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Hypothetical case of two minds 

It seems logically possible that they might be exactly 
alike in all the characteristics which McTaggart is 
considering . 

Causes which may have tended to make the Dis
similarity of the Diverse seem plausible even if it be 
false 

McTaggart thinks that the principle has been doubted 
because of an invalid distinction between the 
"nature" and the "individuality" of a particular. 
Reasons for questioning this 
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THE PRINCIPLE OF SUFFICIENT DESCRIPTIONS 
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McTaggart professes to prove that, if every particular 
has an exclusive description, then every particular 
must have a sufficient description. A hypothetical 
contrary instance suggested . 
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Statement of McTaggart's argument 

It contains three distinct fallacies 

. page 182-183 

183-185 

The Principle of Sufficient Descriptions is an invalid 
inference from uncertain premises. But it may in 
fact be true . 

BOOK III 

DETERMINATION 

Argument of Book III 

CHAPTER XI 

INTRINSIC DETERMINATION 

The two kinds of "Determination", and the notions 
connected with them 

1. IMPLICATION 

McTaggart defines "Implication" in terms of pro
positions, though he has rejected them. And his 
statements are obscure and confused 

False conjunctive propositions, and" Inconsistencies" 

Valid inference is possible only because there are in
consistencies which we can recognise without need
ing to know the truth or falsity of their constituent 
propositions . 

"Logical" and "Ontological" Inconsistencies distin
guished 

Restatement of the doctrine in terms of facts and 
judgments 

Definition of "Implication", as used at Cambridge . 
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Relation of entailment to implication 
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McTaggart confused intrinsic determination with 
another relation which he did not name or explicitly 
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recognise. We will call it "Conveyance" . page 197-198 

Definition of "Conveyance". If '" conveys .p, it also 
intrinsically determines .p 

Discussion of McTaggart's examples in the light of 
this distinction 
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PRESUPPOSITION AND REQUIREMENT 

1. PRESUPPOSITION 

McTaggart confuses two different, but interconnected, 
relations under the name of "Presupposition" 

1·1. Partial Oonveyance 

Definition and illustrations of this relation 

1·2. Presupposition 

This is a triadic relation, between two characteristics 
and a particular, definable in tenns of Partial Con
veyance 

Certain of McTaggart's statements, which profess to be 
about Presupposition, are really about Partial 
Conveyance; and, even when this is allowed for, they 
contain fallacies 

1·3. Total Ultimate Presupposition 

Definition and illustration of this notion 

1·31. The Principle of Total Ultimate Presuppositions 

McTaggart thinks it self-evident that, wherever there 
is a presupposition at all, there is a Total Ultimate 
Presuppdsition 

This.is plausible if we consider the series of more and 
more determinate specifications of a supreme 
determinable 

Yet, if the general principle were true, continuous 
change would be impossible . 
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Continuous variation in colour of a band from one end 
to the other would also be impossible . . page 208-209 

Further discussion of the series of more and more 
determinate specifications of a supreme determin
able 

May not the notion of completely determinate quali
ties be a fiction? 

2. REQUIRElIIENT 

Example to illustrate McTaggart's meaning 

The notion of Requirement applies only where there 
is a genus, a species, and a specific difference 

CHAPTER XIII 

CAUSATION 

1. McTAGGART'S Vmw OF CAUSATION 

It consists of a part which McTaggart regards as non
controversial and a part which he regards as contro
versial _ 

1·1. The "non-controver8ial" Part 
Accurate formulation of this, with examples 

Summary of the above 

A causal law is, on this theory, an instance of onto
logical formal entailment 

It would not be universally admitted that causes and 
effects are facts 

Nor that causal connexion is a species of conveyance 

McTaggart gives no satisfactory reason for holding 
that causal connexion is a species of conveyance . 

Many philosophers, e.g., Hume, would unhesitatingly 
reject this doctrine 

If McTaggart be right, causal laws will differ only 
epistemologically from a priori propositions . 

1·2. The" controver8ial" Part 
On McTaggart's view, if two facts are causally con

nected and the date in one is earlier than that in the 
other, the fact with the earlier date is called the 
"cause" and the fact with the later date is called 
the "effect" . 
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The relation of conveyance will not itself mark out 
one fact as cause and the other as effect . page 218-219 

For, in some cases, it relates two facts reciprocally. And, 
in other cases, the date in the conveying fact is later 
than the date in the conveyed fact 

Nor can one fact be marked out as cause by being 
active with respect to the other or by explaining the 
other 

McTaggart seems to confuse activity with awareness 
of activity 

2. McTAGGART ON THE UNIFORMITY OF NATURE 

Statement of the Principle. It is not self-evident, and 
there is no known proof of it 

2·1. Reciprocal Determination 

It is quite certain that causal determination is not in 
all cases reciprocal 

Probably those philosophers who asserted that it is 
meant something less sweeping than McTaggart 
supposed. But there is no reason to believe that 
what they meant is true 

3. McTAGGART ON INDUCTION 

Observed regularity is no ground for believing in a 
corresponding uniformity unless it be a ground for 
suspecting the presence of a relation of conveyance 

Observed regularity by itself is no ground for suspect-
ing the presence of a relation of conveyance. 

McTaggart's argument to prove this 

It contains a fallacy 
But he himself supplies the correct argument, viz., 

that we should need to know, independently of the 
observed data, that there is a finite antecedent 
probability of conveyance in the case under discus
sion 

The fact there there are laws of conveyance which can 
be known a priori is irrelevant for the present 
purpose 

McTaggart thinks that he can prove a priori that 
there must be laws of conveyance which cannot be 
known a priori. But even this will not help Induc
tion, and it is difficult to see how philosophy could 
do more for Induction than this 
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Our beliefs in the results of induction may have some 
rational basis; but none has been discovered • page 226-227 

If causal laws be necessary facts, why can we never 
intuit or demonstrate the necessity of any causal 
law? 

*4. INDEPENDENT DISCUSSION OF CAUSATION 

*4'1. Ohange 

Examples of change. A process is not, as such, a 
change 

Changes of different orders 

Changes" entering into", "issuing from", and "going 
on round" a moment 

Orders of continuity and of discontinuity 

*4'2. Prima facie Axioms about Oausation 

"Every change has a cause." Elucidation of this 
axiom . 

"The cause of any change contains a change as an 
essential factor." Illustrations of this axiom 

"If a change issues from a moment, all changes which 
are factors in its cause are changes which enter into 
that moment" 

"A given change in a given process, issuing from a 
given moment, cannot have more than one total 
cause" 

Elucidation of the above Principle . 

Any analysis of causal propositions which would cast 
doubt on any of these prima facie axioms is to be 
viewed with suspicion 

The fourth axiom would not be self·evident if we 
accepted the regularity-theory of causation. 

Irrelevance of the theories of Quantum Physics to the 
present discussion 

*4·21. Propositions about Oausation which are not Self
evident 

It is not self-evident that every change must have an 
effect, nor that the effect of a change must contain a 
change as a factor 

Application of this to the notions of a beginning and 
an end of the universe . 

227-228 

228-245 

228-232 

228-229 
229-230 

230-231 

231 

232-237 

232 

232-233 

233 

233-234 
234 

235 

235-236 

236-237 

237-241 

237 

237-238 



CONTENTS 

Is Indeterminism compatible with the Principle that 
every change which issues from a moment must be 
caused by changes which enter into that moment? 

It might be that each different alternative choice has 
a different necessary condition, whilst none has a 
sufficient condition 

If the various necessary conditions exclude each 
other, no alternative could have been chosen 
except the one which actually was chosen 

If, however, the various necessary conditions do not 
exclude each other, any alternative could have been 
chosen instead of the one which actually was chosen 

*4'3. AnalyBi8 of Oausal Statement8 
The generally accepted analysis defines singular causal 

statements in terms of causal laws 

If it be accepted, the question is pushed back to the 
analysis of causal laws and the grounds for believing 
such laws 

Causal laws seem to be necessary facts whose necessity 
is contingent. But this looks very much like non
sense 

Is the generally accepted analysis of singular causal 
statements correct? 

The case of volition and voluntary movement 
Whether the willed movement issues or not, I know 

with regard to 80me change which issues that it 
would not have done so unless the volition had 
entered 

Such knowledge may not arise without some previous 
experience of parallel cases, but it is not based on a 
knowledge of general laws 

Knowledge of 80me singular causal propositions would 
seem to precede knowledge of any causal laws. The 
latter in turn becomes the ground for believing other 
singular. causal propositions . 

CHAPTER XIV 

EXTRINSIC DETERMINATION 

1. STATEMENT OF McTAGGART's DOCTRINE 

The supposition that any particular was in any respect 
other than it in fact was at a given moment is, if 
taken literally, internally inconsistent . 
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Hence it is inconsistent to combine the supposition that 
any fact about A is not with the supposition that 
any fact about A is 

Extrinsic Determination is really a relation between 
facts, and not, as McTaggart asserts, between quali
ties 

Extension of the doctrine. It is inconsistent to com
bine the supposition that any fact about A is not with 
the supposition that any fact about B is 

2. CRITICISM OF McTAGGART's DOCTRINE 

McTaggart seems to have confused two different, but 
verbally similar, propositions 

One is obviously true, but is not what he needs; the 
other is what he needs, but is not obviously true ; 

The Principle tends to be accepted because of a con
fusion between a wider and a narrower sense of the 
phrase "the nature of a term" 

Could the nature of A have been poorer than it in fact 
is, through the non-existence of B to which A in 
fact stands in the relation R? 

This depends on whether it is consistent to suppose 
that B might not have existed. And this depends 
on whether B is known by acquaintance or only by 
description 

Illustrations of the above contention 
Further discussion and illustrations 
Summary and conclusions 
Application to the argument by which the Principle 

of Universal Extrinsic Determination was supposed 
to be proved 

It breaks down at the second step unless A be sup
posed to be known only by description 

The nature of a particular might have been richer 
than it in fact was, if certain other particulars had 
existed which in fact did not exist 

Could two particulars, which in fact stood in a certain 
relation to each other at a certain moment, have 
stood in a different relation to each other at that 
moment? 

The supposition has a meaning if both particulars are 
known only by description, and if the descriptions 
do not entail that their instances must stand in the 
relation in question 
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The supposition is meaningless if both particulars are 
lmown by acquaintance to the supposer . page 259-260 

Summary. Neither necessity nor contingency applies 
to singular facts about particulars which are lmown 
by acquaintance . 

Fallacies arise through the ambiguity of the phrase: 
"The only instance of '" might have lacked .p" 

Restatement of our conclusions 

It is possible that this is what McTaggart had in mind 
when he formulated the Principle of Extrinsic 
Determination 

On both views there is lack of contingency where most 
people think that there is contingency. But, on our 
view, there is also lack of necessity, because modality 
does not apply 

Application of our conclusions to the case of human 
voluntary decisions 

*3. THE "NATURE" OF A CONTINUANT 

This seems to be the place to discuss the distinction 
between what a thing actually did and what it 
would have done if it had been differently situated 

*3·1. The Popular-Scientific View 
Distinction between the nature and the circumstances 

of a thing, and between its actual and its possible 
circumstances 

Connection between Cause and Substance. Disposi
tions 

Division of dispositions into generic, specific, and 
singular 

The arrangement of dispositions in a hierarchy 
The notion of "Supreme Dispositions" 
It is commonly assumed that a thing cannot change 

in respect of its supreme dispositions 
Simple and compound substances. Collective proper. 

ties . . 
Emergent and reducible collective properties . 
The difference between mediaeval and modern physics 

in respect to dispositions 
Psychology is, in this respect, still in the position of 

mediaeval physics 
We tacitly assume that there must be simple sub· 

stances, and that all other substances must be com· 
posed of these 
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The dispositions of simple substances would have to 
be accepted as ultimate facts. Comparison with 
emergent properties 

The properties of a simple substance need not all be 
supreme dispositions 

The generation or destruction of a simple substance, 
if it happens, is unintelligible to us 

The "Inner Nature" of a substance is the sum·total 
of its supreme dispositions 

Three propositions about substances, which science 
and common sense assume without question . 

*3·2. Oritical Di8cus8ion of the above View . 

The supposition that a thing might have been in a 
different situation at a given moment from that in 
which it in fact was seems inconsistent with the 
belief in universal causal determination, even if it 
be allowed to be self-consistent 

Presumably it is not meant to be interpreted literally 

It must be understood as an abbreviated statement 
about a hypothetical other thing of the same kind 
as this actual thing 

Illustrative example 
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"polyadicity" of a relation. The former is, in 
general, contingent; the latter is necessary . 
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1·1. Are there Collections? . page 283-285 

Symmetrical relational facts. The collective use of 
"and" 

Non-symmetrical relational facts 

Some qualities seem to belong to certain collections as 
wholes. 

There are certainly collective facts, and language sug
gests that their subjects are collective particulars; 
but language may be misleading 

1·2. Enumerative Judgments 

McTaggart holds that there are purely enumerative 
judgments, and that they involve the existence of 
collections 

Comparison of enumerative judgments with judg
ments which assert a symmetrical relation 

It is doubtful whether there are any genuine judg
ments of the form: "A, B, and C are three", where 
" A " , "B" , and "0" are used as pure proper names 

Judgments which appear to be of this form really 
assert that a number of different exclusive descrip
tions apply to different particulars 

All McTaggart's examples are instances of such judg
ments . 

1·3. Classes and Complexes . 

The members of a group may constitute several 
different classes in respect of several qualities com
mon and peculiar to them 

The members of a group may be terms in several 
different complexes in respect of several different 
relations which interrelate them 

2. DETAILED ACCOUNT OF GROUPS 

2·1. Repeating Groups • 

Definition and examples 

2·2. Parts of a Group and Members of a Group 

Every member of a group is a part of it, according to 
McTaggart. This proposition is either synthetic and 
doubtful, or analytic and trivial . 

A group can have parts which are not members of it. 
Three cases explained and illustrated 
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2'3. The Oontent of a Group . page 294-297 

Illustration of identity of content between two groups 294-295 
Definition of "identity of content" in terms of inter-

section, and of "content" in terms of identity of 
content 

On this definition every group has content, as 
McTaggart holds • 

Application to groups whose members overlap 

Analogy between groups with the same content and 
classes of classes with the same logical sum 

2·4. The Notion of "Sets of Parts" of a Whole 

McTaggart's definition 

Examples of the notion 

A term may be both an explicit and an implicit part of 
the same group 

Illustrations of this fact . 

Note to Section 2·3. Formal proof of the analogy be
tween groups with the same content and classes of 
classes with the same logical sum 
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COMPOUND PARTICULARS. THE UNIVERSE 

Every group is a compound particular, and every 
compound particular is a group 

1. McTAGGART'S DOCTRINE OF COMPOUND PARTICULARS 

McTaggart holds that different groups can be the same 
particular 

This doctrine is false, and his defence of it is unsound 

The truth is that the same particular may be ade
quately divisible into several different groups. Re
statement of the doctrine 

1·1. OriticiBmB 

When McTaggart's doctrine is so stated as not to be 
nonsensical it ceases to be plausible 

Probable origin of McTaggart's doctrine. It is plausible 
only when there happens to be one outstanding 
group in a set of groups which have the same con· 
tent 
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1·11. Sugge8ted Modification of McTaggart'8 Doctrine . page 305-307 
Restatement of McTaggart's doctrine 305-306 
Reasons why it needs modification 
Every non-repeating group may be called a "Com

positum"; and, if two composita have the same 
content, each can be called a "set of parts" of the 
other 

2. THE UNIVERSE 

McTaggart defines "being a universe" as being a 
particular of which all other particulars are parts. 
He professes to prove that this characteristic has 
one and only one instance 

In view of our previous criticisms, we cannot admit 
that this characteristic would be unique in its 
application . 

If a "universe" be defined as a group whose members 
are all non-repeating groups which have" maximum 
content", the condition of uniqueness will be ful
filled 
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MANIFESTATION AND ORGANIC UNITY 

1. MANIFESTATION 

In virtue of the Principles of Exclusive Descriptions 
and of Extrinsic Determination the parts of the 
nature of a thing can be called "Manifestations" of 
its nature 

2. ORGANIC UNITY 

2·1. McTaggart'8 Account of Organic Unity 

Organic unity is closely connected with manifestation 
It consists in the fact that, if any particular which is 

part Qf a whole had not been a part of it, then no 
particular which is part of that whole would have 
been a part of it . 

This does not imply that the particulars which are in 
fact parts of a whole would not have existed unless 
they had been parts of that whole 

Every whole whatever is an organic unity, in the 
sense defined; but the fact is most noticeable in the 
case of those wholes which are living organisms or 
beautiful objects • 
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This has led to certain mistakes about organisms, and 
to certain other mistakes about wholes which are 
not organisms . page 313-314 

The property of being an organiAm is a very transitory 
possession of those groups which ever possess it. 314-315 

There is no real connexion between" organic unity", 
in McTaggart's sense, and the characteristic in 
virtue of which living organisms and beautiful ob
jects have been called "organic unities" 

It seems certain that what McTaggart calls "organic 
unity" is not what other philosophers have meant 
by it 

It seems likely that McTaggart himself failed to see 
that the fact that all wholes are organic unities, in 
his sense, is quite trivial 

"The whole is in every part." "The nature of the 
whole is expressed in every part." These statements 
are false, when taken literally, and misleading when 
taken figuratively 

2·2. Organic Unity and Teleology 
There is no special connexion between organic unity 

and high positive value. But, in McTaggart's 
opinion, the use of the name "teleological system" , 
and confusions between extrinsic and intrinsic 
teleology, have led to the mistaken belief that there 
is . 

It may be doubted whether McTaggart is not cari
caturing the philosophers whom he is here criticising 
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THE SUBDIVISION OF THE UNIVERSE 

1. EXCLUSIVE COMMON QUALITIES IN GROUPS 

Characteristics may be divided into those which 
qualify nothing, those which qualify everything, 
those which qualify one and only one thing, and 
those which qualify more than one and less than all 
things . 

The last of these are called "Exclusive Common 
Qualities" 

Distinction between trivial and non-trivial exclusive 
common qualities . 
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In every group there are two trivial exclusive common 
qualities. But we have so far found no evidence that 
there must be a non-trivial exclusive common 
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quality in every group . page 322-323 

2. ARE THERE NATURAL SUBDIVISIONS IN THE UNI

VERSE? 

A whole may be ordered by causal, by serial, or by 
classificatory relations. We have no evidence, so far, 
that the universe is an ordered system in any of these 
respects 

Some groups seem to be more important and more 
higlUy unified than others 

But this might be a mistake due to ignorance; and we 
have no evidence, so far, that any group is ob
jectively more important or more highly unified 
than any other 

CHAPTER XIX 
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THE ENDLESS DIVISIBILITY OF PARTICULARS 

We have failed, so far, to show that there is any 
natural intrinsic "grain" in the universe 

The doctrine that there are no particulars which are 
not themselves groups seems, at first sight, to make 
the search for a natural "grain" even more hopeless 
than before . 

But, in order to avoid a contradiction which, it is 
. alleged, would otherwise be involved in endless 
divisibility, McTaggart introduces the Principle of 
Determining Correspondence. And this principle 
entails that the universe has a natural "grain" 

1. McTAGGART'S DOCTRINE 

McTaggart finds itself -evident that every particular is 
a group of particulars . 

Explanation of this doctrine and its immediate conse
quences 

1·1. Relation oj McTaggart's Doctrine to other Theories. 

McTaggart's objection to the orthodox mathematical 
theory is, not that it involves an infinite number of 
particulars, but that it involves simple particulars 

326 

326-327 

327 

327-343 

327 

328 

328-341 

329 



xxxviii CONTENTS 

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 

1·11. The Orthodox Mathematical Theory 

McTaggart regards the propositions that a particular 
has no simple parts and that it has an infinite num· 
ber of simple parts as mutually exclusive 

But we must distinguish two senses of" having parts", 
viz., "containing as parts" and "comprising as 
members" 

The mathematical theory is that a line comprises an 
infinite number of simple members (points), but 
contains no simple parts (indivisible lines); and 
that these two propositions entail each other 

The mathematical theory is internally consistent; but 
McTaggart could not have accepted it, even if he 
had understood it, since it involves simple parti
culars 

H2. Whitehead's Theory 

Whitehead defines "points" in such a way that they 
will do the work required of them in geometry, 
without assuming that there are simple particulars 

But he leaves untouched the alleged difficulties in 
accepting the endless divisibility of particulars as 
an ultimate fact 

In geometry we start with volumes and their per
ceptible relations, and we reach the notion of points 
only at the end of an elaborate intellectual process 

In arithmetic we start with the notion of integers, 
then pass to that of a compact series of rationals 
arranged in order of magnitude, and finally reach 
the notion of segments and their adjunction 

*1,13. Prof. Strong's Theory 

Objections to the orthodox theory as an account of 
the physical continuum 

Statement of Prof. Strong's theory. Two unextended 
points which stand in the relation of "junction" 
form a minimal straight line 
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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 
Special difficulties in the case of space. There could be 

only three co-planar straight lines through any 
point 

And many pairs of points would not be collinear 

1· 2. McTaggart' 8 Theory of Dimension8 

McTaggart's doctrine is that every particular must be 
divisible in at least one dimension, but need not be 
divisible in more than one dimension 

Explanation of divisibility and indivisibility in a 
dimension 

Even if geometry requires points which are spatially 
indivisible, they may be divisible in some other 
dimension 

2. Is McTAGGART'S PRINCIPLE SELF-EVIDENT? 

We do not perceive any particular as simple 

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 

339-340 
340-341 

341-343 

341 

341-342 

342-343 

343-351 
343 

344 

344-345 

345 

345-346 

346-347 

347 

347-348 



xl CONTENTS 

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 

page 357 

357-360 

358 

358-359 

359 

359-360 

360 

360-369 

360-361 

361-364 
361 

361-362 

362 

362-363 

363 
363-364 

d 



xlii CONTENTS 

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 

400 

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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