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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 8 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

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- plana,r strmght lines through any

point . . 339-340
And many pairs of pomts Would not be colhnear . 340-341
1-2. McTaggart’s Theory of Dimensions . 341-343

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 . . 341

Explanation of d1v151b111ty and 1nd.1v1s1bxl1ty in a
dimension . . . . . 341-342

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

dimension . . . . . . . . 342-343
2. Is McTAGGART'S PRINCIPLE SELF-EVIDENT? . . 343-351
‘We.do not perceive any particular as simple . . 343

The fact that there must be simple characteristics casts
no doubt on the principle that there can be no
simple particulars . . . . . . 344

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 . . . . . . . 344-345

Three reasons why we should be cautious, in McTag- )
gart’s opinion, in accepting his Principle . . 345

Alternative ways of stating the Principle. A simple
particular would have no “filling”, no internal
structure, no duration, and no history . . 345-346

But is it obvious that an occurrent must have an
internal structure, or duration, or a history? . 346-347

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 . . . . 347

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 347-348

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 pa.rtlculars be re]ected it must be on
the ground of their indivisibility in the femporal
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

MecTaggart 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 D1v131b111ty 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 logwally posmble it may be causa,lly
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 ha.rmless 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 atoms .
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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 partmula.rs might be sufﬁclently desenbable
only in this way

Sometimes we can derive from a sufficient descnptlon
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 whlch
we could derive sufficient descriptions of all the
membersof all the terms in an unending series of sets
of parts of it, it would be a ‘Descriptive Ancestor”

2. McTAGGART’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 amblgmty of the sentence: ““.S mustbe
P . . . . . . .

Tlustration of this amblgu.lty . . .
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Proposition (i) is an invalid inference from uncertain
premises . . . . . . . . page 364

2:2. Proof of Proposition (ii) . 364367
A partmula.r could be sufficiently descnbed 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 . . 364-365
But any such description, if adequate would be more
than adequate for the purpose . 365

According to McTagga.rt any descmptlon whlch is

adequate for a given purpose must be, or must

contain, a description which is only juat a,dequa,te

for that purpose . . 366
So a description of a whole Whlch conveys SUfﬁCIOIIt

descriptions of all its parts only by ana.lytlcally con-

taining the latter will not do . 366
McTaggart would have done better to deny tha,t such ‘
a sufficient description as this is possible . . 366367
2-3. McTaggart's Supplementary Argument . . 367-369
This is supposed to render both Proposntlons (1) and
(ii) highly probable . . 367
It assumes the conclusion of stage (a) of the proof of
Proposition (i) . . . 367-368

McTaggart holds that, unless Proposmons (i) and (u)
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 . . . 368
Four reasons for hesitating to accept this argument 368-369
BOOK V
DETERMINING CORRESPONDENCE
Argument of Book V . . . . . . 371

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 . 373-374
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The original condition can be split up into a conjunc-
tion of two conditions. (i) There must be a “Funda-
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composed of two minds subject to certain rules

Statement of the thirteen rules of this society .

Such a society would fulfil the required conditions,
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2-2. Generalisation of the Example

We remove the restriction to two primary parts, and
wo state in general terms the formal characteristics
which we ascribed to the relation “being a percep-
tion of” in the example . . .
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“Determining Correspondence Hierarchy” . .
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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 d1ﬁerent1at1ng group
of every primary part

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 translatmg that
symbol into a sufficient description .

2-61. Definitions of some Technical Terms
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defined . . . . .
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McTaggart holds that there must be a stage in any
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But it does not entail that there are laws which no
human being can see to be necessary
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