
IAPT 7 - Barcelona, 5th-7th July 2022 
 
 
5th July: 09.30–10.00 Registration / Welcome (Jesús Adrián Escudero, Head of the Philosophy Dept., UAB) 
 10.00–10.55 Emily Thomas (Durham University) ‘From Unreal to Real Time: Metaphysics in Early Twentieth Century Britain’  
  Chair: Laura Marongiu  
 11.00–11.45 Maria Balcells (Bucknell University), ‘Moving from A to B: dynamic experience, persistence, and becoming' 
  Chair: Brittany Gentry  
 11.45–12.10 Coffee 
 12.10–12.55 David Builes (Princeton University) & Michele Odisseas Impagnatiello (MIT), ‘An empirical argument for presentism’ 
  Chair: Alvaro Mozota  
 13.00–14.15 Lunch 
 14.15–15.00 Enrico Cinti (University of Geneva / University of Urbino) & Marco Sanchioni (University of Urbino), ‘Simultaneity. non-relativistic  
  quantum gravity’ 
  Chair: Sam Baron 
 15.05–15.50 Tannaz Najafi (University of Geneva / University of Lisbon), ‘Diachronic emergence in causal set theory’ 
  Chair: Adrian Bardon 
 15.50–16.15 Coffee 
 16.15–17.00 Anncy Thresher (UC San Diego), ‘Compact spaces and privileged times’ 
  Chair: Akiko Frischhut 
 17.05–18.00 IAPT Board Meeting 
 
6th July: 09.45–10.00 Welcome 
                10.00–10.55          Yuval Dolev (Bar-Ilan University), ‘On the relationship between randomness in nature and the experience of the future's openness’ 

    Chair: Sven Rosenkranz 

                               11.00–11.45         Jack Shardlow (University of Warwick), ‘Experience, time, objects, and processes’ 

  Chair: Yazan Freji  
 11.45–12.10 Coffee 
 12.10–12.55 Martin Miragoli (University of Glasgow), ‘A matter of time: continuity and amodal perception’ 
  Chair: Cristian Mariani 
 13.00–14.15 Lunch 
 14.15–15.00 Andrea Iacona (University of Turin) & Samuele Iaquinto (University of Turin), ‘Postsemantic Peirceanism’ 
  Chair: Dave Ingram 
 15.05–15.50 Heather Demarest (University of Colorado Boulder), ‘Psychological continuity in spacetime’ 
  Chair: Oliver Pooley 
 15.50–16.15 Coffee 
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 16.15–17.00 Alison Fernandes (Trinity College Dublin), ‘Caring for our future selves’ 
  Chair: Federico Viglione 
 17.05–18.00 Natalia Deng (Yonsei University, Seoul) ‘What if time were ineffable?’ 
  Chair: Giuliano Torrengo 
 
 Conference Dinner 
 
7th July: 09.45–10.00 Welcome 
 10.00–10.55 Steve Carlip (UC Davis) ‘The emergence of time in "timeless" quantum gravity’ 
  Chair: Carl Hoefer 
 11.00–11.45 Craig Callender (UC San Diego), ‘Is discounting for tense rational?’ 
  Chair: Brittany Gentry 
 11.45–12.10 Coffee 
 12.10–13.05 Daniel Deasy (University College Dublin) ‘Temporalism’ 
  Chair: Silvia De Bianchi 
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CHRONOS Symposium 
Satellite event of IAPT7 

 
Barcelona, July 7 2022 

15:00-18:00 
Casa Convalescència (Sant Pau UAB Campus) 

 
Book Symposium on “Out of Time: A Philosophical Study of Timelessness” by Samuel Baron, Kristie Miller, and Jonathan Tallant 

 
Organizers: Silvia De Bianchi and Giuliano Torrengo 
Sponsors: CHRONOS Project and PROTEUS Project 

 
PROGRAM 
 
Welcome: Silvia De Bianchi (Milan/UAB) and Giuliano Torrengo (Milan/UAB) 
 
Moderator: Giuliano Torrengo (Milan/UAB) 
 
15:00 - 15:20 Akiko Frischhut (Akita International University) 
15:25 - 15:45 Yazan Freij (University of Milan) 
 
15:45 - 16:15 coffee break 
 
16:15 – 16:40 Brittany Gentry (Utah State University) 
 
16:45 - 18:00 Replies by S. Baron, K. Miller, J. Tallant and general discussion 
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IAPT 7 
Book of Abstracts 

 
 
 
Emily Thomas (Durham University) 
From Unreal to Real Time: Metaphysics in Early Twentieth Century Britain 
 
Around the turn of the twentieth century, British metaphysics of time saw two major changes. First, from the 1870s to 1900s, philosophers 
became convinced time was unreal. Philosophers en masse denied the reality of time, from F. H. Bradley to J. M. E. McTaggart. Second, from the 
1890s onwards, philosophers began to embrace time, developing newfangled theories. The early theories of Victoria Welby, F. C. S. Schiller, 
Bertrand Russell, and Samuel Alexander, conceived time to be static. The later theories of C. D. Broad, Arthur Eddington, Susan Stebbing, R. G. 
Collingwood, and many others, conceived time to be dynamic. This broad-brush, big ideas paper asks, Why did these two changes occur? It 
explores the role of biological evolution, the spatialisation of time, and temporal psychology; and asks how the debates between static and 
dynamic theories got started. 
 
 
Natalja Deng (Yonsei University Seoul) 
"What if time were ineffable?" 
 
Well, for one thing, it would be difficult to (give a) talk about it. Actually, the talk will suggest that what is ineffable is time’s nature with respect 
to the question of dynamicity (whether time is dynamic in a way that space is not). The question of dynamicity would be a kind of conceptual 
veil beyond which we can’t look, except to hypothesize that there is something beyond. There are two intended upshots: (1) the question of 
dynamicity is in the background of all enquiry into time (whether done by physicists, philosophers, or interested folk), and (2) it can safely be 
left there. The talk will address the paradox of ineffability, trace connections to other philosophical traditions, and put ineffability to work for 
the Flowing Block (aka Tenseless Passage) view. 
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Yuval Dolev (Bar-Ilan University) 
On the relationship between randomness in nature and the experience of the future's openness 
 
I argue that "the open future" and "future possibilities" are fundamentally normative notions, rather than ontological, and that, therefore, they 
cannot be given expression to by physics. Yet, we should nevertheless be realists with respect to the future's openness and regard it as belonging 
to objective reality. Along similar lines, I propose that the future's openness, as it is encountered in nature, from the weather to spin 
measurements, can only be understood in terms derived from openness as we experience it in the context of human dilemmas.  
 
 
Steven Carlip (UC Davis) 
The emergence of time in "timeless" quantum gravity 
 
After a brief review of the "problem of time" in quantum gravity, I focus on a setting in which the theory can be analyzed in detail, a closed 
universe in three spacetime dimensions.  I show how time-dependent observables can be defined in a "timeless" covariant canonical 
quantization, and how different choices of time can lead to equivalent quantum theories.  I also explain why the generalization to full four-
dimensional spacetime is hard. 
 
 
Daniel Deasy (University College Dublin) 
Temporalism 
 
Abstract: Temporalism is the view that for some p, sometimes p and sometimes not-p; or in other words, that there are propositions that change 
in truth-value over time. I think one of the deepest and most interesting debates in the philosophy of time is between those who accept 
Temporalism and those who reject it in favour of the Fregean view that every proposition is, if true, always true. In this talk I discuss the 
motivations for Temporalism; how the view relates to the A-/B-theory debate and other characteristically A-theoretic views; and how some 
Temporalists have attempted to combine Temporalism with four-dimensionalism. 
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Maria Balcells (Bucknell University) 
‘Moving from A to B: dynamic experience, persistence, and becoming' 
 
In this paper, I explore the phenomenology of dynamic change and its representational content. Simon Prosser describes the representational 
content associated with the experience of dynamic change as ‘a was F’ and ‘a is not F’, where a is one and the same object. Beginning with this 
description, I consider (1) the role that object representation plays in representations of motion, and (2) an alternative description of the 
representational content, which I hold more aptly reflects the phenomenology. Lastly, I offer a rough sketch of how one might be able to bring 
this alternative description of the phenomenology to bear on a B-theoretic understanding of change that is perhaps describable in either the 
language of being (at-at change) or in the language of becoming, thereby reinserting dynamism in the world in a way that does not require A-
theoretic temporal passage. 
 
 
David Builes (Princeton University) & Michele Odisseas Impagnatiello (MIT) 
‘An empirical argument for presentism’ 
 
According to orthodoxy, our best physical theories strongly support Eternalism over Presentism, on the grounds that relativistic physics does not 
require a relation of absolute simultaneity. Our goal is to argue against this orthodox view. However, instead of directly addressing the argument 
from relativity, we will instead argue that there is a different aspect of our best physical theories, which so far has been overlooked, that strongly 
supports Presentism over Eternalism. In particular, we will be arguing that Eternalist theories cannot explain why the laws of physics are 
Markovian, while Presentists have a much easier time explaining why the laws of physics are Markovian. 
 
 
Craig Callender (UC San Diego) 
‘Is discounting for tense rational?’ 
 
When we make decisions we are invariably comparing outcomes that happen at dif- ferent times. How much should you sacrifice now to get a 
better job later? Studies of intertemporal decision-making suggest that we often exhibit two types of time pref- erences: future discounting, that 
all else being equal, we prefer that future pleasures happen sooner than later (and vice versa for pains); and past discounting, that all else being 
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equal, we prefer that pleasures happen in the present or future than in the past (and again, vice versa for pains). Are these time preferences 
rational? It’s important that we make progress on this question, for assumptions about what discounting is normatively optima l inform public 
policy decisions throughout the world. In what follows I won’t provide the final answer to this question, but I make progress on it by linking the 
discounted utility tradition in economics with that of temporal biases and temporal neutrality in philosophy via a distinction common in 
philosophy of time, namely, the tensed vs tenseless distinction. That time preferences are typically tensed in nature is often obscured. Keeping 
an eye on tense will offer many rewards, including: (1) seeing that the conflict between exponential and hyperbolic discounting in social science 
is largely over whether discounting for tense is normatively acceptable, and (2) allowing us to distinguish two new forms of temporal neutrality, 
forms that together will more or less imply that we should be exponential discounters; and for those challenging expoential discounting, that 
will clarify where it goes awry. 
 
 
Enrico Cinti (University of Geneva / University of Urbino) & Marco Sanchioni (University of Urbino) 
‘Simultaneity non-relativistic quantum gravity’ 
 
In this article, we discuss the status of theories of time relying on the existence of a notion of absolute simultaneity, such as presentism and 
many other A-theories of time, in the context of certain non-relativistic theories of quantum gravity, such as Horava Lifshitz gravity and non-
relativistic string theory, which have been recently developed and which have found use, particularly in cosmology. While prima facie, these 
theories seem to offer a safe harbour for the A-theorist who finds the conflict of their metaphysics with special relativity problematic, we show 
that this safety is only apparent in this article. To do so, however, we have to look in detail at the mathematical formulation of these theories, 
particularly their spacetime geometry, which is described by a particular variant of Newton Cartan geometry, so-called Torsional Newton Cartan 
geometry. The upshot of our argument is that these theories are as incompatible with an absolute notion of simultaneity as special relativity is, 
though the mechanism by which this incompatibility arises is quite different from the relativistic case. 
 
 
Heather Demarest (University of Colorado Boulder) 
‘Psychological continuity in spacetime’ 
 
Special relativity does not include claims about absolute simultaneity. Thus, what counts as a state-at-a-time depends on one’s frame of 
reference: two people moving inertially relative to one another will make different, but equally good judgments about an object’s instantaneous 
states-at-times. As a consequence, temporal parts of objects— instantaneous ‘stages’ or ‘slices’—are frame-dependent. This familiar 
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consequence has been thoroughly explored in the context of four-dimensionalism. I extend this discussion to the debate about persistence 
conditions for personal identity. I will show that psychological continuity accounts of personal identity are not straightforwardly compatible with 
the standard way of reconciling frame-dependence with four-dimensionalism. Essentially, the problem is that the psychological account of 
personal identity takes temporal stages and their properties as fundamental (and as comprising the life of a person only derivatively), while four-
dimensionalism takes the extended ‘worm’ as fundamental and its temporal parts as derivative. I show that this tension allows for some 
counterintuitive cases to arise. 
 
 
 
Alison Fernandes (Trinity College Dublin) 
‘Caring for our future selves’ 
 
There are temporal asymmetries in our attitudes towards the past and future. For example, we prefer painful experiences to be in the past, and 
we prefer pleasant experiences to be in the future. According to the Simple Causal Account, we have asymmetric preferences because we can 
(potentially) influence future events, but cannot (even in principle) influence past events. I’ll argue that this simple account needs to be enriched: 
we care about future events more because they happen to our ‘causally later’ selves—temporal parts of ourselves that are ‘later’, given the 
causal ordering that underlies personal identity. This Enriched Causal Account recovers our intuitive judgements in a wider variety of cases than 
alternatives, fits with evolutionary explanations, and makes interesting testable predictions. Overall, it points to the need to pay more attention 
to our causal connectedness through time to explain temporal asymmetries in our attitudes. 
 
 
 
Andrea Iacona (University of Turin) & Samuele Iaquinto (University of Turin) 
‘Postsemantic Peirceanism’ 
 
There are essentially two ways to develop the Peircean idea that future contingents are all false. One is to provide a quantificational semantics 
for ‘will’, as is usually done. The other is to define a quantificational postsemantics based on a linear semantics for ‘will’. This paper suggests that 
the second option, although less conventional, is more plausible than the first in some crucial respects, as it overcomes three major problems 
that have been raised in connection with Peirceanism: the failure of Future Excluded Middle, the apparent scopelessness of ‘will’ with respect 
to negation, and the zero credence problem. 
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Martin Miragoli (University of Glasgow) 
‘A matter of time: continuity and amodal perception’ 
 
Philosophers of perception are interested in understanding the nature of our relation to the physical objects that surround us. An important 
puzzle they encounter concerns the phenomenon of amodal perception: how is it possible that we are perceptually aware of portions of our 
surrounding environment that aren’t sensorily available? Responses to these questions come in two forms depending on whether they deny 
that we are perceptually aware of occluded portions, or that occluded portions aren’t perceptible. I propose that looking into the temporal 
structure of perception makes available a new effective strategy to tackle the puzzle of amodal perception. 
 
 
Tannaz Najafi (University of Geneva / University of Lisbon) 
‘Diachronic emergence in causal set theory’ 
 
Investigations on the nature of space and time in the fundamental theories of physics such as the theories of quantum gravity, have become one 
of the most interesting and conceptually fascinating area of intellectual speculation. In fact, if we were once comfortable in characterizing space 
or spacetime mainly as either relational or substantivalist, now instead, with the increasing proliferation of the several theories of quantum 
gravity, we also face an increasing number of conceptual complications in identifying what kind of spacetime, if any, are those physical theories 
endorsing. The aim of this paper is to search whether there is room for ‘flat’ spacetime emergence in one of those theories of quantum gravity: 
Causal Set Theory. 
 
 
Jack Shardlow (University of Warwick) 
‘Experience, time, objects, and processes’ 
 
We – philosophers and non-philosophers – regularly talk of the experience of time passing. Some take the supposed phenomenology of time 
passing to provide support for metaphysical accounts of the nature of time – i.e., on which time passes. Traditionally, opposing theorists granted 
that there is a phenomenology of time passing while disputing that any metaphysical conclusions about time can be drawn from this. In recent 
debates this dialectical distinction breaks down, as theorists have also begun to dispute that there is a phenomenology of time passing – and if 
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there is not, plausibly there is no relevant experience for metaphysical conclusions to be drawn from. In the present talk, I begin by offering one 
explanation of why such disputes about the experience of time passing may seem intractable. In the main contribution of this talk, I suggest that 
there is a more tractable issue lurking in this area, concerning our experience of how different phenomena differently persist over time. 
Interestingly, articulating how we experience different phenomena as persisting over time doesn’t simply provide the materials for an argument 
from experience for one metaphysical view of time; to end, I briefly sketch how it generates an explanatory challenge for a variety of competing 
views. 
 
 
Anncy Thresher (UC San Diego) 
‘Compact spaces and privileged times: what the video game Asteroids can teach us about presentism’ 
 
Presentism has long struggled with the results of special relativity. One proposed solution is to stipulate the existence of an ontologically or 
metaphysically privileged frame which defines the global present for all observers. Recently this proposal has cropped up in literature on spatially 
closed universes (SCUs) which seem to naturally instantiate such structures. This paper examines the privileged frame proposal through the lens 
of SCUs, arguing that even in these space-times which seem overwhelmingly friendly to presentism the theory face insurmountable challenges. 
It is then shown how these failures are fundamental to the project, rather than specific to the SCU case. 
 
 


