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I. Introduction to the Ontological Problem of Time
Early B-theorists such as R. B. Braithwaite (1928), A. J. Ayer (1954), R. M. Blake (1925), C. D. Broad (1921), all of whom were followers of Russell (1915), seem to have something in common with later and contemporary B-theorists such as, Donald C. Williams (1951), J.J.C. Smart (1963), Nelson Goodman (1951), Hugh Mellor (1998), Robin Le Poidevin (1991),  L. Nathan Oaklander (2004) and many others in holding that the generating relation of McTaggart’s B-series, namely, the relations of earlier/later than and simultaneous with are the only temporal relations necessary to provide an adequate ontology of time, McTaggart’s arguments notwithstanding.  In Richard Gale’s (1967) anthology on The Philosophy of Time, where the terminology of A-theory and B-theory was introduced, he characterized Russell as “The father of the modern version of the B-theory” (70), and many of those mentioned above as B-theorists.  Nevertheless, I think that there are good reasons to distinguish the R-theory (after Russell) and R-relations (as Russell understood them) from the B-theory and B-relations as they are currently generally understood.  This is not to say that there are no similarities between B- and R-theories, but in matters of temporal phenomenology and ontology to which I shall presently turn, distinctions can and ought to be made between the R-theory and the B-theory.  One aim of this paper is to do just that.  First, a few words about ontology and the problem of time.
Ontology has as its subject matter everything that exists or all the entities there are, and its aim with regard to that subject matter is to determine what categories or most general principles of classification there are, and then to say something about the relations between those categories.  Of course, ontology does not consider each existent one by one, but is concerned primarily with the most general categories (for example, things, relations, qualities, identity), founded on the most ubiquitous phenomena.  Its aim is to specify to what category or categories certain general classes of phenomena belong, and then to say something about that category. (See Tegtmeier (2012) and Grossmann (1992).) Thus, to answer the ontological question: “What is time?” is to give an inventory of all temporal entities, or rather, of the category or categories of entities they belong to.   Do the temporal phenomena require us to recognize temporal individuals or moments, or temporal properties, such as pastness, presentness and futurity, in our ontology of time, or do we need also recognize a special and unique category of temporality called “absolute becoming?”  Contrary to all those ontological alternatives, perhaps temporal relations, such as earlier than and simultaneity, and lasts as long as, alone will do.  
What then are the phenomena to be analyzed?  In the section from “Ostensible Temporality” titled an “Independent account of the phenomenology of time,” C. D.  Broad (1938) distinguishes the transitory aspect of temporal facts and the extensive aspect of temporal facts.   The phenomena in question correspond roughly to McTaggart’s famous A-series and B-series.  On the one hand, we experience time as moving or flowing and having a dynamic quality.  What Broad means is that we experience events as moving from the distant future to near future to the present, and then receding into the more and more distant past.  Broad expresses this by means of expression that A. N. Prior (1959) made famous more than twenty years later, “Thank goodness (on the theistic hypothesis) that [visit to the dentist] is over now!” (Broad, 1938: 38).  I should add that when some philosopher’s talk of the transitory aspect of time they also have in mind the idea that time is dynamic, that time involves a flow or flux from one event to another one, and not a static relation between them.  It is this notion of transition, dynamism or passage, found in the rapid succession of notes on a piano or the parts of a swift movement which is the object of one perception that I wish to focus on later and claim that those and other features of the transitory aspect of time are grounded upon the unanalyzable R-relation of succession.  The extensive aspect of time, on the other hand, consists of the fact that any two experiences of the same person stand to each other in a determinate temporal relation of earlier/later than or simultaneity.[endnoteRef:1]  When viewed extensively, we conceive of time or events in time as having an unchanging quality, fixed in their location on the series of events that occur in succession.   From a God-like point of view the whole history of the world is spread out in a fixed and immutable order of events.   [1:  This is somewhat inaccurate for two reasons. First, Broad also includes the fact that every experience has some duration as one aspect of the extensive aspect of time. Second, he claims, given that our experiences overlap it is not always true that there is a definite temporal relation between any two of them. Having mentioned these qualifications, we can, however, safely ignore them in what follows.
] 

The problem then is to reconcile these two ostensibly incompatible ways in which we experience, think and speak about time.  How can one and the same thing, Time, be flowing and still, dynamic and static, fixed and variable?  Time is both and to answer the question, what is time? requires providing an ontological ground for those ostensibly incompatible common-sense facts of temporal phenomenology.   A further aim of my presentation is to explain how the R-theory can consistently provide such a ground.
I will proceed by first explaining how the debate in the philosophy of time should and should not be construed.   In so doing I will clarify how the R-theory differs from the A-theory and at least some versions of the B-theory.  In conclusion, I will put forth my view that a proper understanding of the connection of R-relations, and (a conjunction of) R-facts, to time, can reconcile and account for the transitory and extensive aspects of time.  Before turning to those tasks, there are a few comments on philosophical method in the ontology of time, relating to the notion of “ostensible temporality,” that I would like to make.


II. On Philosophical Method in the Ontology of Time
Presumably, the notion of “ostensible temporality” is intended to mean that the phenomena to be analyzed are to be taken as neutral; as not yet implying a specific ontological analysis.  The distinction between the pre-analytic data and their analysis is stated by Russell in the following passage:
The process of sound philosophizing, to my mind, consists mainly in passing from those obvious, vague, ambiguous things, that we feel quite sure of, to something precise, clear, definite, which by reflection and analysis we find is involved in the vague thing that we start from, and is, so to speak, the real truth of which that vague thing is a sort of shadow. (1918, 1964: 179-80)
For Broad, the process of arriving at “the real truth of which that vague thing is a sort of  shadow” that is, the proper analysis or description of a concept, and the phenomena on which that concept is based, is facilitated by making use of what Broad calls “The Principle of Pickwickian Senses” (1924: 90).  According to this principle, the proper analysis of a phenomenon or a concept may not be what common sense implicitly and unknowingly takes it to be, since the implicit analysis, if in fact there is one, may be subject to dialectical difficulties and not hold up to critical examination.  The Pickwickian sense of a concept, although perhaps not intuitive, has the advantage that it is quite certain that there is something that answers to it “whereas with the other definitions of the same entities this cannot be shown to be so” (Broad 1924: 93).  
Broad uses the concepts of the “self” and “matter” to explain an error that can come about from failing to see the distinction implied by The Principle of Pickwickian Senses between our ordinary concepts, beliefs and phenomenological data on the one hand, and the analysis or proper description of those concepts, beliefs and data on the other.  One such error occurs in the following passage where Broad notes that questions like: “Does matter exist?” or “Is the self real?” cannot be answered with a simple yes or no.  He continues,
Unquestionably there are facts in the world to which the names “matter” and “self” apply; and in that sense they are names of something real.  But it is vitally important to distinguish between facts and the proper analysis or description of facts.  The words “matter” and “self,” as commonly used, do suggest certain theories about the facts to which they are applied.  These theories are never clearly recognized or explicitly stated by common-sense; and, on critical analysis, they are often found to consist of a number of propositions of very different degrees of importance and certainly.  E.g., I think there is very little doubt that the world “self,” as commonly used implies something like the Pure Ego theory of the structure of those entities which we call “selves.”  Hence anyone who rejects the Pure Ego theory is, in one sense, “denying the reality of the self.”  But, if he offers an alternative analysis, which does equal justice to the peculiar unity which we find in the things called “selves,” he is, in another sense, “accepting the reality of the self.”   Whenever one particular way of analyzing a certain concept has been almost universally, though tacitly, assumed, a man who rejects this analysis will seem to others (and often to himself) to be rejecting the concept itself.  (1924: 94-95).
According to Broad, however, that would be a mistake.  We must distinguish, Broad says, between facts, what I shall call “common-sense facts” and the proper analysis or description of those facts, what I shall call “ontological facts.”  There are, undoubtedly, common sense facts to which the term “self” applies, that is, there are selves commonsensically speaking, and it may be, as Broad suggests, that a particular ontological analysis of the self is tacitly accepted (though never clearly recognized or explicitly stated) by common sense.  However, if upon critical examination it is seen that there are reasons to reject that analysis and if an alternative analysis of the self can be given that accounts for all of the common sense and phenomenological facts that need to be accounted for, such as “the unity of the self,” then one can accept that the concept of the self has an application and thus that the self exists.  Thus, it is a mistake to assume that if one rejects what is tacitly assumed by common sense (or a specific ontological analysis), one is thereby rejecting the concept and denying that there exist entities that fall under that concept or that the phenomena have an ontological ground.[endnoteRef:2]   [2:  In his book, On Philosophical Method (1980), Hector-Neri Castañeda articulates in detail something like this distinction.  However, whereas Castañeda speaks of "protophilosophical data" and philosophical theories that compete in trying to elucidate these data, Broad seems to believe that commonsense contains or implies an articulate, although perhaps unacceptable, ontological theory of various phenomena.  Indeed, his doctrine of “Pickwickian” senses is meant to highlight that the correct philosophical analysis of a category is intended to be taken in a sense other than the literal one implicit in commonsense. (My thanks to Francesco Orilia for this reference.)
] 

In his earliest writings on “Time” (1921), while still under the influence of Russell, Broad makes essentially the same point with regard to the question “Is time real?”  One cannot answer the question “Is time real?” or for that matter the questions, “Does time have a dynamic aspect?”  Or “Is temporal passage or movement mind-independent?” with a simple “yes” or “no.”  What McTaggart and others who argue for the unreality of time have shown, at most, is that their analyses of time do not correspond to anything in the world.  However, to demonstrate that an analysis or theory of time is mistaken does not demonstrate that the phenomenon with which the analysis is concerned does not exist or that there is nothing in reality that is its ground.  The phenomena that cannot be doubted may comport with a different analysis.
In the following passage Broad emphasizes that temporal succession and duration are distinctly given to us in introspection and perception and can therefore hardly be doubted:
It is a matter of direct inspection that the immediate objects of some of our states of mind have temporal characteristics. It is as certain that one note in a heard melody is after another in the same specious present and that each has some duration as that some objects in my field of view are red or square and to the right or left of each other. It is then quite certain that some objects in the world have temporal characteristics, viz. the immediate objects of some states of mind. Now it is also certain that these objects exist at least as long as I am aware of them, for in such cases I am obviously not aware of nothing. Hence there cannot be anything self-contradictory in the temporal characteristics found in these objects, for otherwise we should have to admit the existence of objects with incompatible characteristics. Hence there is no obvious reason why temporal characteristics should not also apply to what is not the immediate object of any state of mind. It follows, then, that criticism cannot reasonably be directed against temporal characteristics as such, but only against the descriptions that we give of the temporal characteristics of experienced objects, and the conclusions that we draw from them or the constructions that we base on them.  (1921: 151; emphasis added.)
Broad’s point is that temporal phenomena are undeniable, for it is certain that “some objects in the world have temporal characteristics” (151).  What is open to dispute is the proper description or ontological analysis of those characteristics, and for that reason, those who deny the implicit and unrecognized ontology in common sense temporal facts (if it has an implicit or articulate ontology at all[endnoteRef:3]), are not denying the reality of time, but are proposing an alternative theory of the real truth that the commonsense phenomenological descriptions are a vague shadow.  In other words, one can deny McTaggart’s or any other analysis of the transitory or dynamic aspects of time without denying that there is temporal transition or dynamism, and without denying the reality of time. [3: In correspondence regarding the distinction between commonsense and ontology, Erwin Tegtmeier commented to me that “The discussion in the analytical philosophy of time (as well as in other parts of analytical philosophy) seems to me unscientific. It does not take into account whole theories (in this case ontological theories) and it is unaware of the ontological alternatives. It is much too coarse. [Gustav] Bergmann would say that it is ontologically inarticulate and merely metaphorical. One could call it folk philosophy of time. The only technical component of it is mathematical logic (including set theory and the physics of time). Imagine folk physics thinking about mass without the context of a physical theory and starting from common conceptions or coarse-grained classifications.  Imagine a discussion and a decision about the classical and the quantum theory of mass based on vague conceptions and without taking into account the whole of classical mechanics and the whole of quantum theory and their precise details.”  I think his point is well taken, but it indirectly supports Broad’s view since both positions would agree that the “ontology” of commonsense is far from sacrosanct.
 ] 

It seems to me that a failure to recognize the distinction between commonsense facts and ontological facts that is at the heart of Broad’s Principle of Pickwickian Senses, points to an underlying flaw in the characterization of recent debates in the philosophy of time that I shall turn to next. 
III. Two Flawed Characterizations of the Ontological Debate in the Philosophy of Time 
How then should we characterize the debate between ontological alternatives in the philosophy of time?  One characterization of the debate that I do not endorse may be stated as follows:  Are there, in addition to the commonly agreed upon B-relations, TENSED or A-determinations, or A-relations?  So, for example, Steven Savitt interprets the positive McTaggart to be claiming that there are A-properties “in addition to the B-series and its unchanging relations” (2001: 261), and more recently, Christie Miller (2013: 97) makes the same claim when she says,
The B-theory contrasts with the A-theory, according to which in addition to relations of earlier than, later than, and simultaneous with, there exists properties of pastness, presentness and futurity and these properties are had by different sets of events at different times.  
Yuval Dolev (2007: 97) also puts the dispute in similar terms:
We all know that the American Revolution preceded the French Revolution.  We supposedly all know, or at least ready to admit once it is explained to us, that this fact constitutes a tenseless relation between the two events.  Indeed, tenseless theorists take it for granted that there are such tenseless relations.  Their quarrel with tensed theorists concerns the question of whether in reality the only type of temporal relations are tenseless relations, or whether there are in addition, also tensed relations.  The point of contention concerns the exclusivity of tenseless relations, not their existence. (Emphasis in last sentence added.)
From the R-theorist perspective, however, there are problems with this characterization.  In the first place, the claim that A- and R-theorists agree over the ontological status of tenseless relations already assumes at the outset that either the R-theory or the A-theory is false.  On the R-theory temporal relations are external relations meaning that they are simple, unanalyzable and irreducible temporal entities in their own right not grounded entirely or in part by the nature of their terms and thus exist independently of A-properties.  Indeed, on the R-theory there are no non-relational temporal properties.  For A-theorists who countenance A-properties the relations whose terms exemplify them are internal relations that cannot exist independently of the non-relational temporal properties of their terms.  Thus, if the commonly agreed upon relations were A-relations then R-relations too could not exist independently of the TENSED properties of their terms, and so there could be no R-relations, and the R-theory would be false. 
On the other hand, if the commonly agreed upon temporal relations were R-relations then the A-theory would be false.  R-relations are intrinsically temporal and obtain between terms without A-properties (or coordinate or positional qualities such as being t1, or being t2) but for the A-theorist, objects without A-properties are not terms of temporal relations.  Thus, whether the commonly agreed upon relations are R-theoretic or A-theoretic, it follows that to frame the debate in terms of the exclusivity of temporal relations, and not their nature and existence, as Savitt, Miller, Dolev and many others do, begs the question against either the A-theory or the R-theory. [endnoteRef:4]   It will be instructive to dig deeper to see if we can diagnose why so many philosophers have and continue to recommend this flawed way of characterizing the debate in the philosophy of time.   [4:  There are many analogous statements of the A-theory/B-theory debate consider the following characterizations by Bradford Skow. 
In one corner we have the B-theory. The B-theory says: there are times; the times are structured by the relation x is r seconds earlier than y; this relation gives time the same order and metric structure as the real numbers. And that is all.  In the other corner we have the moving spotlight theory. The moving spotlight theory says that the B-theory leaves something out. In addition to the characteristics the B-theory says time has, there is also this: exactly one time has the intrinsic property presentness. (2011a: 359) 
and 
According to the B-theory, there are, to begin with, instants of time. And all there is to the structure of time is the structure given by the temporal distances between pairs of times. Typically B-theorists also assume that there are infinitely many instants of time, and that the instants and their distances are isomorphic to the real line. This is the version of the B-theory that I shall have in mind. The moving spotlight theory agrees that the instants of time and their distances are isomorphic to the real line. But it adds to the B-theory an extra fact: a fact about which instant of time is present, or NOW. (To say that this is an extra fact is just to say that this fact cannot be reduced to any facts that appear in the B-theory. (2011b: 326-327a)
What is noteworthy is that Skow claims that the terms of B-relations are between moments of absolute time, a claim that immediately rules out his characterization of the dispute since the R-theory is purely relational.  Moreover, since moments are intrinsically temporal entities, i.e., they are by their nature temporal (they exemplify coordinate, positional qualities), they could not be the terms of R-relations whose terms are bare of any temporal nature.
] 

It seems to me that this characterization of the dispute fails to recognize Broad’s Principle of Pickwickian Senses.  Admittedly, if by “tenseless relations” one means the common-sense fact that events stand in temporal relations or even more neutrally that sentences like, “the American Revolution preceded the French Revolution,” are true, then all views agree, pre-analytically, that there are tenseless relations.[endnoteRef:5]  In that sense, however, the dispute would dissolve entirely since all would also agree, pre-analytically, that events are past, present and future.  Of course, if Dolev, or any other proponent of the first characterization of the dispute, then, shifts from commonsense to the ontological ground of the pre-theoretical data, and claims that the tensed and tenseless views disagree with regard to the existence of tensed relations or tensed properties, then what they are saying would be true.  That is, the tensed and tenseless views agree commonsensically that there are temporal relations and disagree ontologically over whether or not there are TENSED properties and facts.  However, such confusing of pre-analytic data and their ontological analysis would mask the real issue that is over the ontological status of relations of succession.  For once commonsense and ontology are kept separate, it should be clear how and why these views do not agree regarding tenseless temporal relations. [5:  Francesco Orilia has pointed out that this may be problematic because the presentist is an A-theorist but he may not want to agree pre-analytically that there is a relational fact “e1 before e2,” because it may seem to commit him to the existence if a past entity, namely e1. (See Crisp 2005).  I would reply that since by “tenseless relations” Dolev means “relations of succession,” at the pre-analytic level even a presentist cannot deny them since presentists are committed to the view that events come into and go out of existence successively, one before the other, however, that common-sense fact is to be analyzed.  
] 

Of course, if one believes, as McTaggart (1908: 25-26) did, that temporal relations are reducible to the attribution of A-properties or A-relations to the non-temporal C-series, then it would follow that A- and R-theorists agree with regard to the existence of tenseless relations (without temporal properties). Clearly, that line of reasoning it obviously begs the question since it assumes R-relations are not temporal, but static non-temporal relations, and that A-properties are necessary for time.  However, only after the ontological status of temporal succession is determined (and not assumed) can the question of whether or not what A-properties are needed to account for the transitory aspect of temporal facts, and thus the temporality of relations, be addressed.  
A third reason why characterizing the debate partly in terms of commonly agreed upon relations is so prevalent is that even though R-relations are unique in that they involve a process or transition or succession from one term to the next, this difference between temporal relations and all other non-temporal series is difficult to recognize.  For the linguistic representation of a non-temporal series takes time to express and the pictorial representation of a temporal series may be momentary and static.  Thus, when we go through non-temporal series stepwise as, for example, when we count numbers to ourselves it takes time.  On the other hand, we may represent a temporal series, a real progression or process as a static series, for example as a written score.  Therefore it is difficult to separate linear non-temporal series from a temporal series or processes.  For that reason, one might conclude that without A-properties or A-transition in some sense, what remains are non-temporal relations, that all views can agree exist.  
Yet that would be a mistake, since succession in time is phenomenologically and ontologically different from the successor relation in the number series, their isomorphism notwithstanding.  The earlier-series is a special series, a real progression from earlier to later events, and not the other way around, and this, on one of Russell’s views of the direction of a relation, is grounded in the relational fact that contains the relation of succession from earlier to later temporal objects.  The Russellian will reject claims that without tense and becoming the temporality and direction of time is without foundation.  Braithwaite expresses this position nicely in the following passage when he says,
 It is important to notice that the relation of succession as given in experience has an intrinsic sense. We perceive directly that there is an intrinsic difference between A succeeding B and B succeeding A. As Dr. Broad points out, in the perception of spatial relations on a straight line, we perceive an intrinsic order, e.g., that B is between A and C, but the series ABC only acquires a sense through some extrinsic determination. Temporal relations, however, have an intrinsic sense as well as an intrinsic order, but (and here Dr. Broad goes wrong) this intrinsic sense of the fundamental temporal relation of succession is as much an immediately experienced fact as the intrinsic order, and is in no way derived from the distinction between present, past and future.”  (Braithwaite 1928: 164)
On the R-theory, the foundation of real time is the simple and unanalyzable R-relation, and the R-facts that it enters into are, unlike the succession relation or temporal facts as conceived by A- or, I shall argue, by (reductionist) B-theorists.  For these reasons, the issue does concern the ontological status of “relations of succession” and not merely their exclusivity. To see this even more clearly I shall turn to a second familiar yet erroneous characterization of the ontological debate in the philosophy of time. 
 In a recent presentation at the Philosophy of Time Society meetings in February of this year, Melissa MacAulay said that,
A better way to characterize this debate (better than in terms of whether temporal properties or temporal relations are fundamental), then, would be to ask whether or not temporal properties and/or relations (should they exist) involve any sort of objective movement. A-theorists maintain that temporal movement is an objective phenomenon, while B-theorists maintain that it exists only in the realm of experience or metaphor. If we chose to divide A- and B-theorists along such lines, there does not appear to be any room for alternative theories; either there is objective, mind-independent movement in time, or there is not. (MacAulay, 2014: 10)
  Of course, the question whether or not there is objective mind-independent movement in time, depends on what is meant by “objective temporal movement?” For some A-theorists, this movement is a matter of properties such as pastness, presentness, and futurity successively obtaining in various things or events.  For others it involves the successive coming into and going out of existence of events/objects/times or the continual or successive increase in the sum total of existence.[endnoteRef:6]   [6:  The ersatz presentist who rejects these accounts of temporal movement and appeal instead to times construed as maximal sets of propositions becoming true, also cannot avoid the appeal to succession.] 

What then is succession?  McTaggart and more recently Kit Fine have argued for importance of succession in the analysis of time by claiming is that the A-series without temporal succession is static (and as I shall argue for later, the R-series without temporal properties is dynamic).   For Fine claimed that to ground temporal realist it is not sufficient to have tense realism.  In other words, the existence of a distinctive present moment, for example, a moment with the property of presentness is not sufficient to yield Time.  There must also exist temporal passage.  What then is temporal passage?  Fine continues:
The passage of time can be taken to consist in the successive possession of the absolute property of PRESENT or NOW.  This property passes as it were from one moment to the next and it is in its passage … that the passage of time can be taken to consist. (Fine 2006: 404) 
 Thus, it is not sufficient that a time is picked out as present to generate passage, and hence, on the A-theory, to generate time. Something more, he says, is required:  “What we wanted was the successive possession of the property of being present, not merely its current possession (2006: 405; emphasis added).  Without succession, Fine claims, the tense realist “conception of reality … may be as static or block-like as the antirealist’s, the only difference lying in the fact that his block has a privileged ‘center’” (2006: 404-405).  
What we ought to conclude, therefore, is that in order to ground the dynamic or transitory aspect of time or “objective temporal movement,” the A-theorist (or the B- or R-theorist for that matter), must provide an assay of succession, and that, I believe, is at the heart of the debate between the disputants in the ontology of time.
To assume at the outset that temporal passage qua succession is real in the sense of mind-independent only if it is grounded in events changing their A-properties or undergoing absolute becoming, or some other A-theoretic manner, as the second characterization of the dispute implies, fails to recognize Broad’s Principle of Pickwickian Senses.  It packs into the common-sense fact of the transitory aspect of time an A-theoretic analysis of temporal movement, and infers that if one denies that analysis, then one is thereby denying the objective reality of transition and since transition is essential to time, one is thereby denying the reality of time.  Thus, the fallacy in the second way of characterizing the debate is connected with and supports the first since the first characterization also assumes that B- or R-theoretic relations are not temporal.
To characterize the debate as between the mind-independence or mind-dependence of temporal passage gives rise to a common interpretation of the B-theory, fostered by proponents and critics alike, that the ontology of B-time is anti-realist because it denies that temporal becoming or passage is an objective, mind-independent feature of reality.  The mind-dependence thesis is, on the one hand, thought to be a natural consequence of the B-theory which is characterized as a static Block universe.  Such a world view seems to imply that the flow and flux of events in time—time’s dynamism—is an illusion that would not exist without consciousness much like secondary qualities would not exist without consciousness.  For these reasons, the mind-dependence of passage is thought, on the other hand, to be the death knell of the B-theory.  It is argued that in denying objective becoming or transition the B-theory is removing what is essential to time and so what is left is really a block or series of blocks that is indistinguishable from a spatial object; a house of blocks, as it were.  Moreover, some, for example, Yuval Dolev, have argued that treating passage as an illusion renders “real time” or “tenseless time” a something “we-know-not-what” behind the veil of illusions. (2007: 102)  Furthermore, if passage was not an objective mind-independent feature of reality, then we could not explain our experience of the dynamic aspect of time.  
Barry Dainton puts the denial of passage in terms of a challenge to the B-theory:
How can our experience have the flowing, stream-like character that it does in a passage-free universe?  How can the calm, eternal character of the Block universe be reconciled with the turbulent, dynamic character of our immediate experience?  [The failure to account for this is what gives rise] to the most deep-seated resistance to the Block conception, the conviction—shared by many—that it omits what is most distinctively timelike about time. (2011: 385)  
This line of reasoning is built into the second way of characterizing the ontological dispute between A and B-theorists, but it is not necessary to succumb to that characterization or the arguments based on it, and it is antithetical to the R-theory.  For it assumes that if one rejects an A-theoretic account of the ontological ground of succession, then one must reject the dynamic character of our experience.  Unfortunately, B-theorists, until quite recently, have been too willing to concede that time does not flow or pass, and is not dynamic.[endnoteRef:7]   The alternative is to give a realist account of passage that is neither B-theoretic nor A-theoretic, but is based on R-theoretic succession.  To that account I shall turn to next. [7:  Thus, for example, Laurie Paul sets herself the task of explaining how the existence of a static, four-dimensional universe of a series of changeless events standing in unchanging temporal relations can explain the “flow of successively existing events … responsible for the animated character or flow of change’ (Paul, 2010: 334).  Paul responds by arguing that even in the static universe of the four-dimensionalist the reductionist can provide, “an account of how temporal experience could arise from the way the brains of conscious beings experience and interpret cognitive inputs from series of static events’. (2010: 339).  Her explanation goes something like this:
When we have an experience as of passage, we can interpret this as an experience that is the result of the brain producing a neural state that represents inputs from earlier and later temporal stages and simply “fills in” the representation of motion or of changes.  Thus, according to the reductionist, there is no real flow or animation in changes that occur across time.  Rather, a stage of one’s brain creates the illusion of such flow, as the causal effect of prior stages on (this stage of) one’s brain. (2010: 352)
Paul is claiming that our experience as of passage is an illusion, and therefore while time seems to pass from one moment to the next it does not really do so, it is just a mind-dependent phenomenon with no objective reality.
Paul’s B-theoretic move is to make transition something that does not exist in the world.  On her version of the tenseless theory, there are durationless events that are temporally related, but there is no objective transition or becoming.  Thus, the tenseless view is called the “static view” of time because the experience of dynamism does not represent any flow from one to time another since there is none.  In fact as she later argues, the dynamism we experience doesn’t even seem to pass!  For a critique see Dainton (2011, 2012).] 

IV. R-theoretic Succession and the Dynamic/Transitory Aspects of Time
Broad claimed that the experience of succession is the foundation of all other awareness of temporal phenomena; that all the commonsense facts about time can be grounded in ontological facts based on the extensive aspect of time.  Consider this passage:
 Temporal characteristics are among the most fundamental in the objects of our experience, and therefore cannot be defined. We must start by admitting that we can in certain cases judge that one experienced event is later than another, in the same immediate way as we can judge that one seen object is to the right of another. A good example of the immediate judgment in question is when we hear a tune and judge that of two notes, both of which come in our specious present, one precedes the other.  Another direct judgment about earlier and later is made in genuine memory.  On these relations of before and after which we immediately recognize in certain objects of our experience all further knowledge of time is built. (1921: 143)
By taking the relation of before and after (or earlier than/later than) as fundamental and indefinable, and claiming that all further knowledge of time is built from those relations Broad is asserting that temporal relations must be taken as simple, unanalyzable entities of one’s ontology.  To say that they are simple and undefined implies that they are irreducible and so cannot be analyzed or reduced to causal or entropic relations, or to the non-relational temporal properties of pastness, presentness and futurity of their terms and for the early Broad (and Russell) there are no such monadic temporal properties.  On the TENSEless (R-) theory, time consists solely of relations.  Of course, there are other temporal entities.  The terms of temporal relations, and the ontological facts that have temporal relations as constituents, may also be called “temporal” in virtue of their connection with temporal relations which are thereby the only intrinsically temporal entities in this relational ontology of time.  
When Broad asserts that all further knowledge of time is built up from the relations of before and after we should not take him to be denying the reality of passage or the transitory aspect of time, nor need he be interpreted as claiming that the passage of time is an illusion, but rather to be claiming that the commonsense fact that time passes or flows can be grounded with ontological facts involving exclusively temporal relations between events including mental events.  The notion of succession that is the ground of the transitory, dynamic and passage sense of time is experienced in the rapid succession of notes on a piano or the parts of a swift movement which is the object of one perception.  Succession in this sense is primitive and unanalyzable, a mind-independent succession that, according to Broad, is the foundation of our knowledge of time.  
Thus, the R-theorist can agree that the passage of time or temporal movement, involves an experience of “the flow of successively existing events,” as Laurie Paul 2010 puts it, or as Donald C. Williams once put it, “we are immediately and poignantly involved in the jerk and whoosh of process, and the felt flow of one moment to the next” (1951, 465-456).  What I am suggesting is that the appeal to the experience of succession characterized as a simple and unanalyzable relational universal is consistent with grounding our experience of the flow of successively existing events, and the felt flow from one moment to the next on these mind-independent R- relations alone.[endnoteRef:8]  [8: In his reply to his critics Broad during his A-theoretic period, that as we know he maintained throughout most of his life, says about temporal passage or movement that it is a “rock-bottom peculiarity of time, distinguishing temporal sequence from all other instances of one-dimensional order…” (Broad, p. 766, original emphasis).   Tim Maudlin, shared this same sentiment in the following passage: 
The passing of time may be correlated with, but does not consist in, the positive gradient of entropy in the universe. It is the foundation of our asymmetrical treatment of the initial and final states of the universe. And it is not to be reduced to, or analyzed in terms of, anything else (Maudlin, p. 142). 
If we separate out the passages from Broad and Maudlin from the ontology that is motivating it the R-theorist would certainly agree, with Broad and Maudlin, that there is an irreducible rock bottom feature to time in which the passing of time consists, and that according to the R-theorist is the simple relational universal “is earlier than.”
 ] 

The R-relation is introduced on the basis of the principle of acquaintance that asserts that the simple entities of our ontology are ones that we must be acquainted with.  That the “is earlier than” relation is an object of acquaintance has been argued for by Erwin Tegtmeier in the following passage:
What we hear according to Russell, when we hear the c-tone preceding the d-tone is the relational universal of “occurring earlier than” together with its relata. We hear nothing else. Let us assume that we don’t recognise the first tone [as] a c and the second as a d. Thus we hear only a temporal fact which as such is a dynamic fact. ... If the fact is dynamic, which one can take for granted, the relational universal in it must be dynamic, too. Now, Russell introduces the relational universal as the one which holds between the two tones in the fact of our example. One can conclude that the relation “occurring earlier than” is a dynamic relation. (2010: 42)
 Russell’s dynamic relational universal “occurring earlier than” is a feature of the world because it is experienced, that is, an object of acquaintance. Thus, to assert that the R-relation and the facts it enters into are static and that passage is mind-dependent is false since the fact that the a-tone precedes the c-tone is an objective fact that contains a dynamic temporal relation and is therefore a dynamic temporal fact in a temporal series.  
Thus it is a mistake to acquiesce to the claim made by A-theorists, and often endorsed by B-theorists, that temporal passage involves objective TENSE, and conclude that in order to reject the A-theory and yet explain our temporal phenomenology, one must adopt a representationalist account of temporal passage compatible with the Block universe.  For example, Barry Dainton maintains that our experience of the dynamic aspects of time are fully real experientially, and they do possess dynamic qualities—the flux and flow we find in our experience is not illusion—but what is an illusion is the belief that these features of experience represent a mind-independent reality that contains metaphysical, that is, A-theoretic passage.  As Dainton puts it,
There is thus a substantial difference between the position that I have been recommending, and what is being advocated by Paul.  I agree that E-[experiential] passage exists in the realm of appearances, and that to the extent that these appearances misrepresent the (non-dynamic) external physical reality they can in this respect be construed as misleading or illusory.  Nonetheless, the appearances in question are nonetheless fully real experientially, and the experiences in question really do possess dynamic characteristics.  In this sense, there is nothing in the least illusory about the flux and flow we find in our experience. (2012: 133; emphasis added.)
In asserting the appearance/reality distinction with regard to temporal passage or dynamism Dainton is clearly assuming that our experience of passage is TENSED in an A-theoretic sense and for that reason “misrepresents the (non-dynamic) external physical reality” (2012: 133).  The R-theory rejects the thesis there is no passage phenomenologically or ontologically since it affirms that we do experience passage and that in so doing we are directly aware of mind-independent—albeit R-theoretic and not A-theoretic—passage.  In other words, the R-theory rejects the assumption that if passage or dynamism exists in physical reality and we are aware of it, then the TENSED theory in some form must be true.
The R-theorist would deny that there is a distinction between the succession as we experience it and succession as it is in itself; the former being dynamic (that is, A-theoretic) and illusory and the latter static and real.  In our experience of the phenomenon of succession which grounds the dynamic aspect of time, we are directly acquainted with a TENSEless R-theoretic mind-independent feature of reality, and in this respect the R-theory and the B-theory differ.
There are, however, B-theorists who agree that succession is a dynamic relation ((Deng (2007), Leininger (2014), and who analyze temporal relations in terms of causal relations.[endnoteRef:9]    For the R-theory there are reasons to reject such grounding.  First, the phenomenon of temporal succession is fundamental, whereas causation is a rather derived and complicated relation.  A Russellian ontological analysis complies with the principle that a fundamental phenomenon such as succession should be grounded on a simple entity such as the R-relation if at all possible. Second, Russellians will reject causal accounts of the direction of time since they adopt an empirical principle of acquaintance according to which we must be acquainted with the simple entities of one’s ontology.  What excludes causal theories of time is that we perceive many temporal successions while we don’t perceive the relation “causes” in those cases. Furthermore, R-theorists will argue that causation is circular as an earlier-relation since it presupposes temporal succession and the direction of time.   [9:  Recently, Joshua Mozersky (2013, 2014) added his voice to B-theorists who claim that temporal passage does exist, but it is nothing more than the succession of events.  His account of succession is, however, also different from the account I am defending.  He has offered an account temporal relations are classes of ordered pairs.  Such a B-theoretic account of relations differs from R-relations that are universals.
 In correspondence Tegtmeier has pointed out that those class nominalists who consider two-place relations as classes of ordered pairs have a hard time to distinguish between a spatial relation S and a temporal relation T in case for all x and y, Sxy if and only if Txy. In that case S and T would consist of the same ordered pairs.  For the R-theorist, space and time are given phenomenologically as different relations and their structural similarities in no way weaken that diversity.
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Whether these objections can be sustained is a large issue that I do not intend to explore here.  My reason for raising them is primarily to indicate that the typical ways of characterizing the A-/B- dispute overlooks the ontologically significant difference between the R- and B-theory analyses of the temporal phenomenon of succession. 
Although the R-theory emphasizes and grounds the dynamic aspect of time by appealing to mind-independent R-relations, there is a sense in which the transitory aspect of time is mind-dependent.  We must distinguish transition or the dynamic aspect of time from the notion of temporal becoming.  The movement of events from the future to the present and into the past that is dependent on the perspective from which the events are viewed and the changing psychological attitudes we have toward such events.  At successive times I have different cognitive attitudes and temporal relations to the same event.  When I am conscious that this experience of anticipation of an unpleasant event is earlier than the event, the event is future. And then when I am conscious of this perception of the unpleasant event, that is, when I am presented with the event, the event is present. Then, when I am conscious that the unpleasant event is earlier than this memory experience of it, I am relieved.  Thus, the experience temporal becoming—events moving through time from the future to the present and into the past—is mind-dependent, but the foundation of that experience is the succession of different psychological states that is grounded on the mind-independent temporal relation.
In order for temporal becoming to be mind-independent in the sense in which R-theorists explain it, there must be R-transition.  For in order for us to experience the same events at successively later times with different psychological attitudes toward it, there must be a succession of experiences and that succession and our experience of that succession is the ground of the psychological attitudes.  
Thus, while it is true that temporal becoming is mind-dependent, it doesn’t follow that the R-theory is anti-realist about transition because mind-dependent temporal becoming presupposes mind-independent transition.  In this respect, R- and B-theorists agree.  Where they disagree, as I have argued, is over their analysis of succession and, in some cases, the phenomenology of the dynamic aspect of temporal experience.  With this background we can turn, finally, to a reconciliation of the transitory and extensive aspects of time.
V.  A Reconciliation of the Transitory and Extensive Aspects of Time
For the Russellian temporal relational states of affairs or R-facts while they are not themselves in time are indeed temporal since they contain temporal relations. R-facts are entities in their own right over and above their constituents, and as such they are not in time in that they do not exemplify non-relational temporal properties, occupy moments or stand in temporal relations. In that sense time, understood as a Russellian temporal series, that constitutes the history of the world, is composed of a conjunction of R-facts, is timeless. This view gives some meaning to an aphorism I favor, namely, time is timeless, or eternal in just this sense: though the whole of time contains temporal relations, time as a whole does not exemplify them. Time is timeless in the further sense that the ontological ground of temporal phenomena are relations and on the R-theory relational universals such as “occurring earlier than” are timeless.
There are, of course, philosophers who hold a B-theoretic ontology and maintain that there are universals.  There are also philosophers who hold that temporal relational facts do not exist in time, that temporal relations are mind-independent and the ground of the transitory aspect of time, at least in one sense of that phrase.  What seems to me, however, and what makes the R-theory distinctive is that there is no B-theorist who explicitly adopt all of these tenets (including countenancing R-relations) and for that reason it is, I submit, legitimate to distinguish the R-theory and the B-theory.   There should be no question that the R-theory, which takes R-relations as fundamental, is not to be confused with any version of the A-theory.  For while A-theorists generally attempt to ground the truth of propositions about temporal relations between objects (whether or not they exist), none of them do or could do so by appealing to R-relations.
Finally, there is the question of the ontological status of the facts that temporal relations enter into and their relation to time.  Again whether B-theorists think of facts as I do, namely, as entities that do not exist in time, but contain time, is not important.  What is important is the notion that facts as I understand them are capable of grounding both the transitory and eternal nature of time.  These facts are not eternal in the sense of literally being timeless, as say, Platonic universals are.  Nor are these facts eternal in the sense of having everlasting existence; they do not exist at every time or forever.  Rather temporal relational facts are eternal in the sense that  while they do not exist in time since they do not stand in temporal relations, time in the form of temporal relations and the temporal entities that stand in those relations, are contained in those facts. 
Given a realist ontology of R-relations and R-facts, the R-theory is able to account for both the dynamic and the eternal aspects of time.  That both aspects are part of the reality of time is stated by an early R-theorist, R. M. Blake, in his critique of Broad’s open future theory.  In Scientific Thought (and elsewhere, of course) Broad maintains that the Russellian view leaves out something that is fundamental to the nature of time.  Blake raises and responds to Broad’s objection in the following passage that I shall quote at length.
His [Broad’s] concept of an unanalyzable “becoming” is very similar to M. Bergson’s equally ultimate “duration” and to Mr. Whitehead’s  “passage of nature,” or ‘moving on” (Concept of Nature, p. 54).  As Mr. Broad says (p. 59), “We are naturally tempted to regard the history of the world as existing eternally in a certain order of events”.  The trouble with this is that it seems to take the temporal character of succession out of time and to make it “static,” or, as M. Bergson puts it, to “spatialize” time.  Now there seems to me to be a strange mixture of truth an illusion in all this.  There is certainly a unique character about time which cannot be reduced to anything else.  Time is filled with “events, and events are happenings,” things that “come to pass,” that succeed one another in a fixed direction of earlier and later.  This feature of time is revealed to us in our immediate experience of duration and the passage of events.  But we may be equally certain that, however much of succession there may be in events, every event has in the order of succession just the place that it has and none other.  The order as a whole, however much it may be an order of change and of succession, must in a sense be “static,” for it must be true that it is what it is.  Let fluidity be never so fluid, the fact that it is so remains unaltered.  These are simply the necessities of logic. (1925: 434-35; emphasis added.) 
Blake is attempting to reconcile the fundamental features of our experience of time and its true nature; that time has an unique and irreducible character that distinguishes it from space that is revealed to us through our experience of the succession of events, on the one hand, with the notion that time forms an ordered series of terms in which every item has just the place it has and no other, and that the whole conjunction of facts is unchanging, on the other.  I am suggesting that to understand these two aspects of time one must recognize that time contains timeless yet dynamic relations and temporal yet eternal facts. To countenance R-facts in addition to R-relations is crucial to providing a ground for the unchanging character of time as a whole and the dynamic nature of time within it.
I shall conclude with a quotation from J. S. Mackenzie that nicely states the relation between the eternal and the dynamic, or the extensive and the transitory aspects of time that I wish to convey.  He says,
There is no time outside the process. Hence the process as a whole might be said to be eternal though every particular part in it has a place in time.  The eternal thus conceived would not be timeless, but rather that which included the whole of time.  . . . The process as a whole, when we thus conceive of it, is not in time, rather time is in the process. Time is simply the aspect of successiveness which the eternal process contains. (1955: 405).
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