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Writing my paper was quite the nerve-racking experience until I remembered that I am a 4-dimensionalist.  As a result I  I ite my paper was bered I wasroclaim my paper is done as the begining 












































said to myself, “thank goodness my paper is done”.  Though most people would think it odd to proclaim my paper is done at the beginning of writing it, being a 4-dimensionalist I believe there exists a time after this utterance when my paper will exist and will have the property of being done.  However, people such as A. N. Prior disagree about what is meant when I say, “thank goodness my paper is done” or statements of the form “thank goodness that’s over”.  Prior disagrees with the 4-dimensionalist and other non-presentists in his belief that there exist tensed statements.  I intend to explain Prior’s “thank goodness that’s over” argument as outlined in his work, “Some Free Thinking about Time” in an attempt to determine the nature of tensed statements and conjecture as to what an appropriate 4-dimensionalist response to Prior would be.

In order to understand Prior’s “thank goodness that’s over” argument (TGTO), some basic facts about Prior must be known.  Prior believes in the distinction between past, present, and future.  Meaning that such distinctions reflect the way reality actually is, as opposed to the viewpoint that there is no objective now or present (104).  Also, Prior believes in what he calls “real freedom” which he defines as, once a thing has happened it is in the past and it cannot be altered, but events in the future and are open we can influence them (105).  One last belief that is fundamental to Prior’s TGTO argument, is the belief that unlike of “most modern logicians, if a statement is true at any time, it’s true all the time” Prior believes that a statement is something that can be true at once time and false at another.  That is to say, that statements are tensed (104).  


 The debate between tensed statements and tenseless statements is what drives the TGTO argument.  When I say “thank goodness that’s over” what do I mean?  A 4-dimensionalist would interpret TGTO as, thank goodness that all of that occurs at a time earlier than this utterance.   Such an interpretation is meaningless to Prior.  For a 4-dimensionalist, if TGTO occurs at a time earlier than this utterance, it was always the case from the 4-d viewpoint.  The same is true if we say TGTO occurs are a time later than this utterance.  If we say TGTO occurs simultaneous with this utterance again this would always the case.  Prior argues that when we say TGTO we are saying “it’s the overness the now-endedness, the pastness of the thing that I’m thankful for, and nothing else” (106).  I am thankful that that is over.  I am not thankful that that occurs earlier than this utterance, since such a sequence of events will always be the case and why should I be thankful of such a sequence?  TGTO cannot be translated into tenseless statements because in doing so we lose the meaning of the original statement.

Prior’s belief in real freedom also affirms his belief in the necessary existence of tensed statements.  Since the future is open we can influence it as free agents “if something is the work of free agents, then it wasn’t going to be the case until the agent decided that it was.  But if happenings are just properties timelessly attached to dates, I don’t see how you can make this distinction” (105).   If the 4-d view of time is correct and all statements can be described without regard to tense, how can the future be open since whatever occurs would have always occurred?  If we are to have real freedom, then statements must be tensed.  

The final support for emphasizing the importance of tensed statements from the TGTO argument is Prior’s response to the theory of relativity.  Prior believes “my experience has a definite time-order, of which I’m immediately aware” as does everyone’s experience.  According to the theory of relativity if there are two people observing a flash of light, whoever sees it first will differ if one person is moving and the other stationary, and there is no real way to measure who saw it first.  Prior asks though, “when I saw the flash, had you already seen it or had you not?..When an event X is happening, another event Y either has happened or has not happened” (107).  Whether an event happened or not is not something that can be true from one viewpoint and false from another.  By this Prior means, even if we can’t scientifically tell who saw the flash first, both people can’t claim to see the flash first, as one really did see the flash first.  When person one saw the flash, either person two had seen it or they hadn’t.  

The 4-dimensionalist response thus far has only been along the lines of tensed statements can be made tenseless, therefore tensed statements are not necessary.  What else could a 4-dimensionalist or any one who believes in tenseless statements say in their defense?  D.H. Mellor believes that when I say TGTO, the pastness of the event is not what is important.  Rather, “my gladness is explained by my belief that the event is past, plus its being true that the event occurs before now” (Dowden).  Since as a result we can now explain a tensed statement which was previously thought of as necessarily untranslatable as tenseless, it is shown that there are no statements that can’t be explained as a tenseless statement.  Mellor then suggests we apply Ockham’s Razor, and as a result if there are no essentially tensed statements, we should say essentially tensed statements do not exist, and therefore tensed statements do not exist.  (Dowden).  

When we consider Prior’s argument stemming from a belief in real freedom, personal experience as having a definite time order, and the inherent loss of meaning of translating some statements from tensed to tenseless, the “thank goodness that’s over” argument presents us with a rather compelling case.  Believing that the future is open and that a 4-d dimensionalist view cannot account for my being thankful for the pastness of an event, I am compelled to agree with Prior.  However, if a 4-dimensionalist philosopher could convince Prior of the open-ness of the future, perhaps there could be hope for being able to be thankful my paper is done.  
