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ABSTRACT: This paper tentatively defends the claim that temporal proximity always and without 

exception strengthens certain moral reasons, including one’s reasons to save others – call this view 

temporalism. Although almost all other philosophers have dismissed temporalism out of hand, I 

argue that it has some prima facie intuitive plausibility, and is at least somewhat similar to views 

about partiality that many philosophers already accept. I also defend temporalism against the 

common objection that it is analogous to claiming that mere spatial proximity can strengthen 

certain moral reasons. The upshot of this paper is that temporalism is a theoretical live option, 

which deserves to be taken more seriously in the future. 

 

1: Introduction 

Patient Philanthropy: Imagine that I face a choice between donating several million 

dollars to one or the other of two charities. If I donate to the first charity, then my money 

will be spent now to save the 5,000 inhabitants of Town One from starving to death. But if 

I donate to the second charity, then my money will be invested and used in seventy years’ 

time to save the 6,000 inhabitants of Town Two from starving to death. Suppose I know 

with certainty that the inhabitants of each town will be saved from starvation if and only if 

I donate my money to the charity which will assist that town. (In other words, if I don’t 

save them then no one else will.) All else being equal, which of these two charities should 

I donate to? 

Many of us intuit that it is at least permissible for us to save the 5,000 today rather than 6,000 in 

seventy years’ hence. In other words, many of us have intuitions prima facie supporting the view 

that temporal proximity strengthens certain moral reasons, including one’s reasons to save others’ 

lives – let’s call this view temporalism.1  

For as long as philosophers have been writing about ethical obligations over time, they 

have been “nearly unanimous in rejecting” temporalism and other views like it:2 opponents of 

temporalism include Sidgwick, Rawls, Parfit, Broome, and Singer.3 Yet despite this opposition 

from philosophers, something like temporalism continues to be an extremely common operating 

assumption in economics and in public policy cost-effectiveness analysis. The truth or falsity of 

temporalism has important implications concerning the ethics of, for instance: healthcare; climate 

change; existential risk; education; and the size of the welfare state. For example, to the extent that 

my reasons in favour of aiding those who are currently suffering are strong relative to my reasons 

in favour of preventing people from suffering in the future, medical investments in improving 

present-day healthcare are more likely to be permissible relative to investments in screening and 
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vaccination programmes.4 Concerning climate change, suppose that one faces a choice between 

(a) aiding future generations, by reducing the number of one’s contemporaries who are breaking 

emissions regulations, or (b) aiding people who are at risk of imminent harm in the present day. 

To the extent that one embraces temporalism, one is more likely to say that (b) is at least a 

permissible alternative to (a).5 

Temporalism is especially relevant for the philosophical debate concerning longtermism. 

Roughly speaking, longtermism claims that making the distant future better in expectation should 

be one of our top moral priorities.6 If temporalism is correct, then the strength of our moral reasons 

in favour of improving the distant future might be substantially weaker than the longtermists have 

suggested. 

 In this paper, I tentatively defend temporalism against its critics’ most common objections. 

In §2 I disambiguate ‘temporalism,’ distinguishing it from several other closely-related moral 

views. In §3, I do my best to defend the claim that temporal proximity is a morally salient kind of 

relation – potentially capable of strengthening certain moral reasons, including reasons to save 

others’ lives. In §4, I argue that the analogy between temporal and spatial distance sometimes 

invoked by critics of temporalism does not undermine the view. In §5, I conclude by suggesting 

that temporalism deserves to be taken somewhat more seriously by moral philosophers than it has 

been until now.7 

2: Temporalism 

I begin by contrasting my aims in this paper with three defences of moral pure time preference that 

have been advanced by other philosophers.8 (1) Andreas Mogensen has recently argued that 

policymakers should discount the future “in the context of decisions that concern the global 

community as a whole” because, according to Mogensen, we members of the global community 

have a stronger group-relative duty to care for our closer kin than we have to care for our more 

distant descendants.9 (2) The communitarian philosopher Avner de-Shalit has argued that a moral 

agent should prioritise the interests of those who are temporally closer to her to the extent that 

temporal proximity is correlated (ceteris paribus) with the degree to which two agents can be said 

to belong to the same (intergenerational) moral and political community.10 (3) Insofar as one 

expects human beings in the future to live longer and/or happier lives than they do at present, one 

can argue that distributive justice gives one a reason to prioritise aiding temporally proximate 

human beings over aiding temporally distant ones (who are likely to be more prosperous).11 

 All three of these arguments function as defences of time discounting only because 

temporal proximity happens to be imperfectly correlated with some other variable(s) of moral 

interest. For instance, Mogensen uses temporal proximity as a proxy for closeness of kinship, and 

the distributive justice argument uses temporal proximity as a proxy for relative disadvantage. By 

contrast, temporalism as I wish to define it in this paper is committed to the claim that temporal 

proximity always and without exception strengthens certain moral reasons, including one’s reasons 

to save others. 

 That means that in the remainder of this paper I am going to be defending a fairly radical 

view – a view that many readers might regard as just crazy. For that reason, the arguments I 
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advance in favour of this view will be fairly radical too. The premises won’t exactly be 

uncontroversial, and many readers may just find themselves wanting to reject those premises 

wholesale. That being said, my arguments in favour of temporalism will not be question begging 

or epistemically inert. The premises that I will use to defend temporalism from the standard 

objections to it all strike me as more prima facie plausible than temporalism itself. Hence, I aim to 

increase many readers’ credences in temporalism, even if only modestly. If one is persuaded by 

the many philosophers who have recently argued that the rationality of one’s ethical choices can 

depend upon one’s uncertain credence distribution over moral theories,12 then even this modest 

shift in credence could have important practical implications, and thus should be taken seriously.  

 I also want to draw a distinction here between (a) the claim that one is sometimes morally 

permitted to prioritise people who are closer in time to oneself,13 and (b) the stronger claim that 

one is sometimes morally required to prioritise people who are closer in time to oneself.14 

Temporalism, as I wish to define it, is not necessarily committed to the later claim. Temporalism 

is only committed to the claim that one is sometimes permitted to save a smaller number of people 

who are temporally closer to oneself, rather than a larger number of people who are temporally 

distant.  

 Finally, according to the version of temporalism that I will discuss in this paper, the form 

of ‘temporal distance’ that matters for ethical time discounting is the temporal distance between 

the time at which one makes some moral choice C, and the times at which C harms or benefits 

those it affects. In Patient Philanthropy for instance, the temporal distances that matter are (1) 

the five-day temporal distance between the present moment and the time at which the residents of 

Town One stand to be harmed, and (2) the seventy-year temporal distance between the present 

moment and the time at which the residents of Town Two stand to be harmed.  

3: How temporal distance could matter 

According to Simon Caney, “the most common and straightforward argument for a zero pure time 

discount rate maintains simply that we have no reason to attribute fundamental moral importance 

to someone’s location in time.”15 

The idea of impartiality insists that political decisions should not reward or penalize people 

on the grounds of personal properties that lack any fundamental moral relevance. It is on 

this basis that we hold that persons should not be discriminated against because of their 

race or gender or socioeconomic class. These factors do not correspond to any morally 

relevant features of persons. In the same way, however, it seems inappropriate to 

discriminate against a person simply because of their location in time, for that seems 

equally arbitrary. It may be appropriate to favour some in some circumstances – if they are 

more deserving or more needy or they possess some other morally relevant property – but 

simply being born further into the future is not one of these properties.16 

When thinking concretely about particular thought experiments like Patient 

Philanthropy, many people’s intuitions prima facie support temporalism.17 However, thinking 

more abstractly, I suspect that a fair proportion of these people would nonetheless agree with 

Caney that temporal proximity does not seem to be a prima facie “morally relevant” relation in the 
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same way that, for instance, desert, need, and virtue seem to be prima facie “morally relevant 

properties.” However, in this section, I tentatively defend the claim that temporal proximity is a 

“morally relevant” relation, capable of strengthening one’s moral reasons in a way that is 

explicable rather than “arbitrary.” I aim to shift at least some of the burden of proof over to critics 

like Caney who wish to claim that temporal proximity is an obviously morally irrelevant property, 

clearly incapable of strengthening one’s moral reasons.  

3.1: Regions of moral concern 

Many philosophers believe that we moral agents have certain ‘special relationships’ to people like 

our families, friends, and/or co-nationals which at least make it permissible for us to be partial 

towards those people.18 These philosophers claim that the relationships linking people to their 

families, friends, and/or co-nationals are ethically salient enough to ground these reasons of 

partiality. This idea can also be invoked to justify temporalism. 

 I begin by introducing the notion of a region of moral concern. When an agent J is spatially 

located at point x and temporally located at time t, her region of moral concern is the region of 

spacetime that it is possible given the laws of nature (henceforth: ‘nomologically possible’) for J 

to causally influence from x and t.19 In a universe where there is a single spatial dimension and a 

single temporal dimension, one can graph J’s region of moral concern at time t on a two-

dimensional coordinate plane as follows (figure #1): 

 
(Figure #1) 

Event A is outside this region of moral concern because A occurred before time t, and 

retrocausality is nomologically impossible. Event B is outside this region of moral concern because 

J-at-time-t causally influencing B would require faster-than-light causation, which is also 

nomologically impossible. However, event C is within this region of moral concern, because J-at-

time-t causally influencing C would require neither retrocausality nor faster-than-light causation. 

 It’s important to emphasise here that I have defined any given agent’s degree of moral 

concern as the region of spacetime that it is nomologically possible for this agent to causally 
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influence given her spatiotemporal location. Hence, the shape of any given agent’s region of moral 

concern can never depend upon nomologically contingent features of the agent, such as her wealth, 

intelligence, or physical strength. For example, there need not be anything inconsistent with the 

laws of nature in my purchasing a penthouse apartment in Manhattan tomorrow, even if this is 

practically impossible given my current financial circumstances. In §3.2 below, I will discuss the 

importance of this feature of my framework. 

 It is possible for an agent J at time t to have a pro tanto duty to influence some event E only 

if E lies within J’s region of moral concern at time t. At the present moment, for instance, none of 

us can have a pro tanto duty to prevent World War II from occurring, because World War II lies 

outside of our present regions of moral concern (given that retrocausality is nomologically 

impossible). That’s how J’s region of moral concern at time t gets its name: it is the only region of 

spacetime that J would need to ‘search’ if J were drawing up a longlist of events that she might at 

time t be morally obligated to causally influence. 

 Suppose that x is the spatial location of the donor in Patient Philanthropy, y is the spatial 

location of Town One, and z is the spatial location of Town Two. For simplicity, I will continue to 

assume that there are only two dimensions: one spatial, and one temporal.20 Consider the following 

graph (figure #2): 

 
(Figure #2) 

Figure #2a highlights the region of moral concern RD of the donor at the present moment: 
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(Figure #2a) 

Figure #2b highlights the region of moral concern RT1 of the residents of Town One in five days’ 

time: 

 
(Figure #2b) 

Finally, figure #2c highlights the region of moral concern RT2 of the residents of Town Two in 70 

years’ time: 

 
(Figure #2c) 

Notice that there are plenty of upcoming events that are inside both RD and RT1, but outside 

RT2 (figure #2d): 
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(Figure #2d) 

In other words: there are plenty of events that the donor now and a resident of Town One in five 

days’ time would both have to consider if they each wished to draw up a longlist of events that 

they might be morally obligated to causally influence, but that a resident of Town Two in seventy 

years’ time would not need to so consider. Furthermore, almost any event that the donor now 

would have to so consider is also an event that a person in Town One in five days’ time would 

likewise have to so consider. Thus, figures #2a-d illustrate that there is in some sense a greater 

degree of overlap between RD and RT1 than there is between RD and RT2.
21 

 In virtue of this high degree of overlap, the donor now and the residents of Town One in 

five days’ time have in common an area of moral concern that neither of them have in common 

with the residents of Town Two in seventy years’ time. Put differently: the donor now faces a 

certain situation in common with the residents of Town One in five days’ time that she does not 

also face in common with the residents of Town Two in seventy years’ time, viz. the situation of 

having, in some sense, moral concern over the portion of spacetime highlighted in figure #2d. 

 It does not strike me as particularly implausible to claim that this relationship between the 

donor and the residents of Town One in five days’ time could be an ethically salient one, capable 

of grounding reasons of partiality. In particular, temporalists can claim that this relationship 

strengthens one’s reasons to save. Ceteris paribus, the strength of at least some of one’s moral 

reasons at time t to benefit a person M-at-time-s increase with the degree of overlap between one’s 

region of moral concern at time t and M’s region of moral concern at time s. This in turn depends 

directly upon the temporal distance between t and s. 

3.2: Partiality 

I can illustrate this regions-of-concern explanation for temporalism by comparing Julius Caesar’s 

relationship to Marcus Aurelius with his relationship to Richard Nixon. Caesar’s region of moral 

concern overlaps much more closely with Aurelius’ than it does with Nixon’s; the very laws of 

nature allow for Caesar and Aurelius to have a wide range of pro tanto duties that it is simply 

impossible for either of them to share with Nixon. And in order to change this fact about Nixon, 

one would have to alter some fairly metaphysically basic facts about Nixon’s position in the fabric 

of spacetime. It does not strike me as particularly implausible to claim that this is a morally salient 

dissimilarity between Nixon and Caesar (which does not also obtain between Caesar and Aurelius). 
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And in light of this dissimilarity, I suggest that Caesar was morally entitled to prioritise the 

interests of persons like Aurelius whose positions in the moral topology of the universe are more 

similar to his than are mine or Richard Nixon’s. 

Further strengthening this line of argument would require me to develop an account of 

which kinds of relationships ground reasons of partiality.22 Even in the absence of such an account, 

however, I claim that insofar as my regions of moral concern argument has some prima facie 

plausibility, and has some consonance with views about partiality that many philosophers already 

accept, this argument shifts at least some of the burden of proof back to those critics of temporalism 

who wish to claim that temporal proximity is an obviously morally irrelevant property, clearly 

incapable of strengthening one’s moral reasons. 

In response to this argument, one might object that the relationship of having highly 

overlapping regions of moral concern seems to be quite different in character from other putatively 

special relationships such as those of friendship, parenthood, or co-nationality. All of these 

putatively morally salient relationships are grounded in social facts about the people who are so-

related, whereas the relationship of having highly overlapping regions of moral concern is 

grounded in some much more metaphysically basic facts about the people who are so-related. 

However, it is not clear to me why this should prompt us to infer that the relationship of 

having highly overlapping regions of moral concern cannot generate moral reasons of partiality. 

In certain moods, the possibility for reasons of partiality to be generated by relationships grounded 

in these kinds of metaphysically basic facts actually strikes as more prima facie likely than the 

possibility for reason of partiality to be generated by relationships grounded in difficult to pin 

down social facts about, say, co-nationality. Moreover, the methodology of reflective equilibrium 

can work in both directions, and so the theoretical claim that reasons of partiality can be generated 

by metaphysically basic as well as social facts about people potentially derives some support from 

those of our case-based intuitions that support time discounting. Finally, parts of §4 below might 

also be read as providing some abductive evidence in favour of the claim that having highly 

overlapping regions of moral concern generates reasons of partiality, since I suggest in §4 below 

that this regions of moral concern framework has intuitively plausible implications concerning the 

moral (ir)relevance of spatial locations.  

 My critics might worry that if an agent has greater pro tanto reason to benefit those who 

more closely share their moral predicaments, then this might, for example, permit two billionaires 

to be partial towards each other simply because they share many practical capabilities.23  

Fortunately, however, I do not think that my arguments in this paper require any commitment to 

this (admittedly implausible) view. 

Recall from §3.1 above that I have defined any given agent’s region of moral concern as 

the region of spacetime that it is nomologically possible for this agent to causally influence given 

her spatiotemporal location. Hence, the degree of overlap between our two billionaires’ regions of 

moral concern cannot depend upon nomologically contingent features of those agents such as their 

wealth. 
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This stipulation of course embodies a deeper assumption that whereas the nomologically-

defined version of overlap can justify special moral partiality, by contrast any practically-defined 

version of overlap cannot. Or at least, I must be willing to assume that the practically-defined 

version of overlap can justify at most a trivial level of pro tanto moral partiality.  

 Unfortunately, I think that any complete and convincing defence of either of these 

assumptions would have to be couched in terms of some much more general theory of permissible 

partiality – a topic which is sadly well beyond the scope of this paper. The best I can do here is to 

highlight some considerations which might help to motivate my claim that whereas the 

nomologically-defined version of overlap can justify non-trivial moral partiality, by contrast the 

practically-defined version of overlap cannot. 

 One important difference between the nomologically- and practically-defined versions of 

overlap is that the former version will almost always have far greater modal robustness than the 

latter. For example, the nearest possible worlds in which I am a millionaire (perhaps these are 

possible worlds in which I brought a winning lottery ticket) are surely much more similar to the 

actual world than are the nearest possible worlds in which I was a contemporary of Caesar. The 

‘small miracle’ that would have been required in order for me to have become a millionaire 

(perhaps by having brought a winning lottery ticket) is surely much more minor and innocuous 

than the kind of miracle that would have been required in order for me to have been born during 

the reign of Caesar.24 Thus, there is a sense in which the practically-defined degrees of overlap 

between myself and other moral agents are much more highly contingent than are my 

corresponding nomologically-defined degrees of overlap. 

 It strikes me as quite plausible to suppose that the practically-defined version of overlap’s 

high degree of modal fragility should at least significantly weaken the level of pro tanto moral 

partiality that could ever be justified by this version of overlap. This appeal to modal robustness 

has some antecedents in the contemporary normative ethics literature – courtesy of those who have 

argued that an individual’s moral status depends (at least in part) upon her proximity to having 

full personhood.25  

 To be clear, I do not intend to suggest here that every kind of relationship between any two 

moral agents must always justify a weaker level of pro tanto moral partiality insofar as this 

relationship is modally fragile. For example, it would not strike me as plausible to suppose that the 

relationship between myself and my best friend must justify only a weakened level of pro tanto 

moral partiality insofar as this relationship is modally fragile. 

 In order to accommodate these intuitions, we can draw a distinction between (i) the kinds 

of special relationship which – like friendships – are formed through person-to-person connections, 

and (ii) the kinds of special relationships which are constituted by certain similarities holding 

between two individuals. Having highly overlapping regions of moral concern is one putative 

example of the latter kind of relationship; as is having in common the status of being a billionaire. 

 With this distinction in hand, I want to suggest that modal fragility modulates the normative 

significance only of the similarity-based special relationships. This strikes me as the view that is 

most consistent with my case-based intuitions – although a more complete and convincing defence 
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of this view would unfortunately have to be couched in terms of a more general theory of 

permissible partiality (a task which is well beyond the scope of the present paper).  

 To summarize, I have argued that the nomologically- and practically-defined versions of 

overlap plausibly differ with respect to their modal robustness. I have suggested that in light of 

this difference, it is not implausible to suppose that that the nomologically-defined version of 

overlap is the only one of these two versions which can justify a non-trivial level of partiality. 

Hence, none of my arguments in this paper require a commitment to the view that billionaires are 

morally permitted to be partial towards other billionaires. I concede that a more complete response 

to this potential line of objection would need to be couched in terms of a more general theory of 

permissible partiality – a substantial theoretical task which lies beyond the scope of the present 

paper. But this is no embarrassment to the argument being developed here. This paper’s aim is the 

more modest one of establishing temporalism as a theoretical live option that deserves to be taken 

seriously, as opposed to offering any complete or final account. Showing that the regions-of-moral-

concern framework provides principled resources for resisting the most natural challenges to it is 

sufficient for this purpose. The development of a full theory of permissible partiality – of which a 

vindication of temporalism might ultimately form a part – is a challenge which I shall leave to be 

taken up by future research. 

4: Spatial discounting 

Several critics have also objected to temporalism by drawing analogies between time and space. 

For instance, Gregory Kavka has argued that “location in space is not a morally relevant feature 

of a person determining his worthiness for consideration or aid. Why should location in time be 

any different?” 26 One potential response to this objection would be to argue that we should not be 

so quick to dismiss the claim that spatial distance is morally salient. For instance, Frances Kamm 

has defended this claim in considerable detail, responding to able objections from Unger and 

Igneski.27 

 By contrast, however, I shall argue in this section that my overlapping regions of moral 

concern defence of temporalism (see §3 above) at worst commits its advocates to a mild form of 

spatial discounting on a limited range of moral reasons. In particular, the overlapping regions of 

moral concern framework does not commit its advocates to spatial discounting on our reasons to 

save other people’s lives. 

4.1: Reasons to save 

 Imagine that an agent J located at some point in space j faces a choice between saving an 

agent K from death at time t and location k, or saving an agent L from death at time t and location 

𝑙. Since J is, ex hypothesi, presently capable of saving either K or L, the spacetime points (k, t) and 

(l, t) must both lie within J’s present region of moral concern (figure #3): 
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(Figure #3) 

Figure #3a highlights J’s present region of moral concern RJ: 

 
(Figure #3a) 

Figure #3b highlights K’s region of moral concern at time t, RKt: 

 
(Figure #3b) 
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Finally, figure #3c highlights L’s region of moral concern at time t, RLt: 

 
(Figure #3c) 

 The key point to be noticed here is that regardless of one’s choice of t, j, k, and l, so long 

as (k, t) and (l, t) lie within J’s present region of moral concern, the degree of overlap between RJ 

and RKt must be equal to the degree of overlap between RJ and RLt. For a simple geometrical 

defence of this claim, consider the following graph (figure #3d): 

 
(Figure #3d) 

The area of overlap between RJ and RKt is given by RKt = A + B, and the area of overlap between 

RJ and RLt is given by RLt = B + C. However, A is just a mirror image of C (in figure #3d, the 

mirror line is labelled M). Thus, the degree of overlap between RJ and RKt must be equal to the 

degree of overlap between RJ and RLt. Ceteris paribus, considerations of degree of overlap between 

regions of moral concern do not imply that J may permissibly prioritise saving K over L, despite 

the fact that K-at-time-t’s location k is closer than L-at-time-t’s location l to J’s present location j. 

The overlapping regions of moral concern framework draws a principled distinction between time 

and space discounting as regards reasons to save.28 

4.2: Spooky reasons 
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 So much for reasons to save. I now turn my attention to spooky moral reasons. A spooky 

moral event is an event that affects one or more agents’ rights or interests without actually 

physically affecting those agents. Correspondingly, a spooky duty is a duty to some agent(s) to 

influence some events even though those events will not physically affect those agent(s).29 Let me 

mention two examples. Firstly, some philosophers believe that destroying a person’s artistic legacy 

after her death might make her life go worse for her, for instance by reducing the welfare value of 

the moments of her life when she was engaged in her artistic projects.30 Secondly, some 

philosophers believe that one can wrong someone simply in virtue of having certain beliefs about 

her, even if one’s having those beliefs does not cause any further harmful consequences.31 

Suppose, for illustration, that there are three agents, P, Q, and R. At time t, P and Q are 

located close to each other (in space) at points p and q respectively, whereas R is located far away, 

at point r. We can graph the three agents’ regions of moral concern at time t as follows (figure #4): 

 
(Figure #4) 

As this graph illustrates, there is a high degree of overlap between P and Q’s regions of moral 

concern at time t (figure #4a): 

 
(Figure #4a) 
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By contrast, there is a lower degree of overlap between P and R’s regions of moral concern (figure 

#4b): 

 
(Figure #4b) 

Now suppose that Q and R are each engaged in an artistic project at time t. Although Q and 

R’s physical locations differ, everything else is equal. For instance, Q’s project is just as important 

to Q as R’s is to R, and both projects are of equal aesthetic value. Finally, P faces a choice at time 

t between averting a future event EQ that would destroy Q’s art, or averting a future event ER that 

would destroy R’s art (figure #4c): 

 
(Figure #4c) 

Some philosophers believe that EQ would reduce Q’s well-being at time t, by preventing Q’s 

artistic project at time t from having the kind of long-term legacy that Q desires it to have. The 

same goes mutatis mutandis for ER and R. Hence, these philosophers will wish to claim that P has 

a pro tanto moral duty at t to Q to avert EQ, and a pro tanto duty at t to R to avert ER. Insofar as 

the strength of the pro tanto moral reasons generated by these duties are subject to temporalist 

discounting, ceteris paribus P has stronger reasons to avert EQ than she has to avert ER, since P’s 
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region of moral concern overlaps with Q’s to a greater degree than it overlaps with R’s. My 

overlapping regions of moral concern framework (introduced in §3.1 of this paper) hence commits 

its advocates to spatial discounting on any spooky moral reasons that they believe are subject to 

temporal discounting.32 

However, this framework also implies that for the kinds of spatial distances which currently 

figure in human moral reasoning, although spatial distance is perhaps sometimes a ‘tie-breaking’ 

factor to determine which actions are permissible in certain situations, it almost never determines 

which actions are permissible when other important factors are at stake – by contrast with temporal 

distance. To see why this holds true, compare how much I should spatially discount my (spooky) 

reason to benefit a man on the moon against how much I should temporally discount my reason to 

benefit my next-door neighbour in four seconds’ time. The moon is about 380,000 km away from 

the Earth, and the speed of light is about 300,000 km/s, so it would take about 1.3 seconds for light 

to travel through a vacuum from the Earth to the Moon. Hence, the regions of moral concern of 

myself, my neighbour, and the man on the moon are illustrated in figure #5: 

 
(Figure #5) 

As figures #5a and #5b illustrate, there is a greater degree of overlap (A) between my 

present region of moral concern and the present region of moral concern of the man on the moon 

than there is (B) between my present region of moral concern and my next-door neighbour’s region 

of moral concern in four seconds’ time. 
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(Figure #5a) 

 

(Figure #5b) 

Thus, the regions of moral concern argument for spatial discounting on spooky moral reasons 

implies a level of spatial discounting on spooky reasons to benefit the man on the moon less drastic 

than the appropriate level of temporal discounting on one’s moral reasons to benefit one’s next-

door neighbour in four seconds’ time. The appropriate degree of spatial discounting on one’s 

spooky moral reasons to benefit people on the other side of the Earth will be several orders of 

magnitude smaller even than this! Finally, temporalists can also avoid spatial discounting 

altogether is they wish to: either by denying the existence of spooky duties, or by denying that 

spooky duties are subject to temporal discounting.33 

 Hence, my considered response to Kavka’s objection to temporalism is to argue that my 

overlapping regions of moral concern defence of temporalism at worst requires its advocates to 

embrace a very mild and limited form of spatial discounting, which shouldn’t really bother anyone 

who shares Kavka’s intuition contra spatial discounting in the kinds of decisions that we human 

beings currently face. And even this mild form of spatial discounting can quite easily be avoided 

altogether. 
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 One final nota bene, before I conclude: in this section, I have drawn a contrast between 

‘reasons to save’ and ‘spooky moral reasons.’ However, some spooky moral reasons might also 

be relevant in some decisions about who to save. For instance, if K dies at time t then she might 

be unable to complete the artistic project that she had been working on, which might reduce the 

welfare value of her earlier work on the project. By contrast, L’s death might not have any 

retroactive effects on her earlier rights or interests. In my discussion in §4.1, I intended for my 

ceteris paribus clause to rule out any such differences between K and L. 

5: Conclusion 

Debates about temporal partiality are extremely important, since they have implications for several 

public policy issues – including healthcare, climate change, existential risk, education, and the size 

of the welfare state.34 In this paper, I have tentatively defended the temporalist claim that at least 

certain moral reasons, including our reasons to save others’ lives, are subject to some form of time 

discounting. Although almost all other philosophers have dismissed this view out of hand, I have 

argued that their objections to temporalism are less convincing than one might have at first 

expected. Thus, temporalism is a theoretical live option, that deserves to be taken more seriously 

in future. It should amply reward further study. 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS: For helpful comments and conversations, I wish to thank Abhishek 

Agarwal, Paul Forrester, Dan Greco, Patrick Kaczmarek, Shelly Kagan, Megan Kinniment, Joshua 

Knobe, Alexander Meehan, Andreas Mogensen, Marcus Pivato, Stefan Riedener, Jen Semler, 

Christian Tarsney, David Thorstad, Richard Yetter Chappell and audiences at the 8th Oxford 

Workshop on Global Priorities Research, the Global Priorities Institute’s 2022 Early Career 

Conference Programme, and the 1st PPE Society London Annual Meeting. I also wish to thank 

the Forethought Foundation for their financial support.  

 

References 

Adler, Matthew D. 2009. Future generations: a prioritarian view. George Washington Law Review, 

77.5-6, 1478-520. 

Adler, Matthew D. and Treich, Nicolas. 2015. Prioritarianism and climate change. Environmental 

and Resource Economics, 62.2, 279-308. 

Baier, Annette. 1984. For the sake of future generations. Pp. 214-46 in Tom Regan (ed), 

Earthbound: New Introductory Essays in Environmental Ethics (New York, NY: Random House). 

Basu, Rima. 2019. What we epistemically owe to each other. Philosophical Studies, 176.4, 915-

31. 

Beard, S. J. and Kaczmarek, Patrick. 2024. Existential risk, astronomical waste, and the 

reasonableness of a pure time preference for wellbeing. Monist, 107.2, 157-75. 



Page 18 of 26 

Beckerman, Wilfred and Hepburn, Cameron. 2007. Ethics of the discount rate in the Stern Review 

on the economics of climate change. World Economics, 8.1, 187-210. 

Beckstead, Nicholas. 2013. On the Overwhelming Importance of Shaping the Far Future. PhD 

dissertation. New Brunswick, NJ: Department of Philosophy, Rutgers University.  

Bobinac, Ana, Brouwer, Werner, and van Exel, Job. 2011. Discounting future health gains: an 

empirical enquiry into the influence of growing life expectancy. Health Economics, 20.1, 111-9. 

Boonin, David. 2019. Dead Wrong: The Ethics of Posthumous Harm (Oxford: Oxford University 

Press). 

Boston, Jonathan. 2017. Governing for the Future: Designing Democratic Institutions for a Better 

Tomorrow (Bingley: Emerald). 

Bostrom, Nick. 2003. Astronomical waste: the opportunity cost of delayed technological 

development. Utilitas, 15.3, 308-14. 

Brennan, Geoffrey. 2007. Discounting the future, yet again. Politics, Philosophy and Economics, 

6.3, 259-84. 

Broome, John. 1992. Counting the Cost of Global Warming (Cambridge: White Horse). 

Broome, John. 2012. Climate Matters: Ethics in a Warming World (New York, NY: W. W. 

Norton). 

Broome, John. 2016. The well-being of future generations. Pp. 901-27 in Matthew D. Adler and 

Marc Fleurbaey (eds), The Oxford Handbook of Well-Being and Public Policy (Oxford: Oxford 

University Press). 

Caney, Simon. 2008. Human rights, climate change, and discounting. Environmental Politics, 

17.4, 536-55. 

Caney, Simon. 2009. Climate change and the future: discounting for time, wealth, and risk. Journal 

of Social Philosophy, 40.2, 163-86. 

Caney, Simon. 2014. Climate change, intergenerational equity and the social discount rate. 

Politics, Philosophy and Economics, 13.4, 320-42. 

Cline, William R. 1998. Equity and discounting in climate-change decisions. Pp. 97-104 in 

William D. Nordhaus (ed), Economics and Policy Issues in Climate Change (London: Routledge). 

Cowen, Tyler. 2018. Stubborn Attachments: A Vision for a Society of Free, Prosperous, and 

Responsible Individuals (San Francisco, CA: Stripe Press). 

Cowen, Tyler and Parfit, Derek. 1992. Against the social discount rate. Pp. 144-61 in Laslett, Peter 

and Fishkin, James S. (eds), Justice Between Age Groups and Generations (New Haven, CT: Yale 

University Press). 



Page 19 of 26 

Cox, Courtney. 2005. Only time can tell: unethical research and the passage of time. APA 

Newsletter on Philosophy and Law, 5.1, 2-11. 

Dasgupta, Partha. 2008. Discounting climate change. Journal of Risk and Uncertainty, 37.2-3, 

141-69. 

Davidson, Marc D. 2006. A social discount rate for climate damage to future generations based on 

regulatory law. Climatic Change, 76.1-2, 55-72. 

Davidson, Marc D. 2014. Zero discounting can compensate future generations for climate damage. 

Ecological Economics, 105, 40-7. 

FitzPatrick, William J. 2007. Climate change and the rights of future generations: social justice 

beyond mutual advantage. Environmental Ethics, 29.4, 369-88. 

Frederick, Shane. 2006. Valuing future life and future lives: a framework for understanding 

discounting. Journal of Economic Psychology, 27.5, 667-80.  

Gilead, Tal. 2015. Valuing the future: should educational benefits be discounted? Oxford Review 

of Education, 41.3, 404-20.  

Golding, M. P. 1972. Obligations to future generations. Monist, 56.1, 85-99. 

Goodin, Robert E. 1982. Discounting discounting. Journal of Public Policy, 2.1, 53-72. 

Greaves, Hilary, Barrett, Jacob and Thorstad, David (eds). 2025. Essays on Longtermism: Present 

Action for the Distant Future (Oxford: Oxford University Press).  

Greaves, Hilary and MacAskill, William. 2019. The case for strong longtermism. Global Priorities 

Institute, working paper 7-2019. 

Hausman, Daniel M. 2015. Valuing Health: Well-Being, Freedom, and Suffering (Oxford: Oxford 

University Press). 

Heal, Geoffrey. 2009. The economics of climate change: a post-Stern perspective. Climatic 

Change, 96.3, 275-97. 

Heath, Joseph. 2017. Climate ethics: justifying a positive social time preference. Journal of Moral 

Philosophy, 14.4, 435-62. 

Heath, Joseph. 2021. Philosophical Foundations of Climate Change Policy (Oxford: Oxford 

University Press). 

Jeske, Diane. 2019. Special obligations. In Edward N. Zalta (ed), The Stanford Encyclopedia of 

Philosophy, Fall 2019. <URL: https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2019/entries/special-

obligations/>. 

Jit, Mark and Mibei, Walter. 2015. Discounting in the evaluation of the cost-effectiveness of a 

vaccination programme: a critical review. Vaccine, 33.32, 3788-94. 

Kagan, Shelly. 2016. What’s wrong with speciesism? Journal of Applied Philosophy, 33.1, 1-21. 



Page 20 of 26 

Kagan, Shelly. 2019. How to Count Animals, More or Less (Oxford: Oxford University Press).  

Kamm, F. M. 2007. Intricate Ethics: Rights, Responsibilities, and Permissible Harm (Oxford: 

Oxford University Press). 

Kavka, Gregory. 1978. The futurity problem. Pp. 180-203 in R. I. Sikora and Brian Barry (eds), 

Obligations to Future Generations (Philadelphia, PA: Temple University Press). 

Kelleher, J. Paul. 2017. Pure time preference in intertemporal welfare economics. Economics and 

Philosophy, 33.3, 441-73. 

Keller, Simon. 2013. Partiality (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press). 

Lagerspetz, Eerik. 1999. Rationality and politics in long-term decisions. Biodiversity and 

Conservation, 8.1, 149-64. 

de Lazari-Radek, Katarzyna and Singer, Peter. 2014. The Point of View of the Universe: Sidgwick 

and Contemporary Ethics (Oxford: Oxford University Press). 

Lewis, David. 1979. Counterfactual dependence and time’s arrow. Noûs, 13.4, 455-76. 

Lloyd, Harry R. 2021. Time discounting, consistency and special obligations: a defence of robust 

temporalism. Global Priorities Institute, working paper 11-2021. 

Lloyd, Harry R. 2025. Moral Uncertainty and Bargaining. PhD dissertation. New Haven, CT: 

Department of Philosophy, Yale University. 

Lloyd, Harry R. Unpublished-a. Time discounting, the distant future, and dynamic inconsistency. 

Lloyd, Harry R. Unpublished-b. Social pure time preference in public opinion. 

Lloyd, Harry R. and Williamson, Patrick. Unpublished. Time discounting and kinship. 

MacAskill, William. 2022. What We Owe The Future (New York, NY: Basic Books).  

MacAskill, William, Bykvist, Krister and Ord, Toby. 2020. Moral Uncertainty (Oxford: Oxford 

University Press). 

Menzel, Paul T. 2011. Should the value of future health benefits be time-discounted? Pp. 246-73 

in Halley S. Faust and Paul T. Menzel (eds), Prevention vs. Treatment: What’s the Right Balance? 

(Oxford: Oxford University Press). 

Mintz-Woo, Kian. 2019. Principled utility discounting under risk. Moral Philosophy and Politics, 

6.1, 89-112. 

Moellendorf, Darrel. 2014. The Moral Challenge of Dangerous Climate Change: Values, Poverty, 

and Policy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press). 

Mogensen, Andreas. 2022. The only ethical argument for positive δ? Partiality and pure time 

preference. Philosophical Studies, 179.9, 2731-50. 

Nolt, John. 2015. Environmental Ethics for the Long Term: An Introduction (London: Routledge). 



Page 21 of 26 

O’Neill, John. 1993. Ecology, Policy and Politics: Human Well-Being and the Natural World 

(London: Routledge). 

Ord, Toby. 2020. The Precipice: Existential Risk and the Future of Humanity (London: 

Bloomsbury). 

Parfit, Derek. 1984. Reasons and Persons (Oxford: Clarendon Press). 

Purves, Duncan. 2016. The case for discounting the future. Ethics, Policy and Environment, 19.2, 

213-30.  

Rawls, John. 1972. A Theory of Justice (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press). 

Riedener, Stefan. 2025. Authenticity, meaning, and alienation: reasons to care less about far-future 

people. Pp. 150-67 in Greaves, Barrett and Thorstad 2025.  

Richards, David A. J. 1983. Contractarian theory, intergenerational justice, and energy policy. Pp. 

131-50 in Douglas MacLean and Peter G. Brown (eds), Energy and the Future (Totowa, NJ: 

Rowman and Littlefield). 

Rothenberg, Jerome. 1993. (a) Economic perspectives on time comparisons: an evaluation of time 

discounting. (b) Economic perspectives on time comparisons: alternative approaches to time 

comparisons. Pp. 307-32, 355-97 in Nazli Choucri (ed), Global Accord: Environmental 

Challenges and International Responses (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press). 

Rothenberg, Jerome. 1999. Intergenerational ethics, efficiency, and commitment: comments on 

Schelling and Kopp and Portney. Pp. 103-9 in Paul R. Portney and John P. Weyant (eds), 

Discounting and Intergenerational Equity (Washington, DC: Resources for the Future). 

Saad, Bradford. 2024. The sooner the better: an argument for bias toward the earlier. Journal of 

the American Philosophical Association, 10.2, 371-86. 

Schelling, Thomas C. 1995. Intergenerational discounting. Energy Policy, 23.4-5, 395-401. 

Sen, Amartya. 1982. Approaches to the choice of discount rates for social benefit-cost analysis. 

Pp. 325-53 in Robert C. Lind et al., Discounting for Time and Risk in Energy Policy (Washington, 

DC: Resources for the Future). 

de-Shalit, Avner. 1995. Why Posterity Matters: Environmental Policies and Future Generations 

(London: Routledge). 

de-Shalit, Avner. 2025. The community, the nation, and obligations to future generations. Pp. 163-

77 in Stephen M. Gardiner (ed), The Oxford Handbook of Intergenerational Ethics (Oxford: 

Oxford University Press). 

Shue, Henry. 2014. Climate Justice: Vulnerability and Protection (Oxford: Oxford University 

Press). 

Sidgwick, Henry. 1907. The Methods of Ethics, 7th edition (London: Macmillan). 



Page 22 of 26 

Slote, Michael. 2003. Empathy, immediacy, and morality. Pp. 179-88 in Heather Dyke (ed), Time 

and Ethics: Essays at the Intersection (Dordrecht: Kluwer).  

Smart, J. J. C. 1973. An outline of a system of utilitarian ethics. Pp. 1-74 in J. J. C. Smart and 

Bernard Williams, Utilitarianism: For and Against (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press). 

Smolkin, Doran. 2019. Kagan on speciesism and modal personism. Journal of Applied Philosophy, 

36.1, 73-92. 

Spash, Clive L. 1993. Economics, ethics, and long-term environmental damages. Environmental 

Ethics, 15.2, 117-32. 

Spash, Clive L. 1994. Double CO2 and beyond: benefits, costs and compensation. Ecological 

Economics, 10.1, 27-36.  

Stern, Nicholas. 2014. Ethics, equity and the economics of climate change paper 2: economics and 

politics. Economics and Philosophy, 30.3, 445-501. 

Surovell, Jonathan. 2017. But for the grace of God: abortion and cognitive disability, luck and 

moral status. Ethical Theory and Moral Practice, 20.2, 257-77. 

Tarsney, Christian. 2017. Does a discount rate measure the costs of climate change? Economics 

and Philosophy, 33.3, 337-65. 

Tenenbaum, Susan. 1989. Social discounting: retrieving the civic dimension. Economics and 

Philosophy, 5.1, 33-46. 

Thompson, Janna. 2009a. Identity and obligation in a transgenerational polity. Pp. 25-49 in Axel 

Gosseries and Lukas H. Meyer (eds), Intergenerational Justice (Oxford: Oxford University Press). 

Thompson, Janna. 2009b. Intergenerational Justice: Rights and Responsibilities in an 

Intergenerational Polity (London: Routledge). 

Thompson, Janna. 2017. The ethics of intergenerational relationships. Canadian Journal of 

Philosophy, 47.2-3, 313-26. 

Tinghög, Gustav. 2012. Discounting, preferences, and paternalism in cost-effectiveness analysis. 

Health Care Analysis, 20.3, 297-318. 

Wilson, James. 2012. Paying for patented drugs is hard to justify: an argument about time 

discounting and medical need. Journal of Applied Philosophy, 29.3, 186-99. 

Wolf, Clark. 2009. Intergenerational justice, human needs, and climate policy. Pp. 347-76 in Axel 

Gosseries and Lukas H. Meyer (eds), Intergenerational Justice (Oxford: Oxford University Press). 

Zuber, Stéphane and Asheim, Geir B. 2012. Justifying social discounting: the rank-discounted 

utilitarian approach. Journal of Economic Theory, 147.4, 1572-601. 

 



Page 23 of 26 

 
1 The intended analogy here is with a term like ‘speciesism.’ I focus on reasons to save others’ lives only 

for the sake of concreteness. 
2 Ord 2020, pp. 254-5.  
3 See inter alia Sidgwick 1907; Rawls 1972, §§44-5; Smart 1973, §9; Kavka 1978; Goodin 1982; Richards 

1983; Baier 1984; Parfit 1984; Broome 1992; 2012; 2016; Cowen and Parfit 1992; O’Neill 1993, §4.3; 

Lagerspetz 1999; FitzPatrick 2007; Wolf 2009; Menzel 2011; Wilson 2012; Caney 2014; de Lazari-Radek 

and Singer 2014, §12.4; Moellendorf 2014; Hausman 2015, §15.4; Nolt 2015, §4.1; Tarsney 2017; Greaves 

and MacAskill 2019; Ord 2020. 
4 Frederick 2006, p. 668; Jit and Mibei 2015; Cowen 2018, p. 93. 
5 In connection with the ethics of carbon emissions, several philosophers and economists have pointed out 

that it is important to distinguish between time discounting on moral reasons to prevent harm and time 

discounting on moral reasons to avoid inflicting it (Sen 1982, §7; Broome 1992, pp. 107-8; Cowen and 

Parfit 1992, p. 150; Spash 1993; 1994; Cline 1998; Davidson 2006, p. 59; 2014; Caney 2008; 2009; 

Dasgupta 2008, §3.5; Shue 2014; Tarsney 2017; Schelling 1995 arguably fails to appreciate this 

distinction). When a moral agent chooses to emit greenhouse gases, she is choosing to impose certain costs 

upon future generations, rather than choosing to refrain from aiding them. If one accepts time discounting 

on moral reasons to prevent harm, then should one also accept time discounting on moral reasons to avoid 

inflicting it? 

In §3 of this paper, I will defend temporalism by arguing that temporal proximity is similar to (for 

example) friendship, in that it grounds permissible partiality. Moreover, most of us intuit that friendship 

strengthens not only our reasons to prevent harm, but also our reasons to avoid inflicting it. If n is the 

minimum number of people such that one is morally required to sacrifice one stranger in order to save n 

others, and k is the minimum number of people such that one is morally required to sacrifice one friend in 

order to save k strangers, then most people intuit that n < k. In my experience, most temporalists likewise 

intuit that our moral reasons to avoid inflicting temporally distant harms are weaker (ceteris paribus) than 

our moral reasons to avoid inflicting temporally proximate harms. To the extent that a temporalist embraces 

these intuitions, she will be somewhat more amenable to, for instance, a plan to increase greenhouse gas 

emissions in order to alleviate present-day world hunger.  
6 Bostrom 2003; Beckstead 2013; Ord 2020; MacAskill 2022; Greaves, Barrett and Thorstad 2025. 
7 Critics of moral time discounting also sometimes argue: 

(1) that it does not enjoy widespread support; 

(2) that pro-discounting intuitions can in any case be debunked; 

(3) that it can avoid implausible implications only at the cost of time inconsistency; and 

(4) that it relies upon a naïve, pre-relativistic conception of time (Cowen 2018, pp. 68-9).  

For critical discussion of objections (1) through (3), see Lloyd 2021; unpublished-a; unpublished-b. 
8 See also Purves 2016; Mintz-Woo 2019; Heath 2017; 2021, chapter 6; Saad 2024; Riedener 2025. For a 

reply to Heath 2017, see Tarsney 2017, §3. For a defence of time discounting that draws heavily on an 

earlier version of the present paper (Lloyd 2021), see Beard and Kaczmarek 2024.  
9 Mogensen 2022; see also Rothenberg 1993; 1999; Schelling 1995; Beckerman and Hepburn 2007. I reply 

to this argument in Lloyd and Williamson unpublished.  
10 de-Shalit 1995; 2025. See also Golding 1972; Tenenbaum 1989; O’Neill 1993; Thompson 2009a; 2009b; 

2017. Rothenberg 1993; 1999 and Schelling 1995 to some extent anticipate de-Shalit’s use of the notion of 

“moral similarity” (1995), by arguing that the reason why we typically discount the interests of future 

people is that we typically feel less empathy for people who we expect to differ from ourselves in culture, 

values, and patterns of living (see also Slote 2003).  

 



Page 24 of 26 

 
11 Brennan 2007; Dasgupta 2008; Bobinac et al. 2011; Zuber and Asheim 2012; Adler and Treich 2015, 

§4.2. 
12 MacAskill, Bykvist and Ord 2020; Lloyd 2025. 
13 J. Paul Kelleher (2017, pp. 468-9) expresses some attraction to this view, although he stops short of 

actually defending it.  
14 According to a third, intermediate view, prioritising people who are temporally closer to oneself is 

sometimes supererogatory. On this view, although prioritising people who are temporally closer to oneself 

is never morally required, it is nonetheless sometimes the best or most choiceworthy course of action. 
15 Caney 2014, p. 323. 
16 Caney 2009, pp. 168-9; see also Rawls 1972, p. 298; Richards 1983, pp. 137-40; Adler 2009, pp. 1493-

4; Heal 2009; Wilson 2012, p. 192; Moellendorf 2014, p. 109; Stern 2014; Adler and Treich 2015, p. 283; 

Nolt 2015, §4.1; Broome 2016, p. 907; Boston 2017, pp. 137-8; Ord 2020, p. 255. 
17 One might worry that these intuitions are polluted or made unreliable by the fact that temporal distance 

is usually correlated with other variables of moral interest, like closeness of kinship, ability to influence 

events with high probability, or cultural similarity (recall §2 above). Still, for whatever it is worth, in my 

experience many people report intuitions favouring Town One in Patient Philanthropy even when I go 

out of my way to clearly stipulate in my presentation of this case that none of these other factors should be 

assumed to covary with temporal distance here. Of course, how much epistemic weight one should afford 

to these mere intuitions depends on difficult questions in metaphilosophy, and contemporary philosophers 

differ greatly with respect to the weight that they afford to case-based intuitions. These kinds of intuitions 

are much more important to highly ‘preservationist’ moral philosophers like Frances Kamm than they are 

to highly ‘revisionist’ moral philosophers like Peter Singer. Readers who highly sceptical of the 

preservationist approach might want to read this paper as one long consequent in a subjunctive conditional 

of the form: ‘if we adopted a preservationist approach to moral philosophy, then we should say that …’. 
18 Jeske 2019. 
19 Technical note: in the jargon of special and general relativity, agent J’s region of moral concern from 

location x and time t is the future light cone of the event (x, t). I assume in this paper that there exists some 

principled criterion for selecting a privileged reference frame in each choice situation. 
20 If there were two spatial dimensions and one temporal dimension, then regions of moral concern would 

be conical rather than triangular. And in the actual world (where there are three spatial dimensions and one 

temporal dimension) regions of moral concern are hyperconical. In both cases, however, the same points 

can be made as I shall make in the two-dimensional case. 
21 Precisifying this sense of ‘degree of overlap’ is complicated by the potential unboundedness of spacetime. 

Let RJ, RK and RL denote respectively: agent J’s region of moral concern at time tJ; agent K’s region of 

moral concern at time tK; and agent L’s region of moral concern at time tL. RJ has a greater degree of overlap 

with RK than it has with RL iff within every closed segment [t1, t2] of history where t1 ≤ tJ, tK, tL and t2 ≥ tJ, 

tK, tL, the area of RJ’s overlap with RK is greater than the area of RJ’s overlap with RL. (I am particularly 

indebted here to Alexander Meehan.) In the Patient Philanthropy case, for instance, consider figures #2e 

and #2f: 

 



Page 25 of 26 

 

 
(Figure #2e) 
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For every closed segment [t1, t2] of history where t1 is prior to the present moment and t2 is more than 

seventy years’ time from now, the area A of RD’s overlap with RT1 that lies within [t1, t2] is greater than the 

area B of RD’s overlap with RT2 that lies within [t1, t2]. Hence, RD has a greater degree of overlap with RT1 

than it has with RT2. According to an equivalent formulation of this definition, RJ has a greater degree of 

overlap with RK than RJ has with RL iff RJ intersects with RK earlier than RJ intersects with RL. 
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