seems perfectly natural to claim
that a token might have been produced later thactutally was. Tokens are, after all,
either utterances, inscriptions, firings of neuromthe brain. Why couldn’t such events
have happened an hour later than they actuallyti@®nsider my actual utterance at
12pm of ‘Beth is now waking'. Clearly it makes serto ask whether the token would
have been true, if | were to have uttered it arr hater. One might respond that what |
am asking in this case is whether a later, disthoken of the same type would have been
true. However, unless there are independent redsorlaiming that tokens have their
times essentially, insisting that U at w2 and Watare not the same as U at the actual

world strikes me as aad hocresponse to Smith’s Objection.

% The issue might be more complicated than | amesiijgg here. It might be that in certain contéxis
perfectly natural to claim that a token might h&een later than it actually is. When | emphaserain
features of a token utterance such as its beingtarance produced by the vocal chords, it seeezs that
a token Quautterance) might have been later than it actuadlg. Perhaps when we emphasize other
features of the token, such as its role in a sem#rdory, we are more inclined to say that it hasime
essentially.
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The lesson to be learned from Smith’s Objectiorfas, is that the date theory
should not be formulated in such a way as to petaluth-conditions for tensed tokens.
However does Smith’s Objection demonstrate thatitlte theory fails at providing p-
truth-conditions for tensed tokens? DT2 statestti@proposition expressed by a token
of ‘e is now’ produced at t is true if and onlyeifoccurs at t. This formulation is very
much in line with David Kaplan’s (1989) directlyfegential account of indexical
expressions. Kaplan claims that ‘now’ directlyersfto the time of the context in which
it is produced. So the p-truth-conditions of aglof the form ‘e is now’ will be
identical to the Kaplanian content of the tok&n.

It is clear that DT2 is immune from Smith’s Objeat U in the actual world
expresses the proposition that Beth is waking ptrl2In w2, the same token, U,
expresses a different proposition, namely the pmibjoo that Beth is waking at 1pm.

The fact that U is true in w2 even though Beth’&wg does not occur at 12pm does
nothing to undermine DT2, since DT2 does not previdcessary and sufficient
conditions for the truth of U, but rather it progglnecessary and sufficient conditions for
the proposition expressed by U in the actual woillde proposition expressed by U in
the actual world is the proposition that Beth ikimg at 12pm. This proposition is true

if and only if Beth’s waking occurs at 12pm. W3a@poses no threat to DT2. In w3, U
expresses the proposition that Beth’s waking ocatiigom. Since Beth’s waking occurs
at 12pm, U is false in w3. However the fact thagxpresses a false proposition in w3

does nothing to undermine DT2 since DT2 providesssary and sufficient conditions

2 gtrictly speaking, Kaplan’s own view does not gssiontents to tokens but rather assigns contents t
expressions in a context which can be thought @f gair consisting of a sentence type and a cantext
the end, | will side with Kaplan in rejecting tok#reories in favor of something like his expressiama-
context theories.
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for the proposition expressed by U in the actualldvoThis proposition is true in w3
since in w3 Beth does wake up at 12pm. So the pkamvolving w3 fails to provide a
counterexample to DT2.

My considerations concerning Smith’s objectiong® date theory may be
summed up as follows. Smith’s objection to theuribnist date theorist fails because it
attributes an implausible view to the reductioaisbut how times are identified across
worlds. Smith’s objection to the substantivaliateltheorist can be restated to apply to
the date theorist regardless of whether she adogtbstantival or reductionist account of
time. This objection, Smith’s Objection, succegddemonstrating that the date theory
should not be formulated in such a way as to petaluth-conditions for tensed tokens.
DT1 and DT3 both provided t-truth-conditions fonsed tokens and Smith’s Objection
shows that they are false. | note however thatt8sObjection fails to undermine DT2,
a version of the date theory that is formulatedasto provide p-truth-conditions for
tensed tokens. In fact, DT2 seems to provide éx#ut right results with respect to the
possible world Smith puts forth as a counterexartgptée date theory. | conclude that

while DT1 and DT3 are both false, DT2 is true.

5. Conclusion

| have argued that for both the token-reflexiveotlyeand the date theory, there
are three different formulations depending upontvame takes the fundamental bearers
of truth to be and what sense of ‘truth-conditione has in mind. | argue that there is a
version of the token-reflexive theory, namely TRt is true and a version of the date-

theory, namely DT2, that is true. TR3 providesuth-conditions for tensed tokens

26



whereas DT2 provides p-truth-conditions for tensdens. | conclude that the token-
reflexive theory and the date theory should natiazken to be rival theories but rather
should be seen as suited for different purposé® tdken-reflexive theory is well suited
for providing necessary and sufficient conditioosthe truth of tokens (t-truth-
conditions), whereas the date theory is well suibegroviding necessary and sufficient
conditions for the truth of propositions expresbgdokens (p-truth-conditions). To
illustrate this point, let us once again considgrutierance, U, at 12pm of ‘Beth is now
waking’. Suppose we are interested in knowing umdeat conditions my token
utterance is true (i.e. expresses a true propaitibR3 is best suited for this goal. TR3
says that my token is true if and only if U is sltaneous with Beth’'s waking. In w2, U
is true because U is simultaneous with Beth’s wgkilm w3, U is false because U is not
simultaneous with Beth’s waking. TR3 provides uthwihe correct result in these cases.
Suppose we are instead interested in knowing unbat conditions the proposition
expressed by my token utterance U is true. DTies suited for this goal. DT2 entails
that the proposition expressed by my utterancelsefin w2 because Beth’'s waking does
not take place at 12pm and it entails that the gsijon expressed by my utterance is
true in w3 because Beth’s waking does occur at 12pibelieve that the debate over
whether the token-reflexive theory is true or wieettine date theory is true has arisen
from a failure to distinguish between p-truth-cdiadis and t-truth-conditions. Once this
distinction is highlighted, it becomes clear tha tate theory and the token-reflexive
theory are not rival theories, but instead suiteddifferent conceptual tasks.

| have argued that there is a version of the taleflexive theory that is true and a

version of the date theory that is true. Do tHeseulations vindicate the New B-
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Theory? Unfortunately, | think not. Both the tokeeflexive theory and the date theory
arose from an assumption that the truth and fatsitgnsed sentences can be fully
accommodated by providing truth-conditions for eghokens. | think there is good
reason to deny this claim. Intuitively, sentencas be true at a time even if they are
untokened. Suppose that the forest burns from ptal Wednesday. Consider once
again the following sentence:

(3) The forest is now burning.

It is plausible that (3) is true on Tuesday eveayutih there is no token of (3) produced on
Tuesday. Admitting that (3) is true on Tuesdaysdioet demonstrate that either TR3 or
DT2 is false since both admit the existence of tekelependent truths. However,
neither TR3 nor DT2 can give an account of whyig3jue on Tuesday since both
provide truth-conditions (albeit two different kimdf truth-conditions) fotokens.

A natural response from the New B-Theorist is toralthat TR3 and DT2 can be
combined with a counterfactual analysis involviogdns, and that TR3 and DT2,
together with this counterfactual analysis, carvig® a complete account of the truth or
falsity of tensed sentences. Given TR3 and DT&gtlare two ways in which we might
attempt to accommodate the truth of (3) on Tuesdyagppealing to counterfactuals. The
first option is to combine TR3 with a counterfadtanalysis:

(3) is true on Tuesday iff the following countetiaal is true: If a token,

U, of ‘The forest is now burning’ were to have bgeaduced on Tuesday,

then U would have been true (i.e. would have esqwé a true

proposition).
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The truth of the counterfactual on the right-haidg ®f the biconditional is supported by
TR3. In the closest possible world in which U ieguced on Tuesday, it is true because
U’s t-truth-conditions obtain: U is simultaneougwihe burning of the forest. Similarly,
if the forest was not burning on Tuesday, the hiltiional would provide the correct
result that (3) is false since the counterfactualid be false.

The other option for accommodating the truth ¢fd@ Tuesday is by combining
(DT2) with a counterfactual analysis. This resuitthe following biconditional:

(3) is true on Tuesday iff the following countetiaal is true: If a token,

U, of (3) were to have been produced on Tuesday tihe proposition

that would have been expressed by U would have treen
In this case, the truth of the counterfactual anrtght-hand side of the biconditional is
supported by DT2. In the closest possible world/imich U is produced on Tuesday, U’s
p-truth-conditions obtain: the proposition exprelskg U is true because the forest is
burning on Tuesday.

However note that both of these counterfactuat@gpghes fail with respect to
sentences such as:

(6) I am not now tokening anything.
As with (3), there is an intuition that (6) cantbge at certain times. Suppose | am
knocked unconscious moments before 2pm. At 2pjrs(Bue. However consider the
following biconditional:

(6) is true at 2pm iff the following counterfactualtrue: if | were to have

produced a token, U, of (6) at 2pm then U wouldehlagen true (i.e.would

have expressed a true token).
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This provides the wrong result. The counterfactumathe right-hand side of the
biconditional is false. In the nearest possiblelevim which | produce a token of U, U is
false. It is false because the t-truth-conditigiven by TR3 fail to obtain. Trying to
accommodate the truth of (6) at 2pm by appealintedollowing biconditional also
fails.

(6) is true at 2pm iff the following counterfactisitrue: if | were to have

produced a token, U, of (6) at 2pm, then the psdjmm that would have been

expressed by U would have been true.
The counterfactual on the right-hand side of tle®hditional is again false. In the
closest possible world in which U is produced oredday, the proposition expressed by
U is false because the p-truth-conditions giver(b}2) fail to obtain. Trying to
accommodate the truth of sentences like (6) by @ppeto a counterfactual analysis
involving tokens does not succeed.

| conclude that, even though (TR3) and (DT2) a#hltrue, they are unable to
provide a complete account of what makes tense@sess true. | believe that the B-
theory can succeed in providing tenseless truttthtions for tensed sentences, however
in order for it to succeed, it must abandon thepssjtion on which the New B-Theory
was founded. IiRReal TimeD. H. Mellor realizes that tensed sentence tygresot true
or falsesimpliciter, but rather true at some times and false at atfmes. He concludes
from this that “the truth and falsity of tensed tegtes, therefore, are properties of their
tokens rather than of their types” (Mellor 1981).480th the date theory and the token-
reflexive theory take Mellor’s conclusion as th&tiarting point by providing truth-

conditions for tokens. | think the B-theorist shibteject Mellor’s conclusion. The fact
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that tensed sentence types are not true or saiggliciter, but rather true at some times
and false at others, should not motivate a movatdsvtaking truth and falsity of tensed
sentences to be properties of their tokens. RattheB-theorist should evaluate sentence
types in a context. Only then will the B-theossicceed in providing a complete account

of what makes tensed sentences flue.

21| would like to thank Chris Heathwood, Jonathaha&fer, Bradford Skow, Brandt Van der Gaast and an
anonymous referee for comments on earlier draft&uld especially like to thank Phillip Bricker fois
careful comments on earlier drafts and for manpfaédiscussions.
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