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This has led to certain mistakes about organisms, and 
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In every group there are two trivial exclusive common 
qualities. But we have so far found no evidence that 
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quality in every group . page 322-323 
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Both McTaggart and the orthodox mathematicians 
felt a difficulty in accepting endless divisibility as 
an ultimate fact. The latter claimed to avoid the 
difficulty by postulating an infinite number of 
simple particulars; but this expedient was not open 
to McTaggart . page 329-330 
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General criticisms of the theory. Can there be mini­
mal lengths ? And could an infinite number of them 
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form a finite line by adjunction with each other? . page 338-339 
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The fact that there must be simple characteristics casts 
no doubt on the principle that there can be no 
simple particulars 

Many philosophers who are supposed to hold that 
there are simple particulars really hold only that 
there are continuants which are not composed of 
other continuants . 

Three reasons why we should be cautious, in McTag­
gart's opinion, in accepting his Principle 

Alternative ways of stating the Principle. A simple 
particular would have no "filling", no internal 
structure, no duration, and no history 

But is it obvious that an occurrent must have an 
internal structure, or duration, or a history? 

McTaggart always identifies a continuant with that 
set of events which is its history. And he appeals to 
considerations about duration and history, though 
he rejects both time and change • 

Those who admit the reality of time might admit that 
every continuant has a history which is endlessly 
divisible into shorter and shorter successive phases 

Unless a continuant be identified with its history, this 
would be compatible with the existence of simple 
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continuants. And, in any case, it would be com· 
patible with the existence of instantaneous occur· 
rents 

If instantaneous particulars be rejected, it must be on 
the ground of their indivisibility in the temporal 
dimension. The question whether they are or are 
not divisible in some other dimension is irrelevant . 

There seems no conclusive objection to the possibility 
of instantaneous occurrents . 

It is certain that a continuant cannot be identified 
with its own history 

It might be that continuants are neither instantaneous 
nor temporally extended; these alternatives may 
apply only to events or processes 

McTaggart holds that nothing is really temporal, and 
that particulars are not endlessly divisible in that 
dimension which is misperceived as duration. So 
his appeal to temporal considerations in support of 
the Principle of Endless Divisibility seems hardly 
consistent 

*3. SOME FURTHER REMARKS ON DIVISIBILITY 

The notion of a compound particular and its history 

If each part could have existed in the absence of the 
rest, and if the parts could have been differently 
interrelated, the whole is called an "Extrinsic 
Unity" 

Even when this is logically possible it may be causally 
impossible. The whole may then be called an 
"Organic Compound" . 

If no part of a whole could have existed without the 
rest, and if the parts could not have been differently 
interrelated, the whole is called an "Intrinsic 
Unity" 

A region of Newtonian Absolute Space would be an 
intrinsic unity 

Endless divisibility would be harmless in the case of 
an intrinsic unity 

The atoms of old·fashioned physics were organic 
compounds, not intrinsic unities . 

Sketch of an alternative theory of extended atoIns . 
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CHAPTER XX 

THE IMPLICATIONS OF ENDLESS DIVISIBILITY 

The question is whether the endless divisibility of 
particulars is compatible with the Principle that 
every particular has a sufficient description . 

1. PRELIMINARY EXPLANATIONS AND DEFINITIONS 

Definition and illustration of the notion of a series of 
sets of parts of a particular . 

From sufficient descriptions of the members of any 
set we can derive sufficient descriptions of all mem­
bers of all earlier sets in the series 

Some particulars might be sufficiently describable 
only in this way 

Sometimes we can derive from a sufficient description 
of a particular sufficient descriptions of all the 
members of one or more sets of parts of it. Such a 
particular is "descriptively fertile" 

If a particular had a sufficient description from which 
we could derive sufficient descriptions of all the 
members of all the terms in an unending series of sets 
of parts of it, it would be a "Descriptive Ancestor" 

2. MoTAGGART'S ARGUMENTS 

McTaggart claims to prove (i) that every series of sets 
of parts must contain a descriptive ancestor, and 
(ii) that the entailment of the other descriptions by 
that of the ancestral term must be synthetic 

2·1. Proof of Proposition (i) . 

The argument divides into three stages, (a), (b), and (c) 

Stage (a). The conclusion is stronger than the premises 
warrant 

Stage (b) • 

Stage (c). The supposition that there is no descriptive 
ancestor entails a proposition which McTaggart 
holds to be inconsistent with the conclusion of 
stage (a) 

Really there is no inconsistency. McTaggart has been 
misled by the ambiguity of the sentence: " S must be 
P" 

Illustration of this ambiguity 
BMCT 
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Proposition (i) is an invalid inference from uncertain 
premises 

2·2. Proof of Proposition (ii) 
A particular could be sufficiently described by con· 

joining sufficient descriptions of all its parts in any 
series of sets of parts of it. Such a description 
would analytically entail sufficient descriptions of 
all these parts 

But any such description, if adequate, would be more 
than adequate for the purpose 

According to McTaggart, any description which is 
adequate for a given purpose must be, or must 
contain, a description which is only iuat adequate 
for that purpose . 

So a description of a whole which conveys sufficient 
descriptions of all its parts only by analytically con· 
taining the latter will not do 

McTaggart would have done better to deny that such 
a sufficient description as this is possible 

2'3. McTaggart'8 Supplementary Argument. 
This is supposed to render both Propositions (i) and 

(ii) highly probable 
It assumes the conclusion of stage (a) of the proof of 

Proposition (i) 
McTaggart holds that, unless Propositions (i) and (ii) 

were true, it is infinitely unlikely that the proposi. 
tion proved in stage (a) would be true. Therefore (i) 
and (ii) are almost certainly true . 

Four reasons for hesitating to accept this argument. 
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BOOK V 

DETERMINING CORRESPONDENCE 

Argument of Book V 

CHAPTER XXI 

THE PRINCIPLE OF DETERMINING 
CORRESPONDENCE 

McTaggart thinks that the conditions, which must be 
fulfilled if a contradiction over endless divisibility 
is to be avoided, can be fulfilled in only one way . 
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1. GENERAL TREATMENT OF THE PROBLElIl • • page 374-378 

The original condition can be split up into a conjunc­
tion of two conditions. (i) There must be a "Funda­
mental Hierarchy"; and (ii) Any particular which 
does not itself faU into a fundamental hierarchy 
must have a set of parts each of which does so 

1·1. Geometrical example of a fundamental hihrarchy 

Fulfilment of the second condition in the geometrical 
example 

The possibility of this geometrical example suffices to 
refute several of McTaggart's fundamental doctrines 

2. DETERMINING CORRESPONDENCE 

McTaggart's statements are obscure and his notation 
is unsatisfactory, but his meaning can be gathered 
from his examples 

2·1. McTaggart'8 Example • 

Four suppositions are made about the nature and 
range of perception 

Here they are taken merely as hypotheses. McTaggart 
defends their truth in Vol. II 

The example is a "Mutual Admiration Society", 
composed of two minds subject to certain rules 

Statement of the thirteen rules of this society . 

Such a society would fulfil the required conditions, 
and its parts would form a Determining Correspond­
ence Hierarchy 

2·2. Generalisation of the Example 

We remove the restriction to two primary parts, and 
we state in general terms the formal characteristics 
which we ascribed to the relation "being a percep­
tion of" in the example 

Statement of nine conditions which together define a 
"Determining Correspondence Hierarchy" • 

2·21. IUUBtration of the above Conditions by McTaggart'8 
Example 

2·3. Proof that the Condition8 8uffice 

2·4. Symbolic Statement of the Condition8 

2'5. Relaxation of the Conditions 
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It might be that, whilst every primary part is con­
tained in the differentiating group of some primary 
part, none is contained in the differentiating group 
of every primary part . page 390-391 

It might be that some primary parts are not contained 
in the differentiating group of any primary part . 

There might be some primary parts whose differen­
tiating groups do not contain any primary parts 

2·6. Final Account of Determining Correspondence 

McTaggart's account of how the descriptions of the 
secondary parts are derived from those of the 
primary parts in a determining correspondence 
hierarchy is extremely obscure 

Explanation, by means of an example, of a rule of 
derivation 

General account of such a rule. In our method it in­
volves a rule for deriving the symbol of any 
secondary part, and a rule for translating that 
symbol into a sufficient description 

2·61. Definitions of some Technical Terms 

"Primary Parts" , "Primary Wholes" , " Super­
primary Wholes", "Secondary Parts" (of various 
grades), and "Determinants" (direct or final), 
defined 

2·62. Some further General Remarks 

McTaggart holds that there must be a stage in any 
hierarchy after which none of the parts have any 
characteristics which are not entailed by their 
positions in the hierarchy. His argument depends 
on the notion of antecedent improbability, and 
seems very weak . 

There might be several primary wholes, each ordered 
by a different relation of determining correspond­
ence; or a single primary whole with two different 
sets of primary parts and a different relation of 
determining correspondence for each set 

Even with a single primary whole and a single set of 
primary parts there might be two relations of 
determining correspondence if certain conditions 
were fulfilled. Illustration 
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3. SUMMARY OF THE POSITION • page 398-400 

Summary of McTaggart's argmnent to prove that the 
universe must be a determining correspondence 
system . 398-399 

Our geometrical example shows that the conditions 
which he thinks necessary could be fulfilled without 
determining corresponde~ce . 

McTaggart's only ground for Mentalism is that he can 
think of no relation but "being a perception of" 
which would fulm the conditions of a determining 
correspondence relation 

It seems likely that non-mental examples of a deter­
mining correspondence relation could be imagined, 
especially if one were allowed to play such tricks with 
the apparent properties of space and matter as 
McTaggart has had to play with the apparent 
properties of mind and perception 

399 

399-400 
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CHAPTER XXII 

DETERMINING CORRESPONDENCE AND 
UNITIES WITHIN THE UNIVERSE 

1. DETERMINING CORRESPONDENCE AND CAUSAL LAWS 

McTaggart says that determining correspondence is a 
causal relation 

The Principle of Determining Correspondence does 
entail that some existent characteristics intrinsic­
ally determine others 

Exclusive laws within the univet:se are the only laws 
that are of any practical interest to science . 

Example of such a law being entailed by the Principle 
of Determining Correspondence 

A law may be a priori in three different senses which 
McTaggart does not clearly distinguish 

Science requires laws which are about,characteristics 
whose concepts are empirical; which cannot be seen 
by human beings to be necessary; and which apply 
to several, but not to all, particulars 

The Principle of Determining Correspondence does 
entail that there are exclusive laws about cha­
racteristics whose concepts are empirical' 
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But it does not entail that there are laws which no 
human being can see to be necessary . page 406-407 

If the Principle guaranteed that there are such laws, 
it would seem to guarantee the minimum condition 
without which induction is indefensible 407 

But this is not so; for the laws which it would guaran-
tee are not about the characteristics concerning 
which science makes inductions 407-408 

2. DETERMINING CORRESPONDENCE AND EXCLUSIVE 

COl\(]\{ON QUALITIES 

Every determining correspondence hierarchy leads to 
a "Fundamental System of Classification", with a 
non-trivial exclusive common quality in each of its 
classes • 

Five characteristics which make such a classification 
fundamental 

Other systems are more or less fundamental in pro­
portion as they approximate more or less to a 
fundamental system 

Four ways in which the contents of a fundamental 
system can be divided into classes within which 
there is a non-trivial exclusive common quality • 

2·1. External and Internal Partiw},ar8 . 
Every "External Particular" has a set of parts each 

member of which is an "Internal Particular" 

An external particular can be classified by the grade 
of its highest-grade internal part • 

The Principle of Determining Correspondence entails 
that every particular, whether external or internal, 
belongs to a group in which there is a non-trivial 
exclusive common quality 

The argument applies to relational properties, not to 
original qualities • 

Nevertheless, the result, if true, would be of consider­
able philosophic interest 

3. UNITIES OF COMPOSITION AND UNITIES OF MANI­

FESTATION 

Primary and secondary parts are more appropriately 
described as "difierentiated into" than as "built 
·up out of" their parts in the determining corre­
spondence hierarchy 

The opposite of this is true of primary and super­
primary wholes 
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Illustration by reference to a "Mutual Admiration 
Society" 

External particulars are most appropriately regarded 
as built out of internal particulars 

But in some cases an external particular has a certain 
set of parts such that it can be regarded with equal 
propriety as being "built out of" or as being 
"differentiated into" these parts 

Since the universe is built out of, and not differen­
tiated into, its primary parts, Substantival Plural­
ism is a more accurate account of its structure than 
Substantival Monism 

CHAPTER XXIII 

xlvii 

page 418 

418-419 

419 

419-420 

THE DISCRIMINATION OF PRIMARY PARTS 

Some, but not all, primary parts might be distin­
guished only by the fact that their differentiating 
groups are different 421 

All the primary parts might be distinguished by their 
relations to other particulars which had independent 
sufficient descriptions . 421-422 

Some or all of the primary parts might be distin­
guished by original qualities, or by the peculiar 
relation in which ea.ch stands to itself or to at least 
one other particular or to a certain class of particu-
lars 422 

It is not certain that every primary part is a member 
of some group in which there is a non-trivial exclu-
sive common quality 422-423 

CHAPTER XXIV 

DETERMINING CORRESPONDENCE AND THE 
STRUCTURE OF THE UNIVERSE 

The Principle of Determining Correspondence is 
compatible with at least six alternative suppositions 
about the structure of the universe 424 

1. THE FIRST SUPPOSITiON 424-429 
Statement of five assumptions, of which the fourth is 

. a more determinate form of the third and the third 
is a. more determinate form of the second 424-425 

The first Supposition is that assumptions (i), (iv), and 
(v) are fulfilled 425 
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Three consequences about the structure of the uni-
verse follow . . page 425-427 

On this Supposition the universe would have the 
greatest possible unity which it could derive from 
determining correspondence. It would be a "Self­
reflecting Unity" 

1'1. Self-reflecting Unities 
Comparison between the notions of Organic Unity and 

Self-reflecting Unity 
Even if the universe were a self-reflecting unity, it 

would still be true that Substantival Pluralism is a 
more correct theory of its structure than Substanti­
val Monism. 

2. THE SECOND SUPPOSITION 

We now drop assumption (v), and suppose that there 
is more than one determining correspondence 
relation 

The first two consequences are the same as on Sup­
position I 

But the third consequence fails. The universe will no 
longer be a self-reflecting unity 

3. THE THIRD SUPPOSITION 

Assumption (iv) is replaced by the less determinate 
assumption (iii), whilst assumption (v) is resumed 

There is a loss of unity, simplicity, and symmetry as 
compared with Supposition n and Supposition I . 

4. THE FOURTH SUPPOSITION 

Assumption (iii) is replaced by the less determinate 
assumption (ii). There is now less unity among the 
primary parts 

5. THE FIFTH SUPPOSITION • 

Assumption (ii) is now dropped. There is no further 
loss of unity . 

6. THE SIXTH SUPPOSITION • 

Assumption (i) is now dropped. The universe is now a 
super-primary whole, consisting of several primary 
wholes, and therefore does not form a single de­
termining correspondence hierarchy 
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