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Living on the Brink, or Welcome Back,
Growing Block!

Fabrice Correia and Sven Rosenkranz

In this paper, we clarify what proponents of the Growing Block
Theory (GBT) should and should not say, and what they consist-
ently can say. At some stage, our discussion will be premised on a
simplifying ontological assumption, viz. that when it comes to met-
aphysics all we ever quantify over, besides purely abstract objects
such as numbers, are instantaneous entities. Its controversial nature
notwithstanding, this ontological assumption is not a priori inco-
herent and so in order to show that GBT is a tenable view it will do
to consider a version of GBT that subscribes to it. In fact, talk about
a block to which more and more layers are added as time goes by
strongly suggests that such a version of GBT is very much in the
spirit of C. D. Broad’s original proposal (Broad 1923). Since this
ontological assumption is likewise open to GBT’s main rivals, pre-
sentism and eternalism, we prejudge no issues in our attempt to
bring out what is distinctive of GBT.

Once all the central tenets of the view are on the table, we address
both David Braddon-Mitchell’s and Trenton Merricks’s recent eulo-
gies for GBT, based on what is representative of a certain type of
argument meant to show that GBT is internally incoherent (Brad-
don-Mitchell 2004, Merricks 2006; cf. also Bourne 2002). This type of
argument at no stage presupposes that our simplifying ontological
assumption is false, and so it should retain its dialectical force, if
any, even after this ontological assumption has explicitly been
made. However, we argue that this type of argument proceeds from
amistaken assumption about GBT’s core, something which becomes
most obvious in the light of the particular version of GBT we con-
sider. We conclude that this type of argument misfires and that for
all we know, we might be living on the brink of reality.



I

We conceive of the debate to which GBT and its rivals, presefi
and eternalism, contribute as centring on the question of
THERE IS, where this question is couched in terms of the,
physically speaking, most fundamental notion of quantific
(hence the small caps). This is quite consistent with the ide;
GBT, presentism, and eternalism disagree about the fact
make up reality, and not just about the objects populating i
any such disagreement can be recast as one about what
THERE ARE. ‘

Thus, ‘what THERE 18’ is meant to refer to what there funda .
tally is, or what there is in reality, and is meant to be abso
unrestricted (at least as far as things in time are concerned, se
paragraph). This meaning is common to all the uses made
whether they are made by proponents of GBT, presentists, o
nalists. The parties disagree, though, on principles esser
involving such quantification. In other words, they tell diff
stories as to what there fundamentally is.

The disagreement does not turn on whether in reality there a
any purely abstract objects and, if so, what ontological status
enjoy at different times, where purely abstract objects are
abstract objects, like numbers but unlike certain sets, that d
depend for their existence on any concrete things. After all,
presentism, and eternalism disagree about what THERE IS if
and most plausibly (and intuitionistic considerations aside), p
abstract objects, if any, are not in time. Consequently, our disc
of their disagreement will not in any way be affected if, for the
of simplicity alone, we take the most fundamental notion of q
fication, whatever its proper conception, to exclude purely ab
objects from its range. This restriction will come in handy
when we use metric tense-logical operators and quantify over
bers to measure temporal distances. We hasten to add that qu
cation over numbers for such purposes alone may well be co
not to involve any serious ontological commitment (cf. Prio

The disagreement between GBT, presentism, and eternalisn
what THERE 15 is best formulated in terms of a tensed nof
present existence (or being present). All parties agree that TH
entities which presently exist. Presentists hold in addition



THERE ARE only presently existing entities. Proponents of GBT and
eternalists alike deny the presentists’ claim: eternalists hold that
THERE ARE entities which were present but are no longer so, as well
as entities which will be present but are not yet so, while friends of
GBT accept the first but reject the second of these two eternalist
claims. As we shall see in due course, characterizing GBT by means
of a tensed notion of present existence will have the consequence
that on this view (just as on the presentist view), the metaphysically
most fundamental notion of quantification is likewise tensed. This,
as we shall now argue, is indeed a welcome consequence that is
faithful to the basic idea behind GBT.

The basic idea behind GBT is the combination of two thoughts:
reality constantly grows so that (i) at any moment in time, a new
layer is added to it that did not form part of it before, and (ii) at any
moment in time, there is no layer of reality in the future of the layer
added to reality at that moment. Consequently, at any moment in
time, there is a last layer of reality that is, as it were, on the edge of
reality (Broad 1923: 87-9).!

Often, the view is merely presented as holding that reality con-
sists of all the layers added to it up until the present moment and of
no other layers. This claim, while certainly part of GBT, fails to cap-
ture the idea that the block is constantly growing. It at most captures
the idea of a grown block, and not that of a block that continues to
grow. But on closer inspection, it even fails to capture the idea that
the block has grown to be what it is at the present moment, for it is
50 far consistent with the contravening thought that at any past
!moment, reality is exactly as it is today, never mind that the addi-
tion of layers occurs at different moments.
| Thus, to capture the dynamic aspects of the view, GBT must be
J“Conceived to operate with a tensed notion of reality and so of what
THERE 15.2 This should already make plain that, contrary to what
\

' (Page references are to the reprint; see References section.) On pages 87-8, Broad
(1923) speaks of ‘fresh slices of existence’ being added to ‘the total history of the
{World” and defines the present as ‘the last thin slice’ added to it ‘that is succeeded by
anfhing’. For more pertinent quotes, see next footnote.

. *0n page 88, Broad (1923) explicitly states that on his view of becoming, ‘the sum
“total of existence is always increasing’ so that ‘when we say that the red section [of a

Signal lamp’s past history] precedes the green section, we mean that there was a
\Moment when the sum total of existence included the red event but did not include the




authors like Braddon-Mitchell and Merricks suggest, GBT d
appropriate eternalism with respect to the present and pasf
of reality that it posits: unlike GBT, eternalism operates
notion of what THERE 1s that is untensed.? _

Eternalists often speak of their conception of reality as th ‘
block universe. This terminological coincidence might be ta
suggest that proponents of GBT and eternalists agree on thei
ception of the past (see Braddon-Mitchell 2004: 199-200; M
2006: 104). But block isn’t block. If we think of past world-sli
those succeeded by others, then according to GBT, we can loo!
at a world-slice that has become past ever since the block contiz
to grow beyond it and can correctly identify it as past in this
What according to GBT we cannot do, however, is perfo:
mental operation of ‘going back’ to that past world-slice an
we have done so, ‘back there’ correctly identify it as past in
sense. But neither should we want to, if we believe in GBT:
view, unlike the eternalists’ view, in performing that mental
tion we consider what reality was like at a time when the block
had not grown beyond that world-slice, and evidently, reality wi
such that that world-slice was on its edge and so was not suc
by any other. §

It might be complained that a catalogue of all that THERE 1 sh
not, on anyone’s conception of it, come with a sell-by date. B
such complaint would not be suasive. For, as long as it is pa
parcel of the view under discussion that reality changes over
in the sense that always, reality comprises more than what,

green one, and that there was another moment when the sum total of existence: ‘
all that was included in the first moment and also the green event'. This is €
dence that Broad had a tensed conception of what THERE Is. See also footnote

3 Here a comparison with the debate between actualism and possibilism
helpful. It is standard to characterize these views by saying that the actuali
that absolutely everything there is is actual, whereas the possibilist says that
things which are not actual—where the quantifiers are understood as ab
unrestricted. Now the typical possibilist will hold that ‘there is’, taken in ti
isnot “modally tensed’, where this means that the quantifier is not sensitive f
ding by modal operators (e.g. she will hold that ‘There is an x such that poss
equivalent to ‘Possibly, there is an x such that p’). By contrast, the typical actu
claim that ‘there is’ is modally tensed (e.g. she will hold that possibly, th
human being which is four meters tall, but deny that there is a human b
could have been four metres tall).



ast moment, was real, such a complaint will beg the question
against that view and so already presuppose that the view is
incorrect. Accordingly, one might ask back on what grounds that
Presupposition can legitimately be made.

I

In what follows, we lay down principles governing the tensed
notion of what THERE 15 at work in GBT. We will use ‘SOMETHING’
and ‘3x’, “3y’, etc., in order to express this notion, and ‘EVERYTHING’
and VX', ‘Vy’, etc., as their respective duals. The principles further
involve quantification over numbers suitable for measuring tempo-
ral distances. In line with our policy to exclude purely abstract
Lobjects from the range of what THERE 18, we will use different quan-
tifiers and variables for this purpose, viz. ‘Zn’, ‘Zm’, etc., for existen-
iﬁal quantification over numbers, and ‘TIn’, ‘TIm’, etc., for universal
quantification over numbers.

As already adumbrated, the principles also involve a tensed
notion of present existence, which we express by using the verb
phrase ‘presently exist’ or sometimes simply the verb ‘exist’, as well
as the predicate symbol ‘P".* Given an additional assumption about
the kinds of entities quantified over, which we make explicit in due
tourse, this tensed notion of present existence neatly corresponds
to the notion of being on the edge of reality. It will prove useful to
ork with quantifiers defined by restricting the metaphysically
ost fundamental quantifiers to presently existing entities. The
festricted existential quantifier will be expressed by means of ‘some-
thing’, “there is’, and variants thereof (all in normal font), and is
efined as follows:

Something @s iff , SOMETHING which presently exists @s.

The restricted universal quantifier is simply the dual of the quantifier
5t defined, and it will be expressed by means of ‘everything’, ‘for
',and variants thereof (again, all in normal font). It is defined thus:

Everything ¢s iff , EVERYTHING which presently exists @s.

_* Note that ‘presently exist” does not function in the way ‘exists now’ does, where
OW’ is a temporally rigid indexical which is insensitive to tense-logical embedding.



The restricted existential quantifier will be symbolized by *
etc., and its dual by ‘Ax’, ‘Ay’, etc. ‘

In order to state the principles characterizing GBT’s conge
of what THERE 15, we shall adopt the following convention
ing the metric tense-logical operator ‘n days from the pres
equivalent to ‘presently’ if n = 0, to ‘~n days ago’ if n < 0, a
days hence’ if n > 0. We symbolize ‘n days from the
by ‘D,". d

As advernsed we will make the simplifying ontological al 5
tion that at least in the context of metaphysics, all we ever
over by means of ‘3x’, ‘3, etc., or Ex’, ‘Ey’, etc., are entitie
instantaneous. So in particular, the following will be assur
always hold:

(0) —ZnZm # 0D ExD, P(x).

Needless to say, this assumption is controversial However i

con51stent view, it will do to focus on a particular version
is committed to (0); and for the purposes of bringing out
distinctive of GBT, it will do to contrast that version with
of presentism and eternalism that are likewise committed to

According to GBT, EVERYTHING is such that for some 7,
<0, n days from the present, it then exists: ‘

(1) VxZn <0D P(x).

5 The claim that everything is instantaneous can be formulated by an etet
follows:

(a) For ALL x, THERE is a unique moment ¢ at which x exists (or s 1
stage theorists like to say). 8

An eternalist will typically hold that (0) is true at a moment £, iff (b) is true:

(b) ~(EnEm # 0 such that at the moment ¢ n days from £, THERE IS af
exists and at the moment m days from ¢, x also exists).

For her, (b) will be equivalent to (c), which is in turn equivalent to (d):

(c) - (THERE Is an x and ZnZm # 0 such that at the moment ¢ 7 days £
exists and at the moment ¢’ i days from ¢, x also exists).

(d) - (THERE 1s an x and THERE ARE two distinct moments ¢ and ¢’ such t
t, x exists, and at t’, x also exists).

(d) is clearly acceptable to an eternalist.



This at most tells us that EVERYTHING either exists or used to exist,
put is as yet silent on whether all that either exists or used to exist is
GOMETHING. According to GBT, however, reality certainly is not less
than what exists or used to exist. So according to GBT, for all n, with
n <0, n days from the present, anything that then exists is, —n days
from the then present, SOMETHING:

(2) Mn<0D,AxD_3y(y = x).

The idea of a grown block certainly also suggests that reality is such
that at any moment present or past, something then exists that
forms a layer of it. So we take it that the following too is an essential
ingredient of GBT:

(3) In <03xD,P(x).

It follows from (1) that NOTHING is such that for some n, with n > 0,
n days from the present, it then exists but for no m <0, m days from
the present, it does—more perspicuously, that NOTHING will exist
that neither already exists nor already existed in the past:

(4) -3x(Zn > 0D P(x) & Im < 0-D, P(x)).

m

In conjunction with (0), (4) implies that NOTHING is such that for
some 1, with n > 0, n days from the present, it then exists—i.e. that
NOTHING will exist:

(5) —3xZn> 0D P(x).

We now claim that ‘alwaysations’ of (1) to (3) are quite sufficient to
express the core of GBT.® These ‘alwaysations’ are obtained by prefix-
ing either principle with ‘TIkD,’, where this operation can be reiter-
ated.” Unlike (1) to (3) themselves, these ‘alwaysations’ nicely capture

¢ The ‘alwaysation’ of (3) implies that for any #, n days from the present, SOME-
THING exists. This is a substantial claim, but the issue of whether this claim is true is
Orthogonal to the debate between GBT and its rivals, and hence we do not prejudge
any issues by conceiving of GBT as implying it.

" The principle that what always holds always always holds, though plausible, is
Mot uncontroversial. However, any doubts about its validity will be independent

om the controversy between GBT and its rivals, presentism and eternalism. So we
Prejudge no issues by here assuming it.



the dynamic aspects of the view. The version of GBT we will ¢
when responding to Braddon-Mitchell’s and Merricks’s obj
includes the core of GBT, and in addition the ‘alwaysation’ of (@)
However, given only minimal factual assumptions, (1) to (3) the
selves are already sufficient to mark the contrast with both prese
and eternalism. Thus, assuming that sometimes in the past, g
THING existed which does not now exist, presentists will deny
assuming that sometimes in the future, soMETHING will exis
neither exists now nor existed before now, eternalists will reject
The “alwaysations’ of (1) to (3) furthermore entail that always
whatever was SOMETHING still is SOMETHING: 3

(6) TIKD,JIn <0D VxD_3y(y = x),

which is precisely what one would expect GBT to imply. ]
Once the ‘alwaysation’ of (0), and so of (5), is added to GBT

core, the resulting view furthermore entails that always,

SOMETHING which was NOTHING earlier than then:

(7) TIKD,3xTIn < 0D,~3y(y = x).

It likewise follows that the open sentence ‘TIn < 0D, ~3y(y
always equivalent to ‘P(x)’. Accordingly, given the ‘alwaysatic
(5), whenever SOMETHING presently exists, it was NOTHING eatll
than then and NOTHING exists later than then, and vice versa
there is a clear sense in which whenever SOMETHING presentl
it is on the edge of reality but was not on the edge of reality
and vice versa. The latter equivalence will prove an asset Wi
comes to defusing Braddon-Mitchell’s and Merricks’s argum

III

Before we turn to these arguments, however, let us make clear w
does not involve. To begin with, note that (2) differs from the st
claim that for all n, with n <0, n days from the present, anything
exists is such that ~1 days from the then present, it likewise exists:

(*) Tin<0D,AxD_P(x).

GBT’s core does not entail (*). (*) in fact negates one of the
factual assumptions made earlier. It is ruled out by (3) in conjunct



lvith (0) and so proves false on the particular version of GBT that
assumes (0) to always hold.

Note also that nothing said so far implies that, according to GBT,
for all n, with n > 0, n days from the present, nothing then exists:

(") In>0D <3xPix).

() is indeed inconsistent with GBT. For (3) entails ‘3xP(x)’, and so
{assuming that (3) always holds, ‘TIn > 0D, 3xP(x)" will hold as well,
;r‘and this is inconsistent with (**).

| Proponents of GBT should not accept that NOTHING is such that,

\ : it
for some n, with n > 0, n days from the present it is SOMETHING:
‘,‘

(**) —3xZn> 0D Jy(y = x),

which is stronger than (5) and so isn’t implied by it. Actually, the
'negation of (***) is entailed by the claim that EVERYTHING will still
be SOMETHING at any future moment:

(8) VxlIln>0D_3y(y = x),

which itself follows from (6)—whichis all to the good, since plausibly,
GBT implies that the block will never erode. That (8) follows from
(6) can be shown as follows. (6) is obviously equivalent to ‘TTkD,I1n >
0D_VxD 3y(y = x)’, which entails ‘TTk > 0D,IIn > 0D_ VxD 3y(y = x)’.
From this we can infer ‘ITk > 0D,D_VxD,Jy(y = x)’, and then ‘TIk >
0¥xD,3y(y = x)’, which is obviously equivalent to (8).

So much for our characterization of GBT’s core and of the par-
ticular version of GBT that accepts the ‘alwaysation’ of (0) and so of
;5). We now turn to Braddon-Mitchell’s and Merricks’s swan songs
for GBT. If their arguments are successful at all, they should affect
!ﬂll versions of GBT.

Iv

raddon-Mitchell (2004) argues against GBT as follows. Suppose
at this moment, and all that exists at this moment, are on the edge of
eality, where ‘this moment’ functions as an indexical. Then, if at
Ome moment in time earlier than this moment, Caesar is crossing
e Rubicon and judges his crossing to be on the edge of reality,
aesar’s judgement is false. Of course, when that earlier moment



was on the edge of reality, Caesar’s judgement was true; hoy
if this moment is on the edge of reality, that earlier moment no |,
is so. But now, by parity of reasoning, if some moment in time
than this moment is on the edge of reality, then if at this mome
are talking philosophy and judge our talking to be on the eg
reality, our judgement is likewise false. Of course, if this moment i
on the edge of reality, then our judgement is true. But we haye
means to find out whether this moment in fact is on the edge
ity. We do know that this moment is this moment and also t
talking philosophy occurs at this moment, but to know this i
know anything that is only momentarily the case, whereas i
momentarily the case that this moment is on the edge of reali
So, for all we know, this moment might be on the edge of
and for all we know, some moment later than this moment mi
on the edge of reality. This moment is only ever on the edge o
for the briefest of moments; and the probability that it is not
far outstrips the probability that it is so now. In so far as, acca
to GBT, to be present is to be on the edge of reality, ‘we
regard the hypothesis that the current moment is present

2004: 200-1).

In a similar vein, Merricks (2006) argues that proponents of GBI
must distinguish between what he respectively calls ‘the sul
present’ and ‘the objective present’. While “the objective presentis
meant always to refer to the edge of reality as postulated by GBI
wherever it happens to be located, the reference of ‘the su
present’ varies across time in that at any moment of tin
moment is the subjective present. Merricks’s reason for say!
GBT forces this distinction is that, on the one hand, Nero’
ment e, that e exists at the present, which occurred some il
past, does not exist on the edge of reality, while on the 0
is also a clear sense in which e is true. Now, if e related to
tive present, then we would have to conclude that ¢ is fal
fore, e is best construed as being about the moment
Nero makes that judgement—what, at that moment, is th
tive present as opposed to the edge of reality. By parity of reaso!
so Merricks argues following Braddon-Mitchell (2004),



judgements j, made today, to the effect that j exists at present, are
best construed as being about our subjective present and not about
the edge of reality: since our judgements are located on the edge of
reality only for the briefest of moments, the probability of their
being true would be ‘vanishingly small’ otherwise.

But now, once the objective present is thus dissociated from what,
at any given moment including today, is the subjective present, it
becomes entirely unclear what the objective present is and so where
the edge of reality is located. For all we know, it might lie in the
future of today. Thus, it now becomes difficult to see on what
grounds we can distinguish between GBT and what Merricks calls
the theory of the unmotivated growing hunk according to which the
edge of reality lies ten years ahead. Merricks concludes that, there-
fore, GBT ultimately proves to be incoherent (Merricks 2006:
105-10).

Since Braddon-Mitchell is ready to concede to the proponents of
GBT an ontology of world-slices, his argument is clearly intended
to refute the particular version of GBT which is committed to the
‘alwaysation” of (0) and which we outlined in previous sections
(Braddon-Mitchell 2004: 199). Although Merricks considers the fail-
ure of (0) in a footnote, his reasoning nowhere presupposes that (0)
might fail: for argument’s sake, the judgements in question are
treated as instantaneous (Merricks 2006: 105n). So if successful at
all, it too ought to count against that particular version of GBT.?

It should be evident that Braddon-Mitchell’s and Merricks’s swan
songs are variations on an identical theme. However, if our charac-
terization of GBT is correct, nothing of this should carry any convic-
tion. To begin with, note that according to GBT as characterized,
always, THERE ARE past moments which we can continue to refer to
by means by which we could likewise refer to them when they were
on the edge of reality. Tenseless date terms are a common means to
that end. What we can never do, though, is continue to refer to past
mMoments by means of ‘this moment’, by means of which we could

* Our response to Braddon-Mitchell and Merricks on behalf of GBT will be prem-
Sed on an ontology of instantaneous entities. But for all we can see, ultimately, all
that is strictly speaking needed is the assumption that judgements can be instantane-
Ous; and as long as there can be trivially correct judgements of the form ‘The present
Moment is present’, this assumption should not be contentious.



refer to them when they were on the edge of reality. For, always,
‘this moment’ refers to the present moment, and to no past momeng,
This is a semantic platitude, on anyone’s account. The same appﬁe-'f
mutatis mutandis, to ‘what exists at this moment”: always, “what
exists at this moment’ refers to all and only those things that exist 54
the present moment, and not to all and only those things that exist
at some past moment. Now, it may readily be agreed that we might
not now know truths of the form ‘d is the moment on the edge;;;;g,
reality’ (or of the form “What exists at d exists at the moment on the
edge of reality’), where “d’ is some tenseless date term that refers to
t,, where ¢ is this, the present, moment. But it does not follow fro
this that we do not know, of ¢, and all that exists at f, that they are
on the edge of reality under the modes of presentation respectively
encoded by ‘this moment’ and ‘what exists at this moment’. For tha
to follow, it must furthermore be assumed that it is epistemicall
possible that sometimes ‘the moment on the edge of reality’ does
not refer to what then is the present moment. {

Both Braddon-Mitchell and Merricks suggest that, on condition
that GBT holds, we might indeed be in a position in which we
left to wonder whether this moment is the moment on the edg
reality or is rather earlier than the moment on the edge of rea
Given the triviality thatif # is on the edge of reality, at t, ‘the mom
on the edge of reality’ picks out f, this makes sense only if C
allows that at this moment, ‘the moment on the edge of reality” mi
refer to a moment it could likewise refer to at a later moment. B
Braddon-Mitchell and Merricks furthermore assume that accord
to GBT, for ANY moment ¢, if t and all that exists at ¢ are on the e
of reality, then for ANY moment ¢’ earlier than ¢, at t’, t and all
exists at t are on the edge of reality. For unless this was so, t's beift
on the edge of reality would not imply that if at an earlier mozm
t', one judged t’ or something that exists at ¢’ to be on the edg
reality, one would be making a false judgement; and the basis
the authors’ negative induction would crumble.’

Yet, according to GBT, and in stark contrast with eternalism, 1
some moment ¢, we ‘go back’ in thought to an earlier moment b
ask what is the case at that earlier moment ¢'—an operation effec

¢ Throughout, we treat ‘at #’ as equivalent to ‘it is the case at ¢ that’. This is'a»f
logical operator (of the sort used in so-called hybrid logic, for instance) which
could in the present context define as ‘Always, if ¢ is present, then’.



by the use of ‘at t' "—we ask what the block included when ¢” was
sitting on its edge; and always, when SOMETHING is on the edge of
reality, there is NOTHING which exists later than then. A fortiori, at ¢’,
t does not ExisT and so is not on the edge of reality. It is only if one
assumes that what, at ', THERE 18 includes what THERE 15 at ¢, that
one might think otherwise. Accordingly, both arguments presup-
pose that GBT operates with an untensed notion of what THERE 1s.
As we have argued, this is a mistake.

Proponents of GBT do want to say that SOMETHING is on the edge
of reality and that SOMETHING, e.g. Caesar’s crossing the Rubicon or
Nero’s past judgement e, used to be on the edge of reality but no
longer is. But they do not want to say that THERE 1s any edge of real-
ity such that SOMETHING used to be on it but no longer is. Nor is
GBT helpfully construed as claiming that THERE 1s some edge of
reality on which soMETHING was which no longer is on ANY edge of
reality today. To say that SOMETHING used to be on the edge of real-
ity but no longer is, while SOMETHING is on the edge of reality today,
need not commit one to the claim that THERE ARE many edges.

Instead, on any version of GBT committed to the ‘alwaysation” of
(0), being on the edge of reality is best conceived as a property such
that always, SOMETHING has it but did not have it before, always,
SOMETHING used to have it but no longer does, and always, NOTH-
ING is going to have it. This property is obviously tensed and, most
plausibly, versions of GBT committed to the ‘alwaysation’ of (0) will
identify it with the property of present existence which we expressed
by means of ‘P(x)".' Even those who reject GBT may accept that
there is a tensed property of present existence, but they will anyway
deny that it satisfies the description GBT gives of it. But this is no
surprise, because that description involves use of the metaphysi-
cally most fundamental notion of quantification and whether the
Property of present existence satisfies it will depend on the princi-
ples which GBT claims to hold for that notion.!

' Of course, to say that NOTHING is going to presently exist is not the same as to
Say that there is going to be NOTHING that presently exists. According to the version
of GBT under consideration, the former holds, while the latter fails to hold.

"' Proponents of the version of GBT under consideration may wish to hold that
THERE ARE facts involving this property which, in the past, made Nero’s judgement
true and so existed back then, but do no longer exist today. But as long as proponents
of that version of GBT are not committed to (¥), and they aren't, this claim is quite
Consistent with anything they are in fact committed to. See footnote 14.



In fact, we can prove that on the version of GBT we characterjy
‘The present moment and all that exists at the present moment
on the edge of reality’ is always true. The proof makes use of
principles both of which are acceptable to friends and foes of
alike, viz.

(P) Always, THERE IS a unique moment which is present,
(Q) Always, for ALL moments z and z’, if z is present and
later than z, then z” will be present.

On the version of GBT we characterize, we can take ‘x is on the edo
or reality’ to be always equivalent to ‘It is not the case that THER
a moment y such that y is later than x’. This said, let us turn to the
proof.

By (P), THERE IS a unique present moment. Let then f; be
present moment. Assume, for reductio, that ¢, is not on the edg
reality. Then for soME moment y, y is later than . Let then t, be s
a moment. By (Q), it follows that ¢, will exist, and so, that som
THING will exist. But given our principle (5), NoTHING Wwill exis
Contradiction! We can therefore conclude that ¢, is on the edg
reality. Let now a be soMETHING which exists at ¢,. Notice that
(0), since t, is present, a will not exist anymore in the future. Asst
again for reductio, that a is not on the edge of reality. Then for st
moment ¥, y is later than 4. Let then ¢, be such a moment. Sin
exists at t; and will not exist anymore in the future, then ¢, is
only later than g, it is also later than f. But, as we saw before, this
impossible. Therefore, a is on the edge of reality. Since a was a
trary, we can conclude that all that exists at £, is on the edge of
ity. Thus, we have proved that ‘The present moment and all
exists at the present moment are on the edge of reality’ is true.

Notice that besides (P) and (Q), the only other metaphysical p:
ciples at work in this proof are principles which our version o
assumes to always hold, viz. (0) and (5). The logical principles
in this proof can safely be taken to always hold as well. As a co
quence, what the proof establishes is not only that ‘The pré:
moment and all that exists at the present moment are on the edg
reality’ is true. The proof furthermore establishes that this st
ment is always true.

With this result being in place, the answer to Braddon-Mitcht
question ‘How do we know that it is now now?’ is straightforw:



For if  know that GBT is true, on the particular version of it that we
have characterized in this paper, then I know, or at least am in a
position to know, that “The present moment is on the edge of real-
ity’ is always true, and hence presently true, which is to say that I
know, or amin a position to know, thatnow (i.e. the present moment)
is now (i.e. the moment that is on the edge of reality).

Suppose I am now making judgement j to the effect that j is on the
edge of reality. Can I exclude the possibility that the proposition I
thereby judge is false? This is to ask whether it is epistemically possible
for me at the time of making judgement j, that SOMETHING earlier or
later than that time is on the edge of reality. Again, the answer is now
straightforward. Suppose that I know GBT, on the version of it we
suggest. Then I know, or atleast am in a position to know, that always,
the present moment and all that exists at the present moment are on
the edge of reality. Given that I know that j is present, I know that j
exists at the present moment. Putting these two pieces of knowledge
together, I am accordingly in a position to know that j is on the edge
of reality. Therefore, it is not epistemically possible for me at the time
of making judgement j, that the proposition I thereby judge is false.

Both arguments presuppose that I can be credited with knowl-
edge of the relevant version of GBT. But this presupposition should
be considered harmless, if the task is to show how GBT can ensure
that one might know that the present moment and one’s present
judgements are on the edge of reality.

Where does this leave Nero? According to the particular version
of GBT under consideration, to say that SOMETHING, e.g. Nero's past
judgement e to the effect that e exists at present, does not exist at
present, amounts to saying that e is not such that NOTHING exists
later than the moment at which it exists. But this is quite consistent
with saying that at the moment Nero made his judgement, he
related to what then was on the edge of reality and so judged the
moment at which e was made to be such that NOTHING existed later
than it. The fact that even today, both Nero and e are SOMETHING
evidently does not imply that even today, Nero is judging the
moment at which e was made to be such that NOTHING exists later
than it.”? Nero’s judgement is about the time it is made, and as Prior

2 Although, presently, Nero’s judgement e still is a judgement made by Nero
and so has not changed in this respect, still, pace Merricks 2006: 105 (cf. also Bourne



reminds us, even if the time it occupies is an instant, one should neg
conflate the history an event is with the history that event has (Prigy
2003: 10). Evidently, the same considerations apply to Caesar’s past
judgement that his crossing of the Rubicon existed (!) on the edge of
reality.

Call the proposition that e exists at the present ‘Eddie’, and take
Eddie to say of e that it exists at the objective present in Merrickg’s
sense (i.e. that it is on the edge of reality). Eddie is a tensed proposi-
tion which is true at the moment at which e occurs and false at all
others. So Eddie is false most of the times. Does this imply that e ig
a false judgement most of the times at which e is SOMETHING? No,
because for all present-tensed propositions p of the kind Eddie
exemplifies, the following principle may be assumed to (always)
hold: -

(9) Vx(xis ajudgement that p — (xis true « IInD, (P(x) - p))),

where it is presupposed, in line with the ‘alwaysation” of (0), that‘»
always, for EVERY judgement, there is a unique 7 such that n days
from the present, it then exists. Accordingly, unlike Eddie, e never
ceased to be true.” So from the fact that Eddie is false most of the

2002: 364) it is no longer presently the case that Nero is making that judgement. One
should not lump these things together. Sure, Nero is still the author of the judge-
ment and will forever be the author of that judgement. But in order for it to be pres-
ently the case that Nero is making that judgement, Nero would have to be presently
alive and that judgement would have to be such that, presently, NOTHING succeeds
it—neither of which is the case. According to Broad, changing from present to past
involves a change in relational properties:‘'When an event, which was present, becomes
past, it does not change or lose any of the relations which it had before; it simplg‘
acquires in addition new relations which it could not have before, because the terms
to which it now has these relations were then simply non-entities’ (Broad 1923: 87):
Accordingly, the tenses can be understood to encode possession of, lack of, or @
change in, relational properties of this kind. (Note that what Broad (1923: 87-8) lis ‘
as the fundamental third type of change besides change in attributes and receding
into the past, i.e. Becoming (present), can also be counted as a change in relational
properties of this kind, because if SOMETHING is becoming present which, beforé,
was NOTHING, it is entering into the relation of succession to SOMETHING ELSE.)

5|
13 Here an analogy might help. Suppose passing through Chicago on a train m}
New York, 1judge that I am presently passing through Chicago. Then I arrive at GIi |
Central. Even if my judgement does not cease to ExisT in New York, and even if the
egocentric proposition that I am presently passing through Chicago is false in New YOl'kz
it would be rather unorthodox to conclude that my judgement is false in New YOr:

This is not how we evaluate judgements of that type. Perhaps a different example



times, it does not follow that most of the times at which e is somE-
THING, ¢ is false.'*

These considerations likewise confute Merricks’s and Braddon-
Mitchell’s suggestion that since my present judgement j, to the
effect that j exists at present, is located on the edge of reality only for
the briefest of moments, the probability of its being true would have
to be regarded as vanishingly small should it be understood to
attribute to j that it is on the edge of reality.

At last, what about Merrick’s theory of the unmotivated growing
hunk? Given that the block constantly grows, at any moment the
subjective present coincides with the objective present. So given the
‘alwaysation’ of (5), at no moment does ANYTHING exist ten years
later than then. Consequently, the theory of the unmotivated grow-
ing hunk is always false. If some version of GBT implies that that
theory is always false, it is hard to see how that version of GBT
might nonetheless be indistinguishable from it.

We conclude that neither Braddon-Mitchell nor Merricks suc-
ceeds in showing that GBT is incoherent. At least pending further

involving spatial indexicals might make things even clearer. Suppose the present
moment is ¢, that T am currently in Chicago and make a judgement whose content is
the indexical proposition It is raining at t here. Call the corresponding judgement ‘k’".
kis an event that is located (exists) in Chicago and not in New York; still, we assume
that in New York, THERE 15 such a thing as k. Also assume that it is not raining in
New York. Then the proposition It is raining at t here is not true in New York. What
about k? Judgement k is true simpliciter, and so—if we want to talk about judgements
being true at places—true at all places, in particular in New York. The same applies,
mutatis mutandis, to judgements of the type exemplified by Nero’s judgement e: they
too retain their value, true or false, depending on the circumstances that obtain simulta-
neously with their being made, even if the tensed propositions that are their contents
do not retain their truth value, and everyone should agree that it is not the case that
everything is simultaneous with EVERYTHING ELSE. (9) corresponds to what John
MacFarlane (2003) calls ‘the absoluteness of utterance-truth’, which is, as he points
out, the orthodox view.

4 Assume that if e is true THERE Is a fact that made e true at the moment e occurred
and so existed back then. Call that fact “Fred’. In so far as Fred still is soMETHING, the
question arises of how to describe Fred today. We know that at the momente occurred,
Fred was the fact that e exists at present. We now face two options: we may either say
that, today, Fred still is the fact that e exists at present, or we may say that, today, Fred
is the fact that -n days from the present, ¢ exists, where e occurred n days ago (cf. Cor-
reia and Rosenkranz 2011: 55-70 and 2012. In either case, (0) forces us to deny that,
today, Fred exists; and since Fred can make statements true only as long as Fred
exists, on either reading, Fred does not make Eddie true today. See footnote 11.



argument, we might, for all we know, be living on the brink of
reality.s I
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