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Abstract: One of the more serious criticisms of the B-theory is that by denying the passage of time or maintaining that passage is a mind-dependent illusion or appearance, the B-theory gives rise to a static, block universe and thereby removes what is most distinctively timelike about time.  The aim of this paper is to discuss the R-theory of time, after Russell, who Richard Gale calls “the father of the B-theory,” and explain how the R-theory can respond to the criticisms just raised, and others.  In the course of my discussion I shall clarify differences between versions of the A-, B- and R-theories of time, and argue that McTaggart’s conception of the B-series and more specifically, the B-relations that generate it, has been instrumental in misconstruing the A-/B-theory debate resulting in criticisms of the B-theory that can be seen to be fallacious when applied to the R-theory.
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There is 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 Block, static universe.  The implication of these appellations is that all events, past, present and future exist eternally in unchanging and fixed temporal relations.  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.  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 this 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.  (Dainton, 2011: 385, fn 3) 
In what follows, I wish to defend the B-theory or rather, what I have come to think of as its parent, namely, the R-theory, after Russell, against these criticisms (although I am not sure that Russell has maintained everything that I say about the R-theory).  I will argue that B-theorists have been too willing to concede that time does not flow or pass, and is not dynamic, and that point leads us to a realist, yet not A-theoretic, account of passage.[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  I should add, parenthetically, that several recent B-theorists, for example, Natalja Deng (2010, 2013a, b, c), Joshua Mozersky (2015), and Lisa Leininger (2014), have argued that the B-theory is compatible with our experience of temporal passage and the flow of time, and I applaud their efforts.  However, even those who agree in asserting that time does flow give either a causal analysis or a set of ordered pairs analysis of B-relations that differs from B-relations analyzed as R-relations construed as simple, relational universals of the first type. ] 

At the outset I should emphasize that my parental characterization of the relationship between the R- and B-theories is intended to convey that they are not two totally different theories of time; but rather that there is an important connection between them.  For my purposes we can define the “B-theory” as the view that time relations such as earlier/later than and simultaneity are the foundation of time and that we can define grammatical tense and analyze metaphysical TENSE in terms of them.  For example, on the B-theory “now” does not denote the same monadic property of NOWNESS or presentness on each occasion of its use, rather it is an indexical that denotes what is simultaneous with the sentence (utterance) token (or mental token) in which it occurs.  Similarly, a past (future) event is not one that exemplifies pastness or futurity, but one that is earlier (later) than this token (or this memory or this anticipation). [footnoteRef:2]  Since the R-theory agrees with the B-theory in its treatment of tensed language and purportedly TENSED properties, and in the fundamental importance of “B-relations,” it may be considered as a specific kind of B-theory.  Where the R-theory diverges from typical, (reductionist) B-theorists is in taking B-relations to be R-relations construed as primitive and unanalyzable, external relational universals that can be directly experienced, in contrast to (reductionist) B-theories that treat B-relations as analyzable, for example, in terms of causal relations or a set of ordered pairs.     [2:  See Orilia and Oaklander (2015) for a defense of the semantics of the old B-theory of time, what we call “semantic atensionalism,” the doctrine that there are no tensed sentences and, correspondingly, on the assumptions that there are propositions as meanings of sentences, no tensed propositions.
] 

That typical B- and R-theorists give different analyses of succession is an important point that strikes at the heart of what I consider to be one, if not the central issue in the dispute among the A-, B- and R-theories of time, namely the ontological status of succession.  Indeed, failure to acknowledge differences between A-, B- and R-theory accounts of time relations have generated mistaken characterizations of the A-/B- debate that in turn have led to many criticisms of the B-theory that are erroneous because they do not take into account the particular version of the B-theory that I wish to defend, namely, the R-theory.  After demonstrating this, I will show how these errors are at play in the standard critique of the R-theoretic account of the presence of experience, and the phenomena of temporal becoming; the change of times, or events in time, from the future to the present and into the past. First, a few brief remarks about ontology.
 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, facts), 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.)   Certainly temporal phenomena are everywhere.  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, that are required to ground the phenomena.   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?   Do we also need to 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.  And if so, how are they to be understood, for example, are they internal or external relations, universals or particulars, i.e., tropes, primitive and unanalyzable or reducible to causation?  Since A-, B- and R-theories provide different answers to those questions, I shall turn to a consideration of them.
The modern terminology of the A-theory and the B-theory originated with Richard Gale in his anthology on The Philosophy of Time (1967) and his book, The Language of Time (1968), but as is commonly known his terminology has its roots in McTaggart’s distinction between the A-series whose terms are characterized as past, present and future and the B-series whose terms are ordered by the earlier/later than relation.  It is noteworthy that Gale refers to Russell (1915) as “the father of the B-theory” (Gale 1967) and although McTaggart has as his target Russell’s theory of time, that emphasizes temporal relations as primary and temporal characteristics as analyzable in terms of them, McTaggart has two views of B-relations that are decidedly anti-Russellian and have inspired the mistaken charge that R-relations are static and that time is an illusion.  Thus, a few comments about McTaggart’s philosophy of time are in order.
Before rejecting the reality of time altogether McTaggart gives an account of what it must be like if it is to be real.  Clearly, he argues that if there were no temporal or time relations then there could be no time.  On his positive view, B-relations are internal relations, they are grounded entirely or in part on the natures of their terms.  Thus, in a later chapter of The Nature of Existence, McTaggart adopts a version of internal B-relations when he claims that “The term P is later than the term Q, if it is ever past while Q is present, or present while Q is future” (McTaggart 1927: 271).  In other words, time relations are nothing more than the properties of the terms that stand in those relations.  This is the strong version of the doctrine of internal relations.  Presentism is an even stronger version of internal relations since only one of the relata of a relation ever exists to ground a temporal relational fact.  It should be no surprise, therefore, that relations are the Achilles heel of presentism.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  For a discussion of this issue and others surrounding presentism see Magalhães, E, Oaklander, L N (eds) 2010.   See Orilia (forthcoming) for a novel defense of presentism that attempts to respond to the problem of cross temporal relations and various other criticisms of presentism.] 

According to the weak version that McTaggart (1908) adopts in “The Unreality of Time,” and employs in his argument for the unreality of time, the ground of the B-series in part is a non-temporal C-series whose terms have A-properties or stand in A-relations to the NOW.  Of course, more is required to generate a temporal B-series, namely, “temporal becoming” understood A-theoretically as the moving NOW, or “the travelling of tenses” (to use a phrase coined by Erwin Tegtmeier (2009: 195)), along a static, non-temporal C-series.  
In Scientific Thought Broad characterizes this view as the spotlight view and in his statement of it we perhaps find the origin of the term “eternalism” nowadays used to characterize the B-theory.  This is what Broad says, 
We are naturally tempted to regard the history of the world as existing eternally in a certain order of events.  On this view the series of events has an intrinsic order, but no intrinsic sense.  It gains a sense, and we become able to talk of one event as earlier than another, and not merely of one event as between two others, because the attribute of presentness moves along the series in a fixed direction. (Broad 1925: 60.)
There are two points I want to make about this characterization of time that clearly has its roots in McTaggart’s conception of the B-series.  First, the characterization of the history of the world as existing eternally in a certain order of events is a central tenet of the B-theory known as “eternalism.”  Notice, however, that the notion of the world as a series of events existing eternally with an intrinsic order, but no intrinsic sense is not a temporal series, but a non-temporal series that requires a moving now, or travelling tenses in order to ground time relations.  I am not suggesting that the B-theory is committed to this view, but only how easy it is to construe it in that manner by characterizing the B-theory as “eternalism” and for that reason I disavow that label.  My second point is that such an account of the B-series with all A-properties or only presentness moving along eternally existing events has nothing in common with the Russellian account of the R-series and the time relations that generate it, that McTaggart, Broad and others have criticized.  
The key feature of the R-theory that I wish to emphasize, that distinguishes it from the above characterizations of time relations, is that R-relations are primitive and unanalyzable external relations.[footnoteRef:4]  Russell explains what he means by an external relation in the following passage:   [4:  Philosophers who endorse this aspect of the R-theory include R. B. Braithwaite (1928), R. M. Blake (1925), Erwin Tegtmeier (2007, 2009), L. N. Oaklander (2004), Gustav Bergmann (1964, 1992), and of course Russell (1915, 1966).] 

‘Every relation is grounded in the natures of the related terms.’  Let us call this the axiom of internal relations.  If this axiom holds, the fact that two objects have a certain relation implies complexity in each of the two objects, i.e., it implies something in the natures of the two objects, in virtue of which they have the relation in question.  According to the opposite view, which is the one I advocate, there are such facts as that one object has a certain relation to another, and that such facts cannot be reduced or inferred from, a fact about the one object only together with a fact about the other object only; they do not imply that the two objects have any complexity, or any intrinsic property distinguishing them from two objects which do not have the relation (1966: 139-40)
Clearly then, whether we accept McTaggart’s strong version of internal relations, according to which B-relations are entirely grounded on A-properties, or the weak version according to which B-relations are grounded on a non-temporal C-relation whose terms have A-properties, plus A-theoretic becoming, the resulting ontologies of time are decidedly un-Russellian.  On the R-theory there are no primitive non-relational temporal A-properties of pastness, presentness and futurity, and there is no A-theoretic becoming, however it is construed.  R. B. 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 R-relation and the R-facts that it enters into, are unlike the succession relation and temporal facts as conceived by A-theorists or (reductionist) B-theorists (See Oaklander 2014).  Unfortunately, McTaggart’s positive account of the B-series and his negative attack on the Russellian view tends to confuse these disparate views; an error that has been taken over by A- and B-theorists alike.  To see how and why this is so, I shall turn next to the first characterization of the A/B debate in the philosophy of time.
There is one prevalent interpretation of the A-theory/B-theory debate that has its origin in McTaggart’s mistaken understanding of the Russellian view of B-relations.  According to this interpretation A- and B-theories agree that there are B-relations, but they disagree over whether there are, in addition non-relational temporal properties.  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.
Bradford Skow offers an analogous statement in the following characterization of the A/B debate:
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) 
As a final example, Yuval Dolev puts the dispute in similar terms when he characterizes the tenseless theorists quarrel with tensed theorists as over  
…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. (Dolev (2007: 97). Emphasis in last sentence added.)[footnoteRef:5] [5:  For a discussion of Dolev (2007) see Oaklander (2014a).] 

From the R-theorist perspective, there are problems with all of these analogous characterizations of the A/B debate.  For the claim that A- and B-theorists agree over the ontological status of B-relations either ignores the R-theory entirely, or if not, then it 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 relations in their own right not grounded entirely or in part by the nature of the related terms and thus R-relations exist independently of A-properties.  For A-theorists who countenance A-properties, the “B-relations” whose terms exemplify them are internal relations either wholly or partially dependent on the non-relational temporal properties of their terms.  Thus, if the “commonly agreed upon” relations were B-relations, as A-theorists conceive of them, then R-relations too could not exist without A-properties and for that reason, there could be no R-relations, and the R-theory would be false. 
On the other hand, if the commonly agreed upon time relations were R-relations then the A-theory would be false.  R-relations are external time relations that necessarily hold 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 time 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 tenseless relations or B-relations, and not their nature and existence, as we have seen many do, begs the question against either the A-theory or the R-theory.  
Furthermore, the suggestion by Bradford Skow that “The moving spotlight theory agrees [with the B-theory] that the instants of time and their distances are isomorphic to the real line” (2011b: 326-327) is also incompatible with the R-theory.  For the terms of R-relations could not be instants of time construed as time points or moments of time, not only because the R-theory is purely relational, but also because moments are by their nature temporal; they are or exemplify temporal positions (properties like being t1, being t2 and so on) that ground the time relations between them that are thereby internal relations.[footnoteRef:6]    Moreover, even if instants of time are construed relationally, as a class of simultaneous events, they still cannot be terms of R-relations since R-relations are time relations without the moving NOW, but the spotlight theory without the moving NOW is a series with an intrinsic order, but not an intrinsic sense and so is not series generated by R-relations.  [6:  For that reason I disagree with Orilia (2015) who claims that his moderate presentism maintains that presentness is objective yet admits primitive earlier/later relations linking (absolute) times.] 

One reason that 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 such as the playing of a musical score as a static series, for example, as a written score.  Therefore it is easy to confuse a non-temporal series with a temporal series or processes.    
The tendency of B-theorists to spatialize time exacerbates that confusion.   For instance, Williams, in his classic paper, “The Myth of Passage” says that “Time ‘flows’ only in the sense in which a line flows or a landscape recedes to the west.  That is, it is an ordered extension.”  (Williams 1954: 463).   In his earliest reflections on time, when under the influence of Russell, Broad claims that the reduction or analysis of past, present, and future into the temporal relations between states of mind and their objects “can perhaps be made clearer by reflecting that a tune has a pattern in time in exactly the same sense as a wall-paper has a pattern in space” (Broad 1921: 173). 
Yet that way of representing time would is a mistake, since succession in time is phenomenologically and ontologically different from “succession” in space, as well as 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. 
It is noteworthy that both the causal analysis and the set of ordered-pairs analysis of B-relations are compatible with the relata having A-properties, that is, the first characterization of the debate.   Yet, that only reinforces my point that the first way of stating the debate either begs the question against the R-theory (by assuming that there could be temporal properties or moments of absolute time in addition to R-relations), or it ignores the R-theory altogether.  Furthermore, the danger of the first characterization is that it suggests, or implicitly assumes, McTaggart’s analysis of B-relations and subsequent argument that without something more, for example, A-properties and temporal becoming, the B-series or R-series is a non-temporal static series in which the dynamic aspect of time is relegated to subjectivity or is denied reality altogether. Indeed, this criticism is implicitly the basis of, and finds further justification in, the second way of construing A/B debate. 
In a recent statement, typical of many, Melissa MacAulay says 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: presentation at the Philosophy of Time Society Meetings; see also MacAulay 2015)
  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 (or just presentness) successively obtaining at different times, 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.  Thus, even A-theorists would or should agree that temporal passage or movement is inseparable from temporal sequence or succession.
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 the “rock-bottom peculiarity of time, distinguishing temporal sequence from all other instances of one-dimensional order…” (Broad 1959: 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 2007: 142). 
If we separate from these passages the ontology that is motivating them, the R-theorist would certainly agree with Broad and Maudlin that there is an irreducible rock bottom feature of time in which the passing of time consists, and that according to the R-theorist is the relation of succession that is nothing other than the transition from earlier to later events.
Since succession is the fundamental ontological ground of temporal movement or passage or flow, and since A, B- and R-theorists countenance succession, although they construe it differently, why would so many A- and B-theorists (but not all as we have seen), draw the debate in terms of whether or not movement in time is objective or subjective, and claim that B- or R-theorists must be anti-realists regarding temporal movement? 
One reason, I submit, rests with McTaggart’s interpretation of R-relations as order relations and therefore as static and not dynamic.  Such a line of reasoning explicit in the second characterization of the debate, assumes 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 in some other A-theoretic manner.  In so doing, it packs into the commonsense phenomenon of time’s dynamism, an A-theoretic ontological analysis of succession, and infers that if one denies that analysis, then one is thereby denying the commonsense fact of transition—the timelike character—and thereby the reality of time.  However, one can deny the ontology implicit in commonsense (if it has an ontology, which I doubt), without denying the phenomenological fact upon which it is based.  All that needs to be done is to provide an alternative ontology that comports with the phenomena in question.
 Thus, the fallacy in the second way of characterizing the debate is that it either (1) erroneously assumes that to deny the A-theory ontology is to deny time’s dynamism and hence the reality of time. (2) Ignores the R-theory or those versions of the B-theory that ground passage in R- or B-theoretic succession, or (3) begs the question by assuming that R-theoretic succession, without A-properties or A-relations, is an ordered series, but not a real temporal series, and so cannot account for the flow of time.  
When R-theorists assert that the ontology of time is relational, they should not be taken to be denying the reality of passage or transition, nor need the R-theory 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 R-relations between events including mental events.  
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: 334) 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” (Williams 1951: 465-456).  The dynamic aspect of time reflected in talk of the flow or passage of time, is given to us when we experience a rapid succession. When, for example, we hear the notes in a song, feel a physician tapping on our abdomen, or perceive the movement of the second hand on a watch.  What I am suggesting is that the appeal to these experience of succession is consistent with grounding our experience of the flow of successively existing events on mind-independent R- relations alone. 
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 either deny that time appears to flow as Paul does (2010: 352), or adopt a representationalist account of temporal passage compatible with the Block universe as Dainton does.  For 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. (Dainton 2012: 133; emphasis added.)
In asserting the appearance/reality distinction with regard to passage or the flow from one event to the next, Dainton is clearly assuming that our experience of temporal flow is TENSED in an A-theoretic sense implying the reality of A-properties, and for that reason “misrepresents the (non-dynamic) external physical reality” (2012: 133). The R-theory rejects the thesis there is no passage phenomenologically (as Paul seems to do) or mind-independently (as Dainton does) 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.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]Although the R-theory emphasizes and grounds the dynamic aspect of time—the flow and transition from one event to another—by appealing to mind-independent R-relations, there is a sense in which the transitory aspect of time is mind-dependent.  The transitory aspect of time is, in one sense, the transition, passage or flow from one event to the next that is grounded on dynamic R-relations alone.  In another sense the transitory aspect of time refers to the phenomenon of temporal becoming or the movement of events from the future to the present and into the past, and though there is a close connection between these two temporal phenomena, there is an important difference between them.  
On the R-theory temporal becoming is dependent on the perspective from which events are viewed and the successively changing psychological attitudes we have toward the same event, whereas the transition from earlier to later events is not so dependent.  When I am consciously anticipating a later unpleasant event, the event is future and I may think of it with dread.  Later, when I am consciously perceiving or otherwise experience the unpleasant event, the event is present and am experiencing it (with, perhaps, some distress).  And then, when I am consciously remembering the event and judge that the event is earlier than this memory, I feel relieved that the earlier dreadfully anticipated event is over or past.  Thus, temporal becoming—events moving through time from the future to the present and into the past—is a change, but it is a change brought about by the succession of different psychological states in us.  Since it is a change of mental states toward the same object, temporal becoming is mind-dependent, but it is grounded in the mind-independent relation of succession.  Once again, Braithwaite nicely expresses this view as follows:
This theory makes the change of the time of events consist of a change in the experiences of an observer, and can in a sense be called a subjective change. …What from one point of view is past may from another point of view be future.  Change of the time of events can be analyzed into a succession of events which are experienced by one conscious mind.  The specifically temporal element in each series of events is the relation of succession, which is directly experienced and has an intrinsic sense given in experience.  (Braithwaite 1928: 171)
At this stage it is reasonable to ask, what then is the “I” that has the successive experiences and constitutes “one conscious mind?”  Is it an enduring substance or self or is it a successive of temporal stages suitable related?  To answer that question requires an account of change consistent with the R-theory.  Although any adequate account of time must provide an adequate account of change it would take us too far afield to pursue the issue here (cf. Oaklander 2003).  Instead, it will be instructive to consider a standard objection, I believe first raised by Broad, to the R-theoretic account of the phenomenon of temporal becoming.  
In his reply to Braithwaite, Broad claims that there is something missing from the view of time that analyzes the changing TENSE (that is, A-properties) of events in terms of unchanging relations between mental and physical events, namely, it fails to account for the fact that there is one experience that is special, the present experience is alive and real.  Broad states the criticism as follows:
Granted that there is a certain series of mental events which can be called “my experiences,” then it seems to me that at any moment there is one of these which has a certain characteristic which some of them “have had but no longer have,” and which the rest of them “will have but have not yet had.”  And I do not see how this could be accounted for, as I understand Mr. Braithwaite claims to do, by the unchanging relations between two series of unchanging events, one subjective and the other objective.   (Broad 1928: 188; see also Broad, 1938 307-308.)
Broad’s argument is that since on Braithwaite’s R-theoretic view there is nothing that picks out the present experience from those that are past or future, the R-theory cannot account for temporal becoming or our experience of events moving from the future to the present and into the past.
It seems to me that the R-theory can account for the presence of experience, and pick out the present experience, but before I explain how I want to explore more carefully why Broad and others think it cannot.  I suggest that the reasoning is as follows.  On the R-theory relations between events are unchanging because the copula is tenseless from which it follows that neither the temporal relational fact nor the terms of the relation exemplify TENSED properties. Since there is no non-relational property or properties, like pastness, presentness and futurity that picks out the present experience from those that have been or are not yet present, it follows that the unchanging relation between events in such a series is non-temporal.  Indeed, the notion that there could be a temporal series without an objective non-relational ground for past, present and future is not only mistaken it is unintelligible.  As Broad once put it, 
I am inclined to think that the notion of earlier and later is inextricably interwoven with the notions of becoming and of pastness, presentness, and futurity; so that the suggestion that there might be a series of terms to which the latter notions did not apply, but which were nevertheless ordered by the relations of earlier and later, is really unintelligible. (Broad 1937: 242-243)
Since on the R-theory, temporal becoming requires an unchanging temporal series of cognitive attitudes toward a single event, whose terms do not have A-properties or undergo A-theoretic becoming—and that is impossible and even unintelligible—temporal becoming has no ontological ground.
Of course we see once again that this argument assumes a McTaggartian A-theoretic analysis of succession and so begs the question against the R-theory.  Furthermore, the argument is invalid for as I shall explain next, the R-theory can give an account of the presence of experience and temporal becoming even if the R-relations between events are unchanging, do not have A-properties, and do not undergo A-theoretic becoming.
Out of all the experiences that constitute my life, there is one I am experiencing as present, there is one experience that is picked out as present, namely my (unreflective, non-positional) consciousness of this perception of some familiar faces (for example, Giuliano, Kristie, Ulrich).  No other earlier or later experience is my consciousness of perceiving those friends.   There may be a later consciousness of remembering my perception of familiar faces and an earlier consciousness of anticipating my perceiving some familiar faces, but there is no good reason to say that those earlier and later experiences, which are no longer (they do not exist simultaneous with this utterance or this perception, but earlier) or not yet (they do not exist simultaneously with this perception, but later), cannot be distinguished from the present experience consisting of my consciousness of this perception of old friends, for I just did.  
I can be conscious of my memory of perceiving them, but when I am, I cannot be conscious of perceiving them since it is earlier than the memory, and for that reason, that experience of perceiving is past, and if I judge that the perception is earlier than this memory, I can experience it as over and think of the past event with nostalgia.    
To put my point slightly differently, I am conscious of this perception of familiar faces that succeeds my consciousness of anticipating perceiving familiar faces, and is succeeded by my consciousness of remembering perceiving familiar faces.   Since this perception is the only one I am conscious of, my consciousness of it (which is not distinct from it) is the ground of the presence of the perceptual experience of seeing familiar faces.  On the R-theory different mental events with the same object are successively present in experience, for I am conscious of them in succession, and therefore, the presence of experience and the phenomena of temporal becoming can be accounted for.[footnoteRef:7]   [7:  To this type of analysis there is the familiar objection, raised by Broad and others, that the appeal to “this utterance,” or “this perception” just means the utterance tokened now, or the perception which is present, and so does not eliminate A-properties from the analysis of tense.  For a reply see Orilia and Oaklander (2015). ] 

It might be objected that this perception is not the only one I am conscious of since I am also TENSElessly conscious of my memory and TENSElessly conscious of my anticipation of familiar faces.  While that is true, it is irrelevant.  After all, why should that be a problem?  To argue that if I am TENSElessly conscious of perception, memory and anticipation of an object then there is nothing that accounts for the series being temporal and therefore that there is nothing that picks out the present experience begs the question against the R-theorist.  It is to assume that if events stand in TENSEless relations (that is, relations whose terms do not have primitive tensed properties) then those events are like timeless abstract objects like numbers or sempiternal persistent particulars like regions of absolute space or points on a line, and so cannot occur in succession.  That assumption while amenable to A-theorists who treat temporal relations as internal relations grounded on A-properties and becoming will be rejected by the R-theorist who treat temporal relations as simple and unanalyzable external relations whose terms occur in succession.  
To sum up, I have argued that there are important differences between A-, B-, and R-theory accounts of time relations and by not keeping them distinct (especially McTaggart’s B-relations and Russell’s R-relations) philosophers have raised objections to the B-theory, that are fallacious when applied to the R-theory.  These objections include that on the R-theory (1) temporal relations are static (2) the dynamic aspect of time is a mind-dependent illusion and so the R-theory removes what is timelike about time; and finally (3) the R-theory cannot provide an adequate ontological account of the phenomenon of temporal becoming, because it cannot account for the presence of experience.  In this paper I hope to have defended the R-theory against those criticisms.





References

Bergmann, G (1964) Logic and reality. The University of Wisconsin Press, Madison 
______ (1992) New foundations of ontology. Heald, W (ed) University of Wisconsin Press, Madison
Blake R M (1925) On Mr. Broad’s theory of time. Mind 34:418-435
Braithwaite, R B (1928) Symposium: time and change. Aristotelian Soc. Supp. 8:162-174
Broad, C D (1921) Time, In: Hastings, James (ed) Encyclopedia of religion and ethics.
   	T&T Clark and Scribners, Edinburgh and New York 12: 334-45 
URL=http://www.ditext.com/broad/time/timeframe.html; repr. in Oaklander 2008, 1: 143-173,  refs. to this repr.
——— (1923) Scientific thought. Routledge and Kegan Paul Ltd, London
______ (1928) Symposium: time and change. Aristotelian Soc. Supp. 8:143-88 
______ (1933-38) Examination of McTaggart’s philosophy vol 2. University Press, Cambridge 
______ (1937) The philosophical implications of foreknowledge. Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplementary volumes 16:177-209
______ (1959) A reply to my critics. In: Schlipp, Paul A (ed) Philosophy of C D Broad. Tudor Publishing Co, New York
Dainton, B (2011) Time, passage and immediate experience. In: Callender, Craig (ed)  The Oxford handbook of philosophy of time. University Press, Oxford 382-419
______ (2012) Time and temporal experience. In: Bardon, A (ed) The future of the philosophy of time. Routledge, New York 123-148
Deng, N. (2010) Beyond A- and B-time reconsidered. Philosophia 38:741-753. 
______ (2013a) On explaining why time seems to pass. Southern Journal of Philosophy 51 (3):367-382 
______ (2013b) Fine's McTaggart, temporal passage, and the a- versus b‐debate. Ratio 26 (1):19-34 
______ (2013c) Our experience of passage on the B-theory. Erkenntnis 78 (4):713-726 DOI 10.1007/s10670-013-9489-5  
Dolev, Y (2007) Time and realism: metaphysical and antimetaphysical perspectives. MIT Press, Cambridge Mass
Gale, R (1967) The philosophy of time.  Anchor Books, New York
______ (1968) The language of time. Routledge & Kegan Paul, New York 
Grossmann, R (1992), The existence of the world: an introduction to ontology. Routledge, New York
Leininger, L (2014) On Mellor and the future direction of time. Analysis Reviews 74 (1): 148–157 DOI:10.1093/analys/ant088 
Magalhães, E, Oaklander, L N (eds) (2010) Presentism: essential readings. Rowman and Littlefield Pubs. Lexington Books, Lanham, MD
Maudlin, T (2007) The metaphysics within physics. University Press, Oxford
McTaggart, J M E (1908) The unreality of time. Mind 17:457-84
______ (1927) Time. In: Broad, C D (ed) The nature of existence, vol 2. University Press, Cambridge
MacAuley, M (2015) The debate about time: examining the evidence from our ordinary experience of time. University of Western Ontario - Electronic Thesis and Dissertation Repository. Paper 2701
Miller, K (2013) Presentism, eternalism and the growing block. In: Dyke, H, Bardon, A (eds)  A companion to the philosophy of time. Wiley-Blackwell, Oxford 345-364
Mozersky, M J (2015) Time, language, and ontology: the world from the B-theoretic perspective. University Press, Oxford
Oaklander, L N (2002a) McTaggart’s paradox defended. Metaphysica: international journal of ontology and metaphysics 3 (1):11-25 Reprinted in Oaklander (2004) 51-62
______ (2003) Personal identity, responsibility and time. In: Dyke, H (ed) Time and ethics: essays at the intersection. Kluwer Academic Publishers, Boston 161-168 Reprinted in Oaklander (2004) 309-329
______ (2004) The ontology of time. Prometheus Books, Amherst, NY 
______ (2008) The philosophy of time: critical concepts in philosophy. 4 vol. Routledge, New York
______ (2012) A-, B- and R-theories of time: a debate. In: Bardon, A (ed) The future of the philosophy of time, Routledge, New York 1-24
______ (2014) Temporal realism and the R-theory. In: Bonino, G, Cumpa, J, Jesson, G (eds) Defending realism: ontological and epistemological investigations, proceedings of the international conference. Walter de Gruyter, Berlin 123-139
______ (2014a) Dolev’s anti-metaphysical realism: a critique. In: Oaklander L N (ed) Debates in the metaphysics of time. Bloomsbury, New York 1-29
Orilia, F, Oaklander, LN (2015) Do we really need a new B-theory of time?  Topoi 34 (1):157-170  DOI10.1007/s11245-013-9179-6  

Orilia, F (forthcoming) Moderate Presentism. Philosophical Studies DOI 10.1007/s11098-015-0508-z

Paul, L (2010) Temporal experience. The Journal of Philosophy, CVII: 333-359.
Russell, B (1915) On the experience of time. Monist, 25: 212-233
______ (1966) The monistic theory of truth. In:  Philosophical Essays. George Allen & Unwin Ltd, London 131-146 
Savitt, S (2001) A limited defense of passage. American Philosophical Quarterly 383 (3): 261-
70
______ (2002) On absolute becoming and the myth of passage. In:  Callender, C (ed) Time, reality, and experience. The Royal Institute of Philosophy Supplement 50. University Press, Cambridge 163-167
Skow, B (2011a) Experience and the passage of time. Philosophical Perspectives: Metaphysics. 25: 325-344
______ (2011b) On the meaning of the question ‘‘How fast does time pass”? Philosophical Studies 155:325–344   DOI 10.1007/s11098-010-9575-3
Tegtmeier, E (2007) Three flawed distinctions in the philosophy of time. Metaphysica: International Journal for Ontology and Metaphysics, 8   DOI 10.1007/s12133-007-0005-8
______ (2009) Ontology of time and hyperdynamism. Metaphysica: International Journal for Ontology and Metaphysics, 10:185-198
______ (2010) The advancement of the world. Chronos, 11 
______ (2012) McTaggart’s error: temporal change. Revue Romaine de Philosophie 56:89-96
Williams, D C (1951) The myth of passage. Journal of Philosophy, 48: 457-472


Acknowledgements 
An earlier version of this paper was read at a Conference on Time: Arrow, Experience and Emergence, at the Centre for Time at the University of Sydney.  I wish to thank the participants for their comments and discussion.  I also especially want to thank Francesco Orilia and Erwin Tegtmeier for their comments on an earlier draft of this paper. 


